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Greater Eastern Oregon Development Corporation

GEODC History
Local public officials, business people, bankers and other private citizens worked cooperatively to form the Greater Eastern Oregon Development Corporation (GEODC) as a private non-profit corporation in June 1982.  Since 1982, GEODC has administered the Small Business Administration 504 loan program in eight counties in Eastern Oregon. 


In 1992, the U.S. Department of Commerce, Economic Development Administration (EDA), designated GEODC as a federal Economic Development District serving the Oregon counties of Gilliam, Grant, Morrow, Umatilla and Wheeler.  In 2001, the District was expanded to include Harney and Malheur Counties.  As part of the designation process, GEODC assumed responsibility for the EDA Revolving Loan Fund.


GEODC has enhanced its portfolio of loan products by borrowing over $3 million from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Rural Development, to administer the Intermediary Relending Program.  Several small Revolving Loan Funds exist as well, each serving all or a portion of the GEODC region.


Until the state termination of the program, GEODC provided staffing support to two of the Regional Investment Boards and Regional Partnerships located all or partially within the region.  Administration of these regional boards not only supports the activities of GEODC, but fosters a close working relationship with the counties, cities, ports, tribes and businesses through the area.  The Southeast Regional Alliance, covering Grant, Harney and Malheur Counties, continues to meet as a Regional Partnership and the Area Commission on Transportation.  
In addition, under contract with a range of public sector entities, GEODC engages in various administrative and facilitation functions.  Some examples include grant administration for Community Development Block Grants and Oregon Department of Energy American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) projects; housing rehabilitation project administration; conducting income surveys; strategic planning facilitation; development of Coordinated Human Services Public Transportation Plans; and staffing the Southeast Area Commission on Transportation.

Vision Statement

The Vision Statement of GEODC is:  Bringing economic prosperity to everyone in the Greater Eastern Oregon Development Corporation service region
Mission Statement

Greater Eastern Oregon Development Corporation (GEODC) is a regional economic development membership organization charged with supporting job creation by helping to create, retain and expand businesses in the region. This is accomplished in part by assisting local government to develop human and physical infrastructure to support community, economic and business development.  GEODC fulfills its mission by:  

1. Collecting economic and other information about conditions and opportunities in the communities and counties in Gilliam, Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla and Wheeler Counties;

2. Providing information and data to organizations that have the potential of providing funding and other services to communities, counties and businesses to solve problems and/or to capitalize on job creation opportunities;

3. Capitalizing and managing a business lending program to provide “gap” financing;

4. Providing and organizing technical assistance services to local communities and businesses to address problems and to prepare to take advantage of opportunities.

GEODC Economic Development Activities and Services—2009-2010 

· Prepare Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) and submit to EDA

· Provide staffing and administrative services to the Southeast Regional Alliance serving as the Southeast Area Commission on Transportation and a Regional Partnership.   
Serving in this capacity allows GEODC the opportunity to determine the most effective role in supporting regional economic and community development priorities for the member counties
· Provide direct support services to small communities lacking staff capacity 

GEODC was able to assist several small communities throughout the District in identifying problems, developing strategic plans, preparing grant applications, providing administrative services, complying with the ARRA requirements, informing partners of federal and state programs and assisting them in achieving their economic development goals.  

· Provide assistance to existing small business by providing gap financing through one or more different Revolving Loan Funds which GEODC administers.

GEODC’s financing programs are designed to fill the gap that often exists between traditional financing and borrower equity.  The funding sources and non-profit nature allow GEODC the flexibility to provide rates and terms favorable to the borrower.  Creating and retaining local jobs is fundamental to GEODC’s lending decisions.  

The following programs administered by GEODC assist business throughout eastern Oregon.

· USDA Rural Development  Intermediary Relending Program

· U.S. Department of Commerce, EDA Revolving Loan Fund

· Three Regional Strategies Revolving Loan Funds 

· Microbusiness Revolving Loan Fund

· Native American Entrepreneur Revolving Loan Fund

· Small Business Administration 504 Loan Program (statewide)

· Morrow County Equity Fund (starting January 2009)

· Southeast Region Revolving Loan Fund (starting in mid 2009)
· Continue to administer loans from multiple sources.  Below are statistics for the various loans closed during the past two years.

	2008
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SBA
	664,000 
	5
	10
	
	
	

	 
	754,000 
	15
	0
	
	
	

	IRP
	144,800 
	2
	3
	
	
	

	 
	80,000 
	1
	1
	
	
	

	 
	40,000 
	0
	2
	
	
	

	 
	150,000 
	1
	4
	
	
	

	 
	83,680 
	0
	6
	*
	
	

	 
	187,500 
	2
	6
	**
	
	

	 
	80,000 
	0.4
	3
	
	
	

	EDA
	62,500 
	0
	0
	**2 funding sources for one loan

	SRA
	16,600 
	0
	3
	
	
	

	NAERLF
	66,320 
	0
	0
	*2 funding sources for one loan

	2008 TOTAL
	2,329,400 
	26.4
	38
	
	
	


	
	LOAN
	JOBS
	JOBS 
	
	

	
	AMOUNT
	CREATED
	RETAINED
	
	

	2009
	
	
	
	
	

	NCRS
	20,040
	0
	1
	
	

	
	47,280
	0
	2
	**2 funding sources for one loan
	

	MCEF
	250,000
	9
	48
	
	

	
	20,000
	0
	0
	
	

	IRP
	23,000
	2
	2
	
	

	
	153,459
	0
	518
	*2 funding sources for one loan
	

	
	250.000
	3
	34.46
	
	

	
	170,000
	1
	2
	
	

	
	83,000
	1
	9
	
	

	
	116,000
	0
	3
	
	

	
	150,000
	0
	14.31
	***2funding sources for one loan
	

	
	196,000
	7
	2
	
	

	BM
	46,720
	0
	0
	**2 funding sources for one loan
	

	EDA
	54.000
	0
	0
	*2 funding sources for one loan
	

	
	100,000
	0
	0
	***2 funding sources for one loan
	

	
	36,000
	0
	1
	
	

	2009 TOTAL
	1,715,499
	23
	636.77
	
	


· Work closely with federal, state, regional and local agencies and service providers to identify areas of productive partnership participation and to develop a sustainable economic and community development strategy for the region

GEODC is an active participant in the newly-formed Oregon Economic Development Districts association.  Development of OEDD was  funded by a grant from EDA.

GEODC works with the regional Governor’s Economic Revitalization Team and the nine state departments that are represented.

GEODC coordinates with all of the Workforce Response Teams in the region, including active participation in two of the three workforce regions serving the District.  

GEODC worked with the Willow Creek Economic Development Group to update the strategic plans for the southern Morrow County cities of Heppner, Ione and Lexington.  This was followed by development of a document identifying common threads in the area.   

Regional Overview
GEODC Area:

32,898 square miles

Population:


135,400 (2009 estimate)

Geographic Characteristics

The Greater Eastern Oregon Development Corporation includes seven counties of eastern Oregon:  Gilliam, Grant, Harney, Malheur, Morrow, Umatilla and Wheeler.  There are 39 incorporated cities within the region.

GEODC is reportedly the geographically largest Economic Development District in the nation.  This vast region borders the states of Washington on the north and Nevada on the south, a distance of about 280 miles.  It extends from the central Oregon corridor to the west, to the Idaho border on the east.  This is larger than 11 states and would fall between the size of Maine and South Carolina.  Table 1 below shows the area of each of the seven counties.  Two of these counties, Harney and Malheur, are among the largest in the continental United States. 

Table 1

	Area
	Gilliam County
	Grant County
	Harney County
	Malheur County
	Morrow County
	Umatilla County
	Wheeler County

	Square Miles
	1,223
	4,528
	10,228
	9,926
	2,049
	3,231
	1,713


The character, natural features, and configuration of the land vary greatly through the GEODC region.  The northern area, adjacent to the Columbia River, has rolling wheat fields and other agriculture lands.  Further south, one enters forested mountains and eventually, the high desert of southeast Oregon.  Elevations of incorporated cities range from about 350 feet along the Columbia River to the city of Granite at 4689 feet.  The climate in the region tends to be cold in the winter and warm in the summer, with average yearly precipitation ranging between about 8 and 20 inches.  
Population Characteristics

As would be expected with a district of this size, demographic conditions are not consistent throughout.  The principal population center is in Umatilla County at the north end of the District.  Its two largest cities of Pendleton and Hermiston account for over 33,700 residents.  The only other city of over 10,000 is Ontario, located on the Idaho border in Malheur County.  Much of the area is the epitome of the federal designation of a frontier area.  Frontier rural to the federal government is seven or fewer persons per square mile; much of the GEODC region averages less than two persons per square mile.

In 2009, the Portland State University Population Research Center estimated the population of the District at 135,400 people.  This is up from 132,164 at the 2000 Census.  Table 2 shows the populations of each of the counties, the changes since the 1990 Census, and the projected change through 2040.  During this 50-year period, population changes in the seven counties vary from a loss of 16.6% to a gain of 203%.  Some possible reasons for this huge disparity will be partially explained later in this CEDS.    

Table 2

	Population
	Gilliam County
	Grant County
	Harney County
	Malheur County
	Morrow County
	Umatilla County
	Wheeler County

	1990 Census 
	1,717
	7,853
	7,060
	26,038
	7,625
	59,249
	1,396

	2000 Census 
	1,915
	7,935
	7,609
	31,615
	10,995
	70,548
	1,547

	Estimate—2008 
	1,884
	7,528
	7,705
	31,676
	12,484
	72,378
	1,573

	Estimate—2020
	2,101
	7,583
	8,098
	37,312
	16,520
	85,242
	1,597

	Estimate—2040
	2,464
	7,678
	9,584
	44,519
	23,122
	106,149
	1,164

	Population change 
	+747
	-175
	+2,524
	+18,481
	+15,497
	+31,403
	-232

	Percentage change
	+43.5%
	-2%
	+35.8%
	+71%
	+203%
	+53%
	-16.6%


Source:  Population Research Center, PSU, March 2009

There are two Indian Tribes in the GEODC region.  The Burns Paiute Tribe is the smallest of Oregon’s federally recognized tribes with an enrollment of 343 members.  The Burns Paiute Reservation is located just north of the city of Burns in Harney County.  There are about 170 residents on the Reservation.  

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Reservation (CTUIR) is made up of the Cayuse, Umatilla and Walla Walla peoples.  They have been united as a single tribal government since 1949.  There are over 2,500 enrolled tribal members, with about 1,100 living on the 172,000 acre Reservation east of Pendleton.  

Between 1990 and 2007, all seven of the District’s counties had an increase in the percentage in the Hispanic population according to the Pew Hispanic Center.  In Gilliam, Grant, Harney and Wheeler Counties, the percentage of Hispanics is still only between 3% and 7%.  Three of the GEODC counties have a significant Hispanic population.  Umatilla is estimated to be 19% Hispanic.  Malheur and Morrow Counties reported approximately 28% and 29% of their populations to be Hispanic.  This is a population segment that continues to grow, especially in the latter three counties.

Economic Demographics

As with the rest of Oregon and the nation, all counties in GEODC’s region experienced a dramatic increase in unemployment rates over the last year.  In recent years, the region has had consistently higher unemployment rates than the statewide average, with Grant County routinely being the highest in the state.  Harney County now seems to hold that dubious distinction.  

In the past, Gilliam County has been the exception to that rule, often recording among the state’s lower unemployment rates.  Although they remain significantly lower than Oregon as a whole, their rate of unemployment has doubled since 2006.    Table 3 shows the Unemployment Rates in November of the last three years, as well as the first two months of 2009.  

Table 3    

	Unemployment Rate – Not Seasonally Adjusted

	Area
	11/06
	11/07
	11/08
	11/09
	1/10
	4/10

	United States
	4.3%
	4.5%
	6.5%
	9.4%
	10.6%
	9.5%

	Oregon
	5.0%
	5.2%
	7.9%
	10.8%
	11.8%
	10.8%

	Gilliam
	4.3%
	5.6%
	5.9%
	7.0%
	8.5%
	7.2%

	Grant
	7.8%
	7.6%
	12.1%
	12.7%
	16.2%
	14.9%

	Harney
	6.7%
	8.1%
	10.2%
	16.5%
	19.4%
	16.0%

	Malheur
	5.5%
	4.9%
	7.8%
	9.8%
	12.1%
	10.7%

	Morrow
	6.2%
	5.8%
	7.0%
	10%
	11.4%
	9.1%

	Umatilla
	6.0%
	6.0%
	7.6%
	9.4%
	11.7%
	10%

	Wheeler
	6.0%
	5.2%
	7.7%
	7.4%
	12.2%
	9.9%


Source:  Oregon Employment Department
There are a variety of ways to measure the economic status of a community.  One of these is income.  The Census determines the Median Household Income (everyone living in a residence), the Median Family Income (all related people in a residence) and the Per Capita Income.  Using 1999 figures from the 2000 Census, Table 4 shows these figures for District residents and those in the state and country as a whole.  The amounts vary from county to county, but all are significantly lower than the statewide average.  These figures are expected to change when the next Census is completed.

Table 4

	Area
	Median 

Household Income
	Median 

Family Income
	Per Capita 

Income

	USA
	$41,994
	$50,046
	$21,587

	Oregon
	$40,916
	$48,680
	$20,940

	Gilliam County
	$33,611
	$41,477
	$17,659

	Grant County
	$32,560
	$37,159
	$16,794

	Harney County
	$30,957
	$36,917
	$16,159

	Malheur County
	$30,241
	$35,672
	$13,895

	Morrow County
	$37,521
	$40,731
	$15,801

	Umatilla County
	$36,249
	$41,850
	$16,410

	Wheeler County
	$28,750
	$34,048
	$15,884


Source:  US Census Bureau, 2000

The Bureau of Economic Analysis does an annual estimate of per capita personal income, including each county’s relative rank in Oregon.  Although the amount continues to increase throughout Oregon, counties within the district continue to lag behind the state as a whole.  Table 5 shows the 2007 ranking of the 36 counties in Oregon.  Except as noted, prior rankings were comparable to the current rank.

Table 5

	County
	Rank
	
	County
	Rank 

	Gilliam
	19 (up from 34th) 
	
	Morrow
	9 (up from 22nd)

	Grant
	18
	
	Umatilla
	32

	Harney
	26
	
	Wheeler
	31

	Malheur
	36 
	
	
	


Another way to measure the economy’s impact on residents is the number of people living below the designated poverty rate as determined by the 2000 Census.  Table 6 shows the number and percentage of both families and individuals that were below the federal poverty level in 1999.  They are listed in descending order of percentage.  Only Gilliam County has fewer people living below the poverty level than the state at large.  

Table 6

	Area
	Number of Families Below Poverty Level
	Percent of 

Families Below Poverty Level
	Number of 

Individuals 

Below Poverty Level
	Percent of 

Individuals 

Below Poverty Level

	USA
	6,620,945
	9.2%
	33,899,812
	12.4%

	Oregon
	70,032
	7.9%
	388,740
	11.6%

	Malheur County
	1,080
	14.6%
	5,265
	18.4%

	Wheeler County
	56
	12.7%
	239
	15.6%

	Morrow County
	332
	11.3%
	1,617
	14.8%

	Grant County
	251
	11.2%
	1,069
	13.7%

	Umatilla County
	1,756
	9.8%
	8,524
	12.7%

	Harney County
	180
	8.6%
	875
	11.8%

	Gilliam County
	37
	6.7%
	173
	9.1%


Contained in the Appendix of this document, is the County Rankings Economy Index as compiled by the Oregon Progress Board.  This illustrates the comparative rankings of all Oregon counties in four different measures of economic strength.  No attempt is being made in this document to do a complete analysis of this table.  

Economic Sectors

Resource harvesting and agriculture have been the mainstays of eastern Oregon for decades.  Though these industries are still the foundation of the economy, they are now facing national and global competition, regulatory issues and legal roadblocks.  These and other challenges have dramatically limited the economic viability of the land-based industries of the region.  In recent years, there have been efforts to diversify into secondary or value-added enterprises.  Overall, the region sees little change in the issues they have been faced with for several years.  

As the federal and Oregon state budgets continue to be tight, eastern Oregon faces reduced resources to help foster economic growth.  As budget cuts occur, the money available for rural development, especially for water, sewer and other public works projects that are critical for the development and survival of many small towns, may continue to decline.  As demonstrated elsewhere in this document, lack of adequate infrastructure is an issue in many communities in GEODC’s District.  

Government at the local, state and federal levels is a major source of employment in much of eastern Oregon.  The principal federal jobs are with the resource agencies of the US Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management, both of which maintain multiple offices in the District.  There are three state prisons in the area that are major employers in the cities of Ontario, Pendleton and Umatilla.  In addition, numerous residents are employed by the multiple social service agencies and Oregon Department of Transportation.  In the less populous areas, the local school districts and county government account for a large percentage of the labor force. 

Additional positive economic activities include continued growth of diverse small business lending activity, sustained rate of small business start-up counseling, and a focus on value-added agricultural products by traditional commodity producers.  This region has traditionally relied heavily on natural resources and public lands for economic, scenic and conventional values, such as grazing cattle and recreation activities.  With that in mind, the counties in the District not only continue working with the US Forest Service to help update management plans for the Umatilla, Malheur and Wallowa-Whitman National Forests, but also have formed collaborative partnerships with the Forest Service, major conservation and timber industry groups.  All of these efforts hope to lead to sustainable, multi-use forests.

There are also two Indian Casinos in the District that have a significant impact on their respective communities.  They are the Wildhorse Resort and Casino on the Umatilla Reservation near Pendleton and the Old Camp Casino operated by the Burns Paiute Tribe in Burns.  They employ 563 and 46 people respectively, both Indian and non-Indian.  This is in addition to any secondary economic benefit such as an increase in visitor spending or business generated for local vendors or suppliers.

As mentioned above, growing Hispanic populations are impacting portions of GEODC’s region.  While some areas are experiencing increased Hispanic home and business ownership, other parts of the region are still faced with language barriers and cultural differences.  However, communities are adopting programs needed to accommodate their growing Hispanic populations and with time, we expect to see continued increases in Hispanic-owned homes and businesses, as well as greater representation in local governments and advisory boards.  To bring us closer to a goal of widespread minority involvement, GEODC continues to assist with Hispanic business development and recruitment.  

Workforce
Workforce issues continue to plague the communities, especially those experiencing any growth.  Although most of the counties are experiencing high unemployment, many businesses are unable to fill vacant positions.  Diverse reasons were cited for this.  They range from the lack of the amenities that would attract a highly educated/skilled workforce to the problems recruiting entry level workers.  Other issues are the outflow of workers once they have been trained and the problems associated with drug use and lack of a good work ethic.  

All counties in Oregon are served by a Workforce Investment Board (WIB) whose goal is to improve the quality of the workforce and meet the needs of the employers in their respective regions.   The GEODC area is served by three different WIBs.   Regions 12 and 14 are wholly contained in the District, with two of the five counties of Region 9 in the area.  Although the specific board memberships, operating procedures and the entities responsible for the on-the-ground work may vary somewhat, all three Regions support employers and job seekers through training, education and employment services.  All have a mission of creating a workforce that will best meet the needs of the employers and communities they serve.  GEODC works closely with these WIBs, including cross-membership on boards, giving feedback on plan development, and staff serving on the WIBs or assisting where needed.  

Allocation of federal and state funds to workforce training projects and establishment of local Workforce Response Teams (WRT) has helped in an economy that faces so many economic challenges.  WRTs are charged with identifying companies that may need training assistance for their existing employees and providing funding for the approved training.  The assistance has helped to strengthen existing companies and to sustain or grow those companies within our communities.  As with many funding sources, however, these are being reduced or eliminated.

Regional Workforce Investment Plans and other documents outlining purposes and principles have been consulted in the development of this CEDS and are incorporated by reference.  

An interesting fact, and one that is critical for out-of-area people to understand, is that one job in the Portland Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) equates to 18.7 jobs in the GEODC region.  This is based on the covered workforce as listed by the Oregon Employment Department.  This would mean that 10 jobs created somewhere in the District would have the same impact as 187 new jobs in the metropolitan area.  This statistic, however, pales in comparison to the significance of jobs created in the smaller counties.  Table 7 shows the equivalency rate of one job in the Portland MSA to a job in each of the seven GEODC counties.  

Table 7

	Geographical Area
	Civilian Labor Force December 2008
	Equivalent of One Job in the Portland MSA

	Oregon
	1,937,537
	

	Portland Metropolitan Statistical Area
	1,161,260
	

	Gilliam County
	997
	1,164.8

	Grant County
	3,278
	354.3

	Harney County
	3,334
	348.3

	Malheur County
	12,780
	90.0

	Morrow County
	5,473
	212.2

	Umatilla County
	35,652
	32.6

	Wheeler County
	623 
	1,864

	GEODC Region
	62,137
	18.7


Conversely, this means that in rural areas such as these, the closure of a business, even a smaller one, can have a major impact on the community.  For example, a recent mill closure in Harney County resulted in the loss of 91 jobs.  This means that a company in Portland would have to lay off 31,695 workers to begin to experience the effect that this closure had on Harney County.  When viewed in this light, the importance of working hard to retain or create even a small number of positions becomes obvious.

Transportation

Transportation options vary greatly depending where within the region a county is located.  Interstate 84 follows the northern Oregon border, passing through Gilliam, Morrow and Umatilla Counties.  As I-84 angles south before entering Idaho, it also passes through the extreme northeast corner of Malheur County and the city of Ontario.  Having a freeway gives a great advantage to businesses in need of this type of surface travel.  This includes such industries as the distribution centers found in Umatilla County or the large regional landfills located in Gilliam, Morrow and Malheur.  Wheeler, Grant, Harney and the southern portions of Gilliam, Morrow and Malheur Counties have no access to a freeway, but do have well-maintained state and interstate highways. 

Gilliam, Morrow and Umatilla Counties, all located adjacent to the Columbia River, are the only area of the District that can lay claim to a true multi-modal transportation system.   Each county has a port facility that serves their respective areas.  These three counties, as well as Malheur, also have rail access with a variety of short lines that serve specific areas or industries.

There is only one airport in the District that has regularly scheduled passenger or freight service.  This is the Eastern Oregon Regional Airport located in Pendleton.  However, during the recent past, the passenger service options have been greatly reduced.    With the exception of Wheeler, the other counties of the GEODC area have at least one airport.  Many have adjacent industrially-zoned lands and are actively pursuing nearby development.  

Public transit, as envisioned by residents of more populated areas with sophisticated transportation systems, is largely unavailable in most of eastern Oregon.  The larger bus companies’ routes are limited to the I-84 corridor with service to metropolitan areas in Oregon, Idaho, Washington and California.  Regional transit agencies are primarily funded through the Special Transportation Funds that target senior citizens and people with disabilities.  Each county and tribe is served by some version of a Special Transportation District.  These function with a combination of volunteer drivers and paid contractors to provide the varied services.  Throughout most of GEODC, regularly scheduled routes are extremely limited, but instead operate on a demand response, or Dial-A-Ride, basis.  The CTUIR Public Transportation Program has recently begun providing free scheduled service from the Reservation to several locations in Umatilla and Union Counties.  With the great distances to some basic services such as health care or specialized shopping, public transit is a need that has been only minimally addressed in much of this region.  It is not anticipated that there will be any full-time, regularly scheduled transportation system in the foreseeable future, but there may be some ways in which services could be expanded or better coordinated with social service providers in the area.  

Socio-Economic Factors

There are factors that, while not specifically economic issues, have a major impact on the vitality of communities.  Some of these are the strength of the education system, the well-being of the children, and public safety.  In the Appendix of this document are tables that show comparative Oregon county rankings in these three categories.  They are included for information purposes and no attempt is made to analyze the results.  

County Demographics—Population, Income and Industrial Overview 

Below is some interesting demographic information contained in three table for each of GEODC’s member counties.  The first two tables are taken from STATS America, a service of the Indiana Business Research Center at Indiana University's Kelley School of Business.  The third table contains statistics from Portland State University’s Population Research Center.  This data is included for informational purposed only and no attempt has been made to explain the discrepancy between 2009 population estimates used by STATS America and those used by Portland State University’s Population Research Center.  The three tables are as follows:  
· People and Income Overview 

Shown by their county of residence, these figures are derived from a variety of sources.  When no later data was available, numbers come from the 2000 Census.  Both raw numbers and state ranking are shown.
· Industry Overview 
Shown by their place of employment, this chart uses 2008 figures.  In the chart, “D” indicates that the statistic is not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for the item are included in the totals.  
· Population Changes
The final chart shows the current estimated populations by city and county, along with changes since the 2000 Census.  
Gilliam County
	People & Income Overview
	Value
	Rank in State

	Population (2009)
	1,645
	35

	   Growth (%) since 1990
	-4.2%
	33

	Households (2000)
	819
	34

	   Labor Force (persons) (2009)
	1,221
	34

	Unemployment Rate (2009)
	7.0
	36

	   Per Capita Personal Income (2008)
	$38,703
	5

	Median Household Income (2008)
	$46,111
	12

	   Poverty Rate (2008)
	11.6
	32

	H.S. Diploma or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	89.3
	2

	   Bachelor's Deg. or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	13.4
	30


	Industry Overview (2008)
	Value
	Rank in State

	Covered Employment
	930
	34

	   Avg wage per job
	$37,552
	6

	Manufacturing - % all jobs in County
	D
	N/A

	   Avg wage per job
	D
	N/A

	Transportation & Warehousing - % all jobs in County
	10.8%
	1

	   Avg wage per job
	$46,171
	2

	Health Care, Social Assist. - % all jobs in County
	7.4%
	28

	   Avg wage per job
	$21,056
	31

	Finance and Insurance - % all jobs in County
	1.5%
	28

	   Avg wage per job
	$25,800
	34



Source:  STATS America

	Area
	2000 

Census
	2009

Estimate
	Change 2000-2009
	% Change 2000-2009

	Gilliam County
	1,915
	1,885
	-30
	-1.6%

	Arlington
	524
	610
	86
	16.4%

	Condon
	759
	785
	26
	3.4%

	Lonerock
	24
	20
	-4
	-16.7%

	Unincorporated
	608
	470
	-138
	-22.7%



Source:  Population Research Center, PSU, March 2009

Grant County
	People & Income Overview
	Value
	Rank in State

	Population (2009)
	6,795
	32

	   Growth (%) since 1990
	-13.5%
	36

	Households (2000)
	3,246
	30

	Labor Force (persons) (2009)
	3,439
	33

	Unemployment Rate (2009)
	13.4
	9

	Per Capita Personal Income (2008)
	$29,957
	24

	Median Household Income (2008)
	$34,846
	35

	Poverty Rate (2008)
	15.2
	18

	H.S. Diploma or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	84.5
	15

	Bachelor's Deg. or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	15.7
	22


	Industry Overview (2008)
	Value
	Rank in State

	Covered Employment
	2,413
	32

	   Avg wage per job
	$29,553
	28

	Manufacturing - % all jobs in County
	7.1%
	28

	   Avg wage per job
	$31,861
	27

	Transportation & Warehousing - % all jobs in County
	0.9%
	30

	   Avg wage per job
	$36,334
	20

	Health Care, Social Assist. - % all jobs in County
	D
	N/A

	   Avg wage per job
	D
	N/A

	Finance and Insurance - % all jobs in County
	2.8%
	10

	   Avg wage per job
	$28,362
	33



Source:  STATS America

	Area
	2000 

Census
	2009

Estimate
	Change 2000-2009
	% Change 2000-2009

	Grant County
	7,935
	7,525
	-410
	-5.2%

	Canyon City
	669
	685
	16
	2.4%

	Dayville
	138
	185
	47
	34%

	Granite
	24
	30
	6
	25%

	John Day
	1,821
	1,855
	34
	1.9%

	Long Creek
	228
	220
	-8
	-3.5%

	Monument
	151
	135
	-16
	-10.6%

	Mt. Vernon
	595
	600
	5
	.8%

	Prairie City
	1,080
	1,110
	30
	2.8%

	Seneca
	223
	230
	3
	1.3%

	Unincorporated
	3,006
	2,475
	-531
	-17.7%



Source:  Population Research Center, PSU, March 2009
Harney County

	People & Income Overview
	Value
	Rank in State

	Population (2009)
	6,756
	33

	   Growth (%) since 1990
	-4.3%
	34

	Households (2000)
	3,036
	32

	Labor Force (persons) (2009)
	3,485
	32

	Unemployment Rate (2009)
	16.1
	2

	Per Capita Personal Income (2008)
	$27,567
	32

	Median Household Income (2008)
	$39,507
	26

	Poverty Rate (2008)
	15.9
	13

	H.S. Diploma or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	81.2
	25

	Bachelor's Deg. or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	11.9
	34


	Industry Overview (2008)
	Value
	Rank in State

	Covered Employment
	2,466
	31

	   Avg wage per job
	$29,512
	29

	Manufacturing - % all jobs in County
	D
	N/A

	   Avg wage per job
	D
	N/A

	Transportation & Warehousing - % all jobs in County
	0.6%
	32

	   Avg wage per job
	$35,479
	21

	Health Care, Social Assist. - % all jobs in County
	D
	N/A

	   Avg wage per job
	D
	N/A

	Finance and Insurance - % all jobs in County
	2.0%
	20

	   Avg wage per job
	$28,786
	32



Source:  STATS America

	Area
	2000 

Census
	2009

Estimate
	Change 2000-2009
	% Change 2000-2009

	Harney County
	7,609
	7,715
	106
	1.4%

	Burns 
	3,064
	3,025
	-39
	1.3%

	Hines
	1,623
	1,870
	247
	15.4%

	Unincorporated
	2,922
	2,820
	-102
	-3.5%



Source:  Population Research Center, PSU, March 2009

Malheur County

	People & Income Overview
	Value
	Rank in State

	Population (2009)
	6,756
	33

	   Growth (%) since 1990
	-4.3%
	34

	Households (2000)
	3,036
	32

	Labor Force (persons) (2009)
	3,485
	32

	Unemployment Rate (2009)
	16.1
	2

	Per Capita Personal Income (2008)
	$27,567
	32

	Median Household Income (2008)
	$39,507
	26

	Poverty Rate (2008)
	15.9
	13

	H.S. Diploma or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	81.2
	25

	Bachelor's Deg. or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	11.9
	34


	Industry Overview (2008)
	Value
	Rank in State

	Covered Employment
	2,466
	31

	   Avg wage per job
	$29,512
	29

	Manufacturing - % all jobs in County
	D
	N/A

	   Avg wage per job
	D
	N/A

	Transportation & Warehousing - % all jobs in County
	0.6%
	32

	   Avg wage per job
	$35,479
	21

	Health Care, Social Assist. - % all jobs in County
	D
	N/A

	   Avg wage per job
	D
	N/A

	Finance and Insurance - % all jobs in County
	2.0%
	20

	   Avg wage per job
	$28,786
	32



Source:  STATS America

	Area
	2000 

Census
	2009
Estimate
	Change 2000-2009
	% Change 2000-2009

	Malheur County
	31,720
	31,620
	100
	1%

	Adrian
	147
	185
	38
	25.8%

	Jordan Valley
	239
	240
	1
	0.4%

	Nyssa
	3,163
	3,210
	45
	1.4%

	Ontario
	10,985
	11,435
	450
	4.1%

	Vale
	1,976
	2,080
	104
	5.3%

	Unincorporated
	15,105
	14,570
	-535
	-3.5%



Source:  Population Research Center, PSU, March 2009

Morrow County

	People & Income Overview
	Value
	Rank in State

	Population (2009)
	11,533
	29

	   Growth (%) since 1990
	51.3%
	5

	Households (2000)
	3,776
	29

	   Labor Force (persons) (2009)
	5,615
	29

	Unemployment Rate (2009)
	9.3
	26

	   Per Capita Personal Income (2008)
	$29,833
	25

	Median Household Income (2008)
	$50,173
	9

	   Poverty Rate (2008)
	14.2
	22

	H.S. Diploma or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	74.1
	35

	   Bachelor's Deg. or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	11.0
	36


	Industry Overview (2008)
	Value
	Rank in State

	Covered Employment
	4,219
	29

	   Avg wage per job
	$35,610
	7

	Manufacturing - % all jobs in County
	24.8%
	1

	   Avg wage per job
	$39,478
	14

	Transportation & Warehousing - % all jobs in County
	0.4%
	35

	   Avg wage per job
	$40,257
	11

	Health Care, Social Assist. - % all jobs in County
	2.8%
	31

	   Avg wage per job
	$25,508
	29

	Finance and Insurance - % all jobs in County
	1.3%
	32

	   Avg wage per job
	$36,079
	21



Source:  STATS America

	Area
	2000 

Census
	2009
Estimate
	Change 2000-2009
	% Change 2000-2009

	Morrow County
	10,995
	12,540
	1,3545
	14.1%

	Boardman
	2,855
	3,295
	440
	15.4%

	Heppner
	1,395
	1,435
	40
	2.9%

	Ione
	321
	335
	14
	4.4%

	Irrigon
	1,702
	1,880
	148
	10.5%

	Lexington
	263
	285
	22
	8.4%

	Unincorporated
	4,459
	5,310
	851
	19.1%



Source:  Population Research Center, PSU, March 2009
Umatilla County
	People & Income Overview
	Value
	Rank in State

	Population (2009)
	73,347
	14

	   Growth (%) since 1990
	23.8%
	17

	Households (2000)
	25,195
	15

	   Labor Force (persons) (2009)
	38,798
	13

	Unemployment Rate (2009)
	9.5
	25

	   Per Capita Personal Income (2008)
	$29,287
	27

	Median Household Income (2008)
	$44,909
	14

	   Poverty Rate (2008)
	15.2
	18

	H.S. Diploma or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	77.8
	33

	   Bachelor's Deg. or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	16.0
	20


	Industry Overview (2008)
	Value
	Rank in State

	Covered Employment
	29,781
	12

	   Avg wage per job
	$32,422
	17

	Manufacturing - % all jobs in County
	11.0%
	19

	   Avg wage per job
	$30,139
	30

	Transportation & Warehousing - % all jobs in County
	7.0%
	2

	   Avg wage per job
	$39,044
	13

	Health Care, Social Assist. - % all jobs in County
	9.1%
	22

	   Avg wage per job
	$33,850
	21

	Finance and Insurance - % all jobs in County
	1.9%
	22

	   Avg wage per job
	$38,898
	18



Source:  STATS America
	Area
	2000 

Census
	2009

Estimate
	Change 2000-2009
	% Change 2000-2009

	Umatilla County
	70,548
	72,430
	1,882
	2.7%

	Adams
	297
	335
	38
	12.8%

	Athena
	1,221
	1,270
	49
	16.5

	Echo
	650
	715
	65
	10%

	Helix
	183
	230
	47
	25.7%

	Hermiston
	13,154
	16,215
	3,061
	23.3%

	Milton-Freewater
	6,470
	6,545
	75
	1.2%

	Pendleton
	16,354
	17,515
	1,161
	7.1%

	Pilot Rock
	1,532
	1,560
	28
	1.8%

	Stanfield
	1,979
	2,290
	311
	15.7%

	Ukiah
	255
	260
	5
	2%

	Umatilla
	4,978
	6,530
	1,552
	31.2%

	Weston
	717
	755
	38
	5.3%

	Unincorporated
	22,758
	18,210
	-4.548
	-20%



Source:  Population Research Center, PSU, March 2009

Wheeler County

	People & Income Overview
	Value
	Rank in State

	Population (2009)
	1,363
	36

	   Growth (%) since 1990
	-2.4%
	32

	Households (2000)
	653
	36

	   Labor Force (persons) (2009)
	646
	36

	Unemployment Rate (2009)
	8.8
	31

	   Per Capita Personal Income (2008)
	$25,431
	35

	Median Household Income (2008)
	$32,231
	36

	   Poverty Rate (2008)
	16.8
	8

	H.S. Diploma or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	79.4
	30

	   Bachelor's Deg. or More - % of Adults 25+ (2000)
	14.3
	26


	Industry Overview (2008)
	Value
	Rank in State

	Covered Employment
	281
	36

	   Avg wage per job
	$24,259
	36

	Manufacturing - % all jobs in County
	N/A
	N/A

	   Avg wage per job
	N/A
	N/A

	Transportation & Warehousing - % all jobs in County
	1.4%
	26

	   Avg wage per job
	$29,647
	33

	Health Care, Social Assist. - % all jobs in County
	D
	N/A

	   Avg wage per job
	D
	N/A

	Finance and Insurance - % all jobs in County
	D
	N/A

	   Avg wage per job
	D
	N/A



Source:  STATS America
	Area
	2000 

Census
	2009
Estimate
	Change 2000-2009
	% Change 2000-2009

	Wheeler County
	1,547
	1,585
	38
	2.5%

	Fossil
	469
	465
	-4
	-.9%

	Mitchell
	170
	175
	5
	2.9%

	Spray
	140
	160
	20
	1.4%

	Unincorporated
	768
	785
	17
	2.2%



Source:  Population Research Center, PSU, March 2009
County SWOT Analyses 

Although in many ways GEODC’s seven member counties function as a cohesive regional entity, each county has its unique attributes.  In this section of the CEDS, we have opted to use a SWOT Analysis as a means of evaluating what each county views as its particular advantages and obstacles.  A SWOT Analysis looks first at the internal positive and negative elements found in a community, or its strengths (S) and weaknesses (W).  It will then examine some of the external factors, or those over which the community has no direct control.  These are the opportunities (O) and threats (T).  

Most of the elements of the SWOT shown for each county are from information gathered in public meetings and from people completing a survey.  These lists are not necessarily all-inclusive, but rather are a reflection of the input received in the various counties.  Data gathered was colored by the views and interests of those giving their ideas.  In general, no attempt has been made to evaluate the validity of individual opinions and they are not necessarily supported by GEODC and the members of the board.  

Following the individual county sections, we will look at the identified commonalities found throughout the region.  

Gilliam County
Strengths  

· Geographical location

· Open spaces

· The people, including participation in the Ford Leadership Program

· Safe communities 

· Affordable property

· Available industrial sites

· Adequate water/sewer in communities

· Recreational opportunities

· An excellent multi-modal transportation, including port, rail, and freeway (Arlington)

· Low taxes

· Columbia Ridge Landfill Host Fees—provide funds for economic development

· Economic benefit from renewable energy project—wind farms

· Availability of Strategic Investment  Program (SIP) —tax exemptions for wind farms

· Excellent child care 

The major strengths of Gilliam County are found in its strategic location, its affordability due in part to the host fees paid by Waste Management for the large landfill located near Arlington, and its potential for industrial development.   

Weaknesses

· Small, shrinking population

· Dwindling school enrollment

· Infrastructure—cost to repair, upgrade, replace

· Apathy of citizens

· “What’s in it for me?” mentality

· Resistant to change

· Distance to health services

· Inability to attract quality professionals

· Reliance on volunteers for emergency services

· Residents shopping out of area

· Housing

· Need for 3 bedroom, 2 bath homes
· Limited contractors for stick-built homes
· Many weekenders
· Retirees moving in

· Rental homes in poor conditions 
· Absentee landowners
· Workforce

· Insufficient to fill current vacancies 

· Low wage levels

· Limited jobs for more educated workers

· Local workers: put in time and then move on
· Public service: train employees to move on

· Transportation
· Distance and expense

· Lack of public transportation

· Small government staff must multi-task; can’t be expert on everything
· Limited financial resources
· Lack of high speed internet in some areas 
· Lack of a barge facility on Columbia River at Arlington
Many of the Gilliam County weaknesses can be traced to the small population and its lack of success in attracting more people.  Inherent in any remote area with very few residents, there are limited services provided locally.  This can result in a bleeding of dollars and consumers from the community and the accompanying further decline of local services.  

Workforce and housing appear to be inter-related problems that may be contributing to a downward spiral.  There are current job openings with no workers to fill them.  At the same time, there are few middle class homes available for either purchase or rent.  Without a decent home, qualified workers will not move to an area, but without an ongoing demand for housing, there is little incentive to build or upgrade existing dwellings.
Opportunities
· Industrial lands

· Tourism—gateway to Oregon Paleo Lands Institute

· Agricultural land diversification

· Upland Cooperative Access Program (an ODFW program)—upland game bird hunting on private land

· Technology—remote jobs

· Continued wind power development

· Trails 

· Rivers

· Cruise ships (Arlington)

· Wineries

· Condon Hotel

· SB 1069—development of a water conservation, reuse or storage project 
Gilliam County has identified a few areas of economic opportunity.  They have available industrial lands that could site a business interested in relocation.  The traditional wheat ranches could possibly investigate value-added production or other innovative land uses.  The proximity to the Columbia River and accompanying recreation is another possibility.  

Threats

· Declining population

· Workforce shortage—not enough to fill current job openings

· One-size-fits-all regulations

· Lack of consistent funding

·  Loss of Host Fees due to lack of employment

· Trucking

· Barge

· Contracts

· Loss of Waste Management contract with Metro due to inability to complete Port facilities

· Understanding of rural issues by urban areas

· Unfunded mandates

· Housing—50 anticipated permanent jobs, with no available worker housing

· Increasing fuel costs

· Effect on agriculture practices that use fuel-based products

· Effect on commodities

· Residents think twice before travel to health care and other services

· Lack of power transmission lines

· Inaccessible lands for hunting, etc.

The Port of Arlington has been attempting to build a dock to serve barges that transport to the Columbia Ridge Landfill.  Due to unresolved issues with other entities, Gilliam County feels this jeopardizes their landfill contracts and, by extension, the host fees that have benefited the county in many ways.  Lack of power transmission lines may hinder further wind power development in certain areas of the county.  

Grant County
Strengths  

· Geographical location

· Open spaces

· Rural landscape

· Scenic beauty

· Clean environment

· Desirable climate

· Recreational opportunities

· Photographic opportunities

· Wildlife

· Scenic vistas

· 800 miles of snowmobile trails

· John Day River

· John Day Fossil Beds and Thomas Condon Visitors Center

· Natural resources

· The people

· Community spirit

· Supportive

· Friendly

· Committed 

· Entrepreneurial spirit

· Quality of life

· K-12 education systems

· Health care

· Quality doctors and hospital

· AirLink air ambulance service

· Volunteer spirit

· State Certified Industrial Park (John Day)

· Inexpensive land

· No system development charges

· Grant County Airport

· Adequate infrastructure in most cities

· Education

· Strong K-12 systems

· Higher education:  Eastern Oregon University and Blue Mountain Community College

· Job training opportunities through the Training and Employment Consortium

The major strength of Grant County is in its people and their desire to make the county a wonderful place to live.  The other main quality of life asset is its location in a beautiful, rural part of the state.  Economically, a major advantage is the Grant County Airport Industrial Park which has been certified through the state program.

Weaknesses

· Geographical location

· Isolation

· Perceived distance 
· Transportation 

· No freeway, rail, barge, or commercial air

· Highways over curvy mountain roads

· Limited public transportation

· Lack of economic diversity; holding on to the past

· Inadequate cultural/historic/tourism signage

· Available, employable workforce

· Limited trained workforce

· Lack of workforce training in technology

· Telecommunication redundancy

· Resistance to technological advances

· Lack of GIS system

· Lack of county government computerization, e.g., budget, zoning or code information 

· Vast public lands

· Youth leaving the area for employment

· Decline in young families

· Aging population

· Declining school enrollment 

· Residents shopping out of area

The greatest identified weakness in Grant County is the same as one of its major strengths—the geographical location.  The county is not on a freeway and does not have rail, marine or commercial air service.  All access to and from the county is via two-lane mountainous roads.  These transportation limitations are a major factor when doing business recruitment.  

Opportunities

· Certified Industrial Park

· Industrial diversification

· GIS system

· Airport expansion

· Development of traded sector entrepreneurs 

· “Branding” of county

· Marketing of community to eastern and southern US and Europe

· Public lands

· Resource harvesting

· Juniper utilization

· Recreation

· Hunting and fishing

· Tourism 

· Year-round recreational opportunities

· Increase winter tourism

· Destination resorts

· ATV trails

· Value-added agriculture

· Livestock
· Specialty fruit products

· Biomass

· John Day Fossil Beds National Monument

· Value added natural resources

· More efficient functional use of the World Wide Web

· Historic buildings

· Inflow of retirees

Economic opportunities for Grant County lie in siting businesses at the Airport Industrial Park and taking advantage of the natural resources, especially those offered by the public lands found in the county.  

Threats

· Federal land policies

· Inability to harvest timber

· Cutbacks and closure of mills
· Loss of timber receipts (Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act)

· Lack of industry diversity; over-dependence on wood products

· One-size-fits-all regulations

· Termination of state economic and rural development programs, especially the Regional Investment Program

· Telecommunication franchise issues

· Fuel prices

· Workforce shortage

· Inflow of retirees

· Inability to recruit/retain health care professionals

The most often cited threat is associated with the large area of federal land within the county and the restrictions placed in resource harvesting.  As in the other counties, the perceived desertion of rural Oregon by the state government is also a major issue.  

Harney County

Strengths

· Local leadership

· City and County elected officials and employees

· Volunteer base

· Residents

· Small town values

· Sense of community

· Strong survival instincts

· Friendly 

· Stable

· Geographical location

· Access to major state highways (Hwy 20, 395, 78)

· Burns Paiute Tribe

· Old Camp Casino

· Affordable housing

· Senior housing

· One of safest counties in Oregon

· Quality health care

· Cultural amenities

· Natural resources

· Adequate infrastructure 

· Available industrial and commercial land

· Available industrial building

As with many small isolated counties, Harney’s greatest strength is its people and the rural lifestyle.  It has the land, buildings and infrastructure to support economic development.

Weaknesses

· Geographical location

· Isolation

· Distance from services—specialized health care, shopping, professional services, etc.
· Transportation

· No rail, freeway or commercial air

· Limited public transportation

· Deteriorating local roads

· Lack of financial resources, especially timber receipts

· Lack of available buildings for industrial use

· Workforce shortage

· Flood plain

· Weather (long, cold winters)

· Resistance to change

· Volunteer burnout

· Deteriorating school buildings
· Adequate rural fire protection
In Harney County, most identified weaknesses were associated with the geographical location and resultant transportation issues that negatively impact industry.  

Opportunities

· Industrial diversification

· Alternative energy/bio-fuels

· Biomass (woody) power plant discussion in the works

· Wind power turbine sites (4 projects) currently in progress, more awaiting approval

· Solar and Geothermal sites are being identified for future development

· Tourism

· Value-added agriculture

· Niche agriculture 

· Vacant  Louisiana Pacific site

· Newly created State Industrial Lands Steering Committee

· Airport with room to develop

· Available broadband fiber-optic pipeline

· Downtown commercial area beautification

· Vast public lands

· Natural resources

· Timber utilization

· Recreation 

· Natural advantages

· Earthquake-free

· Clean air

· No fleas or rats

· Friendly, receptive community

· Education and training (EOU, TVCC, TEC)

· “Old West” appeal

· Development of retirement communities

Many ideas for economic development focus on targeting specific industrial fields.  These include taking advantage of the natural resources and marketing their competitive advantages.  The former Louisiana Pacific plant has been identified as being key to attracting potential businesses and creating jobs.  The site has recently become available to the community.

Threats

· Geographical location
· Invasion of exotic plant and fish species on native landscape
· Timber non-use

· Environmental influence

· National issue

· Unfunded mandates

· Recent federal ruling on cattle and watershed  impacts

· State and federal regulations

· Excessive regulation

· Paperwork

· Red tape 

· Decline of family-owned ranches

· Cost of operation

· Curtailed access to federal grazing lands

· Termination of Regional Investment Program

· Market economy

· Availability of housing
· Aging housing stock
· Erosion of family-wage jobs

· Aging demographic

· Low/declining population

· “Welfare” recipients moving in
· Increased demand on food distribution centers
· Drug usage

· Lack of tax base

· Lack of effort by Louisiana Pacific to market their vacant buildings in Hines

Having been historically timber dependent, the inability to use the area’s natural resources is very frustrating to the residents.  As cited in other counties, the state and federal bureaucracy are viewed as a deterrent to development.  

Malheur County

Strengths

· Quality of life

· Willing community partners

· Self-sufficient small communities 

· Geographical proximity to Boise, Idaho

· No sales tax in Oregon

· Transportation

· Freeway

· Rail, including short lines

· Potential industrial sites

· Rail study for industrial land development

· Agriculture industry

· Health care

· Telecommunications

· Low utility rates

· Natural gas

· Retail hub of Treasure Valley

· Available workforce (1,500, with additional 3600 in Nampa/Caldwell/Boise area)

· K-12 education

· Treasure Valley Community College

Much of Malheur County’s economic strength is due to their location on the Idaho border.  They are able to benefit from the strong Idaho economy, while taking advantage of Oregon’s lack of a sales tax.  

Weaknesses

· Lack of shovel-ready industrial lands

· Unavailable properly zoned lands (unwilling sellers)

· Limited local professional services 

· Areas without basic services

· Lack of mid-range housing

· Lack of family recreational opportunities

· Small city staffs with frequent turnover

· Need for expanded urban growth boundaries (UGB)

In spite of the strengths found in the Malheur County economy, particularly in Ontario, they have not been able to significantly expand their industrial base due to a lack of properly zoned, available industrial lands within the UGB.

Opportunities

· Agencies and organizations coming together for planning

· County

· Cities

· School districts

· Chambers of Commerce

· Connections made through the Southeast Regional Alliance

· Capitalize on local activities, e.g., Four Rivers Cultural Center, Vale Mural Society

· Expansion of TVCC

· Science / Nursing Building 

· Science Equipment upgrade

· National Guard Armory Construction in partnership with TVCC

· Industrial land development

· Recreation

· Utilization of public programs

· Proposed Welcome Center on I-84 at Ontario

· Marketing of area through SREDA (Snake River Economic Development Alliance)

Most of the opportunities identified focused on taking greater advantage of connections and programs already in place.  There is also a strong desire for development of industrial sites.

Threats

· One-size-fits-all mentality of decision-makers

· Government at all levels hindering progress

· Delays while costs increase

· Long and complicated permitting/approval processes

· UGB expansion, lack of capacity (planning for small communities)

· New business, e.g., bio-fuel plant

· State portrays image of  “Not Friendly to existing and new business)

· State budget shortfalls 

· Less restrictive land use laws in Idaho

· Rules and regulations get in way of business expansion

· Threat associated with Western Watersheds Project (Redefines Water Rights).  Lawsuits by special interest groups are an economic threat to counties because of the cost of litigation.

· Lack of access to legislators

· Termination of the state Regional Investment Program

· Potential loss of economic development staff capacity

· Loss of tool for business incentive

· Loss of Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT)

· Turnover in staff and volunteers

· Increasing fuel costs

Almost all of the listed threats were coming from the government, primarily at the state level.  Discussion focused on the many rules and regulations that prohibit local entities from moving forward with their planned projects and activities.

Morrow County

It should be noted that the economic situation in north Morrow County (Boardman and Irrigon) is very different than that found in the southern portion of the county (Heppner, Ione, Lexington).  However, many commonalities exist.  The SWOT represents a cross-section of the entire County.

Strengths

· Excellent K-12 school systems
· Four-day school week
· Health care—community hospital, medical clinics and pharmacies
· Senior housing/Assisted living facilities

· Social and cultural amenities

· Condition of state highways

· Water supply

· Developable land

· Outdoor recreational opportunities

· Stable and expanding employment

· Good wages

· Geographically location—poised for success

· Stable tax base

· Adequate infrastructure capacity

· Growing tourism industry

· Available industrial land

· Port of Morrow

· Increasing downtown and industrial development

· Multimodal transportation

· Freeway

· Rail

· Barge

· Sense of community

· Livable downtowns

· Strong community leadership

· Good volunteer base
· Community strategic plans in South Willow Creek Valley
· Lowest industrial utility rates

· History (Heppner Flood)

· Scenic beauty

· Off Highway Vehicle Park

· Blue Mountain Scenic Byway

Residents providing information for this CEDS seemed to concur that the South County area has strong community values and leadership.  The North, however, is blessed with a thriving, growing economy.  Throughout the county, residents appreciate strong basic services such as educational systems and health care.

Weaknesses

· Four-day school week

· Lack of housing, especially in the mid- to upper-income range

· Residents going out of area to shop

· Limited commercial development

· Reliance on public sector income
· Lack of local news media in north county area
· Workforce 
· Lack of community feeling; work in area, but go home to coach, etc.

· No identifiable “downtown” in Boardman

· Workers live elsewhere

· Managers hired but don’t live in county

· Lack of rural residential areas

· Remoteness

· Inadequate infrastructure

· Lack of employment opportunities

In the northern portion of the County, it was noted for having a strong economy with little sense of community.  The southern portion of the County emphasized a good quality of life, but lack of economic opportunities.

Opportunities

· Economic diversification

· Growing interest in the area

· Increased livability

· Growing Hispanic community; bringing cultures together

· Access to capital

· Restoration of tippage Fees for community projects

· Capitalizing on the Enterprise Zone

· Oregon International Motor Speedway

· OHV Park

· Senate Bill 1069—potential for water projects 

· Willow Creek Dam—work with Corps of Engineers to identify needs for irrigation and recreation users 
· Wind energy projects

· Implementation of South Willow Creek Valley Strategic Plan
The listed opportunities, while having more impact in specific areas of the county, will be of overall benefit to Morrow County.

Threats

· One-size-fits-all mentality 

· Transportation costs

· Federal land policies

· Recreational access

· Timber harvest

· Water

· Timber receipts to schools

· Senate Bill 1069

· Speculators purchasing and holding land

· Limited school funding resources
· Cumulative impact of wind farms

· Shopping out of area

· Workforce

· New jobs require higher skill levels

· Lack of a skilled workforce
· Perceived lack of interest in advanced education and training
· Fewer minimum wage workers

· Lack of interest in advanced education and training

· Need for specialized training in high school

· Jobs filled from out of area

· Some newcomers not connecting to local social life

Many of the perceived threats to Morrow County are an outgrowth of the fast growing economy in the north and the resulting changes to the community makeup.  
Umatilla County

Strengths

· Volunteerism

· Local foundations

· Do it yourself attitude

· Willing to roll up sleeves

· Infrastructure 

· Transportation
· Access to inland Northwest  and I-5 via I-84 and I-82
· Intermodal capacity at Port of Umatilla (barge and rail)

· CTUIR public bus service
· Energy/renewable/gas

· Communication

· Geographical location

· Proximity to metro areas
· 3-5 hour drive time to Portland/Seattle/Spokane/Boise
· Transportation to access other areas

· Crossroads of Northwest

· Airport—the only regional airport in eastern Oregon with scheduled service

· Natural resource base

· Tourism base ($415 million in County)

· Ability to work together, e.g., City of Pendleton and CTUIR have regular meetings

· Higher education

· Blue Mountain Community College

· Eastern Oregon University

· Recreational opportunities

· Workforce – both pros and cons

· Health Care

· Access to basic state and federal services

· History, scenic, culture amenities

· Diverse economy

· Agriculture

· Tourism

· Government

· Tribal

· Manufacturing

· Service

· Largest population in eastern Oregon

· Water-recharge aquifer

· Enterprise Zone (CTUIR, Echo, Pendleton, Pilot Rock, Stanfield and Umatilla)

· History: buildings, sites, Oregon Trail

· Scenic beauty

· Parks

· Livable Community award for the City of Echo

· Tree City USA for the City of Echo

· Unique look

· Community pride
· Available industrial and commercial lands 
· CTUIR Coyote Business Parks serviced by full utilities and zoned certified Industrial Property and Commercial Property. 

· Industrial lands inventory and certified industrial site inventory in Hermiston, Pendleton, and Port of Umatilla 

· Expanding manufacturing segment

· I-84 at Barnhart Rd connector for the City of Pendleton

· Airport west boundary expansion for the City of Pendleton

· Locally-owned businesses committed to the region

· Expanded UGB-industrial zoned for the City of Pendleton

· Infrastructure with capacity for double the population for the City of Umatilla

· Columbia and Umatilla Rivers—view property and recreation for City of Umatilla

· Long term commitment to economic development at CTUIR

In additional to the strengths listed above, the overall strength for Umatilla County is its diverse economy when compared to other eastern Oregon counties.  Agriculture, tourism, educational opportunities, transportation, tribal, manufacturing and service industries, regional airport and workforce are major factors in its economic outlook.     

Weaknesses

· Workforce

· Work ethic

· Drugs

· Training systems

· School to work connection
· Lack of skilled manufacturing workforce

· Inadequate to meet specific needs
· Limited access to capital

· Continued state budget shortfalls resulting in inadequate funding for BMCC and other higher education providers

· Difficulty recruiting at entry level/lower pay scale jobs

· Child care

· Affordable housing

· Utilities available to industrial development
· Youth drain

· Adequate, dependable water supply
· Politics that work against growth and investment

· Lack of city economic development and planning staff to accomplish goals

· County, port and cities work parallel rather than with each other

· Multiple economic development entities in region but lack of regional vision, coherent strategy, or willingness to work together

· Infrastructure (wastewater system, water supply) in some areas of county
· Adequate funding for development (infrastructure, industrial, commercial, etc.)
· Utilities to new UGB industrial lands

· Lack of leadership and focus in business community

· Not taking advantage of the competitive advantage of location

· Workforce:  entry level and attracting outside talent

· Leakage of retail sales to larger communities across state lines

· Public transportation between communities

In the County, working together on a shared vision and leadership were cited as a weakness. Participants also cited struggles with workforce-related issues, working through regulations and lack of funding as well.  

Opportunities

· Strategic Location—equidistant from Portland, Seattle, Boise, Spokane 

· Ingenuity of residents
· Quality of life

· Ability to work together

· Inexpensive System Development Charges

· Sharing of economic development strategies & personnel with CTUIR

· Regional water rights allowing for industrial and agricultural development
· Water rights out of the Columbia River allowing for industrial and agricultural development
· Opportunity to adjudicate tribal water rights could result in improved ability to implement sustainable water use on a regional basis

· Expanding Hispanic sector

· Hispanic entrepreneurship and growing business sector

· Untapped tourism, including European visitors

· Access to capital

· Industrial development and diversification

· Business retention and/or expansion programs
· Development of regional technical assistance services for commercial and manufacturing sectors

· Lean manufacturing

· Energy audits
· Renewable energy—capitalize on mandates

· Agriculture industry

· Value-added products 

· Legislation to allow more flexibility

· Development of vineyards

· Educational opportunities expanded – BMCC responsive to businesses

· Dark telecommunication fiber

· Local products –quality, made in USA, less reliance on outside producers

· Excellent location for distribution center, warehousing, shipping

· Workforce

· Promote workforce 

· Get creative about recruiting qualified workers

· Train those who need to update skills

· Improve workforce development system

· Improve school to work connections

· Collaborate to work toward common goals

· Market industrial lands with available workforce

· Downtown historic theme (have adopted plan)-facades, winery tasting room for City of Echo

· Capitalize on local livability/beautification awards

· Airport is under-utilized in the City of Pendleton

· Over 1,000 commercial flights per year

· 3rd tier airline, SeaPort Air doing very well

· 1000+ acres available for expansion

· Able to handle up to 120,000 lbs of freight

· Area to extend runways

· Capitalize on private fly-ins

· Community desire for population growth

· Rapid population growth in some areas

· Access to truck, rail, barge

· Inventory of reasonably priced property and development fees noted for the City of Umatilla

· Craft a regional water rights regime through settling Tribes’ water rights claims

· Transit options to buffer worst impacts of energy price spikes

· Begin to plan for potential impacts from climate change—increasing energy costs, decreasing water availability, increasing food costs 

· Local food security planning to give competitive advantage

· Build stronger relationships among communities

· Finding wider solutions to workforce challenges on and off Reservation

· Economic diversification

Opportunities to market and capitalize on the industrials lands and workforce as well as to continue tapping into the major tourism opportunities and benefits the county and its communities have to offer.

Threats
· One-size-fits-all politics and regulations

· Reduction in state funding

· Federal deficit

· Fuel/energy prices are high and likely to continue to rise. Region is dependent on outside fuel and largely on outside food 
· Lack of understanding of rural issues; e.g., de-funding of Office of Rural Policy

· Reliance on public sector

· Global economy

· Lack of inter-governmental cooperation and trust

· Unstable economy

· Baby boomers reaching retirement – “graying” community

· Medical reimbursement inequities

· Declining K-12 enrollment

· Rapid, but uneven, population growth

· Land, water laws

· High insurance rates

· Lack of middle income

· Aging infrastructure – roads, bridges

· Reliance on public sector (timber receipts)

· TMDLs on the Umatilla River

· Loss of CDBG eligibility

· Available inexpensive residential land being purchased by speculators
· Changes in federal regulations for wastewater

· Lack of long term water storage capacity
· Energy costs

· Climate change

· Lack of industrial diversification 

· Land use restrictions on vineyard development

Wheeler County

Strengths

· The people

· Ingenious 

· Hard working

· Friendly

· Helpful

· Spirit of volunteerism 

· Safe communities

· Small town look and feel

· Geographical location

· Open spaces

· State Certified Industrial Site

· Recreation and tourism

· Oregon Paleo Lands Institute

· John Day Fossil Beds

· Wildlife

· Photographic opportunities

· K-12 education systems

· Affordable property

· Adequate infrastructure in communities

· Seniors with knowledge and experience

The strengths of Wheeler County lie in the people and their desire to make this extremely rural area the best that it can be.  They have worked to develop opportunities that must now be capitalized upon.  

Weaknesses

· Geographical location

· Small, shrinking population

· Dwindling school enrollment

· Lack of value placed on education

· Infrastructure—cost to repair, upgrade, replace

· Apathy of citizens

· “What’s in it for me?” mentality

· Resistant to change

· Distance to health services

· Inability to attract quality professionals

· Reliance on volunteers for emergency services

· Residents shopping out of area

· Housing

· Need for 3 bedroom, 2 bath homes
· Limited contractors for stick-built homes
· Many weekenders; retirees moving in
· Rental homes in poor conditions 
· Absentee landowners
· Workforce

· Low wage levels

· Limited jobs, especially for more educated workers

· Local workers: put in time and then move on
· Public service: train employees to move on

· Transportation
· Distance and expense

· Lack of public transportation

· Small government staff must multi-talk; can’t be expert on everything
· Lack of municipal funding—it costs more to run a city than it generates in revenue
· Limited cell phone coverage 
· Need to work together on development of one airport 
Most of Wheeler County’s weaknesses can be traced to the very small population in an isolated area of the Oregon.  Inherent in these remote areas are the lack of services and social amenities.  

Opportunities
· Tourism

· Oregon Paleo Lands Institute

· John Day Fossil Beds

· Fossil Heritage Trail

· Natural beauty 

· Outdoor activities

· Trails 

· Rivers

· Increased activity at industrial site

· Remote jobs via technology/high speed internet

With the exception of the Certified Industrial Site in Fossil, most identified economic opportunities focus on the natural environment in Wheeler County.  The Oregon Paleo Lands Institute was developed to complement the John Day Fossil Bed National Monument and its new Thomas Condon Visitors Center.

Threats
· One-size-fits-all mentality

· Understanding of rural issues by urban areas

· Unfunded mandates

· Loss of timber receipts

· Increasing fuel costs

· Effect on agriculture practices that use fuel-based products

· Effect on commodities

· Residents think twice before travel to health care and other services

· Declining population

Wheeler County sees its greatest threats coming from state and federal regulators that do not have a clear picture of what it means to live in such an extremely rural area.  In addition, the rising fuel costs are having an impact.

Regional Problems and Opportunities
As can be seen in the county SWOTs above, there are definite differences among the counties within the GEODC region.  Such things as topography, geographical location, proximity to transportation options and population density can greatly effect the economic status of a community or county.  At the same time, there are some factors that are region-wide in scope.  These are the issues that GEODC can use to either promote development in the District or as basis for a regional strategy for addressing perceived deficiencies.

The factors shown below were identified as widespread throughout the District.  This does not mean, however, that there are not small pockets in the region that feel they do not fit the norm.  For example, while the majority of communities thought they had a good K-12 education system, a few identified this as a major weakness.

Strengths
· The people

· Community minded

· Family oriented

· Hard working

· Self sufficient

· Friendly

· Safe communities

· Affordable property and housing

· Geographical location

· Both a strength and a weakness

· Specific advantage varies by location

· North Gilliam, Morrow, Umatilla access the Columbia River

· Malheur County adjacent to Idaho and growing Boise area

· Rural lifestyle

· Wide open spaces

· Land for development

· Some certified industrial sites

· Some Enterprise Zones

· Outdoor recreational opportunities

· Natural resources

Throughout the District, the quality of life experienced by the residents is consistently cited as the major strength of the region.

Weaknesses
· Geographical location

· Both a strength and a weakness

· Perceived distances

· Remoteness

· Isolation

· Transportation options

· Commercial air only in Pendleton

· Very limited bus and rail systems

· Great distances for driving 

· Available, employable workforce (in all but Malheur County)

· Trained workers who then move elsewhere

· Inability to attract quality professionals

· Shovel-ready industrial lands in much of region

· Lack of local economic development capacity

· Affordable, middle-class housing

· Access to capital

· Residents shopping out of area

The most frequently mentioned weaknesses were associated with the physical attributes and resultant effects in a very rural area.  

Opportunities

· Increased tourism

· Public lands

· Rivers

· John Day Fossil Beds

· Hunting and fishing

· Industrial diversification

· Agricultural lands/niche products

· Secondary agriculture

· Technology/telecommuting

· Renewable energy

· Industrial land development and state certification

Everyone that either responded to the CEDS survey or attended the public meetings agreed that the region has some real opportunities for economic development.  There was, however, no clear consensus on how to capitalize on these prospects.

Threats

· Government regulations, both state and federal

· One-size-fits-all rules

· Unfunded mandates

· Oregon land use laws

· Lack of understanding of rural issues by state policy-makers

· Termination of Regional Investment Program

· De-funding/elimination of the Office of Rural Policy

· Lack of consistent state funding

· Termination of Regional Investment Program

· Inadequate municipal infrastructure funding options
· Inadequate education funding
· Federal land policies

· Limitations on resource harvesting

· Loss of Timber Receipts

· Increasing fuel costs

· Effects on agriculture and commodities (petroleum-based products)

· Cost of driving to access services such as health care

· Workforce shortage

· Lack of good work ethic and ability to pass drug tests

· Declining population (Gilliam, Grant, Harney and Wheeler Counties only)

The vast majority of threats identified by respondents come from governmental sources, both state and federal.  There was a region-wide feeling that decision-makers, especially those at the state level, have abandoned rural Oregon.

Top County Priorities in the Next Few Years
Each of the seven counties in the District was asked to name the top issues or projects to be addressed over the next few years.  Few were able to narrow their list to just five areas, and some opted to develop lists for specific communities rather than one county-wide list.  GEODC accepted the community goals as developed, without regard to the structure of the lists.  Below are the listings supported by the individual counties.  Within each county list, projects are not necessarily listed in priority order.

Gilliam County

· Business development

· Recruitment

· Retention

· Expansion

· Entrepreneurial development

· Infrastructure development

· Roads

· Rail and barge facilities

· Water and wastewater

· Industrial lands

· Housing

· Housing stock

· Rentals

· Energy efficiency

· Recreation and tourism development

· Education enhancements

· K-12 programs, buildings and educational offerings

· Adult continuing education and training opportunities

· Technology and Communication

· Internet availability

· Communication infrastructure

· Renewable energies

Grant County

· Site business(es) in the Grant County Industrial Park

· Develop long-term partnership with timber industry, environmental groups and US Forest Service

· Restore or replace County Timber Receipts

· Target recruitment of value added industries (timber and agriculture) and health care professionals

· Develop communication redundancy 

· Maintain the county economic development position

Canyon City

· Renovate historic Community Hall

John Day

· Upgrade wastewater system

· Construct new Fire Hall

Mt. Vernon

· Mt. Vernon Downtown Beautification II - buy property

· Mt. Vernon Downtown Beautification IV - east downtown

· Mt. Vernon Community Hall III - landscape, deck, pave

Harney County

· Recruit businesses to occupy the industrial area

· Utilize timber resource

· Create jobs

· Increase tax base

· Increase economic opportunity

· Retain LP building for community uses
· Aggressively market unused portions of LP building and facility

· Develop alternative energy sources
· Geothermal

· Wind

· Solar
· Develop niche agricultural markets

· Industrial development

· Focus on specialty products

· Develop tourism industry

· Assist small businesses

· Streamline land use planning

Burns

· Maintain/upgrade streets and sidewalks

Malheur County

· Grow the tax base

· Reform/streamline DLCD processes

· Develop community and recreational facilities

· Develop infrastructure to support a viable economy

· Improve governance at all levels; view citizens as customers

· Emphasize partnerships

· Encourage industrial and business

· More flexibility in rural Oregon

· local taxes

· land use

· local control

· Increase access to legislators

Morrow County

· Pursue commercial development

· Obtain long-range, stable, predictable funding

· Extend water/sewer to unserved areas

· Work on water issues

· Quality and quantity

· SB1069

· Declining ground water and deep wells

· Irrigon-irrigated agriculture

· Stem outflow of workers, i.e., workforce dislocation 

· Develop housing 

· Adequate affordable

· Mid- to upper-scale

· Maintain/improve streets

· Address lack of funding

· Update comprehensive plans

South portion of County

· Develop industrial lands

· Address brownfields issue

Heppner and Ione

· Develop/upgrade sewer treatment systems

Umatilla County

· Attract industry to industrial land supported by the new Airport connector road

· Develop new industry in west county
· Make investment in Certified Industrial Sites
· Development of workforce systems and strong business retention programs
· Develop regional affordable housing

Athena
· Replace existing swimming pool, built in 1926, with a new pool. 

· BMX Track-contingent upon acquiring railroad property. 

· Infrastructure upgrades in water/sewer plant. 

· Improve streets, sidewalks bicycle/pedestrian paths. 

· Drill a new well for future expansion of the town. 

· Encourage new business’s in the community. 

· Store front improvements sought for Main Street business’. 

· New cross walk lighting at Main and Fifth Street near school. 

· Encourage and grow the volunteer segment of our community

Echo

· Funding for wastewater improvements

· Develop Community entry/gateways with artwork included

· Downtown Plan implementation-Transportation Enhancement Grant Received 2010

· Winery & tasting room development-Temporary Quarters opened, Owner plans to begin work on Koontz Building Renovation July 2010

· Funds for park improvements

· Skate park completion-completed & dedicated June 2, 2010

· Fort Henrietta Park improvements

· Restrooms

· Covered picnic shelter

· Playground

· Purchase railroad property and construct business incubator

· Water Master Plan Block Grant Received with work to begin in 2010 
· Sports Genesis Developing Park Master Plan for large multi-sports & recreation Park 

Milton-Freewater

· Levee repair and re-certification.

· Completion of LOMR letter of map revision request to FEMA
Pendleton

· Extend utilities to new industrial lands

· Expand available workforce

· Spur housing industry to construct additional housing for both purchase and rental to facilitate expanding workforce.

· Integrate needed expansion in commercial, service, profession and tourism sectors with anticipated industrial growth

Pilot Rock

· City-owned industrial land master plan

· Birch Creek watershed study

· Retrofit city Hall with energy efficient and solar systems

· RV park at the OHV/ Bike Pit

· Industrial Part owner improvements to buildings and grounds

Umatilla

· Bring developed commercial and industrial properties into Umatilla city limits

· Purchase commercial and industrial properties so city can market sites

· Continue to improve infrastructure-particularly water

· Improve streets, sidewalks, bicycle/pedestrian paths

· Increased participation of business community in Chamber and other business organizations

CTUIR

· Develop systems for continuous improvements in workforce skills, especially in “green jobs” fields

· Improve and expand entrepreneurship development systems for  all ages, especially youth

· Improve and expand housing opportunities 

· Diversify economy through attracting new industries to the region at Coyote Business Park

· Continue investments in infrastructure

· Settle Tribal water rights

Wheeler County

· Promote and support tourism efforts – Oregon Paleo Lands Institute

· Agriculture land diversification

· Continue with business recruitment work

· Infrastructure development in roads, cell service, water and wastewater systems

· Develop economic opportunities to attract young families

· Continue emphasis on infrastructure development and improvement projects: water storage, wastewater management, streets, sidewalks, internet, and cell coverage. 

Mitchell

· Support downtown beautification efforts for the City of Mitchell

· Develop and expand city park, restroom, RV hook-up in the City of Mitchell

· Development airport to be annexed into the City of Mitchell

Spray

· Geothermal energy and resort study

· Land survey

· Low income housing with child care

· Museum display expansion and maintenance

· New comprehensive plan for City of Spray

· Rodeo grounds

· Riverfront Park expansion and renovation

· Senior and community center

· Senior housing development

· Sidewalks

· Water System Improvement

· Youth Center

· Senior Meal Site/Commercial Kitchen

Economic Clusters
Clusters have always existed in the seven-county area; however, it’s only been in recent years that they have been identified and analyzed to determine needs, strengths and ways to improve.  OECDD and its partners, the business community, non-profit organizations, public agencies, including EDA support, have contributed to the cluster development in the state of Oregon.  The industry clusters identified thus far in the GEODC region are in the following fields: 

· Agricultural Products 

· Wood and Other Forest Product, 

· Processed Foods and Beverages

· Transportation Equipment and Parts (includes RV manufacturing) 

· Logistics and Distributions 

To a more limited degree, other clusters have been recognized as emerging clusters:

· Business Service 

· Apparel and Sporting Goods Design 

· Information Technology 

· Health Care

 The region anticipates Alternative Energy/Biomass as a potential for further cluster analysis.    

Some restricting factors related to cluster development in the seven counties have included limited resources, capacity and remoteness.  GEODC, where feasible, will continue to assist other agencies and organizations with continued support of cluster work in the Region.  

An extensive study entitled “Oregon’s Statewide Traded Clusters:  Major Industries and Trends”, prepared by the Economic Section of OECDD and updated July of 2007, gives extensive background and information on clusters in the State of Oregon.  Below is a listing of the 12 identified clusters in Oregon.

Oregon's Statewide Traded Industry Clusters

· Business Services 

· Wood and Other Forest Products 

· Electronic and Advanced Materials 

· Logistics and Distribution 

· Processed Food and Beverage Products 

· Agricultural Products 

· Metals 

· Transportation Equipment and Parts (includes RV manufacturing) 

· Information Technology 

· Apparel and Sporting Goods Design2 
· Communication Equipment 

· Medical Products 


Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2005 QCEW; Oregon Employment Department; OECDD

Goals and Objectives

GOAL 1:  Update Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (CEDS)

Objectives

· Complete an analysis of the condition of the regional economy, the external trends and forces, the regional partners for economic development and the regional resources for economic development

· Present the analysis to a CEDS Committee that includes representatives from the region

· Re-validate GEODC’s vision and update organizational goals

· Develop a work plan for implementing the vision and goals 

· Incorporate the work plan into the annual planning grant application to the Economic Development Administration

Performance Measures

· Draft CEDS submitted to and approved by regional committee and GEODC board

· CEDS completed and submitted to Economic Development Administration

GOAL 2:  Support  Regional Economic Development Partnerships 

Objectives

· Provide staffing and administrative services to the Southeast Regional Alliance

· Provide staffing and administrative services to the Southeast Area Commission on Transportation (SEACT)

· Participate in regional economic development boards not being staffed by GEODC  

· Determine GEODC’s most effective role in supporting regional economic and community development priorities for the member counties

· Administer Regional Revolving Loan Funds

Performance Measures

· Signed contract with Southeast Regional Alliance for staffing support

· Signed contract with Oregon Department of Transportation to provide staffing support for SEACT

· All administrative duties satisfactorily fulfilled as determined by contracting entity

· Monitor ongoing job creation/retention projects 

· Approval of a minimum of two additional loan awards that create and/or retain jobs in the District

GOAL 3:  Provide Assistance to Small Communities in the District 

General Objectives
· Aid in identifying and resolving problems common to multiple communities in the District 

· Provide direct support services to small communities lacking staff capacity

· Collect and disseminate information regarding available programs and funding that could assist communities in economic and community development efforts

· Utilize state programs to assist communities in development of funding priorities  

· Assist individual communities in addressing barriers by aiding in application preparation and/or by administering projects on their behalf

· Work collaboratively with other Partners to maximize economic development efforts in the District  

· Work with regional special public transit service providers 

Specific Objectives 

· Administer a regionally based housing rehabilitation program funded through a pooling of several communities’ revolving loan funds established with a Community Development Block Grant award 

· Cities included to date:  Echo, Heppner, Hermiston, Pendleton and Umatilla   

· Counties include Umatilla and Morrow

· Hold regional housing collaborative meeting(s)

· Assist Harney/Malheur Community Action Agency with preparing an application to fund a housing rehabilitation program for the Cities of Nyssa, Ontario and Vale 

· Establish a loan fund to assist low to moderate income households with the replacement of noncompliant wells located on their property
· Work with the City of Pendleton on the development an industrial park expansion
· Work with Umatilla County to develop a process to identify each community’s priority projects which fit within the strategic plans

· Continue to facilitate strategic planning for the Willow Creek Valley Economic Development Group for the cities of Heppner, Ione and Lexington; assist in identification of common threads among the three cities
Performance Measures

· Housing rehabilitation projects successfully managed as determined by contracting entities

· Applications prepared as requested 

· Communities assisted, as requested,  in meeting local economic development goals

· Specified plans written and/or updated as requested by partners

Goal 4:  Provide Assistance to Small Businesses

General Objectives
· Provide fixed rate, long term financing to small businesses throughout the District

· Increase regular loan presence in each county

· Re-Capitalize loan funds to ensure adequate funding availability

· Increase awareness of GEODC programs and their benefits for entrepreneurs 

· Present information concerning the loan funds to communities located within the District

· Provide guidance and referrals to small businesses seeking information

· Promote programs and provide targeted assistance to minority business owners/operators

· Promote growth, development and retention of businesses and industries District-wide

Specific Objectives 

· Host Pub Talk, a venue for business owners to pitch expansion ideas to potential investors

· Continue to administer the Native American Entrepreneur Revolving Loan Fund

· Assist with the development and recruitment of Hispanic owned businesses

· Provide assistance to existing small business by providing gap financing through one or more of the Revolving Loan Funds administered by GEODC

Performance Measures

· Feedback from Pub Talks

· A 20% increase in loan awards that create and/or retain jobs in the District

· A minimum of one loan award from the Microbusiness/Native American Revolving Loan Fund that creates and/or retains jobs in the District

· A minimum of one Hispanic-owned business assisted

· Assist at least one member city, county, port or tribe in expanding their industrial development potential

Goal 5:  Foster Collaborative Partnerships

General Objectives

· Develop effective working relationships with federal, state, regional and local agencies and service providers to foster economic development growth and coordination in the District  

· Work with federal, state, regional and local agencies and service providers to:

· Identify areas of productive partnership participation 

· Develop a sustainable economic and community development strategy for the region 

· Develop an information dissemination system for programs that could be mutually beneficial

· Participate in Regional Workforce Investment Boards and service providers to help businesses with workforce related issues and employee training.
· Partner with Business Oregon’s Regional Business Development Officers to coordinate a regional approach for business retention and recruitment

Specific Objectives 

· Initiate/improve contact with other service providers to create a more effective referral network 

· Work to keep partners informed of programs that could assist them in economic and community development efforts

· GEODC staff and/or board members participate in Regional Workforce Investment Boards
· Together with partners, make presentations to public entities concerning available programs

·  Participate in local economic development group meetings 

·  Actively participate in the Eastern Oregon Rural Alliance
· Actively participate in Oregon Economic Development Districts 

Performance Measures

· Regular interaction with other economic and community development entities

· A minimum of one public presentation regarding program offerings

· Attendance at regional meetings, including Workforce Investment Boards, Eastern Oregon Rural Alliance, Oregon Economic Development Districts, local development groups, and other entities, as appropriate

GEODC Organizational Structure

2010 BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND COMMITTEES

Stephanie Seamans, President



Tracy Hamby, Vice President

At Large





At-Large

Jeff Bailey, Secretary-Treasurer


Terry Tallman

At Large





Morrow County

Myrna O’Leary




Jessica Bates



Wheeler County




Gilliam County

Sally Bartlett




 
Jack Drinkwater



Grant County





Harney County

Hulette Johnson




Dan Joyce



Umatilla County




Malheur County

Larry Dalrymple




Joe Dominick

City of Pendleton




City of Ontario


Roberta Donovan 




Dauna Wensenk

Cities of Malheur County



Cities of Harney County


Ray Jones





David DeMayo

City of Hermiston




Morrow Cities

Carol Humphreys




Alice Courtney

Wheeler Cities





Gilliam Cities

Tammy Bremner




Linda Hall




Grant Cities





City of Milton-Freewater



Virginia Carnes 




Bill Tovey

Umatilla Cities




CTUIR

Vacant






Lisa Mittelsdorf

Burns Paiute Tribe




Port of Morrow

Kim Puzey





Julius Courtney



Port of Umatilla




Port of Arlington




Nate Rivera





Don Eppenbach

At Large





At Large


Logan Hamilton




Kathy Cancilla 

At Large





At Large





EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE


LOAN COMMITTEE
Stephanie Seamans




Stephanie Seamans

Tracy Hamby





Tracy Hamby 

Tammy Bremner




Tammy Bremner

Jeff Bailey





Jeff Bailey


Dan Joyce





Dan Joyce

Larry Dalrymple




Larry Dalrymple

Jessica Bates





Jessica Bates











Sally Bartlett

GEODC STAFF

GEODC has six full-time employees.  Staff includes:

Melisa Jo Drugge, Executive Director

Gwen Martin, Fiscal Administrator

Sondra Lino, Economic Development Specialist

Karen Kendall, Economic Development Specialist

Rex Baker, Senior Loan Officer

Patti Hutchins, Loan Processor

GEODC Contact Information

Website:  www.geodc.net 
	Pendleton Office
PO Box 1041

2016 Airport Road

Pendleton, OR  97801

Phone:  (541) 276-6745

Fax:  (541) 276-6071

E-mail:  mdrugge@geodc.net

	Canyon City Office
PO Box 579

120 S Washington Street

Canyon City, OR  97820

Phone:  (541) 575-2786

Fax:  (541) 575-1068

E-mail:  slino@centurytel.net 




Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Committee

During the 2010-11 program year, GEODC plans to reorganize the Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy Committee in order to function more efficiently in a District that covers close to 33,000 square miles.  Holding a meeting in an area such at that covered by GEODC required an all-day, or even overnight, commitment.  This is especially limiting for private sector participation where a day away from the office may mean significant out-of-pocket expense.  With a goal of having ongoing dialogue and meeting at least twice a year, innovative methods of meeting are being explored.  These may include such things as sub-committees that would focus on smaller geographical areas (e.g., southern and northern counties), meeting via videoconference or finding other means to benefit from newer technologies.  

In addition to the members of the GEODC Board of Directors, the following people assisted in the development of the 2010 CEDS Update:

Sally Bartlett 


Grant County Economic Development

Jessica Bates


Gilliam County Economic Development

Diane Berry


City of Echo

Lisa Breckenridge

Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

Dee Burch


City of Lexington

Leslie Carnes


Pendleton Chamber of Commerce 

Dave DeMayo


City of Heppner

Roberta Donovan

City of Nyssa

Colin English


Grant County Airport Manager

Steve Grasty


Harney County Judge

Bob Houser


Blue Mountain Hospital District

Candy Humphreys

Wheeler County Community Transportation

Carol Humphreys

City of Mitchell

Jim Jensen


Malheur County Economic Development

Carla McLane


Morrow County Planner

Billie Jean Morris

Pacific Northwest Motorsports Park

Don Munkers


City of Burns

Sue Newstetter

Eastern Oregon Professional Services

Karen Padberg


Wheatland Insurance Center

Adele Payden


City of Jordan Valley

Ed Rollins


Bank of Eastern Oregon 

Linda Simmons

Treasure Valley Community College

Holly Weimar


Pioneer Development Corporation


Les Zaitz


Grant County Economic Council

Appendices 

County Rankings—Economy Index

County Rankings—Education Index

County Rankings—Child Well-Being Index

County Rankings—Public Safety Index

Glossary of Acronyms
	COUNTY RANKINGS

	ECONOMY INDEX

	2005
	
	2007
	

	County
	Net Job Growth/ Loss
	Per Capita Income
	Wages
	Unem-ployment
	TOTAL
	RANK
	 
	County
	Net Job Growth/ Loss
	Per Capita Income
	Wages
	Unem-ployment
	TOTAL
	RANK
	CHANGE
2005 to 2007

	Clackamas (U)
	13
	1
	4
	8
	26
	1
	 
	Washington (U) 
	3 
	4 
	1 
	2 
	10 
	1 
	+4

	Deschutes (U)
	2
	5
	13
	13
	33
	2
	 
	Clackamas (U) 
	6 
	1 
	4 
	3 
	14 
	2 
	-1

	Benton (U)
	26
	4
	3
	1
	34
	3
	 
	Deschutes (U) 
	1 
	5 
	10 
	4 
	20 
	3 
	-1

	Jackson (U)
	4
	7
	14
	10
	35
	4
	 
	Lane (U) 
	9 
	7 
	5 
	12 
	33 
	4 
	+3

	Washington  (U)
	30
	3
	1
	6
	40
	5
	 
	Multnomah (U) 
	19 
	2 
	2 
	11 
	34 
	5 
	+7

	Yamhill  (U)
	8
	10
	9
	15
	42
	6
	 
	Benton (U) 
	28 
	3 
	3 
	1 
	35 
	6 
	-3

	Lane  (U)
	22
	9
	7
	11
	49
	7
	 
	Yamhill (U) 
	7 
	12 
	11 
	9 
	39 
	7 
	-1

	Clatsop  (R)
	14
	11
	18
	7
	50
	8
	 
	Jackson (U) 
	10 
	6 
	14 
	13 
	43 
	8 
	-4

	Marion  (U)
	15
	14
	8
	14
	51
	9
	 
	Marion (U) 
	13 
	11 
	7 
	15 
	46 
	9 
	0

	Polk  (U)
	9
	13
	25
	4
	51
	9
	 
	Clatsop (R) 
	15 
	10 
	20 
	7 
	52 
	10 
	-2

	Tillamook   (R)
	20
	12
	21
	5
	58
	11
	 
	Polk (U) 
	16 
	13 
	27 
	6 
	62 
	11 
	-2

	Multnomah  (U)
	36
	2
	2
	19
	59
	12
	 
	Crook (R) 
	4 
	32 
	9 
	18 
	63 
	12 
	+13

	Jefferson  (R)
	1
	32
	19
	11
	63
	13
	 
	Columbia (U) 
	24 
	9 
	8 
	23 
	64 
	13 
	+7

	Coos  (R)
	5
	18
	20
	21
	64
	14
	 
	Tillamook (R) 
	18 
	14 
	22 
	10 
	64 
	13 
	-2

	Curry  (R)
	7
	16
	34
	9
	66
	15
	 
	Lincoln (R) 
	11 
	8 
	30 
	17 
	66 
	15 
	0

	Douglas  (R)
	16
	15
	11
	24
	66
	15
	 
	Linn (U) 
	12 
	23 
	6 
	28 
	69 
	16 
	+10

	Lincoln  (R)
	11
	8
	31
	16
	66
	15
	 
	Hood River (R) 
	2 
	21 
	35 
	14 
	72 
	17 
	+6

	Union  (R)
	27
	20
	17
	3
	67
	18
	 
	Gilliam (R) 
	26 
	28 
	18 
	5 
	77 
	18 
	+1

	Gilliam  (R)
	10
	35
	22
	2
	69
	19
	 
	Wasco (R) 
	5 
	24 
	29 
	21 
	79 
	19 
	+14

	Columbia  (U)
	25
	6
	5
	34
	70
	20
	 
	Union (R) 
	30 
	15 
	21 
	16 
	82 
	20 
	-2

	Morrow  (R)
	6
	30
	12
	24
	72
	21
	 
	Josephine (R) 
	8 
	30 
	24 
	22 
	84 
	21 
	+2

	Umatilla  (R)
	19
	25
	16
	18
	78
	22
	 
	Klamath (R) 
	14 
	25 
	15 
	31 
	85 
	22 
	+5

	Hood River  (R)
	3
	21
	35
	22
	81
	23
	 
	Douglas (R) 
	22 
	19 
	13 
	32 
	86 
	23 
	-8

	Josephine  (R)
	11
	26
	24
	20
	81
	23
	 
	Jefferson (R) 
	27 
	34 
	19 
	8 
	88 
	24 
	-11

	Crook  (R)
	18
	29
	10
	28
	85
	25
	 
	Morrow (R) 
	29 
	22 
	12 
	25 
	88 
	24 
	-3

	Linn  (U)
	33
	18
	6
	32
	89
	26
	 
	Curry (R) 
	21 
	20 
	33 
	20 
	94 
	26 
	-11

	Klamath  (R)
	32
	24
	15
	27
	98
	27
	 
	Coos (R) 
	23 
	18 
	25 
	30 
	96 
	27 
	-13

	Grant  (R)
	21
	17
	27
	34
	99
	28
	 
	Lake (R) 
	17 
	26 
	23 
	34 
	100 
	28 
	+2

	Wallowa  (R)
	16
	23
	33
	29
	101
	29
	 
	Wallowa (R) 
	20 
	17 
	34 
	29 
	100 
	28 
	+1

	Lake  (R)
	23
	28
	26
	31
	108
	30
	 
	Umatilla (R) 
	34 
	29 
	16 
	26 
	105 
	30 
	-8

	Wheeler  (R)
	24
	33
	36
	16
	109
	31
	 
	Sherman (R) 
	32 
	35 
	17 
	24 
	108 
	31 
	+5

	Baker  (R)
	28
	31
	28
	23
	110
	32
	 
	Grant (R) 
	35 
	16 
	28 
	36 
	115 
	32 
	-4

	Wasco  (R)
	35
	22
	30
	29
	116
	33
	 
	Baker  (R) 
	25 
	33 
	31 
	27 
	116 
	33 
	-1

	Harney  (R)
	29
	27
	29
	33
	118
	34
	 
	Harney (R) 
	31 
	27 
	26 
	35 
	119 
	34 
	0

	Malheur  (R)
	34
	34
	32
	26
	126
	35
	 
	Wheeler (R) 
	36 
	31 
	36 
	19 
	122 
	35 
	-4

	Sherman  (R)
	31
	36
	23
	36
	126
	35
	 
	Malheur (R) 
	33 
	36 
	32 
	33 
	134 
	36 
	-1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural County   (R)
Urban County  (U)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	COUNTY RANKINGS

	EDUCATION INDEX

	2005
	
	2007
	

	County
	H.S.
Dropout
Rate
	8th
Grade Reading
	8th
Grade Math
	3rd
Grade Reading
	3rd
Grade Math
	TOTAL
	RANK
	
	County
	H.S.
Dropout
Rate
	8th
Grade Reading
	8th
Grade Math
	3rd
Grade Reading
	3rd
Grade Math
	TOTAL
	RANK
	CHANGE
2005 to 2007

	Wallowa (R) 
	1 
	1 
	3 
	2 
	12 
	19 
	1 
	
	Lake (R) 
	6
	2
	4
	6
	3
	21
	1
	+1

	Lake (R) 
	9 
	3 
	2 
	5 
	4 
	23 
	2 
	
	Sherman (R) 
	4
	18
	1
	2
	1
	26
	2
	+1

	Sherman (R) 
	4 
	6 
	1 
	6 
	7 
	24 
	3 
	
	Wallowa (R) 
	1
	4
	7
	3
	16
	31
	3
	-2

	Grant (R) 
	3 
	10 
	11 
	1 
	2 
	27 
	4 
	
	Baker (R) 
	2
	7
	9
	13
	2
	33
	4
	+2

	Gilliam(R) 
	6 
	18 
	4 
	3 
	1 
	32 
	5 
	
	Grant (R) 
	3
	9
	16
	1
	5
	34
	5
	-1

	Baker (R) 
	5 
	7 
	7 
	11 
	5 
	35 
	6 
	
	Clackamas (U) 
	13
	5
	6
	7
	4
	35
	6
	+1

	Clackamas (U) 
	13 
	5 
	6 
	9 
	6 
	39 
	7 
	
	Harney (R) 
	7
	3
	3
	22
	22
	57
	7
	+1

	Harney (R) 
	7 
	4 
	8 
	17 
	13 
	49 
	8 
	
	Deschutes (U) 
	12
	11
	12
	14
	12
	61
	8
	+2

	Benton (U) 
	17 
	2 
	5 
	18 
	15 
	57 
	9 
	
	Gilliam (R) 
	25
	24
	2
	4
	6
	61
	8
	-3

	Deschutes (U) 
	20 
	9 
	10 
	13 
	11 
	63 
	10 
	
	Josephine (R) 
	26
	8
	14
	8
	7
	63
	10
	+2

	Union (R) 
	8 
	16 
	14 
	19 
	8 
	65 
	11 
	
	Washington (U) 
	22
	6
	8
	18
	11
	65
	11
	+3

	Josephine (R) 
	30 
	14 
	18 
	4 
	3 
	69 
	12 
	
	Benton (U) 
	24
	1
	5
	20
	18
	68
	12
	-3

	Lane (U) 
	21 
	13 
	17 
	10 
	10 
	71 
	13 
	
	Lane (U) 
	19
	12
	19
	10
	8
	68
	12
	+1

	Washington (U) 
	22 
	8 
	9 
	24 
	19 
	82 
	14 
	
	Union (R) 
	9
	22
	13
	21
	9
	74
	14
	-3

	Clatsop (R) 
	17 
	19 
	13 
	15 
	18 
	82 
	15 
	
	Linn (U) 
	28
	10
	10
	15
	15
	78
	15
	+1

	Linn (U) 
	31 
	12 
	12 
	15 
	16 
	86 
	16 
	
	Yamhill (U) 
	27
	15
	15
	24
	10
	91
	16
	+1

	Jackson (U) 
	33 
	20 
	21 
	12 
	9 
	95 
	17 
	
	Wheeler (R) 
	5
	35
	11
	9
	33
	93
	17
	+2

	Yamhill (U) 
	28 
	11 
	15 
	27 
	14 
	95 
	17 
	
	Clatsop (R) 
	21
	25
	18
	16
	17
	97
	18
	-3

	Crook (R) 
	35 
	16 
	23 
	7 
	23 
	104 
	19 
	
	Morrow (R) 
	10
	30
	34
	5
	21
	100
	19
	+4

	Wheeler(R) 
	1 
	30 
	29 
	8 
	36 
	104 
	19 
	
	Jackson (U) 
	35
	20
	23
	12
	14
	104
	20
	-3

	Hood River (R) 
	11 
	22 
	20 
	30 
	24 
	107 
	21 
	
	Polk (U) 
	20
	19
	21
	27
	20
	107
	21
	+3

	Curry (R) 
	15 
	25 
	27 
	22 
	20 
	109 
	22 
	
	Hood River (R) 
	17
	14
	22
	30
	26
	109
	22
	-1

	Morrow (R) 
	9 
	32 
	35 
	14 
	22 
	112 
	23 
	
	Coos (R) 
	31
	17
	26
	17
	23
	114
	23
	+4

	Polk (U) 
	25 
	21 
	26 
	29 
	21 
	122 
	24 
	
	Curry (R) 
	15
	27
	28
	26
	19
	115
	24
	-2

	Multnomah (U) 
	36 
	15 
	16 
	31 
	26 
	124 
	25 
	
	Umatilla (R) 
	11
	32
	25
	19
	28
	115
	24
	+7

	Wasco (R) 
	12 
	23 
	22 
	33 
	35 
	125 
	26 
	
	Crook (R) 
	36
	13
	29
	11
	31
	120
	26
	-7

	Coos (R) 
	27 
	24 
	23 
	25 
	27 
	126 
	27 
	
	Tillamook (R) 
	18
	21
	17
	34
	30
	120
	26
	+6

	Columbia (U) 
	13 
	35 
	33 
	28 
	17 
	126 
	27 
	
	Columbia (U) 
	16
	34
	32
	29
	13
	124
	28
	-1

	Klamath (R) 
	24 
	28 
	30 
	20 
	25 
	127 
	29 
	
	Wasco (R) 
	8
	29
	24
	32
	34
	127
	29
	-3

	Malheur (R) 
	16 
	29 
	32 
	21 
	30 
	128 
	30 
	
	Multnomah (U) 
	34
	16
	20
	33
	27
	130
	30
	-5

	Umatilla (R) 
	17 
	34 
	23 
	26 
	31 
	131 
	31 
	
	Malheur (R) 
	14
	26
	33
	28
	32
	133
	31
	-1

	Tillamook (R) 
	26 
	25 
	18 
	35 
	32 
	136 
	32 
	
	Klamath (R) 
	23
	28
	31
	25
	29
	136
	32
	-3

	Douglas (R) 
	28 
	31 
	34 
	22 
	29 
	144 
	33 
	
	Lincoln (R) 
	32
	23
	27
	31
	24
	137
	33
	+1

	Lincoln (R) 
	32 
	27 
	28 
	34 
	28 
	149 
	34 
	
	Douglas (R) 
	29
	31
	35
	23
	25
	143
	34
	-1

	Jefferson (R) 
	22 
	36 
	36 
	32 
	34 
	160 
	35 
	
	Marion (U) 
	33
	33
	30
	36
	35
	167
	35
	+1

	Marion (U) 
	34 
	33 
	31 
	36 
	33 
	167 
	36 
	
	Jefferson (R) 
	30
	36
	36
	35
	36
	173
	36
	-1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rural County   (R)

Urban County  (U)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	COUNTY RANKINGS

	CHILD WELL-BEING INDEX

	2005
	
	2007
	

	County
	Prenatal Care
	8th Grade Alcohol Use
	Child Abuse
	Pregnant Smoking
	Teen Preg
	TOTAL
	RANK
	
	County
	Prenatal Care
	8th Grade Alcohol Use
	Child Abuse
	Pregnant Smoking
	Teen Preg
	TOTAL
	RANK
	CHANGE
2005 to 2007

	Benton (U) 
	6
	1
	2
	3
	5
	17
	1
	
	Benton (U) 
	4 
	1 
	2 
	3
	2
	12
	1
	0

	Washington (U) 
	2
	2
	3
	1
	21
	29
	2
	
	Clackamas (U) 
	11 
	2 
	1 
	6
	8
	28
	2
	+1

	Clackamas (U) 
	12
	3
	1
	10
	11
	37
	3
	
	Washington (U) 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	1
	24
	34
	3
	-1

	Polk (U) 
	23
	7
	6
	8
	14
	58
	4
	
	Hood River (R) 
	12 
	11 
	11 
	2
	25
	61
	4
	+1

	Hood River (R) 
	16
	19
	16
	2
	10
	63
	5
	
	Josephine (R) 
	7 
	7 
	12 
	32
	9
	67
	5
	+5

	Wallowa (R) 
	5
	29
	7
	22
	3
	66
	6
	
	Columbia (U) 
	8 
	24 
	6 
	26
	4
	68
	6
	+1

	Columbia (U) 
	10
	23
	4
	23
	8
	68
	7
	
	Yamhill (U) 
	16 
	13 
	9 
	11
	19
	68
	6
	+6

	Deschutes (U) 
	1
	36
	5
	15
	18
	75
	8
	
	Deschutes (U) 
	1 
	32 
	5 
	13
	23
	74
	8
	0

	Multnomah (U) 
	19
	5
	12
	8
	34
	78
	9
	
	Lane (U) 
	23 
	12 
	8 
	16
	16
	75
	9
	+2

	Josephine (R) 
	11
	10
	14
	34
	14
	83
	10
	
	Polk (U) 
	24 
	5 
	18 
	10
	22
	79
	10
	-6

	Lane (U) 
	26
	15
	17
	7
	20
	85
	11
	
	Wallowa (R) 
	5 
	27 
	22 
	22
	3
	79
	10
	-4

	Jackson (U) 
	24
	7
	18
	16
	24
	89
	12
	
	Multnomah (U)
	20
	8
	17
	9
	30
	84
	12
	-3

	Yamhill (U) 
	20
	17
	11
	14
	27
	89
	12
	
	Union (R)
	27
	9 
	21 
	20
	7
	84
	12
	+9

	Crook (R) 
	4
	32
	20
	25
	9
	90
	14
	
	Wasco (R)
	3
	25 
	28 
	19
	13
	88
	14
	+12

	Grant (R) 
	3
	34
	36
	17
	1
	91
	15
	
	Lake (R)
	20
	30
	13
	21
	6
	90
	15
	+3

	Sherman (R) 
	28
	27
	30
	5
	2
	92
	16
	
	Grant (R)
	13
	35
	35
	8
	1
	92
	16
	-1

	Umatilla (R) 
	32
	9
	8
	13
	32
	94
	17
	
	Jackson (U)
	25
	6
	23
	18
	20
	92
	16
	-4

	Lake (R) 
	18
	18
	26
	28
	7
	97
	18
	
	Crook (R)
	9
	33 
	19 
	24
	10
	95
	18
	-4

	Malheur (R) 
	33
	21
	9
	4
	30
	97
	18
	
	Clatsop (R)
	17
	34
	7
	28
	11
	97
	19
	+10

	Tillamook (R) 
	9
	30
	25
	19
	18
	101
	20
	
	Umatilla (R)
	34
	10
	14
	17
	28
	103
	20
	-3

	Union (R) 
	21
	22
	28
	18
	13
	102
	21
	
	Baker (R)
	15
	17
	31
	34
	11
	108
	21
	+1

	Baker (R) 
	13
	11
	35
	32
	12
	103
	22
	
	Jefferson (R)
	32
	22
	16
	5
	33
	108
	21
	+12

	Marion (U) 
	31
	15
	19
	6
	33
	104
	23
	
	Curry (R)
	30
	28
	15
	31
	5
	109
	23
	+8

	Morrow (R) 
	35
	12
	26
	12
	21
	106
	24
	
	Marion (U)
	31
	15
	25
	7
	31
	109
	23
	0

	Douglas (R) 
	7
	35
	10
	31
	25
	108
	25
	
	Linn (U)
	22
	14
	30
	27
	18
	111
	25
	+3

	Wasco (R) 
	8
	28
	30
	21
	23
	110
	26
	
	Douglas (R)
	14
	36
	10
	35
	17
	112
	26
	-1

	Harney (R) 
	14
	34
	34
	26
	3
	111
	27
	
	Lincoln (R)
	29
	4
	24
	30
	26
	113
	27
	+3

	Linn (U) 
	22
	9
	24
	29
	28
	112
	28
	
	Tillamook (R)
	18
	31
	20
	23
	21
	113
	27
	-7

	Clatsop (R) 
	17
	31
	13
	27
	25
	113
	29
	
	Morrow (R)
	35
	16
	27
	12
	26
	116
	29
	-5

	Lincoln (R) 
	29
	4
	22
	30
	29
	114
	30
	
	Coos (R)
	26
	18
	26
	33
	15
	118
	30
	+2

	Curry (R) 
	30
	20
	21
	32
	14
	117
	31
	
	Malheur (R)
	33
	23
	33
	4
	32
	125
	31
	-13

	Coos (R) 
	27
	13
	29
	35
	17
	121
	32
	
	Harney (R)
	28
	29
	36
	25
	14
	132
	32
	-5

	Jefferson (R) 
	36
	24
	15
	11
	36
	122
	33
	
	Klamath (R)
	19
	26
	34
	29
	29
	137
	33
	+3

	Gilliam (R) 
	15
	27
	32
	19
	31
	124
	34
	
	Gilliam (R)
	10
	19
	29
	15
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Wheeler (R) 
	34
	27
	22
	36
	6
	125
	35
	
	Sherman (R)
	6
	19
	32
	14
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Klamath (R) 
	25
	17
	33
	24
	34
	133
	36
	
	Wheeler (R)
	-
	19
	3
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
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	COUNTY RANKINGS

	PUBLIC SAFETY INDEX

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2005
	
	                                     2007
	

	County
	Overall Crime
	Juvenile Arrests
	TOTAL
	RANK
	
	County
	Overall Crime
	Juvenile Arrests
	TOTAL
	RANK
	CHANGE
2005 to 2007

	Lake (R) 
	1 
	4 
	5
	1
	
	Wheeler (R) 
	4 
	1 
	5 
	1 
	+4 

	Harney (R) 
	4 
	3 
	7
	2
	
	Grant(R) 
	7 
	2 
	9 
	2 
	+1 

	Grant(R) 
	5 
	7 
	12
	3
	
	Hood River (R) 
	6 
	5 
	11 
	3 
	+2 

	Washington (U) 
	7 
	5 
	12
	3
	
	Clackamas (U) 
	8 
	4 
	12 
	4 
	+1 

	Clackamas (U) 
	11 
	2 
	13
	5
	
	Lake (R) 
	9 
	3 
	12 
	4 
	-3 

	Hood River (R) 
	3 
	10 
	13
	5
	
	Washington (U) 
	5 
	7 
	12 
	4 
	-1 

	Wheeler (R) 
	12 
	1 
	13
	5
	
	Curry (R) 
	1 
	13 
	14 
	7 
	+1 

	Curry (R) 
	2 
	12 
	14
	8
	
	Wallowa (R) 
	3 
	14 
	17 
	8 
	+1 

	Wallowa (R) 
	6 
	11 
	17
	9
	
	Harney (R) 
	2 
	16 
	18 
	9 
	-7 

	Gilliam (R) 
	13 
	6 
	19
	10
	
	Morrow (R) 
	16 
	9 
	25 
	10 
	+14

	Josephine (R) 
	17 
	9 
	26
	11
	
	Josephine (R) 
	15 
	12 
	27 
	11 
	0

	Union 
	9 
	17 
	26
	11
	
	Gilliam  (R)
	22 
	6
	28
	12
	-2

	Klamath (R) 
	10 
	18 
	28
	13
	
	Union (R) 
	14 
	15
	29
	13
	-2

	Tillamook (R) 
	15 
	13 
	28
	13
	
	Columbia (U) 
	13 
	17
	30
	14
	+9

	Benton (U) 
	20 
	15 
	35
	15
	
	Klamath (R) 
	11 
	19 
	30 
	14 
	-1 

	Yamhill (U) 
	14 
	21 
	35
	15
	
	Tillamook (R) 
	20 
	10 
	30 
	14 
	-1 

	Sherman (R) 
	8 
	29 
	37
	17
	
	Coos (R) 
	26 
	8 
	34 
	17 
	+1 

	Coos (R) 
	26 
	14 
	40
	18
	
	Benton (U) 
	24 
	11 
	35 
	18 
	-3 

	Multnomah (U) 
	33 
	8 
	41
	19
	
	Baker (R) 
	12 
	26 
	38 
	19 
	+7 

	Jefferson (R) 
	16 
	26 
	42
	20
	
	Jefferson (R) 
	17 
	22 
	39 
	20 
	0 

	Wasco (R) 
	27 
	15 
	42
	20
	
	Sherman (R) 
	10 
	32 
	42 
	21 
	-4 

	Polk (U) 
	25 
	18 
	43
	22
	
	Wasco (R) 
	25 
	18 
	43 
	22 
	-2 

	Columbia (U) 
	18 
	27 
	45
	23
	
	Lane (U) 
	23 
	24 
	47 
	23 
	+4 

	Morrow (R) 
	29 
	20 
	49
	24
	
	Yamhill (U) 
	21 
	29 
	50 
	24 
	-9 

	Umatilla (R) 
	21 
	30 
	51
	25
	
	Deschutes (U) 
	18 
	33 
	51 
	25 
	+3 

	Baker (R) 
	19 
	34 
	53
	26
	
	Douglas (R) 
	19 
	35 
	54 
	26 
	+4 

	Lane (U) 
	24 
	30 
	54
	27
	
	Linn (U) 
	34 
	20 
	54 
	26 
	+4 

	Deschutes (U) 
	23 
	32 
	55
	28
	
	Multnomah (U) 
	31 
	23 
	54 
	26 
	-7 

	Malheur (R) 
	30 
	25 
	55
	28
	
	Polk (U) 
	29 
	25 
	54 
	26 
	-4 

	Douglas (R) 
	22 
	35 
	57
	30
	
	Umatilla (R) 
	27 
	27 
	54 
	26 
	-1 

	Linn (U) 
	35 
	22 
	57
	30
	
	Clatsop (R) 
	36 
	21 
	57 
	31 
	+2 

	Marion (U) 
	34 
	24 
	58
	32
	
	Marion (U) 
	32 
	28 
	60 
	32 
	0 

	Clatsop (R) 
	36 
	23 
	59
	33
	
	Crook (R) 
	33 
	31 
	64 
	33 
	0 

	Crook (R) 
	31 
	28 
	59
	33
	
	Jackson (U) 
	28 
	36 
	64 
	33 
	12 

	Jackson (U) 
	28 
	36 
	64
	35
	
	Malheur (R) 
	30 
	34 
	64 
	33 
	-5 

	Lincoln (R) 
	32 
	33 
	65 
	36 
	
	Lincoln (R) 
	35 
	30 
	65 
	36 
	0
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Glossary of Acronyms

ADA
Americans with Disabilities Act

ATV
All Terrain Vehicle

BMCC
Blue Mountain Community College

CDBG
Community Development Block Grant

CEDS
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy

CTUIR
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation

EDA
Economic Development Administration

EOU
Eastern Oregon University

GEODC
Greater Eastern Oregon Development Corporation

GREAT
Grant County Resource Enhancement Action Team

IRP
Intermediary Relending Program

MSA
Metropolitan Statistical Area

NAERLF
Native American Entrepreneur Revolving Loan Fund

NCRS
North Central Regional Strategies

ODFW
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

ODOT
Oregon Department of Transportation

OHV
Off Highway Vehicle

PILT
Payment in Lieu of Taxes

PSU
Portland State University

RFPD
Rural Fire Protection District

SBA
Small Business Administration

SBDC
Small Business Development Center

SEACT
Southeast Area Commission on Transportation

SIP
Strategic Investment Program

SRA
Southeast Regional Alliance

SWCD
Soil and Water Conservation District

SWOT
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats Analysis

TEC
Training and Employment Consortium

TVCC
Treasure Valley Community College

UGB
Urban Growth Boundary

USDA
United State Department of Agriculture

WIB
Workforce Investment Board

WRT
Workforce Response Team
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