
State of Oregon STAR Award for Citizen Involvement 
Awarded for Excellence in Land Use Public Involvement  

NOMINATION FORM 
Date: January 4, 2011_ 

Name of nominator: Paul Dewey_______________________________________________________ 

Address (nominator) 1539 NW Vicksburg________________________________________________ 

City Bend_________________________________ State Oregon_________ Zip 97701____________ 

Phone number: 541‐420‐8455 (mobile) or 541‐317‐1993 (office) E‐mail: pdewey@bendcable.com_ 

Name of individual or organization being nominated  Toby Bayard____________________________ 

Address (nominated party) 20555 Bowery Lane___________________________________________ 

City Bend_________________________________ State Oregon_________ Zip 97701____________ 

Phone number 541‐977‐5341 or 541‐617‐1486 E‐mail turboprop@clearwire.net________________ 

Website (if applicable)_______________________________________________________________ 

 

Name of project being nominated: Putting Goal 1 to Work in Bend’s UGB expansion process______  

NOTE: Responses should not exceed five pages.  

Toby Bayard has been extensively involved in Bend’s ongoing Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) process, 
providing detailed comments, testifying at hearings, identifying documents missing from the record, filing 
well‐researched and comprehensive appeals, and helping other citizens to also participate in the process.  
In no small part due to her research and argument, the City’s UGB proposal was remanded.   
 
1. Please describe the work of the nominee(s) and challenges and opportunities they encountered 

regarding public outreach while engaged on this project or program:  

Background of UGB process 

In 2004, as part of its UGB expansion process, the city of Bend undertook a Residential Land Study. It later 
completed an evaluation of its employment land needs and in June 2007, submitted to the Oregon DLCD a 
draft proposal for a 4,884‐acre UGB expansion and a 14,775‐acre Urban Reserve expansion.  These draft 
proposals were accompanied by amended General Plans and Development Codes.   

The city and Deschutes County’s planning commission held an initial public meeting on July 26, 2007 and a 
subsequent hearing on August 6. These hearings generated a huge volume of substantive concern that was 
placed into the record by individuals, developers, conservation groups, members of the Deschutes County 
Planning Commission and members of the city’s own Technical Advisory Committee.  The categories of key 
concern included (1) improperly applied statutory priorities and flawed draft findings, (2) issues of process 
that effectively drowned out the voices of citizens, property owners and other stakeholders and concerns 
about the role of the city’s Technical Advisory Committee and Residential Lands Study Steering Committee, 
(3) failure to properly coordinate with urban service providers and other agencies, (4) complaints that the 
city’s Juniper Ridge development was receiving special treatment, (5) public concerns about inadequate 
projections of infrastructure cost and how infrastructure considerations were being improperly applied to 
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justify boundary decisions and (6) transportation concerns including a failure to comply with state law and 
cost/operational differences and trade‐offs associated with different expansion scenarios.     

In November of 2007 Bend’s City Council issued a draft policy (later adopted) that encouraged the Planning 
Commission and staff to, among other things, use “inputs that justify a larger UGB, rather than employing 
inputs that could result in a more conservative expansion” and avoid “disruptive infill”. Both of these policy 
directives (and others, too) took Bend down the path toward submitting to the DLCD a UGB expansion 
proposal that was in conflict with the spirit and letter of Oregon’s statewide planning goals and guidelines.  

As the UGB expansion process evolved, its contentiousness and sheer complexity (in addition to the difficult‐
to‐comprehend and often conflicting analyses and conclusions offered by the city in response to the public’s 
concerns) made it very difficult for a private citizen to play a meaningful role. The 14,000+ page public record 
makes this very clear as a substantial portion of it contains private citizen testimony complaining of 
inconsistent comparisons, disregard for the established process and indifference to the facts.   

History of Nominee’s Involvement 

Toby attended the first joint planning commissions’ public hearing and various City Council meetings where 
Bend’s UGB expansion was discussed. Her original concern was that the expansion map took in some of 
Central Oregon’s most promising agricultural land (the 700+ acre Gopher Gulch Ranch). Some of Swalley 
Irrigation District’s most critical infrastructure was located on the Ranch. The city appeared to make only a 
scant effort to consider the needs of, and cooperate with Swalley and as a Swalley patron, Toby feared the 
District would fail if it lost access to this infrastructure and the ranch’s associated water rights. And, because 
the Ranch bordered the Deschutes River, there was the potential to lose critical riparian areas to 
urbanization.  

As Bend’s UGB expansion maps morphed geographically to include forested areas surrounding Shevlin Park 
(where the potential for catastrophic wildfire was demonstrated during the 1992 Awbrey Hall fire), Toby 
became concerned about associated public safety issues. 

Near the end of the City’s process a new proposal was made to include Toby’s neighborhood within the UGB 
and to site an “auto mall” next to it.  Even after this threat to her own neighborhood was stopped, Toby 
continued her participation by addressing all issues and areas involved in the City’s UGB proposal.   

Challenges Encountered: 

Last minute introduction of a new and different preferred alternative 

On Friday, October 3, 2008, 16 months after the city first submitted its UGB expansion proposal to the DLCD 
for review, the city abruptly issued an entirely new map (Alternative 4). In the 16 months that the City had 
been developing its UGB expansion proposals, it had released its original map (June 2007), then three priority 
scenarios (June 2008), then four alternatives (late September 2008). Not one contemplated urbanization of 
the Bayard’s neighborhood, but Alternative 4 did. In addition to urbanizing 238 acres of irrigated land, the city 
proposed to zone 125 acres as a “special site regional auto mall” and the remainder for industrial uses.   

Accelerated timeframe 

On Monday, October 6, the actual Alternative 4 map was placed on the city’s website and appeared in the 
newspaper. However, no planning commission meetings were scheduled between the map’s release and the 
final hearing, which occurred just 21 days later on October 27, 2008. At the October 27 joint meeting of the 
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city and county planning commissions, it was moved, seconded and approved that Alternative 4 was 
“preferred” and would be submitted to the Bend City Council and Deschutes Board of County Commissioners 
for final adoption on November 24, 2008 (the Monday before Thanksgiving).  

Inadequate opportunity for public involvement 

This accelerated timeframe gave the public virtually no time to absorb the changes that the new map 
introduced and no formal avenue to ask questions or lodge complaints. Citizens were, due to the accelerated 
time frame and lack of available information, effectively shut out of the land use planning process. For the 
residents of neighborhoods which had never before been included on any of the previous eight expansion 
maps released to the public, this was a particularly threatening time.  

At this point, Toby Bayard entered “phase one” of her Goal 1 involvement. She began contacting neighbors,  
and in 15 days, placed 112 phone calls, sent 54 emails, and made 19 physical home visits (mostly to the area’s 
older residents). She described how the Alternative 4 expansion would impact the residents (new roads and 
traffic patterns, destruction of the historic bridge, loss of property value, noise and light pollution, etc); 
explained the special auto mall zone designation and the type of uses that the industrial zoning would permit.  

On November 24, 2008 the city of Bend and Deschutes County convened a joint public hearing on the UGB 
expansion proposal. Despite the fact that it was the Monday before the Thanksgiving weekend, 72 residents 
of Toby’s neighborhood attended. Bend’s mayor announced that citizens’ testimony would be limited to 3 
minutes (despite the fact that the Alt. 4 proposal differed significantly from previous maps).   

Every resident from her neighborhood (Bowery Lane) to testify opposed Alt. 4, as did ODOT, due to serious 
transportation congestion issues in the US 97 Bend North Corridor area.  The majority of other citizens also 
opposed Alt. 4, although a few property owners, developers and their attorneys favored it, as it incorporated 
their land. 

After four hours of public testimony, Bend’s City Council voted to advance Alternative 4 to the DLCD for 
acknowledgement. Representatives of Deschutes County (which had long attempted to make the UGB 
expansion process more compliant with Oregon’s land use laws) acquiesced, with Commissioner Dennis Luke 
stating, “We’ve long said this is the city’s decision. Whatever you decide, we’ll agree to; it’s your process”.   

The City did agree to keep the written record open for one additional week after the final hearing (although 
that week included the two‐day Thanksgiving holiday (during which City Hall was closed). During that final 
week, the residents submitted 38 separate pieces of testimony, all opposed Alternative 4. 

On December 2, 2008, the Bend City Council met to consider the Alternative 4 proposal. At that meeting, 
Councilor (now State Senator) Chris Telfer moved to exclude the Bowery Lane area from the new alternative. 
As she did, she waived her hand in which she held a thick stack of written testimony, stating, “Not only does 
ODOT oppose this, but the area’s residents overwhelming oppose it. I have to say I agree with them.”  The 
city then unveiled its new Alternative 4A map and the Bowery Lane area had been removed from its 
footprint. 

2. Describe the public engagement methods that were used in this effort, how they evolved, how 
they were implemented and how results were used.  

Despite the fact that her neighborhood was no longer threatened by an auto mall and industrial zoning, Toby 
decided to remain involved in Bend’s UGB expansion process as a “citizen participant”. She continued to be 
concerned about a number of flaws that she believed characterized the city’s proposed UGB expansion.    
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On April 24, 2009 Toby submitted a 103 page protest of the City’s UGB expansion proposal to the Oregon 
DLCD.  In the introduction to her protest she made this statement:  

“I am a private citizen with no past history of involvement in issues related to local government or 
land use planning. Yet, I feel compelled to file a formal protest of the City of Bend’s Alternative 4A 
(Alt. 4A) UGB Expansion proposal. My concerns are not personal but rather civic. While part of my 
rural subdivision was briefly proposed for  inclusion  in Bend’s Alt. 4 UGB map, our neighborhood 
collectively argued for exclusion and prevailed.”   

Toby Bayard went on to briefly describe some of the problems she felt characterized the city’s UGB expansion 
process. A direct quote from her appeal follows, in which she asserted that the City’s process and findings: 

1. Violated  the  spirit of  the  rules and policies, and  the  rules and policies  themselves, as expressed  in 
OAR 660‐015‐0000(1), Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 1, Citizen Involvement; 

2. Contravened  Goal  2  by making  only  a  scant  effort  to  consider  the  needs  of,  and  cooperate with, 
Affected Governmental Units  (AGUs)  and  special  districts  that  have  programs,  land  ownership  or 
responsibilities within the expanded UGB and failed to properly hold public land use planning hearings 
on the UGB expansion and related plans; 

3. Chose to ignore the rules and policies expressed in OAR 660‐015‐0000(5) by failing to perform a Goal 
5 inventory of natural resources, scenic and historic areas, and open spaces prior to setting its Alt. 4A 
UGB expansion boundaries even though a PAPA changed its existing UGB map; 

4. Discounted land use efficiency policies, strategies and measures that promote a denser urban core and a 
smaller UGB footprint in favor of those that justify the largest possible expansion area, despite the fact 
that  an  inflated  urban  area  has  inherently  higher  public  facilities  and  transportation  costs  and will 
perpetuate the city’s continued dependence on the automobile;  

5. Sought to achieve and justify the largest possible UGB expansion areas, without regard for the economic 
and livability costs that urban sprawl exacts from the citizens of Bend; and 

6. Ignored  the  current and  longer‐term need  for affordable housing  that exists  in Bend and  instead, 
proposed a large percentage of its growth in areas characterized by high “service costs” (with respect 
to public facilities and transportation) when ORS 197.298(3) allows for priority exceptions.  

In addition to issuing her own appeal, Toby reached out to several other appellants or potential appellants. 
One was Swalley Irrigation District, for which she performed various research tasks. Two others were Terry 
Anderson and Hilary Garrett, both of whom had standing but whose objections to the city’s Findings 
remained unresolved. Hilary Garrett did not want her land or the priority 4 resource land that surrounded it 
included in the city’s expanded UGB. Terry Anderson did want his land included and it had been previously 
proposed for inclusion in virtually every expansion map except for Alternatives 4 and 4A. Toby believed that 
both Garrett’s and Anderson’s positions were supported by Oregon’s land use planning laws (as did the LCDC, 
which sustained the arguments they made in its remand order).  Because she believed in the validity of their 
arguments, Toby reached to both Garrett and Anderson and encouraged them to get involved in the process. 
She helped each of them to develop a written appeal and support it using Oregon’s applicable statewide land 
use planning goals and guidelines. She kept them aware of deadlines and events, and offered suggestions 
about how to prepare their testimony for presentation before the LCDC during its public hearings. 

As she developed her own appeal, Toby grew familiar with the large public record. To make it more 
manageable, she built a 1,220 row “full key word searchable” database that described each document, 
provided (where applicable) a hyperlink to where it was stored on the city’s website, and noted which parties 
might be interested in it (Central Oregon LandWatch, Swalley Irrigation District, Hilary Garrett), etc. 
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In early 2009, Swalley Irrigation District formally appealed Bend’s adoption of three separate ordinances 
pertaining to its UGB expansion, (an action supported by both Central Oregon Landwatch and Rose and 
Associates, which moved to intervene on Swalley’s behalf). Toby Bayard was asked by Swalley and 
LandWatch to inspect what the city represented as the “official public record” (eleven 5” binders containing 
in excess of 10,000 pages) for completeness. In doing so, she noticed that several documents she was familiar 
with were missing. Upon closer examination she found that over 3,500 pages of testimony and other 
documents were omitted from the “official public record”. She called this to the attention of Swalley and 
Central Oregon LandWatch, who passed this information on to LUBA.  As a result, the city re‐introduced the 
missing pages in the form of a “Supplemental Record”).  During the LCDC hearings to consider appeals of the 
Bend UGB, documents from the Supplemental Record were frequently cited by both the city and appellants. 

Following her initial appeal of Bend’s UGB expansion proposal, Toby went on to appeal the DLCD Director’s 
Report (only because it did not sustain her assertion that Bend had violated Oregon’s Statewide Land Use 
Planning Goal 1, Citizen Involvement; in her appeal she otherwise agreed with the Director’s Report in its 
entirety).  She testified before LCDC during two of its three public hearings to consider the DLCD’s remand of 
Bend’s proposal. (She missed one of the hearings due to overseas travel but submitted written testimony to 
the DLCD, which was presented by Paul Dewey of Central Oregon LandWatch).  

3. Describe how public input and engagement in this effort has affected the land use process.  

The nearly complete remand of Bend’s UGB expansion proposal by the DLCD was due in part to Toby’s 
willingness to commit her time and energy to participating in the process. She not only helped 
stakeholders such as Central Oregon LandWatch and Swalley Irrigation District, but also showed others 
(Garrett and Anderson) that they could make a difference through their own participation. 

4. Describe how the public engagement activities in this project support the spirit and legal 
requirements of Goal 1. (Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: “To develop a citizen involvement 
program that insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning 
process.”)  

Toby was engaged in the Bend UGB expansion process not because of a personal or financial interest in 
its outcome but because she wanted Oregon’s Statewide Land Use Planning goals and administrative 
rules to work for the public. Through her involvement, she represented the interests of “Bend’s 
average citizen” who may not have grasped how participation in the process could change its outcome 
in their favor or may have lacked the time to be involved, but who was a key stakeholder nonetheless.   

A major portion of Toby’s appeal focused on how the city of Bend had violated Oregon’s Statewide Land 
Use Planning Goal 1, Citizen Involvement. While the DLCD did not remand on Goal 1 violations, the 
return of the Bend UGB expansion proposal to the city was greatly impacted by her participation and is 
likely to result in greater citizen involvement the next time around. Many residents of Bend have an 
interest in the process, particularly as major infrastructure inadequacies are coming to light. Toby has 
stated that she will continue to reach out to engage others in Oregon’s statewide land use process. 

5. Please provide the names and contact information for two references who participated in the 
citizen engagement process.  

Hilary Garrett  Wendy Kellington 
21663 Paloma Dr., Bend, OR 97701  Attorney for Swalley Irrigation District 
541‐389‐6981  503‐624‐7790 
hilarygarrett@gmail.com   wk@wkellington.com    
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Marc Butorac, Sr. Principal Engineer 
Kittelson & Associates

610 SW Alder Street, Suite 700

150 Beavercreek Rd

Portland

Oregon City

http://172nd.com/

Butorac: 503.228.5230
Greene: 503.225.0192

503.742.4274

Butorac: mbutorac@kittelson.com
Greene: kirstin.greene@coganowens.com

Conrad: LarryC@co.clackamas.or.us
Rogalin: EllenRog@co.clackamas.or.us

Larry Conrad, Clackamas Co., Sr Transportation Planner  
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2. Describe the public engagement methods that were used in this effort, how they evolved, how 
they were implemented and how results were used. 

 

 

 

 

3. Describe how public input and engagement in this effort has affected the land use process. 

 

 

 

 

4. Describe how the public engagement activities in this project support the spirit and legal 
requirements of Goal 1.  (Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: “To develop a citizen involvement program that 

insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process.”) 

 

 

 

5. Please provide the names and contact information for two references who participated in the 
citizen engagement process. 

 

 

 

You may use extra pages to answer these questions, but do not exceed five pages in total nomination form length. 



Date: February 16, 2011 

Name of nominator:  

Marc Butorac, Senior Principal Engineer, Kittelson & Associates 
610 SW Alder Street, Suite 700, Portland, OR 97205 

Kirstin Greene, Managing Principal, Cogan Owens Cogan 
813 SW Alder Street, Suite 320, Portland, Oregon 97205 

Phone number:  

Marc - 503-228-5230 

Kirstin - 503.225.0192 

E‐mail: mbutorac@kittelson.com, kirstin.greene@coganowens.com  

Name of individual or organization being nominated: Larry Conrad (Clackamas County Senior Transportation 
Planner) and Ellen Rogalin (Clackamas County Community Relations Specialist) 

Address (nominated party):  150 Beavercreek Rd., Oregon City, OR  97045 

City: Oregon City                   State: Oregon            Zip: 97045 

Phone number: 503.742.4274 

E‐mail: LarryC@co.clackamas.or.us; EllenRog@co.clackamas.or.us 

Website (if applicable): http://172nd.com/ 

Name of project being nominated: SE 172nd Avenue/190th Drive Corridor (Sunnyside Road to Multnomah 
County Line) Alternatives Development Project (aka 172nd/190th Corridor Plan) 

1. Please describe the work of the nominee(s) and challenges and opportunities they encountered 
regarding public outreach while engaged on this project or program: 

The area around the 172nd Avenue/190th Drive Corridor was recently added to the Portland Metropolitan 
Urban Growth Boundary (part in 1998 and the remainder in 2002) and is planned for urban development 
at an average density of at least 10 units per net buildable acre for the residential areas. There are also 
planned commercial and employment areas within the cities of Damascus, Happy Valley, and Gresham. 
Some of this development has already begun to occur. As the transportation system exists today, SE 172nd 
Avenue and SE 190th Drive lack the needed continuity and capacity to serve projected future traffic 
demand created by this anticipated urban growth. There are limited locations where this type of 
connection/facility can occur due to topographic constraints and existing urban buildout. Planning efforts 
thus far reveal that there are no other physically viable, cost-effective north-south routes in this portion of 
the county.  

With these constraints, the project team recognized the need to empower local citizens and stakeholders to 
help shape the alignment and appearance of the future corridor to meet their needs. The primary challenge 
of this objective was to take the competing interests of the multiple municipalities involved and to 
encourage a collaborative solution that will best serve all interests.    

mailto:mbutorac@kittelson.com
mailto:kirstin.greene@coganowens.com


2. Describe the public engagement methods that were used in this effort, how they evolved, how 
they were implemented and how results were used. 

The project team engaged the public by holding interactive public workshops, maintaining a project 
website with virtual workshops, videos, and interactive maps, and sending regular newsletters as 
described below. 

In advance of each public workshop, the project team mailed a newsletter to residents within the study 
area and members of the project mailing list. The newsletter provided information on upcoming meetings, 
a recap of previous meetings, and a vision of future public involvement and key decision-making 
milestones.   

Public workshops were held regularly throughout the 172nd /190th Corridor Plan project. The workshops 
provided the public an understanding of the project background and purpose and gave them an 
opportunity to contribute ideas to the process. The following tools were utilized to encourage public 
participation: 

Project Video – To maintain a consistent message at 
public events and online, a project video entitled “Why 
Here, Why Now” was developed to communicate the 
project’s purpose and need, and provide real world 
examples that relate directly to the community by using 
historical aerial photography of the project area. The 
video can be accessed at http://voh.172nd.com/.   

Project Website – The project team regularly updated a 
project website http://172nd.com/ to provide project 
information to the public. The website provided 
meeting information, news updates, videos, virtual workshops, 
and project-related documents for the public to use. Users could 
also access the project schedule, newsletters and sign up to 
receive project updates via the project website.  

3-D Model – The project team obtained an approximately 4’x2’ 
3-D scaled model of the study area to give the public a clear idea 
of the environmental and topographic constraints—several 
streams, buttes and other significant natural features are 
scattered throughout the study area. Workshop participants 
had an opportunity to create their own preferred alignment on 
the 3-D model using small ropes scaled to replicate 3-lane and 
5-lane roadway cross-sections. The project team then 
photographed each of the 60 alignments created and organized 
them into 18 distinct concept categories. At the following public 
meeting, an image of each alignment was projected onto the 3-D 
model to allow participants to view the alignments and the 
potential environmental and topographic impact of each.  The 3-D 
model provided the participants with a tactile experience which 
allowed them to gain a better understanding of the constraints 

Project video showing aerial view of the study area 

Projection of a roadway alignment concept on the 
3-D Model 

Participants developed alignment concepts utilizing the  
3-D model and scaled ropes. 

http://voh.172nd.com/
http://172nd.com/


within the study area. The experience also allowed them to form opinions regarding the various concepts 
developed. 

Virtual Workshops – For those not able to attend the 
public workshops, “virtual workshops” were created 
to not only present the same information available at 
the public workshops, but also provide the user an 
opportunity to provide feedback similar to that 
provided by attendees at the public workshops. 
Participants were invited to tour through similar 
color-coded “rooms” to those stations provided at the 
in-person workshops and were encouraged to 
participate with YouTube introductory videos within 
each room. Those accessing the virtual workshops 
were given the opportunity to label their residence or 
business on a map of the project area, and draw their 
preferred future roadway alignment on maps showing 
environmental constraints and proposed future land 
uses. Participants were also able to choose from a list 
of alignment concepts and provide feedback on the concepts. Though the feedback functionality has been 
disabled, some of the virtual workshops can still be accessed at http://voh.172nd.com/ and 
http://vw3.project.kittelson.com/  

Interactive Roadway Modeling System (IRMS) – Attendees at the public workshops used a tool that allowed 
them to build a roadway cross-section with the elements that they would like incorporated in the 
172nd/190th corridor. The tool comes in two versions: 1) a 
large group format version that is approximately 8-feet 
wide by 2 feet tall; and 2) a table top version for small group 
discussions.  The tool consists of a background board, 
representing a maximum 120-foot right-of-way. Each 
workshop attendee received a variety of cut-outs depicting 
roadway elements of varying widths such as vehicle lanes, 
bike lanes, medians and sidewalks. Participants arranged 
the lanes and other elements to reflect the characteristics 
they would prefer for the 172nd/190th corridor and each 
streetscape was recorded by the project team.  The project 
team then organized the concepts into categories and 
presented them in poster form at the next 
public meeting.  

3. Describe how public input and 
engagement in this effort has affected the 
land use process. 

At the time of this writing, the project is 
working toward a preferred alignment that 
should be chosen in late 2011; therefore, the 
land use planning process has not yet been 
impacted by this project.  However, the 
project team has researched and consulted 

Full-Sized Interactive Roadway Modeling System(IRMS) 

Public Workshop attendees using desk-sized Interactive 
Roadway Modeling System (IRMS) 

Virtual Workshop “Existing Conditions Room”  

http://voh.172nd.com/
http://vw3.project.kittelson.com/


the transportation system plans 
and comprehensive plans of Happy 
Valley, Gresham and Damascus to 
ensure that the ultimate corridor 
alignment serves proposed future 
land uses and is complementary to 
proposed future roadway 
expansions. The proposed land 
uses and future roadways have 
been incorporated into the 
roadway alignment concept 
drawings and presented at the 
public workshops to make the 
public aware of the future of the 
project area.  

Once a preferred roadway 
alignment and streetscape layout 
have been chosen, many of the 
same tools used during the public 
involvement process will be used 
to reach out to the local 
municipalities to convey the design 
and intent of the project. By using 
the 3-D model, posters and Interactive Roadway 
Modeling System at City Council and Planning 
Commission meetings, the project team will engage 
local decision-makers and illustrate how their 
comprehensive plans and transportation planning 
system plans can be updated to complement the new 
corridor. 

4. Describe how the public engagement activities in 
this project support the spirit and legal 
requirements of Goal 1. (Goal 1, Citizen 
Involvement: “To develop a citizen involvement 
program that insures the opportunity for citizens to 
be involved in all phases of the planning process.”) 

The intent of the 172nd/190th public involvement 
process was to equip the local citizens with knowledge 
and let them initiate the process of developing and 
refining the alignment and cross-sectional design of the 
future roadway.  To this end, the project team focused 
on providing the citizens with the needed information 
on the project background, environmental and land use 
constraints of the study area and roadway design 
fundamentals. With this knowledge, citizens were given 
the opportunity to help shape the “Purpose and Need” 
statement to determine what the goals of the proposed 

Roadway Alignment Concepts on Proposed Land Use amp (left) and 
Environmental Constraints Map (right) 

5-D Process of public involvement 



roadway would be and were then encouraged to provide sketches of their preferred roadway alignments 
and streetscapes. The project team then developed concepts directly based on sketches provided by the 
public, and gave them the opportunity to rate and recommend which concepts they would like to see 
implemented.   

The project also incorporated the 5-D process described in the graphic below as well as the “Bottom-Up” 
process to engage citizens.  The essence of the “Bottom-Up” process is captured in the Chinese proverb: 

“Tell me and I forget, show me and I remember, involve me and I understand.”  

This critical element of the “Bottom Up” approach helped the stakeholders to not only understand the 
planning process, but become educated on the technical engineering, land use, and environmental 
constraints, allowing them to actively participate in the development of future improvement concepts.  

5. Please provide the names and contact information for two references who participated in the 
citizen engagement process.

John Bliss 
7928 SE 190th Drive 
Gresham, OR 97080 
 
Mail: PO Box 2304 
Gresham, OR 97030 
 
Phone: (cell) 503-819-6774 
E-mail: BlissBros@aol.com 

Ken Gores  
17070 SE Hagen Road  
Happy Valley, OR 97086 
 
Phone: 503-351-8973  
E-Mail: kmgores@comcast.net 
   
 

mailto:kmgores@comcast.net


State of Oregon 
STAR Award for Citizen Involvement 
Awarded for Excellence in Land Use Public Involvement 
NOMINATION FORM  
 
 

Date_________________March 1, 2011__________ 
 
Name of nominator_____Terri Harding, AICP__________________________________ 
 
Address (nominator) ____99 West 10th Avenue, Eugene, 97401____________________ 
 
Phone number____541‐682‐5635________E‐mail___terri.l.harding@ci.eugene.or.us_____ 
 
Name of individual or organization being nominated_Envision Eugene Project Team (City Staff 
and Community Resource Group) 
 
Address (nominated party)__c/o City of Eugene Planning Division, 99 West 10th Avenue______ 
 
City_____Eugene_________________State_Oregon________Zip____97401_ 
 
Phone number___541‐682‐5635______E‐mail____terri.l.harding@ci.eugene.or.us__ 
 
Website (if applicable)____www.envisioneugene.org____________________ 
 
Name of project being nominated:____Envision Eugene_____________________ 
 
NOTE: Responses should not exceed five pages. 
 

 
Mayor Kitty Piercy recognizing the Envision Eugene Community Resource Group 

2011 State of the City Address

 
 



 
 



 
I.  Please describe the work of the nominee(s) and challenges and opportunities they encountered 

regarding public outreach while engaged on this project or program. 
 
Planning for growth in Eugene used to be predictably two sided.  Development and business interests 
were pitted against neighborhood and environmental advocates ‐ in the media, at public meetings, in 
the Council Chamber, and in the courts. In 2007, the state legislature handed the city a task – complete 
a buildable lands inventory and adopt a new Urban Growth Boundary, separate from the City of 
Springfield.   
 
The City was in a period of transition in many ways.  A new City Manager, a new Mayor, and a new 
Planning Director all shared a desire to work with the community in a collaborative way.  At the same 
time, community leaders were tired of the familiar winner‐takes‐all outcome of the typical land use 
process, which left everyone, at one time or another, with a pit in their stomachs.   
 
City Manager Jon Ruiz and Planning Director Lisa Gardner, AICP, decided to ask Bob Chadwick, Principal 
of Consensus Associates in Terrebonne, to help design a community building process for Eugene.  During 
the one‐year period from January 2010 through January 2011, city staff and community members spent 
thousands of hours listening to one another and engaging in collaborative learning.  People took notice: 
something different was happening in Eugene. 
 
II. Describe the public engagement methods that were used in this effort, how they evolved, how 

they were implemented and how results were used. 
 
The Envision Eugene Community Resource Group was convened in June 2010 for an initial 3‐day 
workshop.  Participants included community leaders, representatives of city boards and commissions, 
neighborhood groups, environmental and land use advocacy groups, businesses, partner agencies, 
school districts, past City Councilors and the immediate past Mayor.  With a personal invitation from the 
City Manager, people who had long ago written off public involvement in the planning process came to 
participate, and they stayed.  The group grew to over 60 active members, meeting on average once a 
month for a full day. 
 
One of the main methods employed by Bob Chadwick in his consulting is to help groups of people realize 
and articulate their fears, or worst possible outcomes, of a given process.   Knowing what the worst 
possible outcomes are allows people to work through them, so they are able to move on to articulate 
their best possible outcomes, and then work together toward achieving those outcomes.  The 
Community Resource Group, or CRG, spent a lot of time writing down their individual worst and best 
possible outcomes related to all aspects of Envision Eugene, from providing affordable housing, to 
assuring economic opportunities, to protecting and enhancing neighborhood livability.  This work 
directly influenced the draft proposal for accommodating the city’s projected growth over the next 20 
years, as described under section III below. 
 
Other public engagement methods used by the Project Team supported the work of the CRG.  Early on, 
the Planning Director set up a project team structure that included team leaders for Public Involvement, 
Urban Design, Technical Analysis, and Legal Issues.  The Public Involvement Team used the following 
public engagement methods: 
 

 Listening Interviews with individuals and interested groups, boards and commissions 
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 Monthly E‐Newsletter to over 400 people 

 Public workshops and open houses 

 Redevelopment Tour for the CRG, with self‐guided option for anyone using Google Maps 

 Art class projects on Envision Eugene  with 100 sixth graders, and High School Art Contest 

 Facebook page approaching 250 fans 

 Comprehensive website at www.envisioneugene.org 

 On‐line surveys and comment forms 

 Videos of project events and neighborhood outreach, posted on the website, YouTube and 
facebook  

 Co‐sponsor of speakers with Transportation Planning and Lane Transit District  

 Presentations to Neighborhood Groups, University of Oregon Classes, and other groups 

 City Club Programs, rebroadcast on Community Radio KLCC 
 
The art class projects were a new approach to involving not only young people, but their parents in the 
planning process.  Parents of young children have been historically hard to reach through typical means 
such as evening meetings, so the classes were devised as a way to creatively involve these families 
through their children’s schoolwork.  City staff worked with a community artist to design a project on 
Envision Eugene.  The students were asked about what kinds of places are in a neighborhood, what 
places they like to go to, and what they would like their neighborhood to look like in the future. 
 
Students worked on the project over the course of a few classes, giving them the opportunity (and 
assignment) to take the topic home and talk to their parents about it.  Both the Eugene School District 
and Bethel School District participated enthusiastically in the project.  Student work was honored at an 
art show in June that coincided with Eugene’s First Friday ArtWalk.  The art pieces were on display 
throughout the summer of 2010 and were then assembled into handmade books for display at public 
meetings and events throughout the fall.  In the spring the books were taken to branch libraries, further 
spreading word about Envision Eugene to people throughout the community. 
 
III. Describe how public input and engagement in this effort has affected the land use process. 
 
The Envision Eugene Community Resource Group was given a community award by Mayor Kitty Piercy at 
the 2011 State of the City Address in January.  In February, City Manager Jon Ruiz released the draft 
proposal, Envision Eugene, A Legacy of Livability.  This draft includes seven foundational pillars, directly 
influenced by the work of the Community Resource Group and the other public engagement efforts.  
The pillars are: 

o Provide ample economic opportunities for all community members; 
o Provide affordable housing for all income levels; 
o Plan for climate and energy uncertainty; 
o Promote compact urban development and efficient transportation options; 
o Protect, repair, and enhance neighborhood livability; 
o Protect, restore, and enhance natural resources; and 
o Provide for adaptable and flexible implementation. 

During January and February City Council work sessions, Community Resource Group members helped 
present the emerging pillars alongside the City Manager and Planning staff.  This collaborative approach 
to community planning leading up to decisions about the urban growth boundary is a first, in Eugene 
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and probably the state.  As 1000 Friends of Oregon Willamette Valley representative Mia Nelson put it, 
it is unheard of for city staff to invite interest groups to actually participate in the shaping of early 
assumptions related to land capacity analysis.  The Envision Eugene process has given her hope and 
restored her faith in the statewide planning system.   
 
As the draft proposal moves forward into the official adoption and implementation phases, continued 
involvement on the part of CRG participants and other community members is assured.  Sub‐groups 
have formed to study specific issues such as housing mix and economic development land needs, and 
additional committees will be formed to work with staff on implementation of specific strategies.    
 
A secondary effect of the Envision Eugene public engagement efforts on the land use process is that city 
staff does not feel “caught in the middle” as much as they previously did.  In the past, planners were 
accused of siding with opponents or proponents of a particular proposal, and often felt ineffective at 
bringing differing viewpoints together to work toward a common goal.  As a result of the engagement 
methods being used for Envision Eugene, planners have improved skills to listen, explore different 
perspectives on planning issues, and facilitate the discovery of new ground, working toward an overall 
community vision.  Staff morale is up, and planners feel proud of the work they do for the community. 

 

IV. Describe how the public engagement activities in this project support the spirit and legal 
requirements of Goal 1. (Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: “To develop a citizen involvement program 
that insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process.”) 

 
The Envision Eugene process has upped the ante for public engagement in Eugene.  The project 
advances far more than the minimum requirements of Goal 1.  In fact, all of the efforts to date precede 
official requirements for involving citizens in the formal land use process.  One of the project goals is to 
make the concepts understandable to the average fifth grader.  Staff members are careful to use terms 
that the general public can understand, while avoiding jargon and the all‐too‐common acronyms that 
pepper most city publications and memos.  
 
A key staff member of the Envision Eugene project team is the public participation and community 
outreach coordinator for the Planning and Development Department.  Communicating early and often, 
both within the organization and with the community, has been an essential part of the project’s 
success.  Media coverage has been prominent and positive, and there is a high level of awareness about 
the project in everyday conversations heard around town. 
 
Equally as important is the participation of City Attorney staff in making sure legal requirements are 
anticipated and considered every step of the way, even before the city starts a formal adoption process 
for the eventual UGB and comprehensive plan amendments.  The city’s approach is basically to invest 
the time now paving the way for project success, rather than on the back end in the appeals court.  Staff 
members and community members are working together toward the best outcomes for our community. 
 
V. Please provide the names and contact information for two references who participated in the 

citizen engagement process. 

 
Mia Nelson, 1000 Friends of Oregon    Sue Prichard, Retired Real Estate Broker 
Community Resource Group Member    Community Resource Group Member 
mia@friends.org          sue@prichardpartners.com 

mailto:mia@friends.org


State of Oregon 
STAR Award for Citizen Involvement 
Awarded for Excellence in Land Use Public Involvement 
NOMINATION FORM 
 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (April 27, 2009) 

 
 
 
Date: 3/1/2011 
Name of nominator: Don Mazziotti 
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1.   Please describe the work of the nominee(s) and challenges and opportunities they encountered 

regarding public outreach while engaged on this project or program: 
 

Beaverton’s Civic Plan was conceived by City Council as a way to provide specific direction in regard 
to the community’s recently completed visioning process.  In December 2009 and January 2010, 
Beaverton Community Vision action teams helped translate the thousands of community ideas 
gathered into actionable recommendations to become the blueprint for an action plan. The teams 
refined approximately 6,500 public ideas into a recommended list of 164 actions. Nearly 2,000 
people responded to the community survey, available in six languages, asking residents to prioritize 
the vision action items from among the 164 items. Based on community input, the 164 items were 
whittled down to the final recommended list of 117.  
 
As the 117 action items were being developed, Beaverton’s City Council requested that staff 
undertake a process to create a strategic plan to detail how the city could fund and implement 
many of the most critical of the community goals and priorities identified in the Beaverton 
Community Vision.  Building from the opportunity presented by the substantial public outreach 
that had taken place during the visioning process, the Civic Plan team developed a strategy for 
public outreach designed to overcome the following challenges: 
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1. Due to the short timeframe allotted to the Civic Plan effort, there was a critical need to engage 
the public quickly about the plan and its associated public involvement opportunities and to 
keep them engaged throughout the process. 

2. Because the plan covers a wide range of complex topics, it was important that public 
engagement materials were easy for the average citizen to comprehend while providing access 
to additional information for those interested in learning more. 

3. A large part of the Civic Plan process was to provide a means for the community and policy‐
makers to examine tradeoffs between various strategies and actions in order to set priorities 
for implementation.  It was important that the team develop creative and extremely 
transparent ways for members of the public to make these decisions throughout the process 
and to update the community about these decisions along the way. 
 

2.   Describe the public engagement methods that were used in this effort, how they evolved, how 
they were implemented and how results were used. 

 
Between June 2010 and March 2011, the Civic Plan team implemented the public engagement 
strategy, which consisted of: 

 

 Display booths at four neighborhood association picnics.  Attendance approx. 2,000 (all picnics 
combined). 

 Kick‐off lecture by Bill Hudnut, Senior Fellow at Urban Land Institute and author of “Halfway to 
Everywhere,” an analysis of First Tier Suburbs (open to the public).  Attendance approx. 200 and 
available on cable access channel.  Separate meetings with Council, citizen leaders, and Civic 
Plan staff.  Mayor Doyle is now a member of the First Tier Suburb Coalition of the National 
League of Cities. 

 Citywide mailing of a full color brochure describing the Civic Plan process, timelines, public 
involvement opportunities, website, contact information.  Circulation approximately 65,000. 

 Citywide mailing of a second full color brochure describing the Civic Plan ideas generated at 
public events, next steps in the process, upcoming public involvement opportunities, website, 
contact information.  Circulation approximately 65,000. 

 Insert of second full color brochure (see above) into community newspaper (Beaverton Valley 
Times).  Circulation approximately 6,500. 

 Community open house booth with posters, questionnaires, interactive displays, question and 
answer opportunities.  Attendance approx. 400. 

 Radio announcement/ interview on Spanish radio. 

 Regular email blasts to email list.  Approx. 575 enrolled. 

 Website with regularly updated content, including background reports, calendar of upcoming 
events, contact information. 

 Media and stakeholder briefings detailing important upcoming public involvement 
opportunities. 

 Presentations to various community groups (e.g. Chamber of Commerce, Beaverton Committee 
for Citizen Involvement). 

 Visual preference survey (self‐selected).   
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 Statistically valid telephone survey.  Participants: 400.  Results demonstrate support for the 
Civic Plan concepts. 

 Press releases announcing important upcoming public involvement opportunities. 

 Regular status updates to City Council and Planning Commission (televised). 

 Comment box for paper comments and website comment form for digital comments.  
Approximately 80 comments received to‐date. 

 Civic Plan Facebook page (new ‐ created 2/24/2011) 

 Release of a documentary detailing the vision for downtown Beaverton and some of the related 
Civic Plan strategies for the area.  Views: approx. 1,000. 

 Design workshop.  Attendance approx. 75. 

 Drop‐in work session. Attendance approx. 50. 

 Workshop results presentation and instant polling. Attendance approx. 50. 

 Open House event with instant polling.  Attendance approx. 45. 

 Two‐day strategy release event with instant polling.  Attendance approx. 225. 
 
3.  Describe how public input and engagement in this effort has affected the land use process. 
 

The Civic Plan process started with a set of goals and objectives that had been formulated through 
a visioning process that had involved extensive community outreach and more than 5,000 
respondent/participants.  The team was thus able to use the community goals and objectives as a 
starting point for formulating the Civic Plan strategies.  However, the goals and objectives needed 
to be clarified and weighed against one another in order to determine priorities and technical 
details.  Thus, the team held a series of public events in order to develop the ideas for the 
strategies. 

 

 A Civic Strategy and Design Workshop was held on Wednesday, September 15, 2010 at the 
Beaverton Library – Approximately 75 community members participated in this engaging and 
interactive workshop to explore trade‐offs and prioritize possible actions. Groups of community 
members created various maps representing their ideas for Beaverton’s future.  The maps were 
then digitized by the team and served as a basis for many of the strategies.  For example, 
citizens were asked to place mixed‐use neighborhood centers where they felt they should be 
located in the city.  The team compiled the locations of the centers that were placed on the 
maps and analyzed whether the locations would be appropriate as neighborhood centers.  
Those that met the criteria were included in the Land Use and Transportation Strategy of the 
Civic Plan. 

 

 A Drop‐in Work Session was held on Monday, September 20, 2010 at the Beaverton Library– 
Approximately 50 community members stopped by to work in a hands‐on, one‐on‐one way 
with the consulting team and City staff and to learn about the Civic Plan’s progress and share 
their ideas.  Initially, the team had been exploring several alternatives for Canyon Road 
improvements, including transforming the street into a one‐way couplet with Broadway as the 
return.  At this work session, several business owners on Broadway Street came out to discuss 
this idea with the team and to voice their concerns about how it would impact the character of 
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that area.  Because of these interactions, the team determined that the couplet strategy 
involving Broadway as a return, while feasible from a transportation strategy perspective, 
would have some potentially harmful effects for the area.  The team decided to take these 
concerns to the next public event for discussion and additional feedback. 

 

 The first of two Town Hall/Open House events took place on Monday, September 27, 2010 at 
the Beaverton Library– Approximately 50 community members turned out to see the workshop 
results unveiled and learn how to be involved with the next steps for the Civic Plan.  This was 
the first of several events where instant polling technology was used to gather feedback about 
the Civic Plan concepts and alternatives.  At this event, the team discussed the idea of the 
Canyon/Broadway couplet in more detail, including the concerns identified by the local 
business owners.  Among other things, instant polling during this event provided the team with 
the clear direction to abandon the Canyon/Broadway couplet concept and instead focus on 
ways to calm Canyon and transform Broadway into a “festival street.” 

 

 The second Town Hall/Open House event took place on Wednesday, October 27, 2010 at the 
Beaverton Library– Approximately 45 community members turned out to see how the ideas 
generated through the workshop and other events were being shaped into strategy concepts.  
The feedback collected at this event further refined the ideas for the strategies across all 
categories‐ transportation, land use, redevelopment, employment, housing, and more. 

 

 A Civic Strategy and Documentary Release event took place over two nights (January 31 and 
February 1) at the Beaverton Library– Approximately 225 community members turned out to 
see the draft strategy concepts and to provide input on first steps and financing alternatives.   
Feedback collected at this event provided the team with specific direction about top priorities 
and funding options.  It also allowed a final “testing” of the ideas with a larger audience, many 
of whom had not participated in a Civic Plan event before. 
 

4.   Describe how the public engagement activities in this project support the spirit and legal 
requirements of Goal 1. (Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: “To develop a citizen involvement program 
that insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process.”) 

 
One goal of the Beaverton Civic Plan was to meaningfully engage as many citizens as possible in the 
process.  A significant amount of resources was dedicated to creating opportunities for residents, 
business people, and other community members to participate in the development of this plan.  
This goal was important to the team because of the tremendous amount of outreach and 
participation achieved through the Beaverton Community Vision process.  In order to engage with 
the broader community, the team decided to expand on that existing base of interested and 
committed citizens by creating opportunities for community‐wide input and directed informational 
materials to this wider audience.  While Goal 1 was not technically applicable to either the visioning 
or the Civic Plan processes, each met the spirit of Goal 1 by providing the community with a range 
of methods for engaging with these processes.  Many varieties of media were used for the Civic 
Plan, including print, websites, social media, radio (including Spanish radio), and television.  Using 
these various media allowed the team to reach out to a broad cross section of the community.   
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One benefit of this strategy is that it increases awareness for the planning process that will be 
required to implement many of the Civic Plan strategies.  The last full update of the City’s 
comprehensive plan was completed in February of 2002.  Pursuant to the schedule outlined in ORS 
197.629 (a)1, Beaverton was due to commence periodic review in 2009; however LCDC’s schedule 
did not include it at that time.  The City anticipates commencing periodic review in accordance with 
state law as soon as LCDC schedules permit.  It is expected that many of the concepts outlined in 
the Civic Plan Strategies will be included in the upcoming periodic review.  At that time, a citizen 
involvement program can be developed, which will build on the public engagement efforts at the 
Civic Plan and Beaverton Community Vision levels.  This allows citizens to continue to stay engaged 
in all levels of the planning process, as envisioned by Goal 1. 

 
5.   Please provide the names and contact information for two references who participated in the 

citizen engagement process. 
 

The Civic Plan team found unusual partnership opportunities and creative ways to involve different 
segments of the community.  Members of the team volunteered to work with a group of students 
(grades 9‐12) in the Urban Design class at the Arts & Communication Magnet Academy in 
Beaverton.  The team engaged with the students to provide them with an understanding of the 
concepts being explored and the engagement opportunities available.  Urban Design teacher Jon 
Gottshall (contact information listed below) can provide more detail about how the team involved 
the students in the Civic Plan process. 
 
Jon Gottshall, Photography/Social Studies 
ACMA (Arts & Communication Magnet Academy)  
Beaverton, Oregon 
Email: Jon_Gottshall@beavton.k12.or.us 
 
The Civic Plan effort has been overseen by a citizen‐based Steering Committee.  This Committee 
has been responsible for guiding the plan’s public involvement efforts and developing 
recommendations to policy‐makers.  Members of this Committee, such as Dan Maks (contact 
information listed below) can speak to the challenges and opportunities of this citizen involvement 
effort. 
 
Dan Maks 
Beaverton Planning Commission & Civic Plan Steering Committee Member 
Beaverton, Oregon 
Home: (503) 524‐8157 
Work:  (360) 693‐4161 
Email: dmaksd@gmail.com 

                                                            

 (a). A city with a population of more than 2,500 within a metropolitan planning organization or a 
metropolitan service district shall conduct periodic review every seven years after completion of the previous 
periodic review

1 ORS 197.629
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1. Please describe the work of the nominee(s) and challenges and opportunities they 
encountered regarding public outreach while engaged on this project or program: 

 

The Portland Plan is the City’s strategic plan for the next 25 years, ensuring that Portland is a 
thriving and sustainable city and that the people are prosperous, healthy and educated. The 
plan will build upon the city’s past and address the community’s needs, like health and safety, 
local food, and access to quality education — things Portlanders care about that affect their 
daily lives. To be a meaningful and enduring plan, Portlanders must feel a sense of 
ownership in the process as well as the resulting products. The plan needs to faithfully reflect 
the perspectives, concerns and aspirations of Portland’s diverse residents, youth, culturally-
based groups, business owners, employees and organizations. The public involvement 
component of this plan began in October 2009 and continues with a projected adoption at 
City Council in the winter of 2011-2012. 

 

The Portland Plan public involvement is a collaborative effort involving City leaders, bureau 
staff, a Community Involvement Committee, and community partners. The public involvement 
is guided by the Portland Plan Community Involvement Committee (CIC), which was formed 
in July 2009 with 18 community members and mainly implemented by the Portland Plan 
Public Involvement team, which is made up of 12 core members, all staff from the Bureau of 
Planning & Sustainability. 
 
Phases 2 (April 2010 to August 2010) and 3 (September 2010 to present date) of Portland 
Plan public involvement, sought and continues a more targeted and interactive outreach 
approach to engage typically under-represented communities than Phase 1 (Fall 2009 to 
March 2010). Overall numbers of participants in Phase 2 workshops and surveys were 
slightly lower than Phase 1; however Phase 2 succeeded at taking steps in the right direction 
for a more inclusive public involvement process. Phase 3 Portland Plan Fairs are scheduled 
during the first two weeks of March 2011. 

Overall Successes during Phases I, 2 and part of Phase 3 

 Approximately 1,420 workshop participants, 14,798 survey responses, 228 business 
survey responses, 762 youth survey responses and 2,585 attendees to Portland Plan 
presentations  

 As of late February 2011, there are 1,813 “likes” on Facebook and 1,494 followers on 
Twitter 

 Demographics of Portland Plan participants (survey respondents and workshop 
participants) more closely reflected City-wide demographics in Phase 2 compared to 
Phase 1  

 In June 2010 the City of Portland provided grants to the Diversity and Civic Leadership 
(DCL) partners (Center for Intercultural Organizing, Immigrant and Refugee Center 
Organization, Latino Network, Native American Family Center and Urban League of 
Portland) so that they may more actively and comprehensively participate in the 
development of the Portland Plan in ways that are most relevant, culturally appropriate 
and meaningful to the particular communities served – individual approaches, desired 
outcomes and public involvement results are being tracked 

 Existing relationships with both partner organizations and community groups were 
strengthened, and new relationships were cultivated  

 Utilizing the new outreach approach of tabling at 31 community-sponsored fairs and 
events resulted in engaging hundreds of Portlanders otherwise unlikely to participate in 
the Portland Plan process  

 The interactive “What’s your big idea?” Portland Plan game solicited 401 recorded 
responses  

 Targeted non-geographic communities that participated in Portland Plan workshops or 
hosted presentations include:  



 - DCL Partner organizations (see description above) 
 - Senior and aging community 
 - Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer (LGBTQ) community 
 - Public and private schools 
 - business community 
 - faith-based community 

 
Areas to improve on for Phase 3 and beyond 

While Phase 2 outreach to non-geographic groups has improved since Phase 1, more 
extensive partnerships with other City bureaus, partner agencies, and community groups 
could foster more participation from typically under-represented groups and would increase 
the number of first-time participants. In Phase 3 we are actively promoting services available 
at Portland Plan events such as free childcare and translation services to increase the 
number of under-represented and first time participants. Improved data collection methods 
are needed to better understand the number of first-time participants reached in future public 
involvement phases.  

Lastly, BPS staff and CIC members are continuing to build upon the positive work of Phases 
1 and 2: maintaining existing relationships and establishing new relationships with community 
organizations and partner agencies; and exploring and implementing new outreach tools, 
approaches, and venues for outreach. For example, at the Phase 3 Portland Plan Fairs, BPS 
staff is coordinating with Colored Pencils to provide multi-cultural performances to draw 
immigrant and refugee communities to the events. In addition, a CIC member has connected 
BPS staff with a Portland State University Capstone class to act as youth ambassadors at the 
fairs.  

 
2. Describe the public engagement methods that were used in this effort, how they 

evolved, how they were implemented and how results were used. 
 

Public engagement methods used in Phase I included: district and business-focused 
workshops, a survey mailed to owner-occupied households and also available online, a youth 
survey, social media (Facebook, Twitter, Flickr, and website that includes a blog), hosted 
presentations to organizations and some tabling at community events. Public feedback 
assisted with the merging of existing conditions information with the public’s experience and 
perspective. 
 
Phase 2 continued many of the Phase 1 efforts, but critical differences include: the Phase 2 
survey was translated into Spanish, Russian, Vietnamese and Chinese and demographics of 
all survey responders were tracked; the business community had its own survey; and 
Portland Plan staffed exhibits or “tabling” increased at 31 community events (e.g., street fairs, 
homeownership fairs). The CIC advised BPS staff to extend the Phase 2 survey an additional 
three months to do targeted outreach of low responded demographic groups. Public feedback 
focused on determining whether draft objectives were on the right track and which objectives 
were the highest priorities, with slight differences between demographic groups. The public 
then assisted with the groupings of objectives to design the draft integrated strategies. A 
smaller group of stakeholders advocated for and collaboratively worked on the development 
of the draft equity initiative. 
 
During the first part of Phase 3, now underway, expanded methods include: public 
involvement with the DCL Partners, such as, Urban League’s door-to-door “Equity Survey” in 
East Portland; and lunchtime brownbag presentation sessions were held at large employers. 
The Portland Plan Fairs to be held in early March were designed by BPS staff and the CIC 
jointly to address the full engagement spectrum of the public; from first time engagement, 
individuals with limited time, non-English speakers and families with children. Portlanders 



prioritized equity, living wage jobs, student success and a healthy environment. Feedback on 
the proposed draft Equity Initiative and the three draft strategies: Education, Economic 
Prosperity and Affordability, and Healthy Connected Neighborhoods will be collected. 
Feedback needed from the public is determining if these are on the right or wrong track and if 
there is something critical missing. 

 
3. Describe how public input and engagement in this effort has affected the land use 

process. 
 

Public input and engagement of the Portland Plan has affected the process in a few key 
ways. 
 
The Portland Plan began with nine Action Areas; categories that were created to organize 
and make understandable the vast data contained within the existing conditions or what are 
called the twenty-five background reports. Interestingly, in Phase I, “Equity” was grouped with 
“Prosperity and Business Success” Action Area; now equity is viewed across all areas of the 
plan. Through the public engagement process, Portlanders have made it clear that a long-
term plan for the community must advance equity and reduce significant disparities facing 
Portland in educational, housing and economic opportunities in a meaningful way – through 
concrete actions and legitimate accountability. Phase 3 of the Portland Plan presents a 
framework in which achieving equity is an overarching principle and an integral part of all the 
strategies, initiative and actions in the Portland Plan — from education, housing and 
economic prosperity to transportation, sustainability and public health. 
 
Portlanders have also emphasized a “maintenance first” approach that came out of the 
Phase 2 survey feedback, which will be reflected in the Portland Plan (either as an 
implementation criterion, or another mechanism to be determined), as well as within a 
potential chapter on infrastructure in the Comprehensive Plan Update. 
 
The desire for greater “accountability” has been a consistent feedback theme by the public 
and the CIC. The draft Equity Initiative partially speaks to how the Portland Plan will address 
accountability. Responsibility assignments will ultimately be included in the plan; whether the 
responsibility lies within the City of Portland, one of the community government agency 
partners, community-based organizations and/or individual households. The CIC meetings 
were also re-structured over the last six months to include direction actions, their status and 
responsibility assignment. 

 
4. Describe how the public engagement activities in this project support the spirit 

and legal requirements of Goal 1. (Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: “To develop a 
citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for citizens to be 
involved in all phases of the planning process.”) 

 
The Portland Plan public engagement activities have exceeded the legal requirement of Goal 
1, but meet the spirit in that good public engagement is something to constantly strive for in 
its design, implementation and relevance to policy decisions. A continued effort has been 
made by both BPS staff and the CIC to provide a variety of and ever changing public 
engagement activities to ensure the opportunity for involvement in each phase of the Portland 
Plan. Early involvement of key stakeholders in the public involvement design for each phase 
has improved greatly since embarking on the Portland Plan. 
 
The Portland Plan CIC was established following an open public process. While their bylaws 
state that they will meet at least quarterly, they have chosen a monthly schedule, in addition 
to subcommittee meetings and adding public involvement events. The CIC has directed BPS 
staff to continually broaden outreach efforts, so that two-way communication between the 
public and City staff is possible for even more Portlanders. The CIC has also reviewed 
informational and technical material with a critical eye to making the content accessible and 



understandable. Policy recommendations generated from each phase have been reported on 
the website, written material and are addressed at subsequent public engagement 
opportunities; although improvement should continue to be made on demonstrating the 
public’s influence over the Portland Plan draft content advancement.  
 
The public will have many opportunities to assist in the revision of the draft plan in Phase 4; 
refining the policy framework that will make up the Comprehensive Plan Update. The CIC will 
be the “eyes and ears” of Portland’s many and diverse communities ensuring that the 
perspectives of ALL Portlanders are reflected in the Portland Plan as it evolves. 

 
5. Please provide the names and contact information for two references who 

participated in the citizen engagement process. 
 
Judy Bluehorse Skelton   Linda Nettekoven 
1935 SE Harold Street   2018 SE Ladd 
Portland, OR 97202    Portland, OR 97214 
(503) 234-0266    (503) 235-7917 
judybluehorse@comcast.net  linda@lnettekoven.com  

 
Stan Penkin 
1025 NW Couch Street 
Portland, OR 97209 
(503) 224-3933 
stanleypenkin@comcast.net  

mailto:judybluehorse@comcast.net
mailto:linda@lnettekoven.com
mailto:stanleypenkin@comcast.net


State of Oregon 
Star Award for Citizen Involvement 
Awarded for Excellence in Land Use Public Involvement 
NOMINATION FORM 
 
Date:  2/28/11 
 
Name of Nominator: Glenn W. Gross, Urban Planner Administrator 
 
Address (nominator): 555 Liberty Street SE, Room 305 
 
City: Salem    State: Oregon   Zipcode: 97301 
 
Phone number: 503-588-6173, ext 7506   Email: ggross@cityofsalem.net 

 
Name of individuals or organization being nominated: Salem Planning Commission 
 
Contact Person: Dan Dorn, President 
 
Address/Phone Number: Same as above 
 
Website: http://www.cityofsalem.net/NCMU 
 
Name of project being nominated: Public Outreach Program: Neighborhood Center 
Mixed-Use Project 
 
 
 
NOTE: Responses should not exceed five pages. 
 
 
1. Please describe the work of the nominee(s) and challenges and opportunities they 

encountered regarding public outreach while engaged on this project or program: 
 
Background: 
 
During the recent housing boom, West Salem experienced exponential growth of suburban-style 
residential subdivisions.  Recognizing a lack of retail services to support this rapid growth, the 
City Council directed planning staff to move forward with a new mixed-use zone design to create 
opportunities for mixed-uses development in West Salem.   In the spring of 2008, the Salem 
Planning Commission initiated a planning project to implement the adopted West Salem 
Neighborhood Plan (The Plan) recommendation to create and apply a new Neighborhood Center 
Mixed-Use (NCMU) district on a specific property in West Salem.  Although inspired by the 
adopted West Salem Plan and planned for initial implementation in West Salem, the NCMU 
district was later written to be applied to sites citywide, subject to location and site size criteria.  
 
Since the inception of the project community outreach was an integral part of the planning 
framework.  The initial code concepts were developed from technical and community feedback 
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received from Salem residents, community groups, and a Project Management Team (PMT) that 
served as advisor to the project. On July 20, 2010, after significant public engagement, the 
Planning Commission voted to forward the Neighborhood Center Mixed-Use Zone to the City of 
Council for review and adoption. 
 
The key characteristics of the NCMU district include a sense of place, compact urban form, 
neighborhood vitality, innovation design, pedestrian orientation, transit accessibility and 
connectivity with surrounding neighborhood and accommodation for automobiles.  Inspired by 
these key characteristics, the NCMU district was crafted to include the following elements: 
 
 Encourage a core area of mix of commercial and residential uses  
 Requires a coordinated Master Plan for sites at least 3 acres in size and not larger than 15 

acres in size 
 Encourage more flexibility for the developer, the NCMU district allows the developer to 

choose of three approaches for developing a Neighborhood Center Master Plan 
 

1. Master Plan for the entire area 
2. Master Plan for entire site with a Phasing Plan 
3. Concept Plan for sub-areas as small as 3 acres 

 
 Design review component (Design Elements Guidebook) 
 Pedestrian and bicycle connectivity required throughout the district and the surrounding area  
 Limiting the size of the commercial areas (5 acres maximum) and the size of the commercial 

buildings 
 
 
Challenges Encountered regarding public outreach: 
 
 
Shift from West Salem to Citywide 
 
As the Planning Commission began to work through the proposal, the project evolved to become 
a mixed-use zoning district that could be applied to properties throughout the City.  Unlike other 
mixed-use zone and overlay regulations, this was the first mixed-use regulation not tied to a 
specific geographical area.  This shift from a site specific application in West Salem to the 
potential for city-wide application raised a level of concern from citizens who were not engaged 
in the beginning of the process because they thought the proposed new NCMU district was a 
West Salem issue.   A citizen blog surfaced in which several citizens expressed frustration with 
their limited understanding of the proposed NCMU district, perceived ineffective community 
outreach efforts, and limited opportunity to provide meaningful feedback.  The blog 
conversations were forwarded to key members of the community, including the Planning 
Commissioners and a member of the City Council. 
 
 
Creating a Zone that Balances Conflicting Needs 
 
A major challenge and particular concern of the Planning Commission was how to craft a mixed-
use zone that balances the developer’s need to respond to dynamic market forces while protecting 
the vitality and quality of life of the surrounding area.   The Planning Commission struggled to 
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respond to the need to craft standards and guidelines that encourage some level of predictability 
and flexibility.  
 
Communicating the Unique and Innovative Features of the Zone 
 
It is important to note that the intent and purpose of the NCMU district is to encourage a unique 
mixed-use development; thus, it was essentially designed for large, greenfield areas located on 
the fringe or edge of the urban growth boundary.  This is why initial outreach activities were not 
directed toward highly urbanized areas. The district is not designed to create high density 
residential communities; in fact, apartments are only high density residential use allowed in 
designated NCMU areas and they must be located above retail, office or commercial. 
 
Many unique and innovative features were added to the NCMU district to address the challenge 
of crafting a mixed-use zone that balances the developer’s need to response to the dynamic 
market forces while protecting the vitality and quality of life of the surrounding area.   Those 
unique and innovative included, but not limited to: three master plan approaches, limited the size 
of the core area to 5 acres and requiring a Design Elements Guidebook for development that are 
phased and include non-binding concept plans.  However, these unique features, coupled with the 
unique intent and purpose of the zone, added a level of complexity to the zone that presented a 
challenge to communicate at a layperson level.  
 
Opportunities encountered regarding public outreach: 
 
Slowing the Pace to allow Additional Outreach 
 
Despite considerable effort, the earlier community engagement activities yield limited feedback at 
the public meetings.  In response to frustration expressed regarding the complexity of the 
proposed zone and the limited public involvement, the Planning Commission decided to take the 
opportunity to delay the public hearing and conduct a televised community forum during one of 
its regularly scheduled meeting.   This was the first time that the Planning Commission televised 
its meeting.  Also, a joint work session was held with the City Council to ensure that the Council 
was aware of the key elements and issues associated with the proposed new NCMU district.   
 
Throughout this planning process many “firsts” occurred, especially related to public engagement 
activities.    Some of those firsts included: 

 
 Overview booklets and comment forms distributed at community forums and other 

neighborhood meetings 
 A project website feedback mechanism that allowed citizens to complete the comment form 

online 
 Televised Planning Commission meeting that was  intentionally structured to encourage two-

way communication with a cross-section of affected citizen 
 Three community forums conducted on weekday evenings in strategic locations throughout 

the City of Salem to ensure convenience access for all citizens.  
 Discussion boxes included in the public review drafts of the NCMU district to highlight 

significant issues/code concepts and stimulate discussion.  Each discussion box identified 
optional code language to address each issue.   
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2. Describe the public engagement methods that were used in this effort, how they evolved, 
how they were implemented and how results were used: 

 
The initial public engagement activities were focused on the West Salem community because the 
initial implementation was to be a site in West Salem.  Angelo Planning Group was hired to assist 
staff, and a Project Management Team (PMT) was formed with representatives from the West 
Salem Neighborhood Association, affected property owners and city and agency staff.  
 
During this early phase of the process, public engagement included stakeholder interviews, 
presentations at the West Salem Neighborhood Association meetings, and two community forums 
in West Salem. Several new tools were introduced in this process including a NCMU overview 
booklet and comment forms created and distributed at the community forums and made available 
online.  A project website was created to inform the citizens of upcoming community forums and 
public hearings.  Articles were published in the Westside News. Later planning phases included 
articles in the Salem Community Connections which is emailed to 800 individuals and direct 
mailed to another 800 people.  Press releases were distributed which resulted in articles in the 
Statesman Journal. 
 
The initial draft of the NMCU district included discussion boxes that outlined points that were a 
particular interest to citizens and/or the Planning Commission.  These discussion boxes were very 
helpful in guiding the community dialogue. Eventually the discussion boxes were removed as the 
issues were resolved.  
 
Later in the process, when the emphases of the zone shifted from West Salem to a city-wide 
application, the Planning Commission wanted to ensure that the City Council and all Salem 
residents were aware of the new zone.  The Planning Commission directed staff to conduct 
additional three community forums prior to the public hearing and to hold the forums in strategic 
locations throughout the city of Salem to ensure full participation. The Planning commission also 
conducted a joint work session with City Council to discuss key elements of the proposed new 
NCMU district. 
 
The three community forums resulted in limited feedback, so to ensure that citizens had 
additional opportunity to participate in this land use processes the Planning Commission 
continued the scheduled public hearing and directed staff to conduct a televised public forum at 
the next scheduled Planning Commission meeting.  The Planning Commission’s leadership 
resulted in valuable public feedback and citizens felt they were provided time to be heard and 
share meaningful input.  Several citizens expressed their appreciation for the additional 
opportunity to participate.  
 
 
3. Describe how public input and engagement in this effort has affected the land use 

process. 
 
Public input and engagement in this effort guided amendments to the proposed new NCMU 
district.  The initial code concepts resulted from the adopted West Salem Plan, another very 
public planning process. The unique elements of the NCMU district were derived from public and 
technical input. The three master plan approaches, with options for a binding and non-binding 
master plan, were a direct response to the development community’s concerns about creating a 
zone that could be implemented in the future.   
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4. Describe how the public engagement activities in this project support the spirit and 
legal requirements of Goal 1. (Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: “To develop a citizen 
involvement program that insures opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of 
the planning process.”) 
 

Since the inception of the planning project, citizen participation has been an integral part of this 
land use process.  This planning project and associated community involvement plan supported 
the spirit of Goal 1 and exceeded the legal requirements of Goal 1.     
 
The Planning Commission responded to citizen comments at pivotal stages of the land use 
process and took steps to ensure that citizens were actively involved and engaged. The citizen 
involvement program for the NCMU district included all of the applicable components of OAR 
660-015-000 (1).  
 
The following public involvement activities were undertaken to encourage clear two-way 
communication, help citizens influence the process, help prepare and collect technical 
information and obtain meaningful feedback.  To-date there have been five community forums, 
three public hearings, three work sessions with the Planning Commission and one joint work 
session with the Planning Commission and City Council.   The project was discussed at 
neighborhood association meetings and on five separate occasions at Salem Land Use Network 
meetings.  A project management team made up representatives from the West Salem 
Neighborhood, affected property owners, and city and agency staff met six times to review and 
direct work on the project.  The NCMU overview booklets were distributed throughout the 
project to help ensure that the code concepts and key discussion points were presented in a 
simplified and understandable format. 
 
On July 20, 2010, the Planning Commission voted to forward the proposed NCMU district to the 
City Council for review and adoption.  Once the City Council draft of the proposed NCMU 
district is available, the planning staff will continue to initiate the widespread community 
involvement efforts to-date and provide effective ways to ensure that citizens are involved in the 
review and adoption of the proposed NCMU district. 
 
Please provide the names and contact information for two references who participated in 
the citizen engagement process. 
 

 
 

References: 
 
1. Dan Dorn, Planning Commissioner, 

Salem Planning Commission 
P.O. Box 3577 
Salem, OR  97302 
(503) 362-4848 

 

 
2. Laura Tesler, Councilor 

Salem City Council 
690 Vista Ave SE 
Salem, OR 97302 
(503) 931-3821 

 
 

 
 
 
 





The Washington County Steering Committee of the Oregon League of 
Conservation Voters hereby nominates the group Save Helvetia for the 
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development Citizen 
Advisory Committee’s STAR 2010 Award. 

 1. Please describe the work of the nominee(s) and challenges and 
opportunities they encountered regarding public outreach while engaged 
on this project or program.  
 
Save Helvetia is a coalition of neighbors, friends, farmers and 
concerned citizens who are working to preserve the Helvetia area of 
Washington County and its neighboring agricultural lands north of 
Highway 26.  
 
With a very limited budget and starting completely from scratch, Save 
Helvetia has created an active website, listserv/email list, Facebook 
outreach and high profile engagement with local media that has become 
a powerful force for citizen involvement in Washington County. These 
efforts have made Save Helvetia an integral part of informing and 
activating citizens, landowners and activists in Washington County 
around the Urban and Rural Reserves.  

Save Helvetia also participated directly with Washington County’s 
various Citizen Participation Organizations, sharing resources and 
keeping activists current on the latest news and issues. The farmers and 
bike supporters of Save Helvetia hosted a bicycle tour for regional 
policy makers from Metro and Washington County - to meet the local 
farmers on their farms, learn about the reserves issues affecting their 
farms, to see Helvetia up close.  It was a unique way to show elected 
officials and policy makers the amazing features of the area. 
 
 
 
 



2. Describe the public engagement methods that were used in this effort, 
how they evolved, how they were implemented and how results were 
used. 
 
Save Helvetia created a website that is a virtual clearinghouse of 
information on all aspects of the Urban and Rural Reserves process for 
Washington County. Their comprehensive web pages house maps and 
resources as well as easy to read and understand information on the 
reserves process.  The site also contains an archive of testimony to 
County and regional governments along with a link directing citizens to 
submit their own testimony. Links to the latest news stories and letters to 
the editor are also available. With videos, links and clear prose, Save 
Helvetia’s website gives visitors an easy-to-navigate and engaging 
experience that draws them in to the issues of Urban and Rural Reserves 
for Washington County. (SaveHelvetia.org) 

Save Helvetia also engaged local citizens is through consistent and 
informative email blasts. Blasts often contain vital information about 
hearing dates and testimony opportunities for citizens before the 
Washington County Commission and before Metro. They also provide 
information about procedures and deadlines for citizen input.  As news 
stories and events unfold, Save Helvetia sends regular updates and 
action alerts to members and interested parties. These email blasts have 
encouraged citizens to engage with their elected officials via email, 
phone calls and giving testimony.  They’ve also served as an outlet for 
current news and information related to the Urban and Rural Reserves 
process for Washington County. 

Save Helvetia has also recently created an active presence on Facebook. 
The page has regular updates that encourage conversation, commentary 
and information sharing by participants. They’ve included photographs 
of local festivals and activities and used the social media network to 



promote opportunities for citizens to speak with policy makers about the 
Urban and Rural Reserves.( http://www.facebook.com/pages/Save-
Helvetia/113887832139) 

The organizers and leaders of Save Helvetia group also work to engage 
local media.  They make themselves available to reporters as both a 
resource and for informational quotes.  They’ve become the “go-to” 
organization besides the County itself for the Urban and Rural Reserves 
issues. Their efforts help ensure that local media have accurate and 
balanced information available for residents.  Their efforts have also 
contributed to robust letters to the editors of the various newspapers, 
which furthers informing and engaging the public. The group has also 
had interviews with KUIK, NPR, KBOO, TV Channel 8. 

3. Describe how public input and engagement in this effort has affected 
the land use process. 
 
Save Helvetia is responsible for citizens testifying at more than 40 
hearings and public meetings in 2009-2010 before the city councils of 
Hillsboro, Beaverton, Cornelius and Forest Grove, Washington County 
Board of Commissioners, Washington County Planning Commission, 
Metro Council and LCDC. Their work has also generated over 1000 
petition signatures and over 450 pieces of emailed testimony. 
 

4. Describe how the public engagement activities in this project support 
the spirit and legal requirements of Goal 1. (Goal 1, Citizen 
Involvement: “To develop a citizen involvement program that insures 
the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning 
process.”) 
 

Without Save Helvetia, the citizens of Washington County would not 
have a vehicle for activism around the Urban and Rural Reserves.  Their 
passion for the issues and determination to engage landowners and 



citizens-at-large have been key. Their various information outlets about 
the Reserves have provided an invaluable place for residents to learn 
about these all aspects of the process and the potential impact in the 
community. Without their efforts, information would be scattered and 
limited, instead of easily accessible and clearly explained. Individuals 
who would never have considered testifying or engaging with the 
County Commission and Metro did so and with gusto. The work of Save 
Helvetia is an invaluable contribution to citizen engagement in land use 
issues for Washington County. 

5. Please provide the names and contact information for two references 
who participated in the citizen engagement process. 
 

Dave Van Asche, former President 
Washington County Farm Bureau 
36130 NW Wren Road 
Cornelius, Oregon 97113 
vanaschefarm@gmail.com 

James “Jay” Melican 
33460 SW Larkins Mill Road 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 
503 929 7623 
jay.melican@intel.com 
 

 

 

 



State of Oregon
STAR Award for Citizen Involvement 
Awarded for Excellence in Land Use Public Involvement 
NOMINATION FORM  

Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (April 27, 2009) 

 

 

Date__________________________ 

Name of nominator__________________________________________________________________ 

Address (nominator)_________________________________________________________________ 

City__________________________________________  State_______________  Zip _____________ 

Phone number____________________________ E‐mail____________________________________ 

 

Name of individual or organization being nominated_______________________________________ 

Address (nominated party)____________________________________________________________ 

City__________________________________________  State_______________  Zip _____________ 

Phone number____________________________ E‐mail____________________________________ 

Website (if applicable)________________________________________________________________ 

 

Name of project being nominated: _____________________________________________________ 

 

NOTE: Responses should not exceed five pages. 

 

1. Please describe the work of the nominee(s) and challenges and opportunities they encountered 
regarding public outreach while engaged on this project or program: 

 

 

 

 

March 1, 2011		

			   Brooke Snavely	

			   Sunriver Scene, PO Box 3278

Sunriver							       OR			   97707

		  541-593-6068				    brookes@srowners.org

							       Sunriver Owners Association

			   57455 Abbot Drive

	 Sunriver						      OR			   97707

		  541-593-2411				    infosroa@srowners.org

			   www.sunriverowners.org

				    Sunriver Homeowners Aquatic & Recreation Center (SHARC)



 
1. Please describe the work of the nominee(s) and challenges and 

opportunities they encountered regarding public outreach while 
engaged on this project or program. 

Sunriver is an unincorporated residential and resort community located 15 
miles south of Bend, Oregon. It is governed by the Sunriver Owners Association 
(SROA). The community was established in the late 1960s and is about 97% built 
out with approximately 4,200 homes and condos.  

Around 17% of the homes are occupied full time, 44% are vacation homes, and 
35% are vacation and rental homes. About 3% of the homes are used as rentals 
exclusively. This diversity represented significant challenges for SROA in 
communicating with and involving the far‐flung members in the decision of how to 
replace aging aquatic facilities that were on the verge of failure, and whether to 
construct a long‐discussed community center. 

The association board created a task force of homeowners and staff to address 
the issue. Association bylaws require that any capital expenditure over $25,000 be 
approved by at least 60% of those who vote. The task force acknowledged a history 
of community member reluctance to spend any additional money for capital 
improvements (in excess of their regular annual maintenance fee). In prior cases, 
the board would study various alternatives, decide on a course of action then ask 
the owners to trust that they had made the right decision and to vote to approve 
their decision. More often than not, the owners voted no. 

The task force realized that to follow the same course of action would almost 
certainly guarantee failure. They decided the only way to improve the odds was to 
involve the entire community – a difficult task for Sunriver because 87% of the 
homeowners don't live in Sunriver. The task force would have to take the issue on 
the road.  

Beginning in early 2009, SROA rented motel conference rooms in metropolitan 
areas and sent out personal invitations to homeowners to attend owner forums in 
their area. Most non‐resident owners live in the I‐5 corridor between Seattle and 
San Francisco. Forums were often held on weekends to ensure a larger turnout. 
During the course of 18 months, more than 30 forums were held with more than 
1,500 attending.   
 
2. Describe the public engagement methods that were used in this effort, how 
they evolved, how they were implemented and how results were used.  

Every month in the Sunriver Scene, the monthly newspaper published by the 
association, the communication effort was prominently promoted and feedback was 
requested. SROA also utilized its website so owners could view and participate in 
live on‐line meetings. Owners were encouraged to provide suggestions and 
feedback via e‐mail. Each e‐mail submitted received a personal response.  

In the first few meetings, the situation and two solutions that had been identified 
were explained: 1) replace the association’s two pools at their existing locations or 
2) build a new pool on a 22‐acre forested, and undeveloped site known as the 
amphitheater. (Called this because the original developers wanted to create an 
outdoor amphitheater there, and a bowl‐like mound was part of the topography.) At 



one of these forums someone asked why we hadn't included a third option — 
buying Mavericks (a private fitness facility with indoor aquatics, an exercise room, 
half gym/climbing wall, meeting room, and future plans for an outdoor pool). The 
board determined that this option should be investigated. They met with the 
Mavericks’ owners who agreed that this option could be included in further 
discussions with homeowners. 

One of the important outcomes of the owner forums was a recognition of the 
passion shown by homeowners and their desire to be involved in the decision 
making process. The forum facilitator asked attendees how many liked the idea of 
replacing the pools at their existing locations. Usually, about a third raised their 
hands. Then how many liked the amphitheater site? Again, about a third. Who liked 
the idea of buying Mavericks and building an outdoor pool? About a third. When the 
facilitator asked who would vote in favor of an option that wasn't their first choice, 
most said they would not support the other options. 

To eventually present owners with the best possible solution, the task force 
needed even more input from homeowners. In the fall of 2009, a survey was made 
available to homeowners in either print or online format. A series of questions was 
aimed at determining what homeowners wanted in aquatic and community 
amenities. The survey revealed that owners wanted more sunbathing areas, more 
parking, and more variety for tots and teenage swimmers. They also showed a 
strong interest in indoor swimming, exercise facilities, and even a community 
center. With these preferences identified, the task force and board confidently 
proposed development of the amphitheater site, as it was the only option that would 
fulfill the homeowners’ requests.  

Once the decision was made, an architect was selected to help lead the effort. 
The conceptual plan request for proposals called for the architectural firm to 
incorporate significant owner input during the design process.  

Beginning in January 2010, the task force and architect’s team conducted a new 
round of 12 owner forums. In the initial sessions, the task force explained how the 
decision to build on the amphitheater site had been made, using facts and data from 
the owners survey and previous forums. The architect then presented preliminary 
drawings of the site with alternative designs. The goal was to demonstrate that we 
wanted and needed owner input in the formative stages of the proposed project.  

Owners were given opportunities (in person, via the monthly newspaper, via e‐
mail, via web‐based forms, etc.) to provide feedback on what they liked and disliked 
about the various options. As the process unfolded, the architect was able to refine 
the design options.  

As proof that this plan was truly owner driven, the SROA Board of Directors was 
presented with the architect's final conceptual design in March 2010, on the same 
day it was presented to 450 homeowners at Sunriver Resort's Great Hall. This was 
the first time the board had seen the final plan. The purpose was to demonstrate 
that this plan was created by owners – not by the board. 

Once the conceptual plan and cost estimates were accepted by the board, they 
made the decision to put the plan to a vote in August 2010 annual election.  A 
variety of payment options were developed to increase acceptance of the proposal.  



Yet another round of owner forums were held seeking member input, including 
on‐line webinars, a first for this organization. Thirty‐nine members from four states 
participated in the first webinar in July 2010. Ensuing webinars enjoyed similar 
rates of participation. 

 
3. Describe how public input and engagement in this effort has affected the 
land use process. 
As a direct result of public participation in the land use process: 

1. The scope of the project went from replacing an aging pool to building a year 
round aquatic facility with two pools, two slides, a lazy river, a fitness facility, 
an outdoor amphitheater seating 1,000 persons and an event/meeting 
center.  

2. SROA was able to effectively communicate an existing asbestos problem on 
the site, and how it could be mitigated (via Oregon DEQ’s recommended 
solution) concurrent with development of the site. 

3. Because of owner input, an emphasis on sustainable building practices 
became a goal of the project – including solar panels for water heating. 

4. Sunriver has long been famous for its 33 miles of paved bike and pedestrian 
pathways. Bike parking facilities were expanded to accommodate anticipated 
demand and encourage use of alternate transportation to the site.   

 
4. Describe how the public engagement activities in this project support the 
spirit and legal requirements of Goal 1. (Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: “To 
develop a citizen involvement program that ensures the opportunity for 
citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process.”) 

As close to 90% of SROA’s members are non‐residents of the area, the 
association’s long‐term efforts to inform and engage their members – wherever they 
might live – was vital. Association elections are their only opportunity to vote on 
local issues – and on this land use issue in particular. 

SROA had the highest voter turnout in association history with 3,376 votes cast.  
Almost 70% voted in favor of the ballot measure; this during a time of high 
unemployment, drastically lower home prices, and a drop in rental income for those 
renting their homes.   

Owner perceptions of board integrity soared according to the fall 2010 owners’ 
survey. Many SROA members believe these high marks are directly attributable to 
the outreach efforts over the past two years. As owners saw their suggestions and 
ideas incorporated into each revision of the plans, they realized that they were 
being heard. 
 
5. Please provide the names and contact information for two references who 
participated in the citizen engagement process. 
• John Salzer, Chair of the communications task force, (541) 598‐7870, e‐mail: 
jsalzer@chamberscable.com 
•Hugh Palcic, Assistant General Manager Sunriver Owners Association, (541) 593‐
2411, e‐mail: hughp@srowners.org 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Nomination for State of Oregon STAR Award For Citizen Involvement: 
Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Update (2008-2011) 

1. Please describe the work of the nominee(s) and challenges and opportunities they en-
countered regarding public outreach while engaged on the project or program. 

During budget discussions for FY 2008/2009, the Deschutes County Board of Commissioners 
recognized the importance of updating its Comprehensive Plan (Plan) – despite the fact that the 
County was not required to update the Plan under Periodic Review.  Their decision was based on 
Deschutes County’s dramatic population growth over the last decade.  This growth created cir-
cumstances where thousands of new residents were unfamiliar with long range planning proc-
esses.  In addition, several sections of the Plan were outdated, with the last major revision occur-
ring during Periodic Review (1988-2003).  Complicating matters further, other sections that were 
recently amended used multiple formats, making the document as whole confusing and difficult 
to read.  The Commission strongly felt that an update of the Plan would help to engage their con-
stituents in planning the future of the County. 

The Plan update began in earnest in August 2008.  Two components were essential to updating 
the Plan: 1) engaging citizens and stakeholders; and 2) researching current conditions and trends.  
Each of these elements helped ensure the Plan accurately reflected local values, remained consis-
tent with the State-wide planning program and provided an effective blueprint for future growth 
and development. 

There were both opportunities and challenges in engaging the public on the Plan update.  Based 
on early conversations with the community, Deschutes County established the public engage-
ment objectives listed in the following four bullets.  Each one describes opportunities to use pub-
lic outreach to promote the benefits of land use planning and learn what issues were important to 
residents and other stakeholders.   

 Encourage the community to get involved in setting land use policy:  Many people get in-
volved with land use only after an objectionable use is proposed in their neighborhood or 
immediate vicinity.  At that point, the decision is usually quasi-judicial and based on compli-
ance with existing regulations.  The reasoning behind the regulations is not considered as an 
approval criterion.  By engaging the community in setting the policies that support the regu-
lations, a better understanding of land use can be achieved. 

 Ensure the updated plan addresses community interests and values:  A Plan that addresses 
community values, within the parameters of the Statewide planning system, can establish ef-
fective policies that are broadly supported.  

 Create significant and continuing opportunities for informal land use discussions:  Recog-
nizing that land use discussions are often held within a formal land use process that can be 
intimidating to many people, the County decided to provide opportunities for more informal 
discussion.  While formal hearings and even public meetings are a necessary and important 
part of the public process, they do not provide opportunities for the public to discuss larger 
issues that may have cumulative impacts.  The County believed that informal land use con-
versations would benefit both planners and the public, and would open channels of commu-
nication that would result in more effective policies and solutions. 

 Familiarize the public with the purposes and processes of state land use regulations:  Oregon 
land use planning is guided by State enabling legislation that was created with extensive 
community involvement.  However, many current residents were not present the County’s 
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Nomination for State of Oregon STAR Award For Citizen Involvement: 
Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Update (2008-2011) 

past land use planning discussions.  During work sessions and community conversations on 
the draft Plan, there were ample opportunities for revisiting Oregon’s unique land use system 
and how it applies to Deschutes County.  

The County faced a number of challenges to overcome in engaging the public in land use policy 
discussions.  The following three examples provide a flavor of some of the issues that were en-
countered.  Each challenge provided an opportunity for Planning Commissioners and planning 
staff to get an in-depth understanding of community concerns and ideas for addressing those 
concerns.  

 Mistrust of County government:  Some residents distrusted County outreach efforts due to 
previous, unpopular land use initiatives.  Instead of being a deterrent, the County used this as 
an opportunity to rebuild relationships with residents and focus their attention on desired land 
use outcomes and opportunities over the next twenty years (2010-2030).  

 Dislike of a “one size fits all” approach:  Deschutes County encompasses 3,018 square 
miles, approximately 80% of which is in public ownership.  The County incorporates a diver-
sity of climates, topography and cultures and consequently, a variety of localized issues.  Us-
ing GIS, staff established five management areas to summarize land use inventories and 
demographics.  Focusing on these subareas provided an opportunity to arrange meetings in 
locations around the county which made it easier for residents to attend.  It also provided the 
impetus for doing more area-specific community plans as discussed below.  

 High expectation and limited resources:  The public had high expectations of the Plan up-
date, but there were minimal resources available.  There was no defined budget for the Plan 
update, including outreach, except for assigned staff time.  With limited staff, each of whom 
had other assigned tasks, a flexible process was created to engage the public.  Lack of fund-
ing meant that some types of outreach, such as statistically significant surveys, focus groups 
or workshops, were not possible.  Still, there were opportunities for creativity.  For example, 
outreach started with ‘listening sessions’, a method that was not resource intensive.  The pri-
mary responsibilities involved arranging meeting locations around the county, preparing 
maps, and raising questions to initiate discussions.  The basic approach was to ask residents 
to describe the land use policies/programs that were working in their community and what 
requires further attention.  This simple question led to lively debates and was supplemented 
by more area specific discussions.    

2. Describe the public engagement methods that were used in this effort, how they evolved, 
how they were implemented and how results were used. 

Initial Outreach conducted in Fall 2008 to Summer 2009: 

 A Website was created and continuously updated.  (Note: The County website was high-
lighted by the Citizen Involvement Advisory Committee as exemplary at a meeting of the 
fall, 2010 Association of Oregon County Planning Directors. 

 The Planning Commission was appointed as the Steering Committee and held 12 meetings to 
discuss existing goals and policies, State regulations and current conditions and trends.  
Some of those meetings included panel discussions by experts.  All of these meetings were 
open for informal public comment. 
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Nomination for State of Oregon STAR Award For Citizen Involvement: 
Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Update (2008-2011) 

 A flyer was sent to 42,500 households (in the tax bills to limit costs) announcing upcoming 
meetings. 

 Letters were sent to over 150 agencies, organizations and jurisdictions providing information 
on the project and offering a meeting or presentation.  

 Listening sessions were held at 8 locations around the County. 

 Press releases provided opportunities for staff to be interviewed by newspapers, radio and 
local television. 

 A booth was set up at the spring and fall Central Oregon Home and Garden shows that al-
lowed staff to engage residents who may not normally attend land use meetings. 

 For some issues, informal surveys were provided. 

A draft Plan was released fall 2009: 

 Six open houses were held around the County.  

 Ten additional Planning Commission meetings were held for informal public input 

 An additional 14 Commission meetings were held to allow detailed debate on the goals 
and policies. These meetings were all open to informal public input. 

A formal legislative plan amendment was released fall 2010 

 Three public hearings were scheduled in Bend, Sisters and La Pine, with a continued 
fourth meeting in Bend.  

By the time public hearings were held, there had already been over two years of public outreach 
accomplished.  Community involvement efforts were implemented based on available resources, 
and evolved as opportunities became available.  For example, the Community Development De-
partment generally provides a booth at the semi-annual Central Oregon Home and Garden shows 
to provide information on building, planning and environmental health.  Staff cuts limited the 
ability of the Department to maintain a presence at the shows.  However, that provided an oppor-
tunity to host a booth focused solely on long range planning policy.  The County administration 
provided the booth and paid for the space, saving limited Community Development resources. 
To get maximum participation, a poster was created allowing passers-by to vote with a dot for 
their favorite land use policies.  This outreach effort combined with free candy, allowed planners 
to initiate land use discussions with a wide variety of people.  

Results from public input were folded into the Plan from the beginning to the end.  Many issues 
raised during the various meetings led to specific policies.  For example, during deliberations, 
staff and the Planning Commission discussed public comments that could be incorporated into 
the final Plan recommendation.  

On January 13, 2011, the Planning Commission voted to forward the draft Comprehensive Plan 
to the Board of County Commissioners (Board) with a recommendation of approval.  They made 
minor revisions.  The revised draft Plan is expected to go to the Board of Commissioners in Feb-
ruary or March of 2011.. 
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Nomination for State of Oregon STAR Award For Citizen Involvement: 
Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Update (2008-2011) 

3. Describe how public input and engagement in this effort has affected the land use proc-
ess. 

The County process was based on the understanding that public input was essential to the crea-
tion and success of this Plan.  A vision statement was created based on the values expressed by 
the community.  The vision was provided to the public and revised based on Planning Commis-
sion input.  

Three themes emerged from community discussions to guide Plan policies.   

 The need to balance private property rights with community interests, such as preserving 
wildlife habitat.  Many residents hold strong beliefs, some favoring property rights and others 
favoring protecting community resources.  This need for balance was included in the vision 
statement and assisted in crafting a Plan reflective of the diversity of views.  

 The idea that while the Plan should provide broad policy direction, there are parts of 
Deschutes County with area-specific issues that can best be addressed through a local com-
munity plan.  Terrebonne and Tumalo were initially examined as part of the larger Plan up-
date, but local issues and high levels of community interest led staff to split those off as sepa-
rate projects. Surveys and community and stakeholder meetings provided extensive input and 
allowed staff to develop plans that were broadly supported and adopted without controversy. 
Another area with specific issues was Deschutes Junction. There was little consensus on the 
future of that area, and little interest in a community plan. In response, some general policies 
were proposed that are still under consideration. Residents of other locations around the 
County have also expressed interest in community plans for their respective areas.  

 The need for partnerships and cooperation between public, private and non-profit organiza-
tions.  Many of the issues that were raised in the Plan update are not necessarily specific to 
land use and therefore are better addressed through policies that underscore partnerships.  For 
example, residents expressed interest in retaining water levels in creeks and rivers to promote 
a healthy ecosystem and strong fish populations.  While land use regulations can assist in that 
effort, partnering with other agencies and organizations with expertise in river systems will 
ensure the best results.  Additionally, residents noted forest and range lands owned by the 
federal government contribute to their quality of life.  Since the federal government owns 
nearly 77% of the land in the county, it is important to that Deschutes County collaborate 
closely with the appropriate agencies regarding resource management.  

4. Describe how the public engagement activities in this project support the spirit and legal 
requirements of Goal 1. (Goal 1, Citizen Involvement: “To develop a citizen involvement 
program that insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the plan-
ning process. 

Both Goal 1 and the Citizen Involvement Advisory Committee’s May 2008 Putting the People in 
Planning report were used as guides for this project.  The six components of a community in-
volvement program listed in Goal 1 are described in the draft Plan in Section 1.2 Community 
Involvement.  Additionally, the goal and policies in that Section are intended to achieve compli-
ance with Goal 1 requirements.  For example, Policy 1.2.3(c) reads “Write all County planning 
documents to be accessible and understandable to the general public, with acronyms spelled out 
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and technical language explained.”  That addresses the component that directs local governments 
to assure technical information is available and understandable for the lay person. 

5. Please provide the names and contact information for two references who participated in 
the citizen engagement process 

Some of the many people who participated in the Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan Update 
process are listed below.  None have been contacted about this application.  

 Darek Staab, Trout Unlimited – dstaab@tu.org 
 Suzanne Butterfield, Swalley Irrigation – suzanne@swalley.com 
 Steve Johnson, Deschutes Basin Board of Control - stevej@coid.org 
 Bill Robie, Central Oregon Area of Realtors – bill@COAR.com 
 Andy High, Central Oregon Builders Association - andyh@coba.org 
 Merry Ann Moore, Sierra Club – merryannmoore@gmail.com 
 Rex Barber, farmer – 70470 NW Lower Bridge Way Terrebonne, 97760 
 Ron Sharbaugh, south county resident –rsharbaugh@coinet.com 
 Ruth Williamson, Bend 2030 – ruthw@bendcable.com 

Participating Officials and Staff were as follows:  

Current Board of County Commissioners  
Tammy Baney, Alan Unger, and Tony DeBone  
Former Board of County Commissioners 
Dennis Luke (through 2010) and Michael Daly (through 2008) 

Current Planning Commission: 
Merle Irvine, Christen Brown, Richard Klyce, James Powell, Todd Turner, James Criss, and 
Bill Rainey 

Former Planning Commissioners: 
Keith Cyrus (through August 2010), Susan Quatre (through Jan 2010), and Brenda Pace (through 
May 2009) 

Current Staff involved in Plan Update: 
Tom Anderson, Community Development Director 
Nick Lelack, Planning Director  
Peter Gutowsky, Principal Planner, Long Range 
Terri Hansen Payne, Senior Planner, Long Range 
Peter Russell, Senior Transportation Planner 
George Read, Management Analyst 
Tim Berg, GIS Analyst Programmer 
Sher Buckner, Administrative Secretary 

Former Staff involved in Plan Update: 
Becky McElrath, Website Coordinator (through Nov 2010)  
Kristen Maze, Associate Planner (through Jan 2009) 
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