
 
 
 
DATE: February 13, 2008 
 
TO: Board of Commissioners 
 
FROM: Bruce A. Warner, Executive Director 
 
SUBJECT:  Report Number 08-20 

Update on siting of Transition Projects Inc./Resource Access Center and 
Blanchet House of Hospitality 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

BOARD ACTION REQUESTED 

None ─ information only. 

SUMMARY 

Staff is providing the following update on the work under way to identify a location for the 
Resource Access Center (“RAC”) that includes a relocation of the existing Transition 
Projects, Inc. (“TPI”) facility and a location for the Blanchet House of Hospitality (“Blanchet 
House”).   The RAC together with the proposed associated low-income housing owned by 
the Housing Authority of Portland (“HAP”) shall be collectively referred to as the “HAP/TPI 
Development.”  Staff anticipates presenting the Board with a final siting recommendation for 
consideration on February 27, 2008. 

BACKGROUND 

Development Program Elements to be Sited:  

The HAP/TPI Development and Blanchet House are proposed (as set forth below) utilizing 
resources from the River District Urban Renewal Area.  It is feasible to site each development 
on the same full city block, or separately, in approximately the sizes below.  However, it is not 
anticipated that they will be sited in the same building, and each development will be distinct in 
physical, financial, and legal regards. 

Program Element Current Size Proposed Size  
Blanchet House  
 
 
• Meal Program 
 
 
• Transitional Housing 

• 2,500 sf footprint 
• 7,500 sf facility 
 
• 2,500 sf 
 
 
• Housing for 30 men 

• 10,000 sf footprint 
• 21,000 sf facility  
 
• 10,000 sf 
• Provides for internalized 

queuing currently not available 
• Housing for 50 men 
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Transition Projects Inc 
 
 
• Resource Access Center 
• Queuing/Courtyard 
• Administration/Operations 
• Men’s Shelter 
 

 
• <10,000 sf footprint 
• 12,000 sf facility 
 
• 1,800 sf 
• 0 sf 
• 2,650 sf 
• 4,950 sf; 90 beds 

 
• Up to 20,000 sf footprint 
• 19,500 sf facility 
 
• 6,000 sf 
• 1,500 sf 
• 4,000 sf 
• 8,000 sf; 90 beds 

Housing  
• Work Force Housing, 51-

120% MFI 
• Affordable Housing, 0-

60% Area Median Income 
• Permanent Supportive 

Housing, 0-30% Area 
Median Income 

 

• N/A • 120 – 240 units 
• Income mix to be determined 

Active ground floor uses (retail, 
commercial, etc) 

• N/A • Remainder of site, minus 
necessary housing lobbies and 
parking ingress/egress 

 
Parking (above and/or below 
grade) 

• 130 spaces for NW Natural • 130 spaces for NW Natural (as 
necessary with the 
redevelopment of Block 25) 

• Additional parking for other 
uses as feasible given financial 
resources and site capacity 

 
 

Blanchet House 
• The Blanchet House will be the owner/occupier of its facility. 
• Blanchet House has been located in the Old Town/Chinatown neighborhood since 

1952 and is the only program within the Central City to provide three meals per day 
for homeless individuals.  The Blanchet House has been working with PDC to find a 
site suitable to replace and improve its existing operations for many years.   

• New facilities will allow for the internalization of the client queuing lines and more 
adequate dining, kitchen, and storage space. 

• The new facilities will allow for transitional housing for an additional 20 men.  
 
Transition Projects Inc/Resource Access Center 
• TPI will be a tenant of HAP and operator of the RAC. 
• A permanent home for the RAC and relocation of TPI’s existing services is intended 

to improve access to homeless assistance and provide quick and direct access to 
programs that move homeless people off the street and into permanent housing.   

• The proposed RAC would include the current services offered by TPI – showers, 
voice mail, local and long distance phone services, restrooms, food boxes, mailing 
address and pick-up, case management and rent assistance.    

• In addition, the proposed RAC would include meeting rooms and classrooms, 
lockers, additional shower and restroom access, medical services, kitchen space, 
indoor bicycle storage, on site offices/confidential meeting space for visiting 
programs (employment, legal assistance, etc.). The new location would also allow for 
a more in-depth client outreach, providing meeting space for extended staff.  

• The relocated facility would be configured to eliminate sidewalk queuing.   
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Housing Authority of Portland 
• HAP will be the developer and owner of the housing project including the RAC. 
• The amount of low-income housing is still to be determined, and could potentially 

provide for the existing units located in the Grove Hotel.   
• Permanent supportive housing is integral to meeting the City’s 10-year Plan and 

supports the work of the RAC to move homeless individuals into permanent housing.   
• HAP also intends to design and construct additional rental housing serving a wider 

range of incomes. 
• It is anticipated that additional retail/commercial space will be provided to encourage 

an active street-level environment in support of the adjacent existing uses and future 
development in the area. 

 

Preliminary Staff Siting Recommendation & Alternate  Options  

Staff is currently leaning toward a designation of Block 25 as the site for the redevelopment of 
the Blanchet House and a project to be owned and developed by HAP, including the RAC.  
Block 25 is bound by NW Flanders and NW Glisan between NW 3rd and NW 4th, and is jointly 
owned by the PDC (1/4 block), the Blanchet House (1/16 block), and the City of Portland 
(remainder of block). The City of Portland is obligated pursuant to a lease with NW Natural to 
provide for the permanent daytime use of 130 parking spaces by NW Natural on Block 25.  See 
Attachment A for maps of the area.   
 
To accompany the siting decision, staff further recommends the Commission prioritize the 
allocation of financial resources to Old Town/Chinatown (“OTCT”).  OTCT is the location of 
many social service agencies providing services to the homeless and other very low-income 
individuals and families. With the designation of OTCT as the site for the RAC, the associated 
low-income housing, and the re-developed Blanchet House, this area will be the permanent 
location for a considerable component of necessary social services to the homeless and other 
at-risk populations. Staff concurs with many neighborhood stakeholders in the assertion that 
other financial commitments to OTCT are required to balance this siting decision. 
 
Specifically this recommendation is for additional financial resources to be committed to incite 
private sector re-investment in the neighborhood. These financing commitments should be 
made at the same time as the funding commitment for the HAP/TPI Development.  The current 
development priorities as outlined by the neighborhood, the current Downtown Waterfront and 
River District budget assumptions, and preliminary estimates of funding needs are summarized 
in Attachment B.  
 
Alternately, the Board could elect to site the Blanchet House on Block 25, and the HAP/TPI 
Development on Block U.  If located on Block U, the full block would likely be required.  Block U 
is bound by NW Hoyt and NW Irving between NW 6th and Broadway, and is intended to be 
studied and redeveloped with the Broadway Corridor Area.  This redevelopment opportunity 
potentially includes the Post Office site, the 511 Building, the Greyhound site, Block R, and 
Union Station, and will take into consideration the area’s potential future role as a multi-modal, 
high speed rail center and stimulus for economic development. 
 
Other privately owned sites have been considered since staff’s briefing on January 23, 2008, 
but have been deemed infeasible for reasons discussed below. 
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Upon the final identification of a site, HAP and PDC will undertake block master planning with 
community stakeholders, and conduct necessary architectural and financial analysis.  Specific 
negotiations will also begin with Blanchet House regarding the configuration of its parcel and the 
terms of the transaction. 
 
Following the Board Report of January 23, 2008, which provided information on the work done 
to that point on siting both facilities, staff was asked to carefully consider both Block U and Block 
25 as potential sites, as well as several other privately owned sites for siting potential. Staff 
addressed that analysis by answering the following questions and arriving at the preliminary 
recommendation to site both facilities on Block 25. 
 

1. What is the longstanding PDC commitment to Blanc het House? 
 

2. Does the TPI Resource Access Center facility req uire a full ½ block? 
 

3. What else will be developed by HAP in addition t o the TPI Access Center, and how 
does that impact site selection? 

 
4. Should Blanchet House and the HAP/TPI developmen t be located together? 

 
5. Are any privately owned sites available and bett er suited than Block U or Block 25?  

 
6. How do Block U and Block 25 compare? 

 
7. Why is locating both facilities on Block 25 reco mmended? 

 
 
(1) What is the longstanding PDC commitment to Blan chet House? 
 
Conversations between Blanchet House and PDC Staff and Board have moved in various 
directions over the years, but the general, long-term understanding shared by both entities was 
that Blanchet House would obtain land through PDC, which, when added to their current land 
area would result in a distinct ¼ block area of approximately 100’X100’.  It was also understood 
that pursuant to the necessary processes, TIF financing of up to $2,000,000 would be budgeted 
for this purpose. PDC first included this item in the FY 05/06 Downtown Waterfront budget.  
Blanchet House has recently expressed its preference for the NE corner of the block, however 
staff recommends the final block configuration be determined by a master planning process 
taking into consideration the other uses to be built, parking efficiencies, and community input. 
 
(2) Does the TPI/RAC program require a full 3/4 blo ck?  

Both TPI and BHCD agree that a minimum of 19,500 useable square feet is needed for the 
service program they envision including the men’s shelter (8,000 SF) and an enclosed 
courtyard/queuing area (1,500 SF). A full description of the proposed RAC is included as 
Attachment C.  Although some administrative functions could potentially be located on a 
mezzanine level, both TPI and BHCD confirm, and staff concurs, that the RAC program is far 
better suited to a single level, at-grade design for the following reasons: 
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1. Stacking program space necessitates multiple stairwells and elevators, which are very 
difficult to monitor. Experience with multi-level, social service programs shows the 
challenges of managing spaces that are disconnected from staff. Safety and program 
compliance is best achieved when the program is directly accessible from the street and 
all on one level. 

2. For security reasons, the housing residents and the shelter residents/RAC participants 
cannot share elevators or stairwells. Elevators and stairs are amongst the more costly 
building components to construct. Each additional elevator serving two floors will cost 
approximately $50,000. 

3. A multi-level center does not provide the desired level of accessibility for a population 
that is often challenged both physically and mentally.  Stairs and elevators add a level of 
difficulty for guests to make their way through the facility. 

4. As with retail, office, education, and hospital uses, contiguous floor space is preferable 
and more successful than space split over multiple levels because it is more efficient. In 
addition, stairs and extra elevators waste space that might otherwise be program space 

5. The RAC and men’s shelter programs include many functions that do not suit storefront 
applications. Areas for kitchen, showers, restrooms, sleeping quarters, clothing rooms, 
storage and laundry rooms all work well in the middle of the block.  A smaller floor plate 
over two levels makes it more likely that some of these functions will be along the street, 
requiring either obscured glass or blank walls.  This is not good urban design and would 
not serve neighborhood interests. 

6. Additional staff is needed to manage disconnected spaces making operation of multi-
level space more costly to operate. 

In addition to the RAC and homeless shelter requiring 19,500 useable square feet on one level; 
the HAP/TPI Development will include housing and parking. These additional uses require 
additional ground floor space for a garage entrance, housing entrances, lobby, elevator 
corridors, and other mechanical/utility spaces. With the additional development goal of 
neighborhood servicing ground floor uses, a ¾ block is the minimum site that is adequate for 
this development. If sited on Block 25, the need to meet the NWG parking obligation clearly 
points to the need for a full block. If on Block U, the physical characteristics of the site with two 
elevated frontages logically points to a full block development. 

(3) What else will be developed by HAP in addition to the RAC, and how does it impact 
site selection ? 
 
The final development shape and program will be modified based on master planning exercises 
to be undertaken with community involvement, considering the needs of HAP and TPI, the site 
selected, and on the availability of private and public financial resources. All parties are in 
agreement that the public will participate in block master-planning and the development will be a 
well-designed, high quality building.  
 
In addition to the TPI Resource Access Center, the proposed development will include other 
neighborhood serving ground floor uses including the possibility of “micro enterprise” retail uses 
sponsored by TPI, community space and/or retail/commercial space. If Block 25 is selected, 
many in the OTCT neighborhood have expressed a preference that the development focus on 
neighborhood-serving ground floor uses on the southern portion of the development to support 
public investment in Old Town Lofts, the Portland Classical Chinese Garden, the Flanders 
Festival Street, and the future redevelopment of the East of Pearl building.  
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The housing program will be determined over the next month and will include housing that is 
eligible for the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program i.e. housing for households at 60% of 
median income or less. Feasibility analysis will look at an additional component of housing 
available to households at higher incomes. The actual number of units to be developed for all 
income levels is yet to be determined but will likely range from 120 – 240 units. The availability 
of financial resources and site capacity are two major factors that will influence the eventual 
housing mix.  

 
If sited on Block 25, the development will provide the 130 spaces of parking for Northwest 
Natural. Additional parking needs associated with the housing and social service uses are 
modest and depend on the housing mix, financial resources and building costs. 
 
Absent Blanchet House, the HAP/TPI facility could be equally accommodated on either Block U 
or Block 25.  
 
(4) Should Blanchet House and the HAP/TPI Developme nt be located together? 
 
Both facilities should be located in the same general area because many of the residents of the 
men’s shelter and clients of TPI will utilize the Blanchet House meal program several times a 
day. However, aside from that aspect, the two organizations are completely distinct and there is 
no “synergy” gained in siting proximity. 
 
Block U is not suitable for locating both development programs.  Block U has readily usable 
frontage on only two sides rather than four given the street and sidewalk elevations and the 
impact of the Broadway bridge ramp.  It is not feasible to construct adequate ingress/egress 
points for the necessary loading docks, parking, retail, Blanchet House, RAC, housing and 
shelter. Although the built volume required by the two facilities could be achieved on Block U; 
subdividing a portion for Blanchet and a portion for HAP/TPI Development makes siting both 
developments on Block U infeasible.  
 
Block 25 can accommodate the development of both programs. However, one drawback of 
locating both on Block 25, where Blanchet is currently operating, is the likelihood of interruption 
to the Blanchet House program during construction. 

 
(5) Are any privately owned sites available and bet ter suited than Block U or Block 25?  

 
Following the Board meeting of January 23, 2008, staff considered several other privately 
owned sites. More detailed analysis on these sites, along with information regarding other 
locations considered over the past year, are more fully described in Attachment D.  

The owner of the “Oregon Casket” property proposed locating the HAP/TPI development on 
Block U, and in exchange for his Oregon Casket property, a portion of which would be used by 
Blanchet House, he would take over the opportunities and obligations of developing Block 25. 
Although staff spent some time discussing this option and variations of this option with the 
owner, the owner and Staff agreed that a mutually viable agreement could not be reached. 

The owner of the “East of Pearl” property on the north side of Glisan Street (Block O) has 
expressed interest in the possibility of siting the HAP/TPI development there. Analysis by HAP 
determined that this building is not well suited for development of the RAC given its vertical 
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design, accessibility challenges, the size of the floor plate, and the limited potential for any 
significant amount of additional housing anticipated to be a large part of the HAP/TPI 
Development program. 

 (6) With the site consideration focused on either of two primarily publicly owned sites; 
How do Block U and Block 25 compare?  
 

PROGRAM 
ELEMENTS 

 BLOCK U  
 BROADWAY CORRIDOR 

BLOCK 25    BLOCK 25  
  CHINATOWN CORRIDOR 

Development 
Capacity 75’ height limit results in wood 

frame construction over concrete 
podium 

Floor Area Ration (FAR) limit allows 
for development of post-tension 
concrete building (height not an 
issue) 

Access Pedestrian access on two sides 
only due to elevated sidewalks 
(potential for access from 
elevated streets) 

Vehicle or loading access on NW 
Hoyt only 

On Transit Mall 

Pedestrian access on all four sides 

Vehicle or loading access on 
multiple sides 

Two blocks from Transit Mall and 
OT/CT stop at NW Everett & 1st 

Site 
Encumbrances  

Vacant site with no 
encumbrances 

City requirement to replace 130 
parking spaces for NW Natural 

Blanchet House listed in City’s 
Historic Resource Inventory; 
Blanchet House and Dirty Duck 
listed as contributing structures to 
historic district 

Businesses in Dirty Duck building 
must be relocated 

Development 
Timing 

Property is development ready 
following preliminary due 
diligence and known 
environmental mitigation 

Demolition of Blanchet House and 
Dirty Duck building must go through 
City Demo/Denial process due to 
historic nature 

City must identify and negotiate 
temporary parking for NW Natural 

Project must be staged if Blanchet 
House service is not interrupted 
during construction. 

Preliminary due diligence required 

Development 
Location 

Site is in the Broadway Corridor 
Development area  

Adjacent to Union Station 

Site is in the middle of the North 
OT/CT Study area. 

Bookend to the Chinese Business 
Corridor & Third and Fourth 
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Surrounding redevelopment 
opportunities include the 
Greyhound property, Block R, 
Post Office and 511 Building 

Avenues Streetscapes and across 
the street from Old Town Lofts and 
Royal Palm social services. 

On Festival Street 

Surrounding redevelopment 
opportunities include Fish Block, 
NW Natural Parking lot, East of 
Pearl property, Block P, and Block 
A&N 

Visibility Highly visible from Broadway 
Bridge and bus; Gateway to 
westside  

Located at base of Steel Bridge; 
Highly visible from current and 
future MAX alignment; Gateway to 
westside 

Housing 
Program 

Site could accommodate 250 
units 

Site could replace the Grove 
hotel and/or provide Workforce 
Housing 

Site could accommodate up to 400 
units, though development of up to 
240 is likely more financially feasible 

Site could replace the Grove Hotel 
and/or provide Workforce Housing 

Service 
Program 

Site could accommodate the 
Resource Access Center, though 
likely not the Blanchet House in 
addition. 

Queuing can be internal to the 
block 

Development does not require 
any interruption of Blanchet 
House services. 

Site could accommodate Resource 
Access Center and Blanchet House 

Queuing can be internal to the block 

Development may require 
interruption or temporary relocation 
of Blanchet House services 

Parking 
Resident parking may be 
required for mixed-income 
housing. 

Can accommodate parking for 
service program on site. 

Two blocks from parking garage 
and surface parking lots 

Replacement of NWN parking is 
required. 

Resident parking may be required 
for mixed-income housing. 

Can accommodate parking for 
service program on site. 

Three blocks from parking garage 
and across the street from surface 
parking. 

Budget 
Site constrains development to 
5-over-1 development and limits 
subsidy needed.  Subsidy for 
NW Natural parking not required 

Resource Access Center and 
housing subsidy dependent on 
density of development and mix of 
housing types.  Subsidy for NWN 
parking required. 



Board Report No. 08-20 ─ Resource Access Center & Blanchet House 
February 13, 2008 Page 9 of 11 
 

 
 
(7) Why is locating both facilities on Block 25 the  recommended option? 
 
Staff recommends locating both Blanchet House and the HAP/TPI Development on Block 25 for 
the following reasons: 
 
Site accommodates both facilities and can best deli ver other public benefits: The block 
can accommodate a distinct, ¼ block for the redevelopment of Blanchet House and still meet 
the first floor needs of TPI while leaving at least 5,000 square feet available for other 
neighborhood serving ground floor uses.  Block 25 has sufficient development capacity to allow 
a substantial affordable housing component to be pursued by HAP making efficient use of 
HAP’s skill and momentum as the developer of the RAC. The FAR capacity potentially allows 
for the development of additional housing units that can be targeted to a range of income levels 
if the financial resources are available. The development potential of the site increases the 
probability of constructing a high quality, post tension concrete building that will best serve the 
users and the neighborhood far into the future.  
 
NWN parking requirement offers potential financial benefit: HAP’s opportunity to leverage 
private capital investment in the development may uniquely enable them to provide for the NW 
Natural (NWN) parking obligation with the most efficient use of public resources, over other 
alternate private-sector investment scenarios. Block 25 carries the obligation to build 
replacement parking (130 spaces) for NWN.  Staff is allocating $6 million to offset this parking 
obligation, and the RAC development program could be competitive in the request for an 
allocation of New Market Tax Credit (NMTC) based financing.   If obtained, equity of $1.5 million 
may be directly attributable to the cost of meeting the NWN parking obligation. This obligation 
and financing structure offers an advantage to the extent that (1) building the structured parking 
may substitute for other foundation/site work that would be required anyway, (2) the incremental 
cost of fulfilling the parking obligation is less than the sum of the targeted TIF funding and the 
NMTC yield associated with that component, (3) parking uses can be shared. This is an 
opportunity for the significant leverage of resources unique to Block 25. 
 
Recommendation leaves Block U with full 2-block dev elopment potential: Locating both 
developments on Block 25 leaves Block U, an integral part of the Broadway Corridor, fully 
available for other uses. Block U, located in the midst of other PDC controlled blocks, may prove 
to be a strategic asset in the ultimate development of the Broadway Corridor and part of a multi-
modal transportation center.  Affordable housing may also be considered in future 
redevelopment of the Broadway Corridor area.   
 

Community Input  

Community interest has been and remains very high in the siting decision for the development 
to be undertaken by HAP including the TPI operated RAC. There is a lesser degree of public 
concern in the Blanchet House siting apparently because the HAP/TPI Development will be 
substantially larger and because Blanchet House is already successfully operating the same 
service to be redeveloped.   

PDC initiated the North Old Town/Chinatown Redevelopment Strategy (North OT/CT Strategy) 
in October 2006 with the participation of a Stakeholder Advisory Committee (SAC) consisting of 
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area business owners, property owners, residents, social service providers, and members of the 
Asian community. In addition to defining a development vision and implementation strategy for 
the area, the North OT/CT Strategy included the goals of identifying location(s) for the Blanchet 
House and later, the TPI Resource Access Center.  When specific site identification activities 
were requested of PDC by Commissioner Erik Sten, later memorialized in a letter of 9/19/07 
(Attachment E), the work of the SAC was temporarily suspended. Although the SAC meetings 
were suspended, on-going meetings about the siting considerations have continued with 
community stakeholders, including most of the SAC members. Different opinions and concerns 
have been well articulated by community members at twelve meetings held from November 
2007 – February 2008 hosted by OTCT Visions, the OTCT Neighborhood Association and the 
OTCT Visions / Neighborhood Association Joint Land Use Committee.  

On several occasions, residents, commercial interests, developers, staff and Board members of 
the Chinese Garden, social service providers and other OT/CT stakeholders have reaffirmed 
their consensus to locate these facilities for the homeless in OTCT and their desire to increase 
funding to the area. However, divergent opinions have formed regarding the preferred site.  

 

Financial Impact  

HAP/TPI: The draft PDC FY 08/09 Budget currently under consideration includes $18 million for 
the development of the RAC and $6 million to cover the NW Natural parking obligation on Block 
25. (The NW Natural parking line item of $6 million is not considered eligible for the TIF set-
aside.) Block master planning and financial analysis will need to be undertaken in order to 
determine the size, design, scope and cost of the proposed HAP/TPI Development and the 
amount of PDC financial resources that may ultimately be requested. Variables include the total 
number of housing units, the number of “workforce” housing units, the number of parking 
spaces, the building type and the availability of other financing sources that can be secured for 
the development. In addition to direct funding, we anticipate that the public land may be sold to 
HAP with PDC holding a subordinated, “soft” mortgage for the sales price that is unlikely to 
return any actual cash to PDC.    
 
Blanchet House : Since FY 05/06, the PDC had carried a $2 million line item for Blanchet 
House.  It is anticipated that $2 million will be made available to Blanchet in an agreement that 
will require evidence of adequate funding for a facility that meets appropriate design approval 
standards. The business terms of the land transaction have not yet been negotiated.  

Old Town/Chinatown Priority Development Initiatives : As discussed above and summarized 
in Attachment B, the OTCT neighborhood has expressed a strong desire for the commitment of 
additional resources for market-rate development to accompany a decision to site the Resource 
Access Center in Old Town/Chinatown. Much of the existing public consent to site both services 
on Block 25 is dependent on an accompanying commitment to fund other development 
initiatives in the area to create a balance of uses.  A significant portion of this funding is not 
currently provided for in the adopted or draft proposed Downtown Waterfront or River District 
Urban Renewal Area budgets.  The reallocation of resources will come at the expense of other 
priorities or currently proposed constraints regarding the future of the Downtown Waterfront, 
South Park Blocks, and River District Urban Renewal Areas.  However, failure to identify 
additional funding for OTCT will result in a breach of public trust.  



Board Report No. 08-20 ─ Resource Access Center & Blanchet House 
February 13, 2008 Page 11 of 11 
 

Opportunity Costs : The decision to locate the two facilities on the same block leaves the 
primary alternative site for the HAP/TPI Development, Block U, with full development potential.  
Block U is anticipated to be included in the Broadway Corridor Study, intended to define a 
development strategy for Blocks U & R, Union Station, the Greyhound Site, the Post Office Site, 
and the 511 Building.  The development program, timing, and anticipated public investment in 
this area are to be determined. 
 
The North OTCT Strategy, still underway, includes preliminary development programs and 
estimated needs for public investment for a variety of development scenarios on Block 25 and 
the adjacent Blocks 24 and 26.  The proposed development scenarios and accompanying cost 
estimates, though very preliminary, show a significant need for public investment, and the 
likelihood of private-sector redevelopment on Block 25, if made available in the near future, is 
unknown.  A summary comparison of the market rate potential of the two sites is included as 
Attachment F.   
 
On the other hand, there is reason to believe, based on input from an independent economic 
analyst, Portland-area developers, and the adjacent property owner, that the concentration of 
the services on Block 25 will further impact the feasibility of future development of the adjacent 
sites and leasing of the existing vacant retail and any future retail.  In addition to proactive 
management of the services, potential risk to the area’s capacity for economic growth impacted 
by the designation of Block 25 can be mitigated in part by the commitment to prioritize additional 
financial resources to specific initiatives in OTCT.  Many of these initiatives are compelling on 
their own merit, and many are already underway.   
 
Not providing a site for improved services to end homelessness risks keeping the current 
homeless population, inadequate service facilities, and outdoor queuing as they currently exist, 
and continues the negative impact on the area’s potential for economic growth. 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Area Maps 
B. Draft Old Town/Chinatown Funding Priorities 
C. Transition Projects Resource Access Center Program Summary 
D. Summary of Sites Considered To Date 
E. Commissioner Sten Memorandum dated September 19, 2007 
F. Market Rate Potential of Block U and Block 25 

 
CC: A. Wilch, Director of Housing 
 C. Twete, Director of Development 
 P. Englander, Downtown Waterfront Manager 
 B. Shaw, Senior Housing Project Coordinator 
 S. Harpole, Development Project Coordinator 

M. Baines, General Counsel 
 J. Jackley, Executive Operations Manager 
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Attachment A: Area Maps 
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Attachment B: DRAFT Old Town/Chinatown Funding Prio rities 
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Attachment C: TPI Resource Access Center Program Su mmary 
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Attachment D: Site Analysis 
 

Sites Considered Comments 
Oregon Casket Building 

403 NW 5th Ave 
 

Previously tied-up with Option by another party; Site 

likely not adequate for both uses; no satisfactory 

outcome from any preliminary discussions; discussions 

terminated by all parties  
De Paul site 

1300 SW Washington 
 

Not available 

Burger King site 

707 W Burnside 
 

Not available 

Suey Sing Building 

205 NW 4th 
Owner evaluating redevelopment potential through 

PDC DOS Program; Site likely not adequate for either 

use  
SW 3rd & Oak Does not locate Blanchet House meal service in 

proximity to other compatible social services adding 

hardship on population served; site is not adequate for 

siting Access Center alone because it is ¼ block . 
SW 3rd & Taylor Does not locate Blanchet House meal service in 

proximity to other compatible social services adding 

hardship on population served; Adequacy of site for 

Access Center uncertain 
Block 8 
 

Included in Beam/Naito Master Plan for future 

redevelopment; Existing covenants restricting 

development of affordable housing. 
Lot 5 

(NW 9th & Overton) 
Anticipated for multi-use family housing RFP 

Blocks U & R 
 

Development potential to be considered in future NW 

Broadway Corridor Study in conjunction with Union 

Station, 511 Building, and Post Office site 
Block A&N 
 

Concerns expressed by Blanchet and TPI regarding site 

access, safety and capacity 
Block P Negotiations for acquisition not successful; City could 

not guarantee requested development rights; 

Adequacy of site for both uses uncertain. 
Block O 
 

“East of Pearl” not well suited given accessibility issues, 

floor plate, costs for benefits received. 
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Information provided by the HOUSING AUHTORITY OF PORTLAND 

Updated by PDC: 02/04/2008 

 

EAST OF PEARL: REHABILITATION, TPI & HAP ONLY 

Site: 12,675 gsf 

Existing building footprint: 12,568 gsf 

1. The existing building requires substantial seismic work. 

2. The cost of rehabilitation is prohibitive (the EOP developer has struggled to make 

market rate development succeed). 

3. Due to the small size of the site, the TPI program must be located on two to three 

floors. An elevator and additional staff are required to make a multi-story RAC 

development work; neither is acceptable to TPI or BHCD. 

4. The main floor is above adjacent grade and the daylit basement is below 

adjacent grade; accessibility to both the main floor and the basement will 

remain a challenge because the building is built to the property lines. The TPI 

program requires greater accessibility than this building can provide. 

5. Approximately ½ of the TPI program will be located in the basement (there is no 

other program element that can be located in the basement). 

6. Queuing must be inside the building because the building is built to the property 

lines. 

7. There can be no housing units on the north side of the existing building because 

the north wall is located on property line. This lack of setback eliminates the 

possibility for windows that are necessary for housing units on the north side. (This 

impact could be offset by the purchase of the neighboring properties’ air rights.) 

8. The lack of windows necessary for housing and the existing structural system 

dictate the placement and size of housing units; square footages do not comply 

with LIHTC restrictions (plans completed by the EOP developer do not include 

housing in the existing structure). 

9. If housing units in the existing structure comply with LIHTC square footage 

restrictions, large areas of each floor are unusable as housing and will be 

unprogrammed & unsupervised. This creates undesirable operational challenges 

for HAP. 

10. The existing floor plates can accommodate approximately 12 housing units each; 
this limits housing in the existing building to 72 units.  

11. New floor plates (on top of the existing building) can accommodate 
approximately 10 units each. A 20-story building (existing & new floor plates) 

would result in approximately 192 housing units.  

12. The cost of new construction on top of an existing building is prohibitive. 

13. The restrictive size of the building footprint eliminates the opportunity for 
commercial space. 

14. No off-street parking is available for RAC staff, property management and 
residential tenants. 
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EAST OF PEARL: REDEVELOPMENT, TPI & HAP ONLY 

Site: 12,675 gsf 

1. Due to the small size of the site, the TPI program must be located on two to three 

floors. An elevator and additional staff are required to make a multi-story RAC 

development work; neither is acceptable to TPI or BHCD. 

2. Due to floor area lost to the shape of the site, the potential housing density on this 

site is slightly less than the potential housing density on Block 25. Block 25 will 

accommodate 120–240 housing units; this site will accommodate 100–200 

housing units in the same number of floors. 

 

 

3RD & OAK, TPI & HAP ONLY 

Site: 10,000 gsf 

1. Due to the small size of the site, the TPI program must be located on two to three 

floors. An elevator and additional staff are required to make a multi-story RAC 

development work; neither is acceptable to TPI or BHCD. 

          

BLOCK U: BHH, TPI & HAP CO-LOCATION 

Site: 38,000 gsf 

1. Pedestrian access is limited due to adjacent elevated streets. Social service 

providers consider the elevated streets a safety risk. 

2. The first floor has limited access to light and air due to the elevated streets. Only 

the social service provider located at the prime corner (6th & Hoyt) will have 

adequate access to light, air and street frontage. 

3. The 75 foot height limit results in wood frame construction over a concrete 

podium (5-over-1); the cost of a concrete structure is prohibitive at 75 feet. 

4. Due to site constraints and program density at the ground floor, the RAC queuing 

area will be located either on light rail alignment or immediately adjacent to 

Broadway Bridge. Neither is a good solution for TPI. 

5. The site supports approximately 120 housing units.  

6. Parking and loading access is constrained by the elevated streets and the light 

rail alignment and will likely need to be located on Hoyt.  

7. Some off-street parking for RAC staff, property management and residential 

tenants is necessary because there is little off-street or on-street parking in the 

immediate area. Parking can’t be provided on the ground floor (not enough 

available square footage) and the housing budget will not support the cost of 

below-grade parking. Therefore, any parking that is provided must be at an 

upper story and will reduce the amount of building area available for housing.   
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Attachment E: Commissioner Sten Memorandum 
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Attachment F: Market Rate Potential of Block U and Block 25 
 

 Block U Block 25 

Development Capacity 

Height 75’ 350’ 

FAR 6:1 9:1 

Max. SF 240,000 350,820 

Status TriMet Staging Two Contributing Historic Bldgs; 

NW Natural Parking Lease  

(130 spaces) 

 

Market Potential/Opportunity Cost 

Development Criteria relative to one another (source: ED Hovee memorandum) 

1.Visibility Good Average 

2. Vehicular Accessibility Average Good 

3. Transit Accessibility Good Average 

4. Adjacent Uses Average Average 

5. Configuration Good Good 

6. Pedestrian Environment Average Average 

7. Potential Square Feet Average Good 

8. Catalyst Potential* Good Good 

9. Property Encumbrances* Good Poor 

Development Criteria relative to Central City (source: ED Hovee memorandum) 

10. Market Rate Housing Good/Average Good/Average 

11. Retail Average Average/Poor 

12. Office Good/Average Average 

Opportunity Cost  

Numerical Summary** 

18.0 15.0 

* Criteria/Ranking added or modified by PDC; Opportunity Cost Numerical Summary adjusted 

accordingly 

** Opportunity Cost Analysis Summary: A rating of good was assigned two points; average was 

assigned one point; poor was assigned zero points for a potential 24 points. All criteria were equally 

weighted.  

 
 


