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Age Friendly Portland Initiative
Special Appropriations
Package Description
This initiative is an outgrowth of the City of Portland-Institute on Aging (PSU) partnership that
originated in 2010 as part of the World Health Organization’s Global Network of Age-Friendly Cities
and Communities. The initiative strives to prepare Portland for the needs and opportunities
presented by the increased aging of Portland’s population. The implementation of the Action Plan for
an Age-Friendly Portland was adopted by City Council in 2012. The group requests $99,826 in General
Fund resources for the 2017-18 Age-friendly Portland Initiative, as coordinated by PSU’s Institute on
Aging. The initiative will focus on three priority areas:
1. Create a unique and innovative age equity lens to be used by elected officials, bureaus and,
community stakeholders to advance Portland’s age friendliness through improved policies,
processes, and programs.
2. Advance accessibility of housing and environments by consulting with City Bureaus to improve
zoning and building codes and by engaging community stakeholders.
3. Increase residents’ knowledge of how to age well and how to engage to make Portland a more
age-friendly place.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
In the Fall Supplemental Budget, CBO typically only recommends new funding for requests that are
unforeseen, urgent, one-time, and unable to be absorbed by existing resources. During the
development of the 2017-18 budget, the Institute on Aging requested $400,000 in General Fund
resources for this program. The request was ultimately not funded by Council as this proposal
appears to be neither urgent nor unforeseen, it does not meet the criteria for use of General
Fund contingency in the Fall Supplemental Budget.
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Air Quality Study IGA
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
Package Description
This package requests $30,000 in General Fund resources to fund the balance of a $60,000
commitment related to an Air Quality Feasibility Study.
In June 2017, the City of Portland and Multnomah County informally agreed to commit $120,000
in joint funding for an Air Quality Feasibility study. The study will provide the City and County with
strategies for future, local action with the goal of reducing pollution in the Portland metropolitan
region. The Bureau of Planning & Sustainability (BPS) has already absorbed $30,000 of the City of
Portland’s total $60,000 commitment. The consultants hired to perform the study, Good
Company and ERG, have begun work on the project as of this writing and are set to enter phase
two of the project in November 2017.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
As this request has come late in the Supplemental Budget process, CBO has had limited time to
investigate this request. This package is for one-time funding for a feasibility study, but the results
of the study may lead to additional one-time or ongoing funding should City leadership
implement the study’s recommendations. The study results are scheduled to be released in May
2018.
BPS is proposing to use one-time vacancy savings in Planning and Sustainability programs to fund
the $30,000 request. Therefore, CBO does not recommend allocating new General Fund
resources at this time.
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COCL/COAB
Special Appropriations
Package Description
On August 24th, 2017, City Council passed an ordinance to create the Portland Committee on
Community-Engaged Policing (PCCEP) as part of changes to the Settlement Agreement between
the Department of Justice and the City of Portland. PCCEP’s goals are to independently assess the
Settlement Agreement and make recommendations on both the Portland Police Bureau’s (PPB’s)
outreach efforts and policy directives. The structure and activities of the PCCEP are intended to
develop relationships with the diverse communities of Portland so that communities’ articulated
experiences and grievances inform the work and recommendations of the PCCEP.
The requested proposal is for additional funding to support the recruitment, onboarding, and
initial work of the PCCEP. This includes:
• $245,000 for professional services to hire a consultant that will help with numerous
activities
• $34,560 for personnel expenses to promote the current employee to a Senior
Management analyst
• $29,823 for services for committee meetings

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
During the FY 2017-18 budget development process, the COCL/COAB was undergoing
restructuring and could not speak to the exact budgetary needs for FY 2017-18. Under these
circumstances, $130,000 of the $773,000in ongoing COCL/COAB funding was used to fund a
senior policy advisor position focused on Department of Justice related issues within the Mayor’s
office.
As Council passed an ordinance creating the PCCEP at the beginning of the fiscal year, the request
is urgent and unforeseen in relation to the annual budget development cycle. Since Council has
directed the COCL/COAB to shift toward a different model, some additional costs may be
warranted. However, $245,000 for consulting services for the remainder of the fiscal year seems
high.

Since some additional costs may be incurred to move forward with the PCCEP, CBO recommends
the restoration of $130,000 that was re-appropriated during the budget process. The $130,000
should cover the increased cost for the reclassification of the lead staff and approximately
$95,000 for consulting services through the remainder of the fiscal year. As for the additional
materials and services cost(s), the original budget included approximately $2,000 per month for
meetings. As the COAB was disbanded in January 2017 and the PCCEP has yet to be established,
the savings from these meetings should be used to cover costs meetings in FY 2017-18.
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Commissioner Staff Classifications
Council Office(s)
Package Description
The Council offices have collectively agreed that there is a need for a higher-level Commissioner Staff
Representative classification. The original classification was created in 2002 and Council offices
maintain that it does not reflect the change in complexity of the work of elected officials’ offices due
to increasing population, increased burdens on local government, increased visibility of City initiatives
and demands for more transparency and innovation in local government.
A reclassification ordinance was passed by Council on October 18, 2017, allowing the Bureau of
Human Resources to create a new non-represented classification effective immediately. The 12
positions affected include two positions in each Council Office (for a total of 10), one position at the
Gateway Center for Domestic Violence, and one position within the Office of Youth Violence
Prevention, yielding a total potential fiscal impact for FY 2017-18 of $75,600 in General Fund
resources (assuming all 12 positions are granted increases).

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
As Council has already taken action to approve the reclassification of these positions, CBO
recommends adequate funding be provided to support the passed legislation. The Office of
Management and Finance provided estimates that calculated the marginal change per position for
the remainder of FY 2017-18 to be approximately $6,300. The ability for individual Council offices to
absorb the additional cost varies by office. However, the City has practiced equalizing Council Office
budgets since FY 2013-14 and CBO recommends continuing this practice. Thus, to the degree that
some council offices do not have flexibility to realign funding to support the positions, CBO
recommends that additional funding be provided across the board for the indicated positions should
Council approve this request.
While the current request is not for ongoing funding, it is expected that ongoing funding will be
requested as part of the FY 2018-19 budget. Extrapolating from the FY 2017-18 costs, CBO estimates
that ongoing costs per position will be approximately $9,450 per year beginning in FY 2018-19,
yielding a total estimated impact of $113,400 in ongoing funding for the 12 positions.
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Deputy Chief Position
Police Bureau
Package Description
The Police Bureau is requesting the establishment of a new Deputy Chief position (grade 16) to
directly support the Police Chief and provide oversight of the day-to-day operations of the Police
Bureau. The bureau is also requesting ongoing administrative support for the Deputy Chief.
The creation of new permanent positions will require ongoing funding, and the bureau is requesting
both one-time funding in FY 2017-18 as well as an adjustment to the current appropriation level (CAL)
to provide ongoing funding beginning in FY 2018-19. Required one-time funding in FY 2017-18 is
estimated at $346,513; this includes $75,000 for a vehicle purchase and personal equipment as well
$271,513 for nine months of position funding. The total ongoing cost of these positions, beginning in
FY 2018-19, is estimated at $362,017.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
The Police Chief’s management of the bureau has historically been supported by three Assistant
Chiefs (grade 15) that are responsible for the Investigations, Services, and Operations branches.
This request would install a Deputy Chief (grade 16) to directly support the Police Chief and
provide oversight of day-to-day operations. CBO does not have detailed information on the
benefits of additional command staff, especially in relation to the bureau’s resource needs at the
officer level.
The request also establishes a new administrative support position for the Deputy Chief.
Currently, each Assistant Chief and the Police Chief have an administrative assistant.
This request for two permanent positions will require ongoing General Fund discretionary
resources. However, ongoing discretionary is not available mid-year, and therefore any addition
of ongoing costs would need to be implemented as a Current Appropriation Level target
adjustment for FY 2018-19; this would effectively be a first claim on any newly forecast resources
or, if new resources are not available in the forecast, it would drive General Fund reductions. As a
policy matter, CBO does not recommend ongoing resources be added as part of supplemental
budget processes because such additions do not allow for a comprehensive Citywide
prioritization process.
CBO does not recommend these ongoing positions be funded during the Fall BMP. To the extent
that Council determines the new position is needed for organizational or operational reasons,

CBO recommends that the bureau fund it by reallocating vacant positions, reducing materials and
services spending, or other internal realignments.
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Shelter Costs & Point in Time Count
Joint Office of Homeless Services
Package Description
Shelter Costs
The Joint Office of Homeless Services (JOHS) is requesting $2.5 million for capital investments in
permanent shelter, which is a matching request with Multnomah County. This proposal specifically
seeks to replace shelter capacity currently provided by the Hansen Shelter, which is slated to close,
and to expand family shelter due to demand beyond current capacity. CBO has not seen a breakdown
of cost estimates by property site, but understands the $5.0 million not to be a “scalable” request.
The proposal goal is to replicate the building and amenities of the Willamette Center. The Joint Office
has stated that these capital investments are not expected to impact operating costs in the current or
future years, and does not expect at this point make a request for additional ongoing operating funds
in the next budget cycle. The decision to invest in long-term shelter leases would likely generate
some system savings by reducing the need to continue to retrofit temporary spaces as they are made
available. However, this assumes that funding will continue at the same level; in the current year, the
City allocated $9.4 million in one-time resources to the JOHS.
JOHS also requests $350,000 for 100 temporary winter-shelter beds, which includes operating costs
only for shelter space not yet sited. If any capital improvements are required to modify buildings as
living space (showers, etc.), additional funding will be required. CBO’s understanding is that this
request would maintain the winter shelter capacity provided last year.
Annual Point-in-Time Count
The JOHS is also requesting $100,000 to implement recommendations from the 2017 Point-in-Time
Count to conduct off-year sampling, focus groups, and other data collection and analysis. The Portland
Housing Bureau (PHB) and the Joint Office have developed a tentative plan as of October 2017 which
includes the PHB data team staff providing in-house expertise to carry out sampling, pilot a data
collection app, and possibly conduct some focus groups. The JOHS is interested in working with the
Multnomah County Idea Lab to partner with the Center for Social Innovation on its SPARC initiative,
which uses both quantitative and qualitative data to understand how racism impacts homelessness
and housing instability. At this point neither group anticipates contracting out the work, and are in
the process of identifying implementation costs and timelines over the next 1-2 weeks.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
As this request has come late in the Supplemental Budget process, CBO has had limited time to
investigate and review this package. In the Fall Supplemental Budget, CBO typically only

recommends new funding for requests that are unforeseen, urgent, one-time, and unable to be
absorbed by existing resources.
The Joint Office of Homeless Services total FY 2017-18 Budget is $58.2 million; $26.5 million comes
from City of Portland General Fund revenue. The graph below illustrates the allocation of funding from
all sources by service area.

Funding shown in millions
1

Shelter
The total FY 2017-18 JOHS Budget of $58.2 million includes $21.5 million for shelter operations. The
combined $5.0 million in requested new dollars for capital investments would allow the JOHS to build
out future long-term shelter space while maintaining current year shelter capacity. This current
capacity includes both permanent and temporary spaces; the temporary beds have contracts on a
variety of timelines, and CBO is not clear on whether it is possible to reprioritize current year shelter
funding for temporary beds for these long-term leases.
At this time, CBO is also not aware of 1) how much the JOHS has spent year-to-date, and 2) how
much of the remaining dollars have already been encumbered in current year service contracts. As
such, CBO cannot provide specific tradeoffs associated with realigning resources dedicated to
temporary shelter in the current year in order to expand capacity for future years, or whether there
are opportunities to redirect funding in scalable services. The JOHS did have some prior year
underspending in Placement/Retention and Supportive Housing, but those trends are consistent with
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Graph from the 9/5/2017 Joint Office of Homeless Services Work Session. See
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/655238 for more information.

expected delays as part of dramatically ramping up service capacity, and are likely not useful
indicators of current year projected spending.
Based on the limited information available, it seems that there may be a business case for dedicating
one-time funding to create longer-term shelter capacity. This would reduce administrative
complexity, eliminate startup costs associated with retrofitting temporary space, and facilitate longterm fiscal and service planning. To the extent that the JOHS is already in negotiations with property
managers, there may be an urgency to funding this request now so there is sufficient funding
available at least for the lease costs; it is not clear how much of the request is for capital
improvements that could be delayed until later in the fiscal year or FY 2018-19 budget development
when actual costs are better known. It is also not clear to CBO that this need is unforeseen, as the
closure of the Hansen Shelter was known in advance of FY 2017-18 budget development. Accordingly,
CBO recommends that the Portland Housing Bureau work with the JOHS to 1) clarify what level of
funding is required to fulfill anticipated lease expenses and 2) identify if there are options for
reprioritizing resources within the current year to fulfill those costs.
CBO’s understanding is that the $350,000 request to maintain FY 2016-17 winter shelter bed capacity
is due to 1) a funding gap compared to what was requested to maintain the one-time expansion of FY
2016-17 service capacity and 2) increased demand for services above and beyond what was
projected for FY 2017-18. Funding this request will maintain shelter capacity for winter weather
without making any cuts to current services. To the extent that this is a request for funding that was
already considered through the FY 2017-18 budget process, CBO typically does not recommend
allocating new resources through the Fall Supplemental Budget. However, CBO notes that this
request stems in part from unexpected increased need in the family system; the 130-bed Human
Solutions Family Center has had nights with more than 400 individuals trying to access shelter, and
has a no turn-away policy that requires additional, more expensive solutions to ensure that no
families sleep on the street (hotel vouchers, etc.). Should Council decide to allocate this funding now,
CBO notes that this will increase the FY 2018-19 request to the City to maintain current service levels.
Annual Point-in-Time Count
The Portland Housing Bureau will be taking responsibility for implementing the quantitative sampling
recommendations from the 2017 Point-in-Time Count, and has indicated that it will likely not require
additional funding to prioritize this workload within existing staff capacity. Given the willingness of
PHB to absorb the work and the limited project details identified at the time of review, CBO does
not recommend funding for this request at this time. CBO suggests that the issue may be
reconsidered in the Spring Supplemental Budget if additional resources are required above and
beyond what the bureau can accommodate within current funding levels.

City Budget Office

FY 2017-18
Analysis by: Jane Marie Ford

Participatory Budgeting Conference
Package Description
A group of local Participatory Budgeting (PB) advocates have requested that the City contribute
$6,000 toward a one-day Community Policy Forum on bringing PB to the Portland region.
Participatory Budgeting is a “democratic process in which community members directly decide
how to spend part of a public budget.” 1 Typically, the PB process runs through geographical
representation - by district or neighborhood - so that participants directly experience the
tangible results of their efforts. Common projects include park improvements, street repair,
library and community center upgrades, and more.
The City is currently in the process of allocating $500,000 in Recreational Marijuana Tax revenue
through a community-driven, inclusive process using PB principles, and Council has expressed
interest in piloting PB or a similar process as part of FY 2018-19 budget development. The City
Budget Office has been directed to create a proposal for developing and implementing a
participatory budget process. The regional conference proposed here would be a distinct effort
primarily focused on sharing information and building PB advocacy. The forum, as proposed, may
include panels of experts, advocates, and elected officials, breakout exercises, and/or a live demo
of Participatory Budgeting in action. This event is proposed to take place in early Spring 2018.
The full budget for the 150-person event is estimated at $19,090. The group is seeking funding
from a variety of regional partners, apportioning its request based on the relative sizes of
Portland ($6,000) and Gresham ($3,030), dividing the remaining request evenly between Metro
($3,030) and Multnomah County ($3,030). The group anticipates the remaining $4,000 to come
from private foundations, but also hopes to secure in-kind support. Gresham has indicated that it
is willing to provide $1,500 toward this event, with other partners signaling tentative support.
For additional information, please see the full attached proposal and funding request.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
In the Fall Supplemental Budget, CBO typically only recommends new funding for requests that
are unforeseen, urgent, one-time, and unable to be absorbed by existing resources. There is
some urgency to funding the request now if the event is to move forward on the current timeline;
the group has suggested that the City’s commitment is critical for securing the support of other
jurisdictions. The proposal also indicates that all funding partners may need to provide in-kind
staff support above and beyond the requested financial contribution in order to ensure the
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Participatory Budgeting Project, https://www.participatorybudgeting.org/.

success of the conference, assisting with outreach and event logistics. This includes the
expectation that elected officials will participate in the conference.
While this conference was unforeseen during budget development last spring and is a one-time
expense, the $6,000 can be relatively easily absorbed within bureau budgets. Therefore, CBO
recommends against using General Fund contingency for this purpose. To the extent that Council
is interested in exploring Participatory Budgeting through this conference to inform FY 2018-19
budget decision-making, CBO recommends considering the following potential funding sources:
• The Office of Neighborhood Involvement’s Neighborhood Small Grants Program is
currently accepting applications up to $3,000. This would also help the City to explore
how PB may align with existing public involvement infrastructure within the Office of
Neighborhood Involvement.
• Council Offices have some discretionary external materials and services funding; these
budgets are typically underspent at the end of the fiscal year, and could be used for this
purpose.

Community Policy Forum:
Bringing Participatory Budgeting to the Portland Region
Draft Proposal by Jim Labbe (North Portland),
Alison Hilkiah (Lents) and Lee Dayfield (Gresham)

PROBLEM/OPPORTUNITY: Residents and elected officials of the Portland-Metro Region
have begun talking about bringing participatory budgeting (PB) to our region. 1 But many
Portlanders, elected officials, and local government staff are unfamiliar with PB, how it works
and the many benefits for deepening and broadening democratic participation. As lateadopters of PB, local governments in the Portland region have the opportunity to learn from
the implementation of larger cities like New York, Chicago, Seattle, and Oakland and smaller
localities like Vallejo, California; Greensboro, North Carolina; or Clarkston, Georgia.
Education and awareness building may be the best first step, allowing residents in the region
to explore questions such as:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What is PB, how does it work, and what are the benefits for increasing participation
and accountability; building trust, leadership and community; and advancing social
justice?
How can we successfully bring PB to the Portland-Metro Region?
How do we build on and learn from existing local experiments with communitydriven budgeting (e.g. EPAP Municipal Partnership Program, Warm Springs Tribe
community budgeting)?
What are the challenges other localities have faced and how are they overcome?
How might we as a region learn from the experience of other cities and from
researchers who have studied PB in Brazil and North America?
Where are the best opportunities to experiment with PB in our region?
What should be the primary goals of a PB experiment in our community?
How can we expand the number and diversity of people involved in this
discussion?

Proposal: Community Policy Forum on Participatory Budgeting

A ¾-day community policy forum could explore these questions with local community leaders
while building a broad constituency for bringing Participatory Budgeting to the Portlandregion. The policy forum would focus on increasing local understanding of PB among a core
diverse group of community leaders, elected officials, and local government staff. The forum
could include the following elements:
For a short video introduction to PB see: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dLrPJghHIzg. Newly elected
Mayor Wheeler pledged to bring New York style PB to Portland in his 2016 campaign and the Portland City
Council considered and then tabled a 2017 launch of PB in Portland.
1

1

1.
Panel of outside “experts” giving short presentations covering: What is PB? What are
its benefits? What are the experiences of other cities? What have we learned from research?
Presenters could include:
a. Youth leaders from Youth-PB processes Seattle, Oakland or Boston.
b. One or more local leaders and advocates for PB from another City or region that
has implemented PB;
c. Elected official from another city or municipality that has implemented PB
successfully;
d. Representative from the New York-based Participatory Budgeting Project; and
e. Researcher of PB in North America and/or Brazil

2.
Panel of local community advocates and elected officials to reflect on the presentations
of outside “experts,” and the context of and opportunities for experimenting with PB in the
our region. Participants might include:
a. Elected officials or staff from smaller and larger Cities.
b. Special district elected officials and staff.
c. Civil society organizations working on a regional level such as Unite Oregon,
OPAL, Coalition for Communities of Color, Momentum Alliance, Street Trust,
Audubon Society of Portland, Verde, Etc.
d. Community organization working at the local or neighborhood scale such as
EPAP, Living Cully, Green Lents, Friends of Nadaka, Etc,

3.
Participatory brainstorming exercise to answer the questions of whether, where and
how we might experiment with PB in the Portland-Metro Region. Some real-time electronic
voting on ideas for moving forward might follow this.

4.
An actual Participatory Budgeting exercise and vote that would allocate real money to
a local community group or civil society organization with a proposal to raise awareness
about PB in the community.
Primary Goals and outcomes might include:

1. Create an opportunity for local elected officials, government staff, and community leaders
to discuss and explore the potential benefits and challenges of Participatory Budgeting
particularly in the Portland-Metro region.
2. Generate ideas and momentum for the first experimentation with a PB process in our
region.
3. Identify and connect a core constituency for bringing PB to the Portland Metro Region.
4. Support and inform future implementation of PB in the Portland-Metro Region by
learning successful experiences and practices in other communities.

Additional Potential Outcomes

1. Briefings on PB before elected bodies by outside “experts” and community members
around the time of the event.
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2. Video footage of the event that could be reproduced and distributed to educate a broader
audience.
3. Begin to identify diverse delegation of Portland area youth, community leaders, elected
officials and local government staff to attend the 2018 Participatory Budgeting
Conference hosted by the Participatory Budgeting Project.

What is needed?

Since January 2017 volunteer advocates Jim Labbe (North Portland), Alison Hilkiah (Lents)
and Lee Dayfield (Gresham) have been engaging staff, elected officials, and community leaders
and their organizations in discussions about PB. These relationships and conversations
provide an initial organizational foundation for the event.
We believe that implementing the above proposal will require:

1. Event fiscal and administrative agent: The fiscal agent would be ultimately responsible
for selecting and managing any contracts (including the event organizer/planner) to
organize and host the event but could be advised and assisted by an event planning
committee. We have begun discussions with both Oregon Common Cause and the
Rosewood Initiative about serving as fiscal agent. We have also discussed the Rosewood
Initiative about providing a venue space.
2. Event planning committee: The event planning committee would support and extend the
work of the event organizer and advise the fiscal and administrative agent. The event
planning committee could consist of representatives from financial sponsors and event
partners.
3. One-half FTE event organizer/planner: We estimate ~80 hours spread over 2 or 3
months. Event organizer/planner would be primarily responsible in working with the
event planning committee to:










Convene event planning committee meetings
Securing a venue and audio and visual equipment
Developing an event schedule
Securing speakers and arranging for travel and lodging
Arranging event food and drink
Coordinating volunteers
Managing any paid facilitators
Paying event related invoices
Attending the event

4. Non-profit and local government sponsors and partners: Event sponsors and partners
will be critical for outreach and to provide in-kind support. It would be advantageous to
engage community-based organizations to help shape this event by participating in the
event planning committee.
5. $13k-$19K in funding: See draft budget attached. The precise amount may depend on inkind support and the transportation costs associated with guest speakers. Considerable
cost savings might be achieved through in-kind donations. We are in conversations with
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the City of Portland, City of Gresham, Metro, and Multnomah County, and the Private
Foundations about possible financial support.

We would propose the following cost share associated with the estimated expenses for
organizing and hosting the event as detailed in the attached budget:
Potential Incomes
Sources
Private Foundation
Gresham
Portland
Multnomah County
Metro
Total

W/O inkind
$4,000.00
$3,030.00
$6,000.00
$3,030.00
$3,030.00
$19,090.00

w/ inkind
$2,682.00
$2,031.62
$4,023.00
$2,031.62
$2,031.62
$12,799.85

Percentage
21%
16%
31%
16%
16%

Timeline & Venue
Ideally the policy forum would occur early 2018, well in advance of spring budget planning. A
venue for the forum should be located near transit but could potentially be provided in-kind
by an event sponsor or partner.

4

Bringing Participatory Budgeting to the Portland Region
Expected Expenses for 1‐day Community Policy Forum
Estimated Expenses

1

# of Persons
Item
Part‐time Event Organizer ~ 80 hours

Salary, Compensation, &
1.1 Payroll Expenses
1.2 Technology Stipend
1.3 Event Facilitators
2
2.1
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.5
*
3
3.1
3.2
3.3
4

# of
Items

# Days

Unit Cost

Note

20
20
1

$40/hour*
$85/month
100/day
Sub‐Total:

$
$
$
$

3,200.00 Reimbursement Rate
190.00
400.00 Potential In‐Kind
3,790.00

n/a
4
3
n/a

n/a
n/a
2
n/a
2

$
500.00
$
500.00
$
200.00
$
20.00
$
40.00
Sub‐Total:

$
$
$
$
$
$

2,500.00
2,500.00
1,600.00 Potential In‐Kind
300.00
400.00 Potential In‐Kind
7,300.00

n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a

$
10.00
$
3.00
$
40.00
Sub‐Total:

$
$
$
$

2,000.00 Potential In‐Kind
600.00 Potential In‐Kind
200.00
2,800.00

Sub‐Total:

$
$

1,000.00 Space for 150 people
1,000.00 Potential In‐Kind

$
4.00
$
4.00
$
500.00
$
500.00
$
200.00
Sub‐Total:
Sub‐Total:

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

600.00
600.00
500.00 Potential In‐Kind
500.00
200.00
2,200.00
2,000.00

* Total

1
1
4

Bringing Four Outside "Experts" to Portland
Speaking Fees
5
Airfare or ground transport*
5
Lodging (rooms & nights)
5
Meals
5
Transportation
5

4 hours
n/a

less if from West Coast

Event Food & Drink
Lunch & Drinks
Coffee & Snacks
Post Event Dinner

Total

200
200
5

Venue Rental & Misc Expenses

4.1 Venue Rental
5
5.2
5.3
5.4
5.5
5.6

Misc Expenses
Materials Design
Materials Printing
Filming & video editing
Language Interpretation
Audio/Visual
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Administration

150
150
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Total w/o in‐kind donation:
Total w/ all in‐kind donation:

$ 19,090.00
$ 12,590.00 $

0.6595
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PDX PitStops
Office of Management and Finance
Package Description
The Office of Management & Finance’s (OMF’s) Homelessness and Urban Camping Impact
Reduction Program has requested $158,953 for a six-month pilot program that would purchase
and place mobile restroom facilities. The goals are to help address livability, public health, and
access to basic sanitation facilities for people experiencing homelessness. Restrooms would be
available Thursday through Monday from 7:00am to 3:00pm to help provide access to facilities
during times at which providers are typically closed. Please see the attached proposal for
additional information.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
As this request has come late in the Supplemental Budget process, CBO has had limited time to
investigate this package. In the Fall Supplemental Budget, CBO typically only recommends new
funding for requests that are unforeseen, urgent, one-time, and unable to be absorbed by existing
resources. Additionally, CBO has previously recommended that all requests for homeless services be
coordinated through the Joint Office of Homeless Services (JOHS). As the OMF Bureau of Internal
Business Services (BIBS) is largely focused on service provision to City property-owning customer
bureaus, the JOHS seems to be a more appropriate organization to manage a community-focused
homeless services pilot project, particularly when the service is not directly connected to managing
City property.
CBO notes that the pilot as proposed requires significant upfront one-time investments
(approximately $79,000) for an asset that would become obsolete if the pilot is not determined to be
a success. Previously, the City spent substantial sums on a modular building for R2D2, only to find
that when conditions changed the asset was no longer useful or easily sold. Similarly, the City of
Sacramento ran a restroom pilot in 2016 that, although successful, was not renewed due to higher
than anticipated expenses related to the portable facilities.
The City of Portland has the opportunity to learn from Sacramento’s experience; the pilot project
conducted in Sacramento found that bathroom attendants stationed at the portable restrooms
helped to facilitate connections to homeless services which provided longer-term value to the
coordinated homeless system. As a lower-cost option to the portable restroom project, Sacramento
City staff recommended partnering with non-City building management to identify facilities that
could be designated for use by people experiencing homelessness in high-impact areas. There may be
opportunities for the City of Portland to partner with the business community in highly impacted
areas to run a similar pilot program that would not require the significant up-front investment and

could be scaled based on program results and resource capacity. As such, CBO does not recommend
funding for this request at this time, but suggests that OMF continue to develop program options in
coordination with the JOHS as part of FY 2018-19 budget development.

Date:

October 3, 2017

To:

Andrew Scott, City Budget Office Director

From:

Tom Rinehart, Chief Administrative Officer

Cc:

OMF Leadership Team

RE:

PDX Pit Stops funding

There have been some recent emails discussing funding for PDX Pit Stops. Before decisions
are made, I want to provide some additional context and recommendations for the Fall BMP.
Email discussions reference $120,000 allocated to a project that didn’t happen as part of the
Housing Emergency funding provided to Facilities Services from the General Fund and indicate
these funds could possibly be used for the PDX Pit Stop proposal. I believe this is referencing
$118,471 of General Fund money currently dedicated in the Facilities Services Fund for the Tiny
Houses Development project. This project is currently in progress.
There have been verbal assurances to various community groups/organization from both OMF
and the Mayor’s Office that there is funding available for another village once we have identified
a viable location. We are currently looking for a site. With this in mind, OMF does not
recommend funding PDX Pit Stops with the funds previously dedicated to a project that is
underway.
The PDX Pit Stop proposal, a copy of which is attached, is estimated to cost $158,953. I
recommend allocating one-time money from the General Fund for this pilot program.

PDX PitStops

By: Katherine Kalpakis, BSW, CADCI, QMHA
Homelessness and Urban Camping Impact Reduction Program, OMF, BIBS
Proposal

The purpose of this proposal is to request a six-month pilot program that would include purchasing mobile restroom facilities to be placed
in strategic locations within the City of Portland; to directly address public health concerns related to the increased exposure of the public
to human waste. Additionally, it will reduce costs associated with biohazard clean up, increase human dignity, and protect the safety and
livability of Portland neighborhoods. This proposal purchases two mobile restroom trailers and contracts with Central City of Concern
(CCC) and HoneyBucket to manage restroom use and appropriately dispose of waste(water).
Problem Statement
The City of Portland’s One-Point-of-Contact system receives hundreds of citizen complaints a day, many of these are reports of human
waste on sidewalks, in city parks and natural areas, and even on private property.
Neighborhoods in Southeast Portland have high populations of individuals experiencing homelessness. These neighborhoods also lack
service providers who make restroom and sanitation facilities available to these individuals. Lack of restroom facilities compromises an
already vulnerable homeless community, and threatens the health, safety, and livability of our neighborhoods. While long term solutions
are necessary, the City must quickly address public health threats associated with lack of sanitation facilities for these populations.
Objectives
•
•
•

Intended Benefits

Address public health hazards including public
• Reduction of biohazard exposure
exposure to human waste
• Access to crucial sanitation services for
Provide restroom and handwashing stations to
homeless individuals
homeless residents of Portland
• Increasing livability for Portland communities
Reduce the costs of cleaning human waste off City
• Mitigation of future environmental impact
Property
The restroom trailers and CCC would provide:
•
•
•
•

(3) Restroom stalls (one ADA compliant)
Hot water and soap for handwashing
Bags for trash collection and disposal
Sharps containers for discarded needles

Restrooms would be available Thursday through Monday from 7:00am to 3:00pm. These times are strategically chosen to offer facilities
when service providers are closed are unavailable. The restroom trailers would be driven to a specific location every morning, cleaned on
site, and then transported and stored at a lock facility daily. Staffing costs include having a social services attendant on site at all times to
connect individuals to resources, and to ensure appropriate use of the facilities.

DESCRIPTION

COST

(2) 16’ 2 station restroom trailers

$76,000

Central City Concern – Personnel/Operation Cost

$48,325

HoneyBucket Waste Water Disposal

$16,000

(2)3000-Watt Industrial Generator

$2,878

Generator Operating Cost (2)

$1,300

10% Contingency

$14,450

TOTAL

$158,953

One Time Investment

$78,872

6-Month Operating Cost

$80,081

Proposed Site(s)
Industrial Inner SE :Within the highlighted area, the most common location for individuals to use restroom facilities is the Buckman Field
port-o-potty and the port-o-potty under the Hawthorne bridge. Both facilities lie outside the highlighted area on the map below and are
approximately 0.8-mile walk depending on your location in the neighborhood. Individuals reported that if unable to make it to these facilities
they preferred using portable containers, and disposing of the container along the street or in business dumpsters or sewers. Some
respondents reported accessing restrooms inside St. Francis Dining Hall and City Team Ministries but cited limited hours for bathrooms at
both facilities. Individuals reported some access to the bathroom at Jackson’s Shell Gas Station.
After review and analysis of restrooms in industrial inner SE, we have determined the most strategic placement location of a mobile
restroom trailer would be within the highlighted yellow area in the map below.

Lents: Within the Lents neighborhood, there are currently only two privately-owned bathroom facilities. Individuals must use natural areas,
and public and private property as restrooms. The only service provider with bathroom facilities is currently inoperable due to fire.
After review and analysis of restrooms in the Lents neighborhood, we have determined the most strategic placement location of a mobile
restroom trailer would be within the highlighted yellow area in the map below.

City Budget Office

FY 2017-18
Analysis by: Kea Cannon

PREPHub
Portland Bureau of Emergency
Management & Mayor’s Office
Package Description
The Mayor’s Office requests $150,000 for the installation of one PREPHub site as part of a pilot
program with the City of Portland – Bureau of Emergency Management (PBEM) and Bureau of
Planning and Sustainability (BPS), Portland State University (PSU), Portland General Electric (PGE),
MIT Urban Risk Lab, Energy Trust, and Madden Fabrication.
This pilot project will primarily partner with PBEM’s Basic Earthquake Emergency Communication
Node (BEECN) program, assisting with the storage of 49 BEECN caches across the city. These sites
support neighborhoods by ensuring each neighborhood has access to emergency communication
networks, first aid, and has a central gathering place within the neighborhood in the event of a
major seismic event. The BEECN caches have recently experienced theft and vandalism creating
an additional cost to replace or repair items within the cache. The PREPHub installations are a
possible solution to this challenge by providing storage for caches and utilizing existing BEECN
locations to enhance public support and awareness for emergency preparedness.
Additionally, these installations will provide neighborhoods with renewable and resilient power
via solar and battery power and storage, and will also provide public access to Wi-Fi. Installs will
include BEECN locations and may expand to other locations, such as OMSI.
Partnering bureau staff working on this project have established a goal of installing three
PREPHubs by the spring of 2018 at various BEECN and non-BEECN sites across the city. PBEM, has
been identified as the leading partner for this pilot program, responsible for budget management,
installation, and maintenance of these sites as part of its BEECN program within the bureau.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
The chart below provides low to high end cost estimates associated with the installation of one
PREPHub site. The cost estimates do not include ongoing maintenance cost projections, and
other expenditure line items are blank pending more information.

Cost Element

Low Cost Est (per
site)

High Cost Est (per
Site)

Manufacturing/Fabrication

$75,000.00

$92,400.00

Solar (Materials & Install)

$2,000.00

$2,000.00

$15,000.00

$31,565.00

Utility work

$7,300.00

$8,300.00

Foundation

$9,000.00

$9,000.00

Installation (crane, hookup, labor)

$7,500.00

$10,000.00

WiFi Transmitter

$3,500.00

$3,500.00

Fiber & Trenchng

$30,000.00

$100,000.00

$1,000.00

$2,000.00

$0.00

$0.00

$4,000.00

$10,000.00

Energy / Storage (Materials & Install)

Permitting

Electronics (CPU, Screen, Software)
Construction Management
Partnership Management
Signage (design, fabrication,
installation)
Total (single site with fiber + wifi) $153,800

$268,465

The request for $150,000 would be insufficient to cover the estimated costs for one low-end
PREPHub installation and would not allow the City and PBEM to install up to three pilot PREPHubs
during this fiscal year. Should Council approve this request with the intent of supporting the
program across the City, PBEM would need to request additional one-time funding for installation
of the remaining 49 BEECN sites. Provided the above estimates, these costs are estimated
between $7.4 million to $12.9 million. There may also be additional funding required to support
ongoing maintenance of these installations should the pilot program move forward. These costs
are not estimated at this time.
This request serves a larger City goal of creating a resilient and prepared city. As discussed in both
the Portland Plan and as the responsibility of the Bureau of Emergency Management, this request
will assist in preparing neighborhoods for emergency situations and supporting recovery efforts
post-event. However, this request does not meet the “urgent and unforeseen” criteria for
allocating General Fund contingency. In addition, CBO recommends that Council discuss the
viability of building out PREPHub throughout the City given the potentially large cost. CBO does
not recommend funding at this time.

City Budget Office

FY 2017-18
Analysis by: Jess Eden

Prosper Portland
Package Description
This request is for the third year of a three-year grant based on the Old Town/Chinatown Action Plan.
The first two years of a three-year commitment have already been funded.
During the FY 2017-18 budget development process, Prosper Portland requested funding for the final
year of the Old Town/Chinatown Action Plan but was not awarded funding due to limited resources.
The Old Town/China Town Community Association (OTCTCA) applied for $50,000 of grant funding
through Special Appropriations for the third year and was not awarded funding through this
mechanism either.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
CBO did not recommend funding as part of the FY 2017-18 budget process because of limited
resources. If this program is a priority, CBO recommends that Prosper Portland reprioritize
resources within their existing General Fund appropriation for neighborhood economic
development budget to support the third year of funding.

CBO Recommendation: $0

City Budget Office

FY 2017-18
Analysis by: Jane Marie Ford

Permanent Supportive Housing Analysis
Package Description
In October of 2017, the City of Portland and Multnomah County both passed resolutions adopting
a shared aspirational goal of creating 2,000 additional supportive housing units by 2028. The City
resolution stipulates that the Portland Housing Bureau, Home Forward, and the Joint Office of
Homeless Services will convene to develop a plan to reach this goal, identifying state, federal,
local, nonprofit, and private funding sources and services. This plan is due to Council in early
Summer 2018. A request was made for $50,000 in General Fund resources for the development
of this plan as part of the FY 2017-18 Fall Supplemental Budget process.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
The programmatic and budgetary details of the requested package are still in development; CBO was
notified after the request was submitted that the Portland Housing Bureau and/or Joint Office of
Homeless Services can fund this work within existing resources. As such, no new funding is required
at this time.

City Budget Office

FY 2017-18
Analysis by: Asha Bellduboset

Competitive Grants Funding
Special Appropriations
Package Description
In the FY 2017-18 Adopted Budget, Special Appropriations received $1,000,000 for a competitive
grant process. Of this total, $346,765 was set aside for the Portlanders United Against Hate (PUAH)
proposal, which included funding for competitive grants to culturally specific community
organizations to serve as central points of contact for the reporting of acts of intimidation, hate
speech, or hate crimes.
ONI requested $465,000 in one-time General Fund resources to create a partnership between eight
community-based organizations and the City to enhance reporting of hate crimes, hate speech, and
acts of intimidation, as well as engage volunteers to train and support targeted communities on their
rights and how to respond. Of the total funding, $118,235 is budgeted for a limited term position at
ONI, while $346,765 will be allocated to eight community-based organizations at an average of about
$43,000 per organization, with the remaining funds spent on materials and services. Although eight
organizations were in discussion with ONI on the project, the bureau indicated that it would engage
in a competitive process to determine which organizations would receive funding.
The FY 2017-18 Adopted Budget includes $535,000 for non-PUAH related competitive grants. This
package is a request from Special Appropriations to receive $465,000 to bring the total available for
non-PUAH related competitive grants back up to $1,000,000.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
In the Fall Supplemental Budget, CBO typically only recommends new funding for requests that are
unforeseen, urgent, one-time, and unable to be absorbed by existing resources. As this request is
neither urgent or unforeseen, CBO does not recommend funding for this package in the Fall
Supplemental Budget.

City Budget Office

FY 2017-18
Analysis by: Asha Bellduboset

DACA
Special Appropriations
Package Description
The DREAM Act created a path toward permanent residency for undocumented young adults
(DREAMers) who came to the United States as children. The Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals
program (DACA), provides DREAMers with temporary work permits and protection from deportation.
This funding package provides $50,000 from the General Fund to support Oregon DACA recipients as
they re-apply for protections under DACA and get legal advice. $50,000 in funding for DACA
recipients was approved by Council on October 5th, 2017.

CBO Discussion & Recommendation
Council’s resolution (No. 37320) directed the City to reimburse up to $50,000 from the General
Fund to a third party nonprofit partner, Causa, during the Fall BMP. Causa acted as a fiscal
sponsor for the Oregon DACA Coalition and used the funding on local DREAMers' DACA
application scholarships and legal services between September 5, 2017-October 5, 2017.

October 17, 2017
Budget Work Session Q&A

How much of the Capital Set-Aside requests go to ADA transition plan items?
Over the past three years, bureaus have submitted requests totaling approximately $120 million
through the capital set-aside process. Of this $120 million, $12.7 million has been requested
specifically for ADA improvements, including $10 million for sidewalk repairs and $2,750,000 for
park improvements. Through the process, $5 million for sidewalk repairs and $250,000 for highpriority park ADA improvements have been funded, totaling $5,250,000.
In addition to the funding requested specifically for ADA improvements, bureaus typically
upgrade assets to ADA compliancy when making improvements to related portions of an asset
(e.g. if making improvements to an athletic field, the project will also include necessary ADA
improvements rather than simply replacing the asset as originally designed). As such, the total
capital set-aside funding for ADA improvements is likely to be slightly more than the $5,250,000.
Of PBOT’s $7.2M Capital Set-Aside funding for FY 2017-2018, $5.0 million is to replace curbed
corners with accessible curb ramps throughout the City beyond those 700 locations initially
identified by Civil Rights Education and Enforcement Center (CREEC), such that those using
mobility devices can access public services, such as bus stops and hospitals. There are
approximately 1,000 ramps.
PBOT is also investing $200k in one-time GTR funding, for developing the ADA Public Right of
Way Transition Plan. This is to be spent over a two-year period, beginning FY 2016-2017. PBOT’s
ADA Public Right of Way Transition Plan Update should be available as a working draft in April
2018. The final draft is set for release in July 2018.

Please provide details of Parks’ ADA request.
Please find the details of Parks’ ADA request below

City of Portland ‐ Project #7
MAJOR MAINTENANCE & ASSET REPLACEMENT PROJECT REQUEST FORM FY 2017‐18
Bureau Contact Info:
Bureau:
Project Name:
Estimated Total Project Cost:
General Fund Request:
Other Resources:
Total Net Operations and Maintenance Impact:
Net Operations and Maintenance Impact ‐ General Fund Only:
Estimated Project Duration (months):
Estimated Project Start Date:

Christopher Silkie
Parks and Recreation
ADA Transition Plan Priority Projects
$ 2,500,000
$ 2,500,000
$
$

‐
‐
24
7/1/2017

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (one page only)
‐ Asset Information: The 2014 ADA Assessment identified over 17,000 barriers in the PP&R system with an estimated $30M
‐ $50M cost to correct all of them. These barriers mean that not all park users are able to access existing park and recreation
facilities. PP&R currently has the ability to address a small percentage of these barriers through existing funded capital
projects. An OHSU study estimates that 23.4% od people in Multnomah County have a disability, the vast majority of which
are estimated to be physical disabilities.
‐ Project Description: This requested package would begin to eliminate the most urgent and highly prioritized barriers
identified in the Transition Plan.
‐ Explain Scores:
Human Health and Safety: barrier‐free access to recreational facilities facilitates overall community health
Service Impacts: barriers exist system‐wide
Environmental Impacts: n/a
Legal and Regulatory Compliance: legal mandate
Financial Impacts: n/a
‐ Benefits:
‐ Re/establishes services to underrepresented or underserved group ‐ self‐explanatory
‐ Positive economic impacts ‐ advances Portland's repution as an inclusive community

What was the FY 2016-17 target for percentage of City management that are employees
of color?
The target was set at 19%; the actual number was 18%. However, as CBO and OEHR have noted
previously, the measure relies on a flawed methodology that uses “timesheet approval
authority” as a proxy for managers in the City’s SAP system. This is not necessarily a useful gauge
of how well communities of color are represented in higher-compensated positions of decisionmaking authority within the organization. A more robust analysis of employee data shows that
age and length of time with the City are the most significant contributing factors to pay and
status within the organization. This suggests that many of the employees who are now in
managerial roles have been promoted through the ranks over time. These employees are also
more likely to be older and white, although the gap is closing.
Accordingly, in addition to recruitment efforts to increase diversity, the data implies a need to
focus on inclusion, retention, and support for employees as they move through the
organizational talent pipeline. Individual bureaus have identified action items related to
workforce diversity and inclusion as part of their Racial Equity Roadmaps, and will be required to
report annually on progress toward these goals. Analysis of hiring, retention, and promotion data
may provide further insights on how to move toward a future where City leadership is reflective
of the broader Portland community.

What have other Cities done with higher revenues during the economic upswing?
To answer the question about how other cities have spent their surplus, we should first
recognize that Portland’s recent revenue performance has been far from typical – recall the
National League of Cities slide that illustrated that the average city has not seen a surplus at all.
That having been said several cities have seen revenue upticks, albeit rarely to the level that
Portland has experienced. Generally speaking, how the money was spent is a function of the
types of services a city delivers. For instance, another fast-growing city, Nashville, spent a
substantial portion of its recent surpluses on schools. Unlike Nashville, Portland does not
administer public schools. One similar city to Portland is, of course, Seattle. Like many west coast
cities, Seattle has had a large focus on housing and homelessness over the last several years.
Another theme that appears when looking at other cities’ surplus spending are wage increases.
In addition to many urban areas across the country adopting increased minimum wages,
significant surpluses make it difficult for local governments to maintain the status quo in labor
bargaining.

What options do we have to “fully fund” Lents Stabilization?
The City allocated $460,000 in one-time resources for the first phase of this project in FY 201617. The FY 2017-18 Fall Supplemental Budget includes two additional requests for one-time
General Fund resources:
• $80,000 for the Bureau of Environmental Services to conduct floodplain modeling and
cost analysis (recommended by CBO)
• $200,000 to for the Portland Housing Bureau (PHB) to expand the Flood Insurance
Savings Program Pilot (not recommended by CBO)

CBO recommended that PHB submit a request to expand the program as part of FY 2018-19
budget development, in conjunction with the anticipated larger funding request from the Lents
Collaborative. Of the 90 total households that applied to the pilot, the program was able to fund
all of the applicants earning up to 80% AMI, and a few additional households earning up to 100%
AMI. While there are currently 74 households on the waitlist, including the 57 households not
selected for the pilot, it is not clear that there is immediate demand commensurate with the
level of service requested.
Additional outreach and data collection will help to establish program needs in the next fiscal
year, including a policy recommendation around income eligibility and cost sharing. It is also
possible that a sliding scale cost-sharing formula to serve households above 80% AMI could
partially offset the cost of the program.
The services provided by this program are generally not eligible for TIF funding, with the
exception of funding elevation certificates for homes that are also receiving repairs. PHB notes
that these instances have been limited. Additionally, $60,000 in TIF resources has been budgeted
by Prosper Portland as predevelopment consultant fees in support of the Lents Stabilization and
Job Creation Project.
PHB notes that seven of the 33 households served in the pilot lived in the David Douglas school
catchment area, and recommends improving outreach to increase applications from households
in the floodplain area east of 104th Avenue. Local schools may be able to assist in providing
advertising and connecting families to resources.

How much TIF resource has been spent so far in Lents?
The Lents Town Center Urban Renewal Area is the second largest URA in Portland at 2,800 acres.
It includes six distinct neighborhoods, three unique business districts, a highly accessible town
center, and residents who are more ethnically diverse than Portland as a whole.
From 1998 through 2017 $152.4 million TIF dollars have been spent in the Lents URA including
$520,000 for the Johnson Creek Revitalization and $163,000 for the Freeway Lands Project. In
addition to these investments, another $3.5 million in TIF resources and $2.4 million in BES
dollars has been budgeted to support the Industrial and Open Space goals within the Lents
Action Plan.
Lents URA Historical Expenditures 1998-2017
Debt Service
$
289,910
Economic Development
$
7,315,477
Housing
$
45,375,455
Infrastructure
$
23,934,716
Property Redevelopment
$
61,116,738
Transfers (indirect)
$
14,422,576
Total
$ 152,454,872

What action does the City take and what is the City’s investment in traffic enforcement
(especially distracted driving)?
PBOT Response:
PBOT’s role is often to provide education, data analysis, coordination and printed education
materials if needed. PBOT spends funding on:
Automated Enforcement: 1 FTE ($90,000) to coordinate PBOT’s automated enforcement
programs with PPB and the Courts. This position is paid for by the Fixed Speed Camera program.
Outreach about Traffic Laws: .50 FTE ($45,000) for joint education and enforcement efforts, that
include Crosswalk Enforcement and our new “Street Team” effort where PBOT employees and
volunteers educate the public about traffic laws, which are typically done in conjunction with
PPB enforcement missions. The outreach materials include messages about dangerous
behaviors, including distracted driving.
Here is an example of something that PBOT and PPB coordinated:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/Transportation/article/357729
Education about Traffic Laws: Approximately $5,000 a year in printed materials and design for
the web that includes messages about driving safety, bumper stickers and other educational
materials. The education and outreach materials include messages about dangerous behaviors.
Note, these materials are paid for by the Traffic Safety Account.
Police Response:
General Traffic Enforcement Resources
The Police Bureau’s traffic enforcement resources are primarily housed in the Traffic Division.
The total FY 2016-17 spending for Traffic Division operations and investigations was $7,037,126,
of which $239,075 was grant funding for traffic operations overtime. In FY 2017-18 there was a
$500,000 reduction of General Fund resource in the Traffic Division, offset by the same amount
of Recreational Marijuana Tax Fund resource.
Traffic Operations is currently operating with 26 officers, down from the authorized staffing of
34. The 26 Traffic officers participate in rotational support in precincts as well as Traffic
Operations. As recruits begin to advance out of probation and move into the core service area of
patrol, the bureau can begin to replace resources moved from specialty units (i.e. Traffic
Division).
The Traffic Division is comprised of officers who conduct full time traffic enforcement and traffic
crash investigations (via car and/or motorcycle) and a Traffic Division Investigative Unit. These
officers also staff the Major Crash Team and special events.
Traffic Division Motorcycle Officers and Car Officers Shifts:
•

Detail #1 and Detail #2 - Nine officers and two sergeants work Day Shift, 0700 to 1700,
Monday through Thursday.

•
•

Detail #3 - Six officers and one sergeant work Afternoon Shift, 1700 to 0300, Sunday
through Wednesday.
Detail #4 – Six officers and one sergeant work Afternoon Shift, 1700 to 0300, Wednesday
through Saturday.

Traffic Division Investigative Unit (TIU) Shifts:
•

Five officers and one sergeant work Day Shift. Three officers work Monday through
Thursday and two work Tuesday through Friday.

Major Crash Team (MCT):
•

Five officers and one sergeant are on call 24 hours per day to respond to fatal or serious
injury crashes. The team members come from the Traffic Motorcycle/Car Unit and TIU.
The on-call status is rotated every two weeks. In 2016 there were 66 MCT call outs and
44 fatalities. There have been 39 MCT callouts with 35 fatalities so far in 2017.

Special Events
•

Motorcycle and Car Officers are frequently tasked with special events such as the Rose
Festival Parades, running events, protests and dignitary escorts. In late 2016 and all of
2017, protests took up a tremendous amount of time. Due to special events, frequent
court by afternoon officers, and MCT callouts, officers find it difficult to get the rest they
need. To help mitigate sleep deprivation, the Traffic Division set up two “quiet rooms” to
allow officers to sleep between shifts, court, or special event work.

Distracted Driving
When the Major Crash Team (MCT) responds to serious injury or fatal crashes, they look very
closely for impairment due to drugs or alcohol, electronic device usage, and speed. The Traffic
Division Captain stated that, “speaking with MCT members past and present and reviewing our
logs, we have not identified electronic device usage as a primary factor in any of our callouts in
either 2016 or 2017.”
While the MCT is not seeing electronic device usage as a primary cause of collisions in its call
outs, traffic officers continue to issue citations for the violation. In fact, there has been an
increase in citations issued since the new distracted driving law was enacted October 1, 2017. In
the first 19 days of October in 2016, the Traffic Division issued 78 citations for distracted driving.
In the first 19 days of October in 2017, the Traffic Division issued 127 citations, which is an
increase of more than 60%.
To enhance the ability to detect electronic device usage, the division submitted a request to use
Asset Forfeiture Funds to purchase a Cellebrite machine (on site cell phone downloads) to
retrieve immediate information from cell phones of people involved in crashes. The machine will
be kept in the MCT van so on-scene examinations can be performed.

Note: As part of MCT investigation, consent is requested to examine the cell phones of the
involved parties. The majority of the time consent is provided. If not, and there is no probable
cause to believe they were using the phone, officers cannot view the phone. If there is probable
cause to believe phone use was occurring and the driver refuses consent, a search warrant is
obtained to examine the phone.
Vision Zero Plan Action Items – Status Update
D.1 – Focus traffic enforcement on the High Crash Network and on behaviors contributing to fatal
and serious injury crashes (including speed, impairment, and dangerous behaviors); de-emphasize
less serious infractions.
This is the Traffic Division’s primary focus. Officers focus their attention on high crash network
streets and complaints generated by the community. Per the Traffic Division Captain, “if an
officer wants to become and remain part of the Traffic Division, they must be traffic
enforcement centric. That does not mean they have to issue a citation on every stop, but they
are expected to make stops and either educate or take some sort of enforcement action against
the violator.”
A snap shot of enforcement efforts for the first 19 days of October 2017 shows the following:
165 citations for failure to obey a traffic control device (red lights, stop signs, etc.), 127 citations
for distracted driving, 121 citations for speeding (does not include photo radar or fixed speed
cameras), and 13 citations for careless driving.
Based on the Driving Under the Influence of Intoxicant (DUII) grant statistics, PPB processed 622
people for DUII in the first nine months of 2017. Based on anecdotal information and past
history, the Traffic Division most likely processed 90% of the 622. It takes two to three hours for
a Traffic Officer and much longer for a less skilled patrol officer to process a DUII.
The enforcement actions are usually done by officers acting alone or in pairs. However, the
division also conducts Vision Zero missions augmented by the precincts and PBOT staff.
•

Example Mission: 6pm to 8pm on East Burnside from the bridge to 20th Avenue:
Approximately 45 citations and 22 warnings. One subject was arrested for a felony
warrant. PBOT staff made contact with pedestrians, bicyclists and other vulnerable road
users.

•

Example Mission: 6pm to 8pm on Division Street 112th to 148th: 20 citations and 19
warnings. One person arrested for mail theft and another arrested for a stolen vehicle.

It should be noted that the Vision Zero action plan intentionally left out enforcement goals,
stating that “the enforcement actions in this plan are limited in order to reduce the possibility of
racial profiling and disparate economic impact.”
The captain of the Traffic Division monitors the stops data and notes that the last full year of
stops data shows Traffic Officers are engaging in fair and equitable policing. The Traffic Division

makes approximately 56% of all traffic stops and issues approximately 70% of all citations for the
Bureau.
D.4 Increase access and expand referrals to traffic schools and other forms of traffic safety
education for all road users.
There are currently multiple options for traffic violators to attend traffic safety classes in lieu of
paying a fine. The classes are offered for photo speed and photo red light citations, as well as for
face-to-face citations at the discretion of the officer. There are no traffic safety classes available
for fixed speed camera violations, though the division is in discussions with PBOT to try to make
the classes available in the future.
PPB partners with the Oregon Driver Education Center (ODEC) to teach traffic safety classes to
immigrants and refugees. Three classes were held in FY 2015-16 and one class in FY 2016-17 (ice
and snow led to the cancellation of a second class). Approximately 70 people attended each
class. Two classes are planned for the current fiscal year.
EA.6 Include review of traffic crash data, equity data, and traffic safety performance at monthly
Portland Bureau of Transportation and Portland Police Bureau Traffic Division meetings.
These meetings have been instituted and the Traffic Division indicated they are helpful.
SD.3 -Deploy a multi-agency fatal rapid response team to all fatal crash locations to evaluate the
site for safety enhancement:
It has been agreed upon by PPB and PBOT staff that having PBOT respond immediately to crash
scenes is not beneficial to PBOT staff. PBOT is better served responding to the scene once the
investigators have had time to identify the contributing factors to the crash, as oftentimes road
design is not a factor. To date, there has been one combined site visit.
I.3 – Secure funding to increase the number of police officers trained as Drug Recognition Experts
(DRE):
DREs are a highly specialized group of trained officers who evaluate people suspected of being
under the influence of drugs. DREs examine pupils, heart rate, skin tone, muscle tone, potential
injection sites, etc. The division states that funding is not the primary issue, it is a matter of
identifying officers with the aptitude and desire to conduct physical examinations of suspects.
There was a DRE school in May 2017 with two participants, bringing the total number of DREs
from 11 to 13.
I.5 - Increase access and expand referrals to the DUII Intensive Supervision Program (DISP):
Officers visit DUII offenders at their home to ensure they are complying with court sanctioned
alcohol restrictions. They also arrest program participants on warrants when they fail to comply.
From November 2016 to September 2017, the division averaged 13 home visits per month and
officers arrested 17 participants on outstanding warrants. The grant funding for this program has

been cut, but the division intends to continue to participate in the program with high risk
offenders.
S.1 – Pilot speed safety cameras on four high crash corridors in the first two years; expand
program to additional high crash corridors following the pilot.
Three have been installed and PPB officers review and issue all citations generated from the
cameras.

What is the breakdown of fatalities by mode type (i.e. cyclists, pedestrian, drivers)?
Data from PBOT:
Fatalities by Mode
Motor Vehicle
Motorcycle
Pedestrian
Bicycle
Total Fatalities

2016
20
6
13
5

2015
19
5
11
2

2014
7
5
15
1

2013
21
4
11
0

44

37

28

36

What were staffing levels prior to the great recession, during the recession, and how do
they currently compare?

In FY 2008-09, aggregate staffing for the City was 6,035.11 FTE. The FY 2017-18 adopted budget
includes 6,372.08 FTE, a net gain of 336.97 FTE.
As mentioned during the work session, staffing levels have recovered in aggregate; however, the
composition of staffing has changed. While some bureaus have far exceeded FY 2008-09 staffing
levels, some bureaus have not seen returns to previous levels. When comparing FY 2008-09 FTE
to FY 2017-18 FTE by bureau, there is a very wide range from 127.2% to -22.2% and only five
bureaus are within -5% to 5% of where they were in FY 2008-09.
The following graph compares FY 2008-09 adopted budget staffing levels to the FY 2017-18
adopted budget staffing levels and provides a clear visual on which bureaus have grown, shrunk,
or have recovered to similar levels. It is worth noting that in 2009 the Housing Bureau took over
housing development from the Portland Development Commission, thus significantly increasing
their scope and function. When examining percent increases over time, this is an important
caveat. Similarly, Parks recently converted a large number of staff from seasonal workers to FTE
which inflates their percentage increase as well.

