Public Involvement Advisory Council (PIAC)
Meeting Notes 
November 3, 2009

Members Present: Mandy Putney, Joleen Jensen-Classen, Cassie Cohen, Jen Clodius, Arnold Warren, Allison Wisniewski, Laurel Butman, Megan Callahan, Christine Egan, Paul Leistner, Donita Fry, Chris White, Stephanie Stokamer, Mark Fetters, Arianne Sperry, Marty Stockton, Ronault Polo Catalani, Brian Hoop, Colleen Keyes, Desiree Williams-Rajee, Linda Nettekoven, Art Pearce
Members Absent: Tony DeFalco, Damon Isiah Turner, Midge Purcell, Sonny Tan, Glenn Bridger, Jimmy Brown
Guests: Paige Prendergast, Ruth Rondema, Jennifer Hackett, Diana Fielitz, Tim Crail, Dora Perry
Staff: Afifa Ahmed-Shafi

Agenda
A. Business, Announcements

B. Discussion of Each Small Group Recommendation 

1. Policy group: Community governance principles

2. Process group: Budget Evaluation process

3. Community Empowerment group: Liaison model
Notes
A. Business, Announcements
The group introduced themselves and shared a highlight or lowlight from the past month.

Afifa welcomed new members from the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (BPS), Marty Stockton and Desiree Williams-Rajee.  Marty works on the Planning side of BPS and is focused on the Portland Plan.  Marty is replacing Arianne Sperry, since Arianne’s position within BPS has changed.  Desiree works on the Sustainability side of BPS and is the bureau Events and Outreach Coordinator.  Desiree is replacing Christine Llobregat on the PIAC.  
Afifa thanked Arianne Sperry for her valuable contributions to the PIAC over the last year, specifically in her leadership on the Process group as well as her past work on the PIAC Coordinating Committee. Arianne’s position has changed at BPS and has continued serving to help with transition until the bureau appointed a replacement.  
Afifa asked for edits to the October PIAC Large group meeting notes.  There were no edits.  Arianne moved approval of the notes.  The motion was seconded and carried unanimously.

Afifa made several announcements that were provided in writing on the back of the agenda.  

· Coordinating Committee: Any PIAC member is welcome to join the Coordinating Committee at any time.  At this month’s meeting we will delve into the planning of our coordinated outreach and stakeholder involvement plan and plan the presentations to City Council.  CC will continue to meet once a month in between PIAC meetings to oversee that we successfully meet our timeline activities.
· Focus Groups: The Coordinating Committee noticed that all of the PIAC small groups identified focus groups as a method to obtain input from many of our key stakeholders on our draft recommendations. We are requesting members who would like to focus specifically on the planning and implementation of this task.  There will be some overlap with the Coordinating Committee. 
· PIAC Outreach: There are two presentations scheduled on PIAC in November.  All PIAC members are invited to participate and help present.  Ideally, we would have at least one member from each small group attend the presentations to field questions about your specific proposal.  On Tues, Nov 10: Citywide Public Involvement Network, 2 - 3:30 pm, City Hall.  This is at a regular public involvement staff networking meeting. On Thurs, Nov 19: Local Chapter of International Association of Public Participation (IAP2), 4 - 5 pm, followed by a social networking event with public involvement professionals across the Portland Metro region. 
· PIAC Vacancies: Five positions on the PIAC are open for community members for the following spots: At- large, Business, Youth, Person with Disability, and Elder.  We will announce these vacancies and begin recruitment for these positions in the next couple weeks. If you know of potential candidates or would like to help with recruitment, outreach and/or selection process, please let Afifa know or sign up on the clip board.  
· Input on ONI Goals and Mission: The Office of Neighborhood Involvement (ONI) has developed draft mission statement, goals and values for the bureau and is interested in hearing your feedback on the draft proposal. The draft proposal has been developed over the past 18 months through a process involving bureau staff, the ONI Bureau Advisory Committee (BAC), partners, and community members. There have been as many challenges and questions raised as ideas proposed and we have tried to integrate those ideas into the proposal. Please review the draft mission, goals and values at www.portlandonline.com/oni and send any feedback by Tuesday November 24th, 2009. 
B. Discussion of Each Small Group Recommendation 

Mandy and Cassie are facilitated the rest of the meeting.  The goal for this evening is to review each small group proposal and to discuss any additional ideas or concerns about each group’s recommendation.  We will have a presentation from each group, time for you to read the work plan, talk in small groups with members from each of the small groups, and finally a large group discussion.  The goal is that by the end of this meeting is that everyone is comfortable with moving forward with all of the small group’s recommendations.  And if you have concerns, this is the meeting to express those.  After this meeting, each group is responsible for moving ahead with refining their recommendations based on the feedback received today. 
On the PIAC Timeline, the only change from last month is that we have a placeholder for mid-December to go to City Council to appoint new members and provide a report on current progress.  This item is currently being discussed with Commissioner Fritz’s office.  Otherwise, we are still on track to do a formal report to City Council in mid-February. 

On the Coordinated Work plan- there was a lot of cross over between the three small groups in regards to what the stakeholders are for each small group’s recommendation.  The Coordinating Committee put together a coordinated work plan, so that we are not overwhelming the same audiences with different requests for input.  This chart lists all of our audiences and our timeline between now and February for how our outreach will be coordinated.  
Members were invited to sign up for serving on the coordinating committee, helping plan the focus groups, help present at upcoming presentations to CPIN and IAP2 and/or to serve on the selection process committee for new PIAC members.  A sign up sheet was sent around the room.
1. Policy Work plan: Community governance principles
Linda presented the Policy group’s work plan.  The Policy group has been working on a recommendation to finalize a set of community governance principles for adoption by City Council ordinance to set the standard for all City bureaus and staff regarding public involvement.  Their main deliverable is a set of community governance principles based on previous work such as the Public Involvement Task Force (PITF) governance partnership and PI principles.  Linda added that she would add “elected officials” to the list of who the principles would set a standard for.  The Policy group would like to use a good process to vet these principles with the community and elected officials, bureaus. 
Flip chart notes on Policy group recommendation
How would they be used?

Clarify guidance.

Would this replace existing PI guidelines?

How are they different?

Need a culture shift.

Resolution vs. ordinance 

How was diversity plan guidance implemented?

Recognize information is the goal at times

Benchmarks for community

Document/rec. title

Show benefits/value to bureaus

Who does evaluation?

Reporting incentives and timelines

More structured implementation

How would benchmarks be measured

Recognize PI spectrum 

role of PIAC?

Group Discussion

Q: How will these be used? What level of decision will this be brought into play? To what extent are they aspirational as opposed to prescriptive? 
A: These are meant for each bureau to look at as guidelines to come up with their own general strategy for public involvement. Some bureaus have policies and plans in place already.  After a general policy or plan is in place, then when individual projects are done, they would use BIP 9 toolkit to assess how much public involvement is needed, sometimes no involvement is needed for example.    
Comment: Need to clarify in the explanation that these are for guidance. 
Q: Would this replace existing public involvement principles from 1996?
A: I assume so. Good question.

Q: Is this enough that we will be able to see change in a year? Do we need more direction? While keeping it versatile enough that it works for multiple bureaus.
A: This would provide one standard, some bureaus will be able to run with this, for others this would be a major change.  How to have some measures so that we know something is actually happening.  Part of our challenge, this is just a first step in a strategy for broader culture change. 
Comment: Needs to be a shift in culture of the organization. To know what good governance means.   

Q: What seems to be missing from the existing public involvement principles that these recommendations are addressing? How are these different? Is there a deficiency in the past principles? 
A: These are more concrete.  The old principles were drafted in 1995, while there’s not a lot of deviation from the old principles, a lot of evolution has happened.  There is overlap between the two sets of principles.  This is a symbolic opportunity to say what we heard in the past, and what we’d like to move forward now.  It is an effort to create more ownership over the principles, as currently there is not a lot of awareness over the existing principles.  It’s meant to reenergize the public involvement principles in the City bureaus.  In the past, there has been no mechanism to see how bureaus have been doing.  Like the Customer Service Advisory Council, which checks to see how bureaus were doing with customer service.  This is a first step to lead to other strategies. 
Q: What’s the difference between a resolution and an ordinance? My suspicion is that an ordinance should have real measureable strategies. I agree that we need something stronger than principles, but bureau directors will ask: “What do you want us to actually do?” No one will disagree with the principles.

A: Ordinance has force of law and is a directive, versus a resolution that says we’d like to do such and such. They can both hold a lot of weight.  An ordinance adopting benchmarks would make sense, but a resolution is more appropriate for principles. 
Comment: Since these are new, we might need to continue tweaking this. An ordinance is harder to go back and edit. 

Comments: Could we use a similar process to the Diversity Development process for bureaus, where each bureau is directed to address benchmarks towards diversity.  It might have been a resolution which directed bureaus to create a strategy and set benchmarks that will be evaluated at the bureau level. Evaluation and enforcement drives the implementation and accountability.    Instead of adopting benchmarks, we can say these are guidelines for bureaus to develop their benchmarks. The caveat to this is that some say that there is not enough “teeth” to the Diversity Development plan and it relies on the bureau having a good diversity committee in place, so various bureaus have adopted to varying levels of success.  
Comment: I love the well crafted language in this document.  One concern is whether it distinguishes that there is a spectrum of involvement from informing the public to letting the public decide or in between. It is important to not assume that the public always has ability to decide.  I suggest that we add language like:  “Community members are advised if their input will affect a decision.” Because sometimes the answer is no, there may be federal, state mandates, etc.  There are some other benchmarks where it is assumed that community members will have an impact. 
Comment: On the BIP 9 team, a community member Lynne Coward had said she was disillusioned with the BIP because there was not a place for community members to initiate ideas and projects. I see this idea under the “Partnership” principle but not elsewhere, I am wondering if this was intentionally left out.
A:  No, we want to encourage a two way conversation. But also, PIAC is about building the City’s internal ability to work with increased community capacity.  

Q: The title of the document is “Community Governance” rather than “Community Participation.” Community governance makes me think more of the community guiding projects and programs, but the content of the principles sounds more like community involvement or participation.  
Comment: We want to stress more than participation.  
Comment: The value of this is to show the benefits of early involvement. This is a persuasion document in a sense.  I suggest that under early involvement, we talk about how this helps a project manager with determining the scoping, timeline, budget, resources and expectations for a process.  There is a lot of value for a project manager and the community starting out on the same page.  
Q: How would benchmarks be measured?

Comment: We should be careful about including things that are not clearly defined or not measurable, like “community members help define issues,” yet some issues are already defined.  Is that a prescription that must exist? What is the tool used to measure satisfaction in a process? In order to measure, you must know level of satisfaction before, during and after the process? This can be done but is resource intensive.
Q: What about accountability? Who is enforcing these? The PIAC? The bureaus? Who is doing the evaluation?

Q: Is our goal to have elected officials and bureau heads to buy into this before we decide how to make it enforceable? With benchmarks?  If our bureau had to report to our Commissioner’s office or at budget time then we would take these principles more seriously.  The buy in and mandate from elected officials or bureau directors is crucial.
Comment: The PIAC could evaluate the manuals for each bureau’s public involvement.  PIAC could evaluate whether all the principles are being incorporated.  Or perhaps CPIN or someone else could evaluate. But perhaps this is a good way for the principles to be incorporated. 
Q: Do we want a more broad or specific approach? We’ve been saying we don’t want a cookie cutter approach and that we want it to be flexible enough to apply.  

Comment: Principles need to be adaptable.  How could this complement the spectrum of types of involvement. For example, if you listed principles on the top of the chart, the range of involvement along the side, and the benchmarks for each level filled in.  How could you apply this, as an example, for bureaus, but not as a prescription.  

Mandy asked the group if we ready to move forward with the Policy group’s recommendation? The group responded yes, as long as it has more clarification about how it will be applied.
2. Process group: Budget Evaluation Process
Art presented the Process group recommendation to create process improvements for both the bureau and citywide budget processes starting in 2011-12.  We will do this through observation, research and evaluation of both the current bureau and Citywide processes.  The goal of this work is to improve public involvement in the budget process, increase the likelihood that the budget reflects and addresses the public interests and needs, and to reduce angst ant the end of the process in both the community and on the city agency side so that staff feel that the public involvement process was useful.  The Process group agreed to begin evaluating the current bureau budget process of nine target bureaus.  The “buddy system” was utilized so that two people were assigned to each bureau.  

Flip Chart Notes on Process Group recommendation 
Different audiences/stages (matrix?)

BAC Evaluation is good

County budget model – formal body

Bureau staff – not in finance dept

Add Mayor and Commissioners

Focus on bureau processes in early steps

Making recommendations based on evaluations from this year.

Role of OMF – when do they provide direction to bureaus? Transparency

Direction from bureau directors

Time is a barrier – spring deadline?

February – solid recommendations

Focus on rethinking budget forums in meantime

Gather info next 3 months on best practices

Plan to reach out to general public?

Participation should have standards – equity/diversity

Culturally specific outreach/plan

Controversies and whether BAC members have an impact

Comment: There are different audiences and different phases of the budget process.  Commissioner Fritz mentioned that when City Council gets budget, 95% of decisions are already made.  Important that people are aware of that.  I like that you’re looking at Budget Advisory Committees (BAC) since that is where a lot of the impact can be had.  What kind of effect do we have on the budget when recommendations finally come from the public.  The County has a good model for involving the community formally in a coalition to impact the budget.  It is called the Communities of Color Coalition and NAYA and IRCO are involved and bring hundreds of constituents.  
Comment: A group that is missing is the bureau staff that are not involved in the budget committees.  Line staff that are not in the finance department, but have opinions on how the budget should be developed but have no vehicle to impact the budget.  
Comment: Your evaluation or observation will show what each bureau is doing, and the best practices you develop will say what works best.  
Q: Did you talk about conversations with the Mayor or Commissioners as stakeholders? They are not on your list.
A: Yes, let’s add them to the stakeholder list.  
Comment: Our focus is the bureau’s budget processes and not as much on the citywide process.  This is what we heard from the focus group we did with ONI BAC members, that they would prefer the focus is. We talked about evaluating the bureau level process this year, and helping inform the exercise that is done at the citywide forums this year.  And evaluating the citywide budget forums this year and then making recommendations on both levels.  Feedback for the Process group, this is a lot of work, is it realistic? 
Comment: When looking at individual bureaus, consider the role of OMF, since they are involved and can help or hinder the bureaus budget process.  Where is it appropriate for OMF to provide direction and resources vs. bureaus having freedom to develop their own process?  For example, the BAC makes recommendations, but when I asked OMF for further direction, there was no guidance.  Thinking about public involvement, what resources does OMF provide for bureaus for their internal budget process. 
Comment: These new questions could be added to our evaluation questions:  Do you understand what OMF’s role is? Did they help you or not help you?  What direction did you get from your Commissioner? 
Q: Is this amount of work feasible for the Process group to achieve? 

Comment: It feels unrealistic to have weighty recommendations before February.  We may not have a final recommendation or resolution by February, but I think we could some plans in place by spring.  By February, the group will have observations to prepare, but the citywide process goes through May.  But on the BAC side, there could be some recommendations.  So this might not be in the form of a resolution or ordinance, but perhaps a report on observations.  
Comment: Some bureaus do not meet till January or February, others will be done.  Focus could be what can we do with the citywide forums that are going to happen.  What have we done in the past and what could we do this year.  Longer term focus on the BAC process since we are not going to influence it this year, but we can influence 
Q: Any ideas of how to reach out to the general public for this recommendation?
A: We want to observe who is involved currently in the budget process and see if some bureaus have more diverse groups, and to see how they achieved that, through which best practices. 
Comment: Portland is 18% foreign born.  We need to have standards that the input we get and the participation is representative of our population.  There are different types of participation, general citywide forums do not attract all types of people.  That is why we have other ways to participate, such as partnership events that are co-hosted with and by communities of color. 
Q: Will we track where there is controversy and whether the people on the BAC had an impact? 
Cassie asked the group if they are ready to move ahead with this recommendation. The group agreed that they should move forward and incorporate the feedback shared today.   

3. Community Empowerment group: Liaison Model

Stephanie presented the Community Empowerment group’s recommendation to create a liaison model of public involvement that seeks to build relationships with non-geographic communities throughout the city.  
The goal of this model is to encourage bureaus to be deliberate about being inclusive, and to be intentional with building trust with communities, such as looking at how groups are invited to the table.  We want the model to be flexible and create something that each bureau can tailor.  Each bureau identifies which community organizations to work with, and recognize that it will be different for each bureau.  Designate someone within the bureau that would be responsible for working with specific groups. Bureau would decide how to divide up that responsibility and decide how frequently they would meet.  And to put this all in writing so that it is deliberate and transparent and is planned out.  After a meeting has taken place to record that and have an accountability tool of being able to track who has spoken with whom.  Reports can be pulled by the bureau director, and could be reviewed by PIAC.  Need to discuss possible future role of PIAC to provide feedback, assessment.  Not to be punitive but to be able to figure out what’s working and what is not.  Let the model evolve in a way that will work.  
We want to have focus groups with community organizations that are non-geographic to get their input on this recommendation.  We are suggesting that PIAC provide some templates, ideas so that bureau can create their own liaison model. We would give feedback to the bureaus on how it seems to be working, and could incorporate whether it is meeting the principles that have been developed by the Policy group.  
Flip Chart Notes
Concern – burden on community groups: can create barriers

Police bureau model ( come to community meetings and report to community on bureau

City’s responsibility to do outreach and organizations can decide their level of engagement

Liaisons in each bureau would coordinate

Implement a model or let community organizations define model

How to recognize current efforts? 

Deliverable description needs clarity for each bureau’s plan

Coordinating challenge

1 city staff person as liaison to represent City – challenge is then relationship is not with bureaus, but with individual.

Individual community members not affiliated with an organization.  

Best practices for liaison model – see Christine, City of Boston

Ask Community groups what success looks like for them

Q: Is this combined with the Diversity Development Plan?

A: There is a community involvement section in the Diversity Development plan.  Perhaps these two could be linked?

Comment: Concern about this recommendation is that this puts the burden on community groups and therefore may create more barriers than reduce.  That they may now need to work with several staff people.  I like that the purpose is to be more inclusive and create communication, but these groups are already tapped, so if we continue to contact them to figure out how they can be involved.
Comment: I saw this differently, for example a Police officer comes to the neighborhood meeting and gives a report on what his bureau is up to, and then anyone who has further questions can talk with him in the hall way.  I like that we are going to these groups rather than asking them to come to us. 
A: This did come up in our small group’s conversations.  We don’t want to overburden community groups.  This is asking the City to let groups know that the opportunity is there, but that community groups can decide whether they want to participate and figure out how they want to participate. 
Comment: We discussed how to have some coordination in the City, so that if all bureaus are all wanting to go to the same organization, perhaps we can coordinate how to prevent multiple bureaus going to the same organization.  The liaisons from each bureau could work together and keep communication and coordination about who they are talking to.  And we can have a coordinated approach about reaching community groups, if need be.  
Q: To clarify, is this recommendation to implement a liaison model or is it for the Community Empowerment group to go out and work with community groups to create a liaison model? And what about the current stuff that we do, how does that get folded in?  Some departments are already quite connected to the community groups that they need to be connected to.   

A: We have been researching this, that some bureaus have this in place, but don’t call it a liaison model.  Or they reach out to communities, but only to neighborhood groups.  We see this as supplementing work that is already happening, and not replacing current work but adding to it.  

Q: In the description of the liaison model, could you add more clarity about what each bureau is being asked to do?  To have a plan? And in that plan, what they need to address or have in place. I’m reading that each bureaus get to choose which groups they want to work with.  Will bureaus always choose the best community groups to work with?
A: That is why we are suggesting they submit a draft of which groups, so that PIAC or someone can review and give feedback on whether they missed someone.

Comment: This could be a coordinating challenge if 20 plus bureaus are trying to get the attention of the same community organizations.  Or should they only have one liaison per community organization, and if other issues come up, they would get them in touch with the specific bureau.  Some groups don’t see various bureaus, they see us as the City. One person that could help navigates the bureaucracy.  
Comment: The community members in our small group see a disconnect between what the City is doing and what the bureaus are doing.  And building relationships will take more effort and tie, but that it is critical if we are to have a relationship with these communities.  We are light on community members tonight, so it would be good to hear more community perspectives. 
Guest Comment: As a community member and new to any City public involvement. I have never felt reached out to by the City, this is my first involvement with the City coming to this meeting.  This model looks great and is a great way for reaching new populations.  
Comment: Suggestion to look at liaison models from other similar cities to get a better sense of how this looks when it’s implemented.  Look at the City of Boston.  Christine Egan has information on this model. 
Guest Comment: This model reflects the earlier comment that having a two way conversation with the public is important.  
Comment: This is about asking the community what success looks like for you, versus the City determining what success looks like. 
Cassie asked the group if they are ready to move ahead with this recommendation.  Community Empowerment group acknowledged that they have put a lot of time developing this recommendation, and still have a lot more research and refining to do.  
Meeting Adjourned.  
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