Meeting:

Housing Oversight Committee (Meeting 14)

Date:

Wednesday, Feb. 3, 2021

Purpose:

Welcome new members, prepare for annual review process and hear from Metro
auditor.

Time:

Place:

Outcome(s):
9 a.m.

9:10 a.m.
9:20 a.m.
9:40 a.m.
9:55 a.m.

10:25 a.m.

10:30 a.m.
10:55 a.m.
11:00 a.m.

9 to 11 a.m.

Virtual Zoom meeting

Understanding of proposed annual review process, and auditor’s report,
opportunity to share feedback to support oversight role.
Welcome and Updates
Public Comment

New member welcome and introductions
Update on progress and expenditures

Charter Clarification and Annual Review Process
Break

Metro Auditor report
Next steps
Adjourn
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Meeting:

Date/time:

Place:

Purpose:

Metro Housing Oversight
Committee Meeting

Wednesday, October 14th, 2020, 9 AM – 11:30 AM

Zoom Virtual Meeting

Review and receive feedback on draft guidance for implementing jurisdictions to
submit annual LIS progress reports and LIS addendums describing anticipated use of
Supportive Housing Services (SHS) measure funding in bond projects; presentation
and Q/A on “Affordable Housing 101”

Attendees
Mitch Hornecker, Mesha Jones, Jenny Lee, Steve Rudman, Manuel Castaneda, Melissa Erlbaum,
Serena Cruz, Dr. Steven Holt, Andrew Tull

Absent
Ed McNamara, Tia Vonil, Bandana Shrestha

Metro
Ash Elverfeld, Jes Larson, Valeria McWilliams, Megan Gibb, Elissa Gertler, Brian Kennedy, Patrick
Dennis
Facilitators
Allison Brown

Note: The meeting was recorded via Zoom and therefore details will be focused mainly on the
discussion, with less detail in regards to the presentations.

Welcome and agenda
Co-chairs Steve Rudman and Jenny Lee welcomed everyone.

July 1, 2020 minutes were approved by members.

Dashboard updates

Valeria McWilliams, Metro, shared her screen and showed the committee members where to locate
the housing bond progress dashboard on the website. Two additional projects were approved on
Monday, providing another 213 units. Three projects currently being reviewed by the Metro
housing team for endorsement include two from Gresham and one Hillsboro.

Conflict of interest disclosures

Emily Lieb, Metro, sent out a guide to the committee members prior to the meeting regarding
conflict of interest disclosures. She offered members a chance to disclose any potential or actual
conflicts of interest. Since there can also be perceived conflict of interest situations and she wants
to allow members an opportunity to share these at the beginning of each meeting.

Dr. Steven Holt disclosed that his firm Try Excellence does various consulting work around housing,
equity and training. He has been the equity trainer at City of Gresham for the last four years and
recently helped them to process through housing decisions for the Metro Housing Bond dollars and

what they would be building.

He helped assess what an equitable approach would be for implementation. At this point there isn’t
any work happening in that regard. Dr. Holt also added that he is currently training the Metro
Council on equity as well.

Manuel Castaneda disclosed that he has been approached from some developers who want to do
business or have access to funds from Affordable Housing Bond. Manuel typically directs those folks
to Metro staff to avoid any conflicts.
Joel Morton, Metro Attorney, asked that the members reach out to Emily Lieb if they have questions
and she can then reach out to Joel Morton.

Emily disclosed that Stephen McMurtrey, the outgoing director of housing at Clackamas County, has
also been working as a housing developer outside of his role with the county. His project was
selected by Washington County. Metro housing team consulted with Metro Attorney Joel Morton
and was advised that it was an acceptable decision and not a conflict of interest.
No questions were asked by members regarding these disclosures.

Affordable Housing 101 Presentation

Emily Lieb introduced the committee to Stef Kondor who has a background working for Central City
Concern and now is working for Related Companies. She brings multiple perspectives on affordable
housing.

Stef Kondor prefaced her presentation stating that this is only her perspective on the matter.
Related Companies is a national developer whom she met around three years ago. They started as
affordable housing developers over 40 years ago, although they also do very large projects and
many other types of development work now. Through her years of experience she has acquired
multiple different perspectives.

From her presentation:
• Affordable housing provides more than just a place to live, there’s a larger mission to help
people. Stef described the development timeline as a tortoise not the hare, starting with site
control, due diligence, funding application, design, and construction, lasting more or less 48
months.
• The capital stack looks like a mix of low income housing tax credits (LIHTC), equity, debt,
deferred developer fee, and subsidies. Affordable housing tax credits are available as new
market tax credits or LIHTCs.
• Deepening affordability is a two-fold issue and Stef shared a slide that illustrated what this
would look like. Deeper affordability is more expensive to develop and operate. Metro Bond
and Supportive Housing Services funds are critical to deepening affordability.
• Affordable housing developers have additional cost considerations in comparison to market
rate housing developers, like location, project characteristics and development type. Also,
affordable housing developers have many requirements like Davis Bacon, BOLI, and
MWESB. Additional soft costs exist as well like, reserves, system development charge
waivers and tax exemption, and multiple attorneys.
• There’s a broad range of housing for affordable homes; family, workforce, senior,
permanent supportive, rapid housing, and shelters.

Manuel asked why it’s more expensive to maintain the low income housing units. Stef said that in
her experience, typically lower income tenants require more services which is expensive. In
addition, operating and maintenance can also add to the costs as lower income units, from her
experience, show more wear and tear and higher turnover and maintenance. Sometimes security is
needed as well or you need more desk services and presence on site. Those really drive operating
expenses.
Steve Rudman thanked Stef and said that what really stood out to him was the complicated list of
funding sources and the complexity to house people without a lot of resources, and tying together
how it all comes together to work.

Draft Guidance for Implementation Partners: Annual Reporting and Supportive
Housing Integration

Emily Lieb provided context around annual reporting. Part of the Committee’s charge is to provide
an annual report to the Metro council. Staff will receive annual reports for all eight jurisdictions,
review and summarize them and then provide those summaries to the Committee for further
discussion and guidance. Staff will then package up the reports. The jurisdictional partners have
been asked to submit reports for calendar 2020 on January 6th. The February and March committee
meetings will be focused on these reports.

Jes Larson provided an update on the work to integrate the supportive housing services program
into local implementation plans for the housing bond partnering jurisdictions. She explained that
when Metro referred the bond measure there wasn’t a commitment to supportive housing, the
funds weren’t there for them although some jurisdictions had their own funds they planned on
trying to use. Now that the supportive housing services measure passed, we are asking partners to
fit this work into their plans. It forces supportive housing services folks to work with the housing
development folks and also requires coordination amongst the counties to have a regional
approach. She continued to say that Metro is asking each bond partner if there is an opportunity for
supportive housing in the projects currently in concept form.
The presentation then opened up for a discussion period.

Manuel asked if the partners could use the subsidy to simply go out and purchase existing
properties. Emily responded, yes, the bond has always provided that option to local implementation
partners. Manuel then recommended that Metro should encourage partners to explore that option
more. Jes added that there are partners looking at hotels to purchase as they come available on the
market.

Melissa Erlbaum asked for clarification regarding whether the supportive housing services measure
is paying for rental assistance in addition to services. Jes clarified that yes, the measure can do both.
Melissa pointed to the importance of services and that without them, even with rent assistance,
we’ll continue to have the same issues occurring over and over and end up in the same situation.

Mitch Hornecker added that 75% of the service measure funds are for the chronically homelessness
and you can’t use that for housing vouchers if they’re not for people experiencing chronic
homelessness. The other 25% of the funds are preventative and has a broader description but will

apply to currently the homeless or at risk of
becoming homeless populations. The number of units will restrict how much will be spent on the
75% side.
Melissa spoke to the need for the services and the need to uphold the promise to voters and the
communities who came together to build this measure. She raised a concern that there would be
too much of a focus on rental assistance.

Steve chimed in and reinforced his understanding of the measure. He said that rental assistance is
needed in addition to the supportive services and that systems integration is critical.
The conversation shifted and Emily asked the committee how they would like to see the annual
reporting packaged up for them.

Steve said that he wants to see a narrative as part of each of the questions in the reporting, less of a
focus on quantitative data.

Mitch asked about the timing of the gaps analysis requirement. He also asked that we push buying
up of hotels. Jes responded by saying that it’s not our responsibility to push jurisdictions to buy
hotels, but they do offer an opportunity. She also said that it’s important to remember gaps analysis
isn’t always enough information, it’s always incomplete and doesn’t tell us the full story. The system
will look very different than what the gaps analysis will tell us right now.

Mitch stated that he has talked to a lot of people who claim it can be bought and refurbished for
astoundingly less than new products. We can’t tell jurisdictions what to do, but we can ask those
jurisdictions what they’re doing. Metro has a lot of money and it hasn’t committed a lot of money.
Should this committee be pushing Metro to take advantage of these opportunities?

Emily said that several jurisdictions are exploring the hotel strategy right now. She also said that
the committee does have a role to be asking these questions about hotels. In regards to the site
acquisition program at Metro, it is one of the eight jurisdictions and can be asked the same
questions that the committee is asking other jurisdictions.

Public Comment

Allison Brown, facilitator with JLA Public Involvement, opened the floor for public comment.

Nate McCoy is the Executive Director at NAMC and chairs the Portland Housing Advisory
Commission. Nate wants to echo some of the comments by others around the need for more
affordable housing and expand on the economic opportunities that can be provided. Nate stated
that there are a lot of existing relationships but there are new relationships that could be built. We
set policies that include subcontractors but we don’t actually empower Prime Contractors. If we’re
going to lead with racial equity, what does that mean? Nate pointed out that it starts with firms that
come from those racial and ethnic backgrounds. NAMC is working with the state, one is how to
name these businesses, the BIPOC term has gained a lot of steam. NAMC sent the letter (included in
packet) to the three counties as well and have received positive responses and support.

Steve responded that he believes Nate raised many important questions in his letter. Steve stated
that he believes that there does need to be some change, MWESB is regulated and sometimes
misses the mark. Steve would like to discuss at the next meeting even more, about what’s working
well and not so well.

Updates and next steps
•
•

Updated dashboard on the Affordable Housing page on the Metro website.
Housing team is currently reviewing Gresham and Hillsboro concept endorsements and the
final approval may be happening for one of the projects on a sped up track.
• Metro’s Site Acquisition program is looking for a developer for the 76th and Glisan project.
• Committee should anticipate scheduling requests for the 2021 meetings.
Metro staff will be reaching out to members who have potential term reappointments to
confirm interest in continuing to serve on the committee.

The meeting was adjourned.
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Committee Charter
Background on the 2018 Metro Housing Bond
On November 6, 2018, the Metro area voters approved Measure 26-199 authorizing Metro to issue
general obligation bonds in the amount of $652.8 million to fund affordable housing. The primary
goal of Metro’s Affordable Housing Bond Measure program (the “Program”) is create at least 3,900
new affordable homes, of which:
•

•
•

At least 1,600 homes will be affordable to households making 30% of area median income
(AMI) or below;
At least 1,950 homes will be sized for families, with 2 or more bedrooms; and
No more than 10 percent of homes will be provided for households making 61-80% of AMI.

In its efforts to achieve the Program unit production targets referenced above, Metro is guided by
four principles (the “Guiding Principles”):

1. Lead with racial equity. Ensure that racial equity considerations guide and are integrated
throughout all aspects of Program implementation, including community engagement, project
location prioritization, tenant screening and marketing, resident and/or supportive services,
and inclusive workforce strategies.

2. Create opportunity for those in need. Ensure that Program investments serve people
currently left behind in the region’s housing market, especially: communities of color, families
with children and multiple generations, people living with disabilities, seniors, veterans,
households experiencing or at risk of homelessness, and households at risk of displacement.
Incorporate commitments for tracking and reporting on Program outcomes for people of color
and other historically marginalized groups.

3. Create opportunity throughout the region. Ensure that Program investments are distributed
across the region to (a) expand affordable housing options in neighborhoods that have not
historically included sufficient supply of affordable homes, (b) increase access to
transportation, employment, education, nutrition, parks and natural areas, and (c) help prevent
displacement in changing neighborhoods where communities of color live today.

4. Ensure long-term benefits and good use of public dollars. Provide for community oversight
to ensure transparency and accountability in Program activities and outcomes. Ensure
financially sound investments in affordable, high quality homes. Allow flexibility and efficiency to
respond to local needs and opportunities, and to create immediate affordable housing
opportunities for those in need.

Metro Affordable Housing Bond Community Oversight Committee
Feb 2019
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The Housing Bond Program is guided by regional goals and oversight, but implemented by the Local
Implementation Partners, who are best positioned to respond to community affordable housing
needs. Successful implementation requires flexibility for local jurisdictions to create and nimbly
pursue strategies that respond to local community priorities and market contexts. Government
agencies that are eligible to become Local Implementation Partners include counties, public
housing authorities, and cities with populations over 50,000 that receive and administer their own
federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding.

Affordable Housing Community Oversight Committee Authorizing Ordinance

The Metro Council established the Affordable Housing Community Oversight Committee
((Oversight Committee) on January 31, 2019, by amending Metro Code Chapter 2.19 via Ordinance
19-1430.

Oversight Committee’s Purpose and Authority

The purpose of Oversight Committee is to provide program oversight on behalf of the Metro Council
to ensure that investments achieve regional goals and desired outcomes and to ensure transparency
and accountability in Program activities and outcomes.
The Oversight Committee will be charged with the following duties:
•

•
•
•
•

Evaluate Metro’s and each Local Implementation Partner’s implementation strategies for
alignment with the Guiding Principles and to ensure each local implementation strategy
contains a clear plan to achieve the local share of Unit Production Targets;
Recommend implementation strategies for approval by the Metro Council;
Monitor financial aspects of program administration, including program expenditures;
Provide an annual report and presentation to Metro Council assessing program performance,
challenges and outcomes; and
Recommend changes, as necessary, to implementation strategies to achieve Unit Production
Targets and adhere to the Guiding Principles.

Committee Membership

The Oversight Committee will be composed of no fewer than 7 and no more than 15 members, to be
appointed by the Metro Council President subject to Metro Council confirmation. The Committee's
members represent a diversity of perspectives, geographic familiarity, demographics, and technical
expertise, including finance, housing development, housing policy and experience working with
impacted communities. The Metro Council President will designate at least one (1) member to
serve as Chairperson of the Committee or may elect to designate two (2) members to serve as coChairpersons of the Committee. Oversight Committee members will not be compensated for the
services.
Metro Affordable Housing Bond Community Oversight Committee
Feb 2019
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•

•

Terms of service: Five (5) of the initial Committee members will be appointed to serve a one
(1) year term, and may be reappointed to serve up to two (2) additional 2-year terms. All other
Committee members will be appointed to serve two-year terms, and may be reappointed to
serve up to two (2) additional 2-year terms. The Committee will be dissolved on July 1, 2028, or
upon the issuance of a final report by the Committee after all funds authorized by the Affordable
Housing Bond Measure 26-199 have been spent, whichever is earlier.
Attendance: The Committee will meet no fewer than four times a year. In the interest of
maintaining continuity in discussions, members commit to attending all meetings unless they
are prevented from doing so by reasonable excuse. Committee members will notify staff ahead
of meetings if they are unable to be present, and will read materials and request briefings from
staff on the information presented, deliberations and outcomes of the meeting. The Committee
will not use alternates or proxies.

Chairperson(s) Roles

Responsibilities of the Oversight Committee Chairperson(s) include:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Allows facilitator to lead discussions and keep the group to time/task.
Participates in committee discussions and forming committee recommendations.
Starts and ends meetings on time unless the group agrees to extend the meeting time.
Provides guidance (if needed) on content and ideas to meet the Oversight Committee goals.
Encourages consensus decision making.
Leads discussions when all attempts at reaching consensus have been exhausted.
May speak for the Committee in any public requests for comment.
Participates in development of meeting agendas, in coordination with Metro staff and facilitator.

Facilitator Role

As necessary, a facilitator may be used. The facilitator’s role includes the following responsibilities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Draft meeting agendas and compile meeting materials in coordination with Metro staff.
Facilitator has no stake in the outcome of the meeting.
Does not evaluate or contribute content ideas.
Keeps the group focused on the agreed upon time/task.
Makes suggestions about alternative methods and procedures to achieve consensus.
Encourages participation from all group members.
Helps the Oversight Committee find solutions that meet everyone’s needs.

Metro Affordable Housing Bond Community Oversight Committee
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Meeting Protocols
Meeting Guidelines

All participants agree to act in good faith in all aspects of decision making. This includes being
honest and refraining from any actions or undertakings that will undermine or threaten the process
in any manner. This also includes behavior outside of meetings. Expectations include:
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Arrive on time and prepared.
Share the air – only one person will speak at a time, and we will allow others to speak once
before we speak twice.
Express our own views or those of our constituents; don't speak for others at the table.
Listen carefully, and keep an open mind.
Respect the views and opinions of others, and refrain from personal attacks, both within
and outside of meetings.
Avoid side conversations.
Focus questions and comments on the subject at hand and stick to the agenda.
When discussing the past, link the past to the current discussion constructively.
Seek to find common ground with each other and consider the needs and concerns of the
local community and the larger region.
Turn off or put cell phones on silent mode.
Notify Committee Chairperson and Metro Staff of any media inquiries and refer requests for
official statements or viewpoints to Metro. Steering Committee members will not speak to
media on behalf of the Committee or Metro, but rather only on their own behalf.

Committee Recommendations

The primary recommendations that the Oversight Committee will make are on Implementation
Strategies, but other recommendations could be required.
•

•

•

The presence of a majority of Committee members will constitute a quorum for Committee
recommendations.
The Committee will strive to make recommendations by consensus, understanding that
recommendations to Metro Council are strengthened by high levels of agreement.
Consensus is defined as the point where all members agree on an option they are willing to
forward as a recommendation. Committee recommendations will be understood as the
most viable approach for the overall program, even if they do not achieve each individual
member’s personal preference.
If a consensus cannot be reached, then a 3/4 majority of the members present will be
required for an outcome to be represented as a recommendation of Committee. If this level
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•

of agreement cannot be reached, then there will be no recommendation from the committee
and all perspectives will be forwarded for consideration by the decision makers.
Decisions will be respected as final to avoid backtracking, unless the committee as a whole
agrees there is sufficient new information to reconsider a previous decision.

Metro Roles and Responsibilities
•
•

Metro Council will make all final decisions regarding the approval or modification of
implementation plans, taking into consideration committee recommendations.
Metro staff will provide key policy and program information and context as needed to the
Committee. Metro will provide the facilities and support staff necessary to conduct the
meeting and support the activities of the Oversight Committee.

Public Comment
•
•

•

While the primary purpose of the committee meetings is to provide a forum for the
deliberation of the Committee, meetings will be open to the public for observation.
As needed, up to a total of ten minutes of each meeting will be reserved for public comment.
This amount may be extended by the Chairperson, in consultation with the committee, if
needed and if time allows. Those who wish to provide comment should check in with Metro
staff before the start of the meeting. The length of individual comments should be limited
based on the number of individuals who wish to address the committee but should be no
more than three minutes.
Interested members of the public are encouraged to provide more thorough comments in
writing. All written comments will be circulated to each member of the committee.
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AUDIT HIGHLIGHTS

January 2021

Affordable Housing Bond Preparedness: Develop clear and
consistent guidance to improve bond operations
Why this audit is
important
In November 2018, voters approved
a $652.8 million bond measure to
create 3,900 affordable housing units
over five to seven years. Seven
jurisdictions were eligible to receive
bond funding. The measure
established four outcomes for the
bond program:
 Lead with racial equity
 Create opportunity for those in
need
 Create opportunity throughout the
region
 Ensure long-term benefits and
good use of public dollars

What we found
Metro prioritized building relationships with jurisdictions over developing
procedures to implement the bond. Some procedures were in place.
However, they were not fully established to support fair consideration of
program funding requests, clear standards for reporting on program
outcomes, and continuous improvements in program operations. We found:
 Processes for evaluating and approving changes to projects had not
been clearly established


Project reporting templates and guidance were not fully developed



Metrics did not completely measure program outcomes and were
inconsistent with best practices



Opportunities to improve workload and budget management

Housing bond implementation was in progress, but some gaps
remained

We assessed Metro’s preparedness to
implement the bond measure by
reviewing agency practices for
program governance, performance
reporting, and administrative
processes.

Preliminary bond funding for an affordable
housing project in Beaverton was approved in
March 2019
Source: Metro’s website

We also issued a separate letter to
management in August 2020. The
letter summarized control weaknesses
in two areas. These weaknesses were
related to guidance for administrative
costs and the conflict of interest
disclosure process for the bond’s
community oversight committee.

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis

What we recommend
We recommended management develop guidance to support fair and
consistent consideration of bond program funding requests and help
monitor bond progress. We also made recommendations to improve
workload and budget management.

Metro Auditor Brian Evans
oregonmetro.gov/auditor

Affordable Housing Bond Preparedness:
Develop clear and consistent guidance to improve bond operations

January 2021
A Report by the Office of the Auditor

Brian Evans
Metro Auditor
Simone Rede
Principal Management Auditor
Nicole Pexton
Senior Management Auditor

Metro Accountability Hotline
The Metro Accountability Hotline gives employees and citizens an avenue to report misconduct,
waste or misuse of resources in any Metro or Metro Exposition Recreation Commission (MERC)
facility or department.
The Hotline is administered by the Metro Auditor's Office. All reports are taken seriously and
responded to in a timely manner. The auditor contracts with a hotline vendor, EthicsPoint, to
provide and maintain the reporting system. Your report will serve the public interest and assist
Metro in meeting high standards of public accountability.
To make a report, choose either of the following methods:
Dial 888-299-5460 (toll free in the U.S. and Canada)
File an online report at www.metroaccountability.org

Housing Bond
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Brian Evans
Metro Auditor
600 NE Grand Ave
Portland, OR 97232-2736
TEL 503 797 1892, FAX 503 797 1831

MEMORANDUM
Date: January 27, 2021

To:

Lynn Peterson, Council President
Shirley Craddick, Councilor, District 1
Christine Lewis, Councilor, District 2
Gerritt Rosenthal, Councilor, District 3
Juan Carlos Gonzalez, Councilor, District 4
Mary Nolan, Councilor, District 5
Bob Stacey, Councilor, District 6

From: Brian Evans, Metro Auditor
Re:

Audit of Metro’s Affordable Housing Bond Program

This report covers the audit of the Affordable Housing Bond Program. The purpose was to assess Metro’s
preparedness to implement the bond measure, so that course corrections could be made early in
implementation.
The audit found that additional guidance was needed to ensure fair consideration of program funding
requests, establish clear standards for reporting on program outcomes, and support continuous
improvements in program operations. It was hard to tell if the methods outlined in the bond’s work plan
were used to evaluate projects. Another weakness was lack of clarity about how changes to approved
projects would be managed.
Unclear procedures also created uncertainty about project and program reporting. Gaps in project reporting
impacted the data available to assess some program outcomes. As a result, the community oversight
committee did not have the information necessary to monitor progress for some of the promises made in
the bond.
The audit also identified opportunities to improve workload and budget management. Documenting how
responsibilities are assigned between departments may prevent gaps or duplication.
We have discussed our findings and recommendations with Marissa Madrigal, COO; Elissa Gertler, Planning
and Development Director; Megan Gibb, Land Use and Urban Development Manager; and Emily Lieb,
Housing Bond Program Manager. A formal follow-up to this audit will be scheduled within five years. We
would like to acknowledge and thank all of the employees who assisted us in completing this audit.

Office of Metro Auditor
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Summary
Voters approved a $652.8 million general obligation bond measure in
November 2018. The goal was to create 3,900 affordable units over five to
seven years. Seven jurisdictions were eligible to receive bond funding. This
audit assessed Metro’s preparedness to implement the bond measure, so that
course corrections could be made early in implementation.
We found Metro initially focused on helping jurisdictions complete their
implementation strategies and intergovernmental agreements. Because staff
dedicated their time to helping jurisdictions, some internal procedures had
not been developed.
Completing a procedures manual was important because it was supposed to
guide staff and program partners in the next stage of program
implementation. Additional guidance was needed to ensure fair consideration
of program funding requests, establish clear standards for reporting on
program outcomes, and support continuous improvements in program
operations.
It was hard to tell if the methods outlined in the bond’s work plan were used
to evaluate projects. Using different methods could make funding decisions
less reliable and more difficult to defend. Another weakness was lack of
clarity about how changes to approved projects would be managed. Our
previous audits showed examples where projects continued to receive
funding, despite being completed in ways that differed from their original
approved proposals.
Unclear procedures also created uncertainty about project and program
reporting. The report templates Metro developed had weaknesses that would
make performance measurement challenging. Reporting about each project
would allow program performance to be measured and reduce the chances
of providing inaccurate information about bond results.
Gaps in project reporting impacted the data available to assess some
program outcomes. As a result, the bond’s community oversight committee
did not have the information necessary to monitor progress for some of the
promises made in the bond. Metrics were available to measure some of what
was listed for two out of the four outcomes, but the other two (lead with
racial equity and create opportunity throughout the region) had more
significant gaps.
We also identified opportunities to improve workload and budget
management. Documenting how responsibilities are assigned between
departments may prevent gaps or duplication. Improving the accuracy and
transparency of the budget could lead to more efficient use of limited
administrative resources.
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Background

In recent years, the Metro region has faced a shortage of affordable housing
for households with low income. Housing is considered affordable if
households spend less than 30 percent of their income on it. Metro
estimated a gap of 47,000 affordable housing units for low-income
households in 2018.
Metro’s early experience in affordable housing included the Equitable
Housing Initiative in 2015. Launched by Metro Council, the purpose of this
initiative was to identify solutions to the region’s shortage of affordable
housing. The initiative engaged stakeholders to share best practices, resulting
in a report that recommended additional sources of local funding for
affordable housing.
The Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) program also gave Metro
experience in funding affordable housing. TOD sought to promote highdensity, mixed-use development near public transit. A new program strategy
was released in 2017 that included building affordable housing in areas with
high housing costs. Metro reported that the program had supported
construction of approximately 1,300 affordable units as of 2019.
Planning for a regional affordable housing bond (bond program) started with
gathering stakeholder input. Metro engaged community members and
practitioners to help develop the overall structure and purpose of the bond.
These efforts resulted in the bond framework, which stated the overall goal
of creating 3,900 affordable units over five to seven years. The bond measure
based on this framework was referred to voters in June 2018. It established
four outcomes for the bond program:
 Lead with racial equity
 Create opportunity for those in need
 Create opportunity throughout the region
 Ensure long-term benefits and good use of public dollars
Voters passed a $652.8 million general obligation bond measure based on the
framework in November 2018. Bond funds were targeted to households
making less than 60 percent of area median income (AMI), or $55,260 for a
family of four in 2020. Most of the bond funding would go to cities and
county housing authorities, who would work with developers to build units.
Metro’s role included authorizing funding for projects and purchasing sites
for the jurisdictions to use for development. The measure required
independent community oversight to review bond expenditures and provide
annual reports. It also capped administrative costs at five percent of total
bond proceeds.
After the measure passed, Metro began setting up the bond program. Metro
Council adopted a bond work plan, which served as the governing document
for implementation. The work plan also established the bond’s unit
production goals. There were targets for deeply affordable units (for
households earning 30 percent of AMI or below) and family-sized units (2 or
more bedrooms).

Office of Metro Auditor
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Exhibit 1

Housing bond work plan included goals for deeply
affordable and family-sized units
Deeply affordable units
1,600

Family-sized units
1,950

Source: Affordable Housing Bond Work Plan

The housing bond funds could be used for three types of development.
Local jurisdictions could construct new affordable housing units, acquire
and convert existing market-rate units, or add units to existing affordable
housing properties. New construction or acquisition projects were required
to stay affordable for at least 60 years. Conversion projects that were more
than 10 years old were required to stay affordable for at least 30 years.
Seven jurisdictions were eligible to receive bond funding. These
jurisdictions included four cities (Beaverton, Gresham, Hillsboro, and
Portland) and two counties (Clackamas and Washington). Home
Forward—Multnomah County’s housing authority—would develop
housing in the cities east of Gresham. Each jurisdiction was expected to
obtain additional sources of funding to develop housing, such as tax credits
or loans.

Exhibit 2

Housing unit goals for seven eligible jurisdictions

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of Affordable Housing Bond Work Plan

Metro also set aside 10 percent of bond funds ($63 million) for the Site
Acquisition Program (SAP). Through SAP, Metro would purchase an
estimated 1-3 sites in each jurisdiction. These sites would help each
jurisdiction reach their unit production goals. Metro would also be involved
in developing properties on these sites. In October 2019, the bond work
plan was amended to allow SAP funds to be used on sites owned by
Metro—including sites already acquired by the TOD program.
Housing Bond
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Before receiving bond funds, the seven jurisdictions and Metro had to develop
implementation strategies. Those strategies were required to include a:
 Development plan for achieving unit production targets
 Strategy for advancing racial equity
 Description of the community engagement conducted to inform the
strategy
 Plan for ongoing community engagement to inform project development
The bond’s community oversight committee was responsible for reviewing
each strategy. Once the committee recommended a strategy for approval, it
was attached to an intergovernmental agreement (IGA). The IGA received
approval from the jurisdiction’s governing body and Metro Council.
As of July 1, 2020, five out of seven IGAs were approved, and jurisdictions had
started to submit projects for funding. Metro had approved concepts for a total
of four projects in four jurisdictions. Three jurisdictions were reviewing
potential projects proposed by developers.

Exhibit 3

Concepts for four local projects were approved in 2019
City of Beaverton: The Mary Ann
54 units
Estimated total cost: $22 million
Metro bond funds: $3 million
Anticipated opening: Spring 2021
Clackamas County: 18000 Webster Road
45 units
Estimated total cost: $10.8 million
Metro bond funds: $6.9 million
Anticipated opening: Winter 2021
Home Forward: Dekum Court
160 units
Estimated total cost: $66.6 million
Metro bond funds: $22.9 million
Anticipated opening: 2022-2023
Washington County: 72nd and Baylor
81 units
Estimated total cost: $32.9 million
Metro bond funds: $11.6 million
Anticipated opening: Fall 2021
Source: Metro’s website
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Several Metro departments have been involved in bond implementation.
Staff from Planning and Development made up the core bond team. They
worked closely with local jurisdictions to set up the bond program and
provided assistance in developing implementation strategies. Planning staff
were also responsible for finding and acquiring SAP sites and staffing the
oversight committee.
Office of Metro Attorney staff were involved in negotiating IGAs and
ensuring the oversight committee follows public meeting laws.
Communications staff were responsible for community engagement and
developing written materials. Finance and Regulatory Services staff develop
expenditure reports and disburse funding.
As of June 30, 2020, about one percent of bond proceeds ($7.1 million) had
been spent. The majority of expenditures (63%) were for administrative
costs. Those costs included staffing, consulting, and due diligence for Metro
and the other seven jurisdictions. They also included $1.87 million in onetime costs Metro paid to issue the bonds in 2019. Clackamas County was the
only jurisdiction that had received funding to develop a project.

Exhibit 4

Bond expenditures for Fiscal Year (FY) 2019 and FY 2020
$3,000,000

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

$0

FY 2019

FY 2020
Project

Administrative

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of PeopleSoft data

Like our previous audits of bonds and levies, this audit took an early look at
Metro’s preparedness to implement the bond measure, so that course
corrections could be made early in bond implementation. We issued a
separate letter to management summarizing weaknesses in controls related to
guidance for administrative costs and the conflict of interest disclosure
process for the oversight committee in August 2020.
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Results
Metro prioritized building relationships with jurisdictions over developing
procedures to implement the bond. Some procedures were in place.
However, they were not fully established to support fair consideration of
program funding requests, clear standards for reporting on program
outcomes, and continuous improvements in program operations. We found:
 Processes for evaluating and approving changes to projects had not
been clearly established
 Project reporting templates and guidance were not fully developed
 Metrics did not completely measure program outcomes and were
inconsistent with best practices
 Opportunities to improve workload and budget management
Metro initially focused on helping jurisdictions complete their
implementation strategies and IGAs. Jurisdictions needed to enter into an
IGA to receive funding. Although all implementation strategies had been
reviewed, one IGA had not been finalized as of December 2020. We were
told Metro Council was scheduled to approve the final IGA in January 2021.
Because staff dedicated their time to helping jurisdictions, some internal
procedures had not been developed.

Exhibit 5

Housing bond implementation was in progress, but some
gaps remained

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis
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Develop guidance
for fair and
consistent
consideration of
projects

The amended work plan Metro Council adopted in October 2019 was
considered the bond’s governing document for program implementation.
The work plan stated that Metro would maintain a procedures manual.
During the audit, Planning and Development provided various guiding
documents. Those documents showed more work was needed to build out
internal procedures.
Completing the procedures manual was important because it was supposed
to guide staff and program partners in the next stage of program
implementation. As the program moves from planning to projects to
outcomes, additional guidance and criteria was needed for:
 Evaluating projects
 Managing changes to approved projects
 Project reporting
The work plan stated that after local implementation strategies were
reviewed and approved, Metro’s Chief Operating Officer (COO) would
approve funding commitments for qualified projects at two stages:
1) Concept endorsement
2) Final approval
We reviewed a sample of affordable housing projects to see how they were
approved. Most of the bond-funded projects in our sample varied from the
process outlined in the work plan. Preliminary funding commitments for
some projects were approved by Metro Council, instead of the Metro COO,
at concept endorsement. Each jurisdiction was given the opportunity to
advance one project using this approval process. However, not following the
work plan reduced consistency in what was considered when projects were
approved.
Another project was approved using a third process. That project was
approved by the TOD steering committee using criteria from the TOD work
plan. It was unclear if the project would be subject to the approval process
described in the bond work plan or should have followed the alternative
process where Metro Council approved projects directly. Management stated
that bond funding for this project would go through the same approval
process as other bond projects.
Only involving the TOD steering committee could reduce the level of
community input in project approval because its members were not required
to have experience working with impacted communities. Approving a
project based on TOD criteria alone could prioritize characteristics that
support TOD program objectives over bond program objectives. For
example, a project’s connection to transit could be given more consideration
than its contribution of units in areas where affordable housing has been
lacking.
All of those commitments were approved before implementation strategies

Housing Bond
January 2021

10

Office of Metro Auditor

were reviewed and approved by Council. That meant plans for ongoing
implementation and monitoring were not fully developed before funding
commitments were made. This increased the chances that implemented
projects would not be aligned with program outcomes.

Exhibit 6

Paths to funding approval differed from the work plan
Process
outlined in
work plan for
all bond
projects

Processes
used by
actual
bond
projects

*Concept endorsement is optional for acquisition and rehabilitation projects, but is mandatory
for new construction projects
Community oversight committee

Metro COO

Metro Council

TOD steering committee

Source: Auditor's Office analysis of supporting documents

Some preliminary funding commitments were not approved according to the
work plan because there was pressure to develop projects quickly. The initial
housing bond framework expressed the need for affordable homes to be
created as soon as possible. During this audit, we heard about a risk that the
public could perceive that bond progress was moving slowly.
Pressure to provide affordable homes quickly also resulted in new plans for
funding approval. During an oversight committee meeting, we learned of
plans to provide concept endorsement and final approval for a project at the
same time. This accelerated process was not outlined in the work plan.

Develop
processes for
evaluating and
approving
projects

Allowing projects to move forward in different ways reduced the incentive
to establish guidance for staff to evaluate projects. The work plan stated
that, prior to COO approval, staff evaluation of projects would be based on
the project’s:
 planned contribution of units relative to funding requested; and
 consistency with the implementation strategy, bond measure, and work
plan.
It was hard to tell if the methods outlined in the work plan were used to
evaluate projects. Using different methods could make decisions less reliable
and more difficult to defend. We reviewed notes for two project evaluations.
In one case, we could not tell how participants reached their conclusion

Office of Metro Auditor

11

Housing Bond
January 2021

about the relationship of planned units to funding requested. In another case,
the amount of units relative to funding did not appear to be evaluated. One
stated that the review was focused on outcomes for advancing racial equity
and community engagement, in addition to planned units relative to funding
requested. Another identified consistency with bond requirements and the
implementation strategy as criteria.
The meeting notes listed various benefits and risks of projects. However,
they did not appear to be identified by the same criteria. For example, both
project locations were deemed good for family housing. In one case, the
conclusion was supported by safety and proximity to schools and new
development. In another, proximity to a high school, library, light rail, and
recreation were considered.
More clarity was needed to implement the two project evaluation criteria in
the work plan. The first asked staff to analyze the cost-effectiveness of bond
funding. A method to calculate the ratio was not provided. A threshold
would also be needed to interpret and consistently evaluate it across projects.
The projects’ share of funding committed and units planned was tracked for
each jurisdiction, but those percentages were not consistently used to
evaluate projects.
The second criterion asked staff to compare projects to the implementation
strategy, bond measure, and work plan. A checklist for staff evaluation of
projects contained some references to the implementation strategy. But, the
requirements to use the bond measure and work plan as part of the review
were not listed.
If more specific guidance were available, it would increase consistency and
may also speed up project reviews. It could also be used if questions arose
about what information was used to make funding decisions. This would be
especially valuable if a project was not approved for funding.
Underdeveloped guidance to evaluate funding requests also reduced clarity
about which or how many staff should evaluate projects. As a result, the level
and variety of Metro personnel involved in those reviews varied. On one
occasion, six staff participated. On another occasion, three staff and one
manager participated.
The work plan indicated that staff would consult members of the oversight
committee as needed to advise on projects. It did not state the purpose of
including committee members in project evaluation. This detail caused
confusion about the extent of the committee’s role because project approval
was considered to be outside of the committee’s authority. It was unclear to
some members why and for how long the committee should be involved in
reviewing projects.
The oversight committee was not required to review bond projects, so staff
asked for volunteers to participate. This resulted in limited participation.
Housing Bond
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Documentation showed that committee members were consulted to advise
on two bond projects in our sample. On each occasion, a different pair of
committee members participated from a pool of up to 13.

Exhibit 7

Participation varied in bond project reviews prior to concept
endorsement

Source: Auditor's Office analysis of supporting documents

A change
management
process had not
been established

Another weakness we found was lack of clarity about how changes to
approved projects would be managed. Our other audits have found unclear
processes for determining when changes to projects need approval. Those
audits also found projects continued to receive funding, despite being
completed in ways that differed from their original approved proposals.
The supportive housing services measure approved by voters in May 2020
presented opportunities to integrate new funding into bond projects. Doing
so could help jurisdictions meet their goals for deeply affordable units. Metro
asked participating jurisdictions to add plans for using supportive housing
funds to their implementation strategies. Guidance from Metro stated that
additions would be reviewed by staff and the oversight committee.
The agency recognized that approved projects would likely be modified as a
result of funding integration. It also anticipated other changes to bond
projects after approval. However, a process had not been established to
respond to them.
When we asked how changes to approved bond projects would be handled,
we were told how changes to approved TOD projects were handled. That
process involved staff review and evaluation by the TOD steering committee,
depending on the significance of changes. While having experience handling
changes to TOD projects could be helpful, changes to bond projects would
need to be assessed against a different set of objectives.
Establishing a process to review changes to bond projects after they have
received funding approval could increase efficiency and consistency in
decision-making. Changes to the work plan and local and regional
implementation strategies required Metro Council approval.
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Consistent project
reporting needed
to track program
outcomes

Unclear procedures also created uncertainty about project and program
reporting. The work plan indicated that metrics, protocol, and templates
would be developed for participating jurisdictions to submit postconstruction and post-occupancy reports, as well as annual progress and
financial reports. Some of those report templates were complete. But others
were still being drafted.
Reporting about each project would allow program performance to be
measured. The report templates Metro developed had weaknesses that
would make performance measurement challenging. Some were in draft
form. This meant that information was subject to change. Others were
optional. This meant that information may not be provided.
Inconsistent or incomplete data are difficult to analyze and use to identify
trends. For example, open-ended questions generate unique answers, which
can be challenging to interpret and summarize. Gathering different
information from year to year would be hard to track over time. Having
information about some projects and not others would also make it hard to
compare from project to project.
Metro lacked experience reporting performance of affordable housing
projects. This made it more difficult to develop reporting guidelines. The
agency relied on an outside evaluator to report the performance of
completed TOD projects. This limited the institutional knowledge of
information needed to report bond project performance.
Although the work plan required annual progress reports from participating
jurisdictions, Metro did not require those reports during the first two years
of the program. As a result, the oversight committee did not get to review
them for over a year and a half since funding for the first project was
approved.
Underdeveloped reporting guidelines also raised the chances of providing
inaccurate information about bond results. Metro included a project not
funded by the bond in a recent newsletter to interested stakeholders titled
“Affordable housing bond program groundbreaking celebrations.” Including
the project—Argyle Gardens—could give the impression that it was funded
by the housing bond. This would mean that Metro had overstated the bond’s
progress by 72 units.
Potential overlaps between the SAP component of the bond and Metro’s
other programs also reduced clarity for reporting results. One of the projects
in our sample included funding from TOD and SAP. It was unclear if the
project would be reported to the oversight committee. Improperly
attributing the project had the potential to confuse stakeholders about
program accomplishments and could result in double counting. This risk
may apply to other areas of Metro as well, since the work plan allowed bond
funds to be used on any suitable Metro-owned site—not just properties that
had been acquired by Metro’s TOD program.
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Monitor progress
toward program
outcomes

Gaps in project reporting impacted the data available to assess some
program outcomes. As a result, the oversight committee did not have the
information necessary to monitor progress for some of the promises made in
the bond. The oversight committee was charged with two monitoring duties:
 Monitor financial aspects of program administration, including review
of program expenditures
 Provide an annual report and presentation to Metro Council assessing
program performance, challenges, and outcomes
Committee members did not receive sufficient expenditure information
during their first year of service. Only one program expenditure report had
been provided to the committee. It summarized bond revenue and
expenditures through March 2020.
The annual program performance report had also not been completed.
Instead of the required report, staff presented a program update to Council
at a work session. Because project reporting was not yet available, the first
written annual report was scheduled for spring 2021. However, delaying that
report prevented the public from understanding Metro’s efforts to start up
the bond.
While an annual report had not been provided, Metro had still collected a
variety of metrics on housing bond projects. We analyzed over 150 potential
metrics to determine whether they aligned with best practices and contained
the information necessary to measure progress toward program outcomes.
Our analysis included metrics from staff reports provided to Metro Council
as of July 30, 2020. Those reports included plans for measuring program
outcomes. We also analyzed planned metrics that jurisdictions will provide
once housing units are developed.
We identified performance measurement best practices that would help
Metro design effective metrics. Those practices include ensuring that metrics
provide relevant information that is helpful for decision making. Metrics
should also be accurate, verifiable, and easy to access, use, and understand.
Finally, effective metrics provide a target or benchmark to show whether
performance is meeting or exceeding expectations.

The metrics we analyzed were not consistent with best practices. We
compared a subset of 20 metrics to best practices. Few of them included
benchmarks or targets. Multiple metrics also had unclear definitions and
methodologies. For example, one measure was proximity of housing units to
employment centers. It was not clear what the definition of an employment
center was, or how the proximity of a housing unit to an employment center
would be measured. The apparent intent was to measure whether housing
was located close to high-quality jobs, so those definitions will have an
impact on the lives of future occupants.
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We also found the metrics would not measure progress toward the four
outcomes in the bond work plan. Those outcomes included:
 Lead with racial equity
 Create opportunity throughout the region
 Create opportunity for those in need
 Ensure long-term benefits and good use of public dollars
Metrics were available to measure most of what was listed for two out of the
four outcomes. For example, metrics were available to measure the number
of deeply affordable and family-sized units, which would help measure
whether the bond is creating opportunity for those in need. We also saw
metrics on the percentage of the administrative cost cap spent, which would
measure progress toward ensuring good use of public dollars. The remaining
two outcomes had more significant gaps.

Exhibit 9

All four program outcomes had performance measure gaps
Program outcome
Lead with racial equity

Performance measure gaps
 Create homes where communities of

color live to prevent future displacement

 Create homes in neighborhoods that have

been historically inaccessible for
communities of color
 Prevent displacement in changing

Create opportunity
throughout the region

neighborhoods

 Expand affordable housing options in

neighborhoods that have not historically
included sufficient supply
 Units per county

Create opportunity for those
in need

 Number of households with members of

Ensure long term benefits and
good use of public dollars

 Access to timely expenditure data
 High-quality homes

priority populations:
 Communities of color
 Families with children and multiple
generations
 Seniors
 Veterans
 Households who are experiencing or are
at risk of homelessness
 Households occupying units that were at
risk of displacement

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of work plan, program outcomes and expenditure reports, and project reporting
templates
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Jurisdictions were
not required to
measure some
racial equity
outcomes

Metro also encountered challenges in measuring progress toward leading
with racial equity. The purpose of leading with racial equity was to increase
access to affordable housing for communities of color and prevent negative
outcomes from happening again. Studies have shown communities of color
have disproportionately experienced the impact of rising rents and
displacement from previous public investments.
The bond framework listed measurable outcomes for leading with racial
equity, including:
 Creating homes where communities of color live today to prevent
further displacement
 Creating homes in neighborhoods historically inaccessible to
communities of color
Metro did not require the jurisdictions to measure these outcomes. The
metrics we reviewed focused on the development process rather than
outcomes. Contracting and workforce diversity metrics were one area of
emphasis. Metro and the oversight committee encouraged the jurisdictions
to set goals for the percentage of development contracts awarded to
minority-owned, women-owned, and emerging small businesses. Goals for
increasing the number of hours worked by women and people of color were
also encouraged, but not required.
Other proposed metrics would measure efforts to market and rent housing
units to diverse communities. Marketing metrics included the number of
referrals to units made by culturally-specific and other community-based
organizations. There were also metrics about rental application outcomes.
Those metrics included the number of applications that were screened and
the reasons why applications were denied.
Although these metrics were important, they did not measure how bondfunded units would result in neighborhood-level changes for communities
of color. It could be challenging to develop metrics that show whether
housing bond projects prevent displacement or allow communities of color
to live in previously inaccessible neighborhoods. However, it will be difficult
to make progress on these priorities if jurisdictions are not required to report
on them. Even if imperfect, analyzing these neighborhood-level metrics
would help prevent the program from perpetuating the same negative
impacts that leading with racial equity was designed to prevent.

Continuously
improve workload
and budget
management

Office of Metro Auditor

To ensure good use of public dollars, the bond measure limited
administrative costs to five percent of total expenditures. Management
expressed concerns about maintaining administrative costs within the five
percent cap. Due to those concerns, they limited the number of employees
who worked on the bond. We heard the idea was to start with a small team
and add staff as necessary. The initial budget request in 2019 dedicated four
full-time equivalent (FTE) employees to the bond, and the team grew to 7.7
FTE in FY 2020-21.
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This small team juggled multiple tasks, but it was difficult to determine
whether responsibilities we identified from the bond work plan were clearly
assigned as of March 2020. Metro’s bond administration responsibilities
could be divided into three categories:
 Operations—Providing funding approvals, maintaining a program
procedures manual, and staffing the oversight committee.
 Reporting—Developing reporting templates and protocol, collecting
project-level data, and providing performance information to the
oversight committee.
 Compliance—Monitoring housing affordability requirements,
ensuring funds are used on capital development, and maintaining
expenses within the administrative cost cap.
It was difficult to identify how those responsibilities were distributed among
the housing bond team. According to interviews with management and staff,
many responsibilities appeared to be assigned to two employees. For other
employees, it was more difficult to determine which responsibilities they
were working on. There also appeared to be some compliance
responsibilities that were not assigned to anyone.

Exhibit 10

High workload of two employees may result in delays

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of Affordable Housing Bond Work Plan and interviews

Some responsibilities also conflicted with one another, which would make
assigning them to a small team more challenging. For example, if an
individual was involved in selecting developers for an SAP project, then that
same individual should not influence funding approval for that project.
Housing Bond
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If responsibilities are not clearly assigned, then they may not be completed.
In addition, if employee workload is too high, then there may be delays in
crucial bond activities. We heard early signs that staff were reaching the
limits of their capacity. For example, in implementation guidance, Metro
stated they would issue concept endorsements within 30 days, or 45 days if a
jurisdiction submitted more than four projects at once. The team struggled
to meet this 30-day timeline when multiple jurisdictions submitted projects at
the same time.
There was limited documentation available to clarify the assignment of
responsibilities. Because there was pressure to develop housing quickly,
management and staff focused their attention on preparing local jurisdictions
for implementation. We heard that developing an organizational chart and
setting up internal processes were considered lower priority.

Exhibit 11

Housing bond organizational structure spanned four
departments

*Not included in housing bond budget
Office of Metro Attorney

Planning & Development

Finance & Regulatory Services

Communications

Source: Auditor-generated, based on housing bond FY 2021budget and interviews

Documenting how responsibilities are assigned between departments may
prevent gaps or duplication. The housing bond’s team structure spanned four
departments: Planning and Development, Finance and Regulatory Services,
Communications, and the Office of Metro Attorney. We compiled a list of
18 people (five managers, 13 staff) who were reported as housing bond team
members. While we were informed that the managers met with one another
regularly, they did not appear to coordinate assignment of responsibilities
across departments.
Written documentation of responsibilities may also help management
redistribute the workload in response to external changes. For example,
Metro may need to coordinate the housing bond with the 2020 supportive
Office of Metro Auditor
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housing measure that provides funding for rent assistance and supportive
services. Having a clear, accurate sense of workload would help management
figure out which employees are available to take on additional responsibilities.

Budget accuracy
and transparency
could be improved

Metro developed its budget for bond administration with limited
information. The regional structure of Metro’s bond distinguished it from
other state or local affordable housing bonds, like the City of Portland’s 2016
bond. Because of this unique structure, Metro did not have many examples
to draw from to develop a budget for administrative costs. We also heard the
bond’s financial modeling did not analyze what it would cost to administer
the bond.
To limit administrative costs, Metro took a conservative approach to
managing staff time, which resulted in some inaccuracies. Employees were
directed to charge the same percentage of their time to the bond each pay
period. This practice of hard-coding time increased the risk of not tracking
employee time accurately. It also meant that the personnel budget did not
match the workload. Some employees were budgeted for more time than
they appeared to work. In contrast, others completed work for the bond but
were not included in the budget. The result was that Metro did not have an
accurate estimate of how much it costs to staff bond administration.
Creating a transparent long-term budget could help the oversight committee
evaluate Metro’s stewardship of bond resources. Financial reporting to the
committee thus far has contained only actual expenditures and progress
toward the administrative cost cap. Budget monitoring best practices include
comparing actual expenditures to the budget. Not having Metro’s budgeted
expenditures makes evaluating financial performance more challenging.
Creating more detailed financial reports, similar to what other Metro bond
programs produce, could help. Providing those reports to the oversight
committee would also hold Metro accountable to creating more realistic
annual budget estimates.
Improving the accuracy and transparency of the budget could also lead to
more efficient use of limited administrative resources. Some of those
resources have already been allocated to employees who may not have been
contributing to bond work plan responsibilities. One of the program
outcomes is to ensure long-term benefits and good use of public resources.
Developing a long-term budget could help fulfill that outcome. It would help
Metro forecast how to use its administrative resources through the life of the
bond.
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Recommendations
To support fair and consistent consideration of bond program funding
requests, Metro management and staff should:
1. Clarify and use procedures for evaluating requests and proposed
changes to approved projects, including the use of Site Acquisition
Program funds on sites owned by Metro
2. Communicate procedures to staff, the community oversight committee,
and participating jurisdictions
To provide timely and complete information to monitor bond progress,
Planning and Development management and staff should:
3. Complete and use guidance for reporting on project and program
outcomes, including:
a. Annual progress and financial report templates
b. Processes for reporting information to the community oversight
committee, including sites acquired for the Site Acquisition Program
c. Metrics to address gaps in program outcomes, including the impact
of housing units on neighborhood-level changes for communities of
color
d. Targets for all metrics to assess whether performance meets
expectations
e. Protocol to ensure reliable performance information is provided for
each metric
4. Communicate guidance to staff, the community oversight committee,
and participating jurisdictions
To support continuous improvements in bond operations, Metro
management and staff should:
5. Evaluate and assign bond administration responsibilities to balance
workloads
6. Increase the accuracy and transparency of the bond administration
budget by:
a. Developing a long-term budget for bond administration
b. Tracking actual hours worked on the bond to inform FTE
calculations
c. Providing budget vs. actuals reports to the community oversight
committee
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Scope and
methodology
The purpose of our audit was to determine if Metro was prepared to
implement the affordable housing bond measure. Our audit objectives were
to determine:
 if program governance roles and responsibilities were clear;
 what information was needed for the oversight committee to provide
effective oversight; and
 if there were administrative processes to operate the program.
We focused our audit on Metro’s affordable housing bond implementation
since the measure passed in November 2018 and affordable housing projects
from FY 2014-15 to present. We primarily engaged the Planning and
Development and Finance and Regulatory Services departments in our audit
process. In August 2020, we issued a separate letter to management
summarizing weaknesses in controls related to the conflict of interest
disclosure process for the oversight committee and guidance for managing
regional administrative costs.
To familiarize ourselves with the bond program, we reviewed budget
documents and financial reports, plans and strategies, and relevant laws and
requirements. We reviewed professional literature, including prior audits of
previous Metro bonds and levies, Transit-Oriented Development (TOD),
and relevant audit reports from other jurisdictions. We also reviewed
regional, state, and national reports containing relevant data and attended
training on accountability and risk in public-private partnerships.
To deepen our understanding of the program, we conducted interviews with
managers and staff in Planning and Development, Finance and Regulatory
Services, and the Office of Metro Attorney, as well as members of Metro’s
executive leadership team. We interviewed stakeholders from state and local
government and community organizations, as well as members of the
oversight committee. We attended meetings of Metro Council and the
oversight committee and reviewed meeting information. We also
coordinated with other local government performance auditors in the region
to avoid duplicating efforts.
To complete our audit objectives, we reviewed relevant documents,
including Metro legislation, reporting templates, performance reports, budget
documents, and organizational charts. We compared Metro’s practices to
best practices for program governance, performance reporting, and
administrative processes from:
 U.S. Government Accountability Office
 Project Management Institute
 National Association of State Auditors, Comptrollers, and Treasurers
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We also reviewed supporting documentation for a sample of eight affordable
housing projects. We took a judgmental sample of projects, so the results of
our review may not apply to all projects. We included bond projects that
were closest to completion during audit field work. We excluded cancelled
projects from our sample.
This audit was included in the FY 2019-20 audit schedule. We conducted this
performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the
audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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Management response
Dear Auditor Evans:
We appreciate the work of the Auditor’s Office to provide feedback early in
implementation, and we agree with the majority of the recommendations in the
Housing Bond Preparedness Audit. Attached you will find the management
response to the memo, which includes additional context, clarification, and
corrections regarding findings, recommendations, and work underway or planned
that responds to the needed improvements identified in the report. Please note
that the text of the auditor's report cuts off at the top of page 13 due to a
formatting issue. If the corrected report presents information not considered in
our review, we are happy to modify our response.
As you know, the housing bond is a new program charged with responding to our
region’s enormous and urgent need for affordable housing. For these reasons,
Metro’s elected and senior leadership have directed staff to support opportunities
to ensure rapid deployment of these resources into the community, including
providing preliminary funding commitments to an initial round of four “phase 1”
projects that were given a green light by Metro Council while broader local
implementation planning was still underway. This process illustrates our approach
to ensuring responsiveness to the need for rapid implementation while
simultaneously and diligently working to build out the operational structures and
procedures needed to ensure consistent and streamlined operations moving
forward.
As the Audit notes, conservative investment in staff capacity early in
implementation has also contributed to delays in the development of procedures
and guidance for implementation. Additional capacity is in the process of being
added – and more should be evaluated in the future – to fill these gaps in
implementation. During the time of this audit period, another significant new
housing program was added to the Planning department’s portfolio, the Supportive
Housing Services program. As this was unanticipated, it required immediate
diversion of staff capacity, and a more urgent focus on developing two programs
simultaneously. It also presents opportunities for program integration and
leverage, as well as additional staffing considerations.
As a new program, continuous improvement is essential—and the Audit provides
an excellent tool to inform the program’s work in the next year and beyond.
Sincerely,

Marissa Madrigal
Metro Chief Operating Officer

Housing Bond
January 2021

24

Office of Metro Auditor

Do you agree
Recommendation with the
recommendation?
Number

If agree, what are the proposed plans for implementing
solutions?

1

Staff have been working to establish clear guidance regarding
December 2021/
project approval procedures in the Implementation Guidelines, ongoing
a manual that includes the evaluation criteria, process, required
documentation, and templates for every stage of project
approval and reporting.

Yes

If disagree, please provide reasons.

Proposed
timetable for
implementation?

While the Implementation Guidelines were substantially
developed by Spring 2020, we agree that further
refinement is needed to improve clarity and
transparency, including:


Clarifying that investments through Metro’s Site
Acquisition Program will adhere to the same
evaluation criteria as other projects;



Clarifying that projects may complete the concept
endorsement and final approval steps concurrently;



Providing additional description of the methods used to
evaluate projects for alignment with the criteria established
in the work plan;



Evaluating, adapting, and clarifying the purpose and
process of consulting oversight committee members
in the project review process; and



Developing procedures for evaluating changes to
project outcomes or funding requests following
initial funding approval but prior to disbursement of
funds.

Staff will continue to adapt and update these guidelines and
procedures over time to respond to new challenges and
opportunities as they emerge.
Additionally, we would like to provide further clarification and
context in response to some of the specific findings in the report
that relate to this recommendation.
Investment of housing bond funds have never been approved
through a process using the Transit Oriented Development
(TOD) Steering Committee. The only Metro bond funding
expenditures through the Site Acquisition Program (SAP) to
date have been for administrative costs and due diligence on
sites under consideration for potential acquisition.

Office of Metro Auditor
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The adjustment in procedures to allow concept endorsement
and final approval to occur simultaneously was an intentional
decision that we believe reflects the kind of operational
streamlining and continual improvement that is a best practice
for a new program. When the Work Plan was initially
developed, staff anticipated project sponsors requesting a
preliminary funding commitment (“concept endorsement”)
early in the predevelopment process, and then using this early
funding commitment to secure additional funding, such as
federal tax credits and private debt, before coming back to
Metro for final approval (“final approval”). While this path
makes sense for many projects, as implementation has
proceeded, we have found that some projects are coming to
Metro for approval at a final stage, with costs and budgets fully
developed and other sources funding confirmed. For these
projects, which were ready to close within a few months, the
two-step process created unnecessary administrative burden for
both local implementation partner (LIP) jurisdictions and Metro,
and risks of costly delays for developers.
The Office of Metro Attorney confirmed that there is nothing in
the work plan that prevents staff from completing these steps
concurrently for projects that do not expect changes prior to
their financial close, and staff have utilized this streamlined
approach since September. Projects approved through this fasttracked process have and will continue to be held to the same
evaluation standards as other projects.
While we agree that there are some opportunities to further
standardize staff’s evaluation methods, we disagree with the
Auditor’s suggestion of a “threshold” for calculating the ratio
of bond funding per unit. This kind of approach was
intentionally not established in the program work plan and IGAs,
based on Metro Council direction that staff should provide
flexibility for LIP jurisdictions to use a portfolio approach to
achieving unit production targets. We do not believe a formulaic
approach is capable of adequately reflecting and responding to
the range of financial structures we see across our bond
portfolio; bond funding can and should be considered on a
jurisdiction by jurisdiction and project by project basis, and will
vary based on project size, target population, leveraged funding,
and location—among other factors.
Staff will evaluate and reflect on lessons learned from the
process of involving oversight committee members in the
project review process, to inform an appropriate approach to
involving committee members moving forward. We agree
with the Auditor’s finding that improvements are needed to
ensure clarity of purpose and process of consulting members of

Housing Bond
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the oversight committee during the project evaluation process.
The oversight committee has no formal role in the project
approval process; their formal charge is to oversee
implementation progress and outcomes and not to advise on
decisions. However, the work plan states that staff “will consult
with members of the community oversight committee as
needed to advise on projects prior to authorization of funding
by the COO.” Staff plan to evaluate lessons learned from the
process to date to determine the right approach moving
forward.
While staff evaluate cost reasonableness as part of project
evaluation to avoid these risks, we have long recognized the
need to build out procedures for managing changes to
projects following the initial funding commitment. With a
number of projects approved for concept endorsements in
2020 expected to come back for final approval in 2021, this will
be a priority focus for the program this year. It is not
uncommon for affordable housing projects (or any real estate
development projects, for that matter) to identify additional
costs not anticipated in early project budgets, and related
policies and funding could impact the amount of bond funding
needed in projects.
Federal omnibus legislation passed in December included a
permanent 4% low-income housing tax credit (LIHTC) rate,
which will significantly increase tax credit equity in many of our
bond projects, potentially reducing the amount of bond funding
needed to make the projects pencil out. Policy guidance is
needed to ensure that Metro and partners can respond to
these policy changes and capture these savings to support
additional investments. Other changes could include
modifications to projects to leverage rental assistance funding
through the Supportive Housing Services measure. This change
management work will be a priority task assigned to the new
Senior Affordable Housing Analyst that is currently being
recruited. The current and proposed program budget also
includes funding for consulting support for this work.

2

Yes

The Implementation Guidelines have been available to LIP
jurisdiction and Metro staff on the program’s GroupTrails
reporting platform since Spring 2020. An updated version will
be shared with LIP and Metro staff, as well as the community
oversight committee, following further refinement.

December 2021/
ongoing

We expect that periodic updates will continue to be made
throughout implementation and will ensure that updated
versions are circulated to the oversight committee as well as
Metro and partner staff.

Office of Metro Auditor
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3a

Yes

Metro shared annual and financial reporting templates with
local implementation partner jurisdictions in fall 2020. It is
anticipated that these templates will be further refined as a
result of lessons learned through the first annual review
process in early 2021.

Complete
Refinement:
December 2021

The Auditor notes that Metro did not require annual progress
reports from participating jurisdictions during the first two
years of the program. However, it has been staff’s
interpretation that jurisdictions were not formally
“participating” in implementation until their local
implementation strategies and IGA were completed. Due to the
desire to complete all annual progress reports simultaneously
to support consistent oversight review, the first annual
progress reports were scheduled to be submitted to Metro by
January 2021. Given that IGAs were approved between October
2019 and February 2021, this seemed like a reasonable time
frame for reporting on their first year of progress in
implementation.
3b

Yes

Quarterly reporting was initiated in 2020 to provide the
oversight committee and other interested stakeholders with
ongoing updates regarding implementation activities and
expenditures, including staff reports and COO approvals for all
concept endorsements and final approvals.

June 2021

When Metro Site Acquisition Program funds are committed to
acquire or develop sites, these funding commitments will be
shared with the Oversight Committee following a consistent
process. (Note: due to the sensitive nature of real estate
negotiations, potential acquisitions under consideration by the
program will not be reported to the oversight committee until
after they are approved.)
These processes for reporting information to the community
oversight committee will be documented in operational
procedures.
3c

Yes, with noted
exceptions

The metrics identified in the Audit as gaps are either already
incorporated or in development, with the following exceptions:


Housing Bond
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Preventing displacement in changing neighborhoods:
While some methodologies exist to utilize Census data to
measure the rate of neighborhood change (e.g., percentage
change in non-white population), staff are not aware of
existing methodologies to measure the impact of buildinglevel investments on preventing displacement—at least not
in a way that can be consistently applied across the variety
of market contexts present in our region. Developing a new
methodology for evaluating this metric would likely have
significant budget impacts, and staff are not confident that

28

June 2021
(updated metrics)

June 2022
(evaluation of
additional metrics
related to
displacement and
quality)

Office of Metro Auditor

the results would produce meaningful and actionable
performance information. Staff will consider opportunities
to investigate these metrics in future years, but does not
plan to conduct this level of analysis as part of its 2021
reporting cycle.


3d

No

High-quality homes: Staff are not currently aware of
simple metrics for evaluating housing quality. However, we
agree that this is an important outcome to be considered as
part of the ongoing asset monitoring approach the program
team plans to develop in 2021. Staff anticipate a need for
further discussion for further policy and budgetary
direction regarding the agency’s ongoing approach to
monitoring properties developed or acquired with bond
funds.

The Housing Bond Program includes multiple tiers of
performance measurement and evaluation. The primary
program metrics are unit production metrics and funding
eligibility. These metrics have clearly defined regional, county,
and LIP targets established in the work plan and
implementation IGAs with each partner. The work plan also
established expectations for local implementation strategies to
describe strategies for advancing racial equity and ensuring
ongoing community engagement. While we agree that targets
are generally a best practice, we disagree with the Auditor’s
recommendation that Metro establish targets for all program
metrics at this stage of implementation.
Metro Council directed staff that Metro should not require
regional or mandatory local targets for these areas, but should
instead focus on supporting LIPs in demonstrating that they are
advancing current practices and outcomes, recognizing that
jurisdictions were starting from different places in their work to
advance racial equity and support robust engagement
processes. Because no local (and in some cases, no regional or
state) baseline data or defined reporting procedures existed for
these metrics, Metro has established guidance for consistent
reporting of equity and engagement outcomes, but has not
created regional targets or mandated local targets for these
areas. The program’s current plans to require reporting without
targets for several metrics is intended to catalyze and
normalize new tracking and reporting expectations across the
industry while establishing baseline data to inform future
targets.
One exception is in outcomes for equitable subcontractor
participation in construction. Metro Council encouraged
jurisdictions to establish local targets for equitable construction
contracting, and specifically advised that for jurisdictions with a
history of tracking (Portland and Home Forward only), their
Metro bond targets should exceed their current targets.

Office of Metro Auditor
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The Auditor’s report notes that including “optional” and “openended” reporting is inconsistent with best practices for
performance management. Staff believe inclusion of openended questions is aligned with feedback from community
leaders, who advised that racial equity outcomes are best
evaluated using a combination of quantitative and qualitative
data. We recognize that analyzing qualitative data requires
more effort, however, and recommend further evaluation of
this approach, and capacity needs to support it, following the
initial annual review in 2021.
Some metrics are “optional” due to lack of existing
infrastructure for tracking. For example, this is the case for
workforce diversity outcomes, for which Portland and Home
Forward have established targets that predate the Metro bond,
and other jurisdictions have no history or experience in
tracking. Housing bond program staff are currently coordinating
with Metro’s Construction Careers Pathways Project (C2P2)
program to evaluate the cost of providing workforce diversity
tracking software to LIPs. Additional technical assistance and
staff support would be required to fully deploy this software
and support tracking.
3e

Yes

Updates to the Implementation Guidelines will include
improvements to ensure timely reporting of post-completion
and post-lease up project performance information. Additional
procedures are in development to secure ongoing monitoring
through occupancy and compliance reports, physical
inspections, and financial performance.

June 2022

Ensuring reliability of data is challenging and will require
additional investments in staff capacity and partnerships. The
following efforts are currently underway but may have budget
impacts not yet analyzed:
1) Staff are working with Oregon Housing and Community
Services (OHCS) on a monitoring IGA that will provide
ongoing monitoring and compliance data for projects that
have state funding in addition to Metro bond funding (the
majority of projects).
2) As noted above, housing program staff are coordinating
with Metro’s Construction Careers Pathways Program
(C2P2) program to evaluate the cost of providing workforce
diversity tracking software to all projects that receive
Metro bond funding.
The Housing Bond’s FY2022 budget proposes additional staff
capacity to support program evaluation and reporting. Once
this capacity is added, staff will evaluate opportunities for
additional quality controls and capacity building to support
performance evaluation.
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4

Yes

Metro will share finalized procedures for post-completion and
December 2021
post-lease up project reporting and ongoing asset monitoring, as
well as a complete list of performance metrics, with staff,
community oversight committee and participating jurisdictions.

5

Yes

There is clearly more need for staff capacity, and efforts are
June 2021
underway to bring additional staff and consulting support to the
program. While the Measure’s 5% administrative cap creates
some limitations, there is underutilized capacity within this cap.
Filling existing vacancies and adding additional capacity in the
next budget is essential if the program is to succeed in
addressing the challenges and opportunities identified in the
Auditor’s report.
During the time period this audit was conducted, an additional
new housing program of significant scale was also added to the
portfolio of the department, the Supportive Housing Services
measure. Not only did this require immediate diversion of staff
capacity from the bond program to staff the new, unanticipated
program; it also presented opportunities for strategic
integration. Thus, we are in the process of adding new staff
capacity at multiple levels not only to address your
recommendations here, but also to ensure both housing
programs can be delivered effectively, transparently, and cost
effectively.

6a

Yes

Management agrees that planning for administrative costs over
the life of the program is a best practice, and we will work to
formalize that planning process, while recognizing that it is
important to be responsive to changing circumstances during
implementation. Management will refine the bond
administrative cost forecast as part of the FY2022 budget
process.

June 2022

6b

Yes

This practice has been in place since mid-2020 and was used to
inform budgeting for FY 2021-22.

Complete

6c

Yes

Staff will work to continue to refine financial reporting that is
provided to the oversight committee to ensure that it is
relevant and provides the information they need to effectively
monitor expenditures and progress. We have learned through
more than 25 years of managing general obligation bonds that
these programs have unique reporting needs and that working
with oversight committees to develop custom reports results in
improved transparency and accountability.

June 2021

Office of Metro Auditor

31

Housing Bond
January 2021

Metro Auditor’s Note to Readers:
A formatting error cut off some text in the draft report that was sent to Metro management seeking
their response to the audit recommendations. The missing text that should have been included on
page 13 is bolded here for reference. “On each occasion, a different pair of committee members
participated from a pool of up to 13.” Because of the error, additional time was given to Metro
management to review the full report before it was published.

Office of the Metro Auditor
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232
503-797-1892
www.oregonmetro.gov

METRO HOUSING BOND QUARTERLY REPORT | 01/21/21

This is the fourth quarterly progress report for the Metro Regional Affordable Housing Bond. A similar
report will be produced quarterly with the goal of keeping the Housing Bond Community Oversight
Committee, Metro Council, and other stakeholders and partners informed about ongoing
implementation progress. A more detailed report will be provided annually for each calendar year,
following submission of local progress reports by each participating implementation jurisdiction for
review by the Oversight Committee.

LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES & INTERGOVERNMENTAL
AGREEMENTS (IGA)
Metro’s IGA with Home Forward is expected to be approved by Metro Council in early March. This
milestone marks a point at which all seven implementing jurisdictions will have completed their
local implementation strategies and intergovernmental agreements with Metro.

PROJECTS UNDERWAY

As of the end of December 2020, thirteen projects have received a Metro concept endorsement and
are in predevelopment, and five projects have received final approval and are under construction.
Collectively, these projects represent 2,045 new affordable homes, or 52% of the total production
target for the Housing Bond, while using up approximately 33% of funding. Of the homes created,
1,056 will have two or more bedrooms, representing 54% of the Housing Bond’s target for familysized homes; and 615 will be affordable to households with incomes at or below 30% of area
median income (AMI), representing 38% of the Housing Bond’s target for deeply affordable homes.
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Production and funding dashboard
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Select development metrics
The following metrics reflect preliminary cost estimates and development plans. These figures will
be updated as projects are refined during the planning process. Note that metrics related to total
cost take into account all units within a project, whereas metrics related to bond subsidy only
consider bond eligible units.
Cost & subsidy efficiency metrics

Range

Average

Metro bond subsidy per eligible unit

$9,882- $159,138

$105,388

Total cost per unit

$201,192 - $472,231

$356,234

Total cost per bedrooms

$138,128 - $397,778

$229,656

Percent of bond eligible units at 30% AMI

0% - 100%

32%

Percent of bond eligible units with 2+ bedrooms

0% - 83%

50%

Goal for COBID participation in construction 1

Number of projects

20%

9

25%

5

30%

2

35%

2

Prevailing Wage

Number of projects

Subject to federal prevailing wage (Davis Bacon)

9

Subject to state prevailing wage (BOLI)

2

Not subject to prevailing wage

6

To be determined

2

Project outcome metrics
Once projects begin to reach construction completion and occupancy, quarterly reports will also
include metrics related to project outcomes, including:
•
•

•
•

COBID-certified firm participation outcomes, disaggregated by race and gender
Workforce participation outcomes, disaggregated by race and gender (if applicable based
on the jurisdiction’s LIS and project)
Marketing and application outcomes
Resident demographics

1
Percentage of hard costs targeted to be awarded to COBID-certified MWESB subcontractors. Some projects
submitted a “minimum” goal and an “aspirational” goal. These ranges are described in the attached project
summary; for the purpose of this table, the more conservative target is reflected.
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LOCAL SOLICITATIONS AND PROJECT SELECTION
In addition to the above projects, Metro provided concept endorsement of the Aloha Inn project on
January 14th, which includes the approval for Washington County to acquire Aloha Quality Inn. Staff
are also currently reviewing one project submitted by the Housing Authority of Washington County
for concept endorsement and one project submitted by the City of Gresham for final approval.
Collectively, these three additional projects represent 154 units.

Local project selection processes underway or coming soon include:
•

•

•

Portland’s predevelopment pipeline (underway): The Portland Housing Bureau will be
submitting one more project in its predevelopment pipeline this winter/spring, with an
emphasis on increasing 30% AMI and/or larger bedroom sized units, to receive a small
allocation of Metro bond funding, similarly to the Findley Commons and Riverplace projects
approved last year. Portland’s LIS states that these projects will utilize no more than 10% of
Portland’s allocation of Metro bond funds. With the addition of this third project, about 6%
of Portland’s allocation of Metro bond funds will be committed to PHB’s existing
predevelopment pipeline.
Portland Request for Qualifications for Permanent Supportive Housing: The Portland
Housing Bureau (PHB) released a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to solicit proposals for
up to $15 million in Metro bond funds for development teams working to create Permanent
Supportive Housing (PSH) for Black, Indigenous and People of Color (BIPOC) households.
PHB will request Metro concept endorsement of selected projects in the first quarter of
2021 in order to issue them a PHB Contingent Award Letter.
Elmonica Station RFQ: Last November, Metro and Beaverton released a solicitation for the
development of Metro’s 1.07 acre property at 170th and Baseline near the Elmonica MAX
Station. This site was acquired using Metro Transit Oriented Development (TOD) funding
prior to the passage of the bond measure, but will be developed with funding jointly
provided by Metro’s Site Acquisition Program (SAP) and Beaverton allocations of bond
funds. A total of 8 proposals were submitted on the deadline of January 15. Metro and City
of Beaverton staff anticipate a future project at this site could deliver approximately 60-80
bond-supported affordable units that continue to advance the goals of Beaverton’s Local
Implementation Strategy and Metro’s Site Acquisition Program. The developer will be
selected in early spring.
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Quarter 4 Metrics
Number of units
Project Name

Location

Mary Ann
Beaverton
17811 Scholls Ferry Rd
Beaverton
Webster Road**
Gladstone
Fuller Rd Station Family Unincorporate
Good Shepherd Village
Happy Valley
Maple Apartments
Oregon City
Dekum Court
Portland
Aloha Housing
Beaverton
South Cooper Mountain
Beaverton
Basalt Creek
Tualatin
Forest Grove Family
Forest Grove
Tigard Senior Housing
Tigard
Plaza Los Amigos
Cornelius
Terrace Glen
Tigard

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3,000,000
9,000,000
$6.9 M
10,000,000
18,330,000
15,903,000
$22.9 M
12,890,152
8,700,000
14,320,000
3,792,088
6,270,000
12,830,000
17,484,000

$55,556
$54,878
$151,319
$100,000
$130,000
$93,000
$143,089
$159,138
$116,000
$123,448
$105,336
$108,103
$113,540
$121,417

$21,867,324
$51,923,724
$17.9 M
$47,223,075
$53,902,667
$53,041,069
$65.9 M
$27,853,500
$28,142,095
$43,583,824
$10,994,346
$19,209,708
$39,208,808
$48,389,878

$404,950
$316,608
$397,778
$472,231
$382,288
$310,182
$329,253
$343,870
$375,228
$375,723
$305,399
$331,202
$346,981
$336,040.82

86
262
45
209
239
384
254
131
125
194
72
57
198
259

$254,271
$198,182
$397,778
$225,948
$225,534
$138,128
$259,254
$212,622
$225,137
$224,659
$152,699
$337,012
$198,024
$186,834

20%
7%
100%
25%
41%
41%
41%
41%
16%
41%
22%
40%
23%
30%

Percent of bond
eligible units
with 2+
bedrooms
54%
51%
0%
83%
56%
75%
40%
62%
61%
52%
83%
0%
65%
51%

Metro bond
Metro bond funds subsidy per bond
Total 30% AMI 2+BR
eligible unit

Implementation
Partner

Developer

General
Contractor

Beaverton
Beaverton
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Clackamas
Home Forward
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington
Washington

REACH
Wishcamper
Housing Authority of Clackamas County
GSA (Anna Geller), GRES (Thomas Brenneke)
Caritas Housing + Catholic Charities
Community Development Partners and Hacienda
Home Forward
BRIDGE
BRIDGE
CPAH
DCM Communities
NHA
REACH
Related Northwest

Walsh
not yet
Walsh
Alex
Walsh
LMC
Walsh
tbd
tbd
LMC
LMC
Walsh
LMC
Walsh

54
164
45
100
141
171
160***
81
75
116
36
58
113
144

11
12
45
25
58
70
65
34
12
47
8
23
26
43

29
84
0
83
79
129
80
56
46
60
30
0
73
73

$
$
$
$
$

Total Project
Costs*

Total
Total cost
bedrooms
per total unit
****

Total cost
per total
bedrooms

Percent of bond
eligible units at
30% AMI

Contracting goal (% of
total hard costs to be
awarded to COBID
firms)

Prevailing wage?

20%
20-30%
20%
20%
25%
20%
20%
25-30%
25-30%
25%
35%
30%
35%
20-25%

no
TBD
yes (Davis Bacon)
yes (Davis Bacon and BOLI)
yes (Davis Bacon)
yes (Davis Bacon)
yes (Davis Bacon)
no
no
no
no
yes (Davis Bacon)
yes (Davis Bacon)
no

Viewfinder

Tigard

Washington

Community Development Partners

Bremik

81

33

55

$

11,583,000

$143,000

$32.9 M

$405,844

157

$209,385

42%

68%

20%

yes (Davis Bacon)

Findley Commons*****
Riverplace
Nueva Esperanza

Portland
Portland
Hillsboro

Portland
Portland
Hillsobro

Home First Development
BRIDGE
Bienestar, Housing Development Corporation

Beaudin
Walsh
LMC

35
176
149

0
17
60

0
48
105

$
$
$

1,945,175
1,739,219
16,940,731

$55,576
$9,882
$113,696

$7,041,707
$80,268,263
$47,884,645

$201,192
$456,069.68
$321,373.46

35
242
308

$201,191.63
$331,687.04
$155,469.63

0%
10%
40%

0%
27%
70%

25%
30%
20-35%

yes(Davis Bacon)
yes(BOLI)
no

*Total project costs reflect most recent estimates provided. These will be updated within 1-3 months prior to anticipated groundbreaking, as projects are submitted for final funding approval.
**$2.6 million was disbursed to Clackamas County to acquire the property. An additional funding request is expected in fall 2020 for the rehabilitation. A preliminary estimate of $4.2 million in rehabilitation costs was provided by Housing Authority of Clackamas County in Spring 2020; a refined request is expected in Fall 2020.
***Number of units for Dekum Court only reflects Metro bond funded units. In addition to 160 units eligible for Metro funding, the site will also include 40 units of “replacement housing” for public housing units currently on the site, for a total of 200 units.
****Counting studio units as one bedrooms
*****This project counts with VASH vouchers for the 20 one bedroom apartments. VASH units may have incomes up to 50% MFI. For this reason, we are not counting these 20 units towards the 30% AMI unit progress.

Status (concept endorsement, final
approval or groundbreaking)
Under construction (anticipated to
Concept endorsement 07/2020
Concept endorsement 07/2019
Final approval 12/2020
Concept endorsement 08/2020
Concept endorsement 08/2020
Concept endorsement 07/2019
Concept endorsement 09/2020
Concept endorsement 09/2020
Concept endorsement 09/2020
Concept endorsement 09/2020
Concept endorsement 09/2020
Concept endorsement 09/2020
Concept endorsement 09/2020
Under construction (anticipated to
open in Fall 2021 )
Under construction (anticipated to
open in July 2021)
Final approval 10/2020
Concept endorsement 11/2020

METRO AFFORDABLE HOUSING BOND
Financial Report Through December 2020

FINANCIAL SUMMARY
TOTAL REVENUE:
TOTAL EXPENSES and DISBURSEMENTS:
TOTAL COMMITED:

TOTAL FUNDING AVAILABLE

$676,869,711
$38,885,803
$182,101,766

$455,882,142

REVENUE
FY 2018 - 2019 FY 2019 - 2020
Bond Proceeds
Premiums on Bonds
Interest Earnings

TOTAL REVENUE:

FY 2020-21

$652,800,000
$2,630,335
$250,129

$15,809,567

$5,379,680

$655,680,464

$15,809,567

$5,379,680

TOTAL REVENUE
$652,800,000
$2,630,335
$21,439,376

<- "Premiums on Bond" & "Interest
Earnings" not included in Work Plan
$676,869,711
Funding = $24,069,711

1 of 2

EXPENSES
PROJECTS
Jurisdiction:

FY2018-2019
Expended or
Disbursed

FY2019-2020
Expended or
Disbursed

Beaverton
Clackamas County
Gresham
Hillsboro
Home Forward (East Multnomah Co.)*
Portland*
Washington County
Metro Site Acquisition Program

$0
$2,609,333
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$3,000,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$156,108

TOTAL ACTUAL & COMMITTED
PROJECT EXPENSES:

$2,609,333

$3,156,108

FY 2020-2021
Expended or
Disbursed

$12,300,000

Committed -Not Yet
Disbursed
$9,000,000
$48,515,555
$16,940,731

$3,684,394
$11,583,000
$27,957

$22,894,240
$84,751,240

$27,595,351

$182,101,766

TOTAL EXPENDED,
DISBURSED or
COMMITTED
$12,000,000
$51,124,888
$12,300,000
$16,940,731

WORK PLAN
FUNDING

$
$
$
$
$
$26,578,634 $
$96,334,240 $
$184,065 $

31,140,595
116,188,094
26,756,995
40,657,081
15,879,123
211,056,579
116,465,532
62,016,000

$215,462,558 $ 620,160,000

% of Work Plan
Funding
Expended,
Disbursed or
Committed

38.53%
44.00%
45.97%
41.67%
0.00%
12.59%
82.71%
0.30%

34.74%

*Home Forward's Dekum Court project is reflected under the Portland allocation and commitments, since funding for this project was part of the funding initially allocated to City of
Portland.

ADMINSTRATIVE
Jurisdiction:

FY2018-2019
Expended or
Disbursed

FY2019-2020
Expended or
Disbursed

FY 2020-2021
TOTAL EXPENDED
Expended or
or DISBURSED
Disbursed

Beaverton
$80,000
$143,898
$0
Clackamas County
$0
$489,213
$0
Gresham
$0
$0
$140,826
Hillsboro
$0
$171,188
$0
Home Forward (Multnomah County)
$0
$0
$0
Portland
$0
$0
$0
Washington County
$148,690
$460,000
$460,000
Metro Site Acquisition Program
$3,869
$0
$0
Metro Accountability and Financial Transaction Costs
One-Time Financial Issuance
$1,867,934
$0
$0
Ongoing Financial Management Costs
$26,048
$207,178
$63,489
Accountability and Oversight
$26,695
$743,020
$492,963
Reserved for Future Allocations

TOTAL ACTUAL & COMMITTED
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES:

$2,153,236

$2,214,497

$1,157,278

$223,898
$489,213
$140,826
$171,188
$0
$0
$1,068,690
$3,869
$1,867,934
$296,716
$1,262,678

$5,525,011

WORK PLAN
FUNDING

% of Work Plan
Funding
Expended or
Disbursed

$655,591
$2,446,065
$563,305
$855,939
$334,297
$4,443,296
$2,451,906
$1,305,600

34.15%
20.00%
25.00%
20.00%
0.00%
0.00%
43.59%
0.30%

$13,056,000

26.25%

$6,528,000

0.00%

$32,640,000

16.93%

Project Delivery
Fee **

$84,094

$84,094

** PHB's Project Delivery Fee is an administrative reimbursement, not paid for by Metro's Affordable Housing Bonds
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