PORTLAND UTILITY OVERSIGHT BLUE RIBBON COMMISSION
REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL
APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: COMMISION CHARTER
I. PURPOSE AND ROLES
The Portland City Council (City), acting through the Office of the Mayor and the Office of
Commissioner Nick Fish (Commissioner), has convened the Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon
Commission (Commission) to analyze potential reforms of the oversight and accountability of
the Portland Water Bureau and Bureau of Environmental Services, focusing on streamlining
communications and transparency in the rate-making process. The Commission, assisted by a
neutral facilitator, will study available information, develop written recommendations, and
submit its written recommendations to City Council.
A. Commission Duties and Responsibilities
Members of Commission agree to fulfill their responsibilities through attending and
participating in Commission meetings, studying the available information, and participating in
the development of recommendations. Members agree to participate in good faith and to act
in the best interests of the Commission and its charge. To this end, members agree to place the
interests of the City above any particular political or organizational affiliations or other interests
in order to bring the utility oversight review process to a successful conclusion. Members
accept the responsibility to collaborate in developing recommendations that are fair and
constructive for the City.
Members are expected to consider a range of issues and options to address them, discuss the
pros and cons of the issues/options presented and deliver a set of recommendations reflecting
the “sense of the group.” For all recommendations, the Commission should include the
rationale behind them.
Commission members acknowledge that their role is to provide advice and frame policy choices
and that final decisions on Commission recommendations rest with the City Council.
Specific Commission member responsibilities include:
• Review background materials and analysis to understand the issues to be addressed in
the review process;
•

Work collaboratively with one another to explore issues and develop recommendations
to City Council;
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•

Attend Commission meetings, including presentation of Commission recommendations
to City Council if possible;

•

Attend public meetings to hear directly from the public; and

•

Consider and integrate general public input into Commission recommendations as
appropriate.

B. Membership and Term
Commission members are appointed by the Commissioner; membership is intended to
represent a diversity of expertise, skill sets and viewpoints. Commission members represent a
variety of technical and management disciplines including public and private utilities,
engineering, communications, environmental science, and organizational development.
Members may not have alternates.
The Commission will convene beginning in July 2014 and will present recommendations to the
Portland City Council in a work session to be held in November 2014. Unless so requested by
the City and agreed to by the Commission, the Commission’s responsibilities will conclude at
that time.

C. City Role
The City will provide technical support, substantive expertise, logistical assistance,
administrative assistance, and advice to the Commission, but will not be represented on it.
Although the City will not be a Commission member, it may present information and comment
or make suggestions on agenda items or relevant decision points.

D. Chair and Vice-Chair Role
The Commissioner will appoint a Chair and Vice-Chair, who will be active and voting members
of the Commission. The Vice-Chair will act in the absence of the Chair.
The Chair will encourage full and safe participation by representatives in all aspects of the
process, assist in the process of building consensus, and ensure all participants abide by the
expectations for the decision-making process and behavior defined herein. The Chair will also
serve as liaison between the Commission and the City. In consultation with the facilitator, the
Chair will develop meeting agendas, establish subcommittees if needed, and ensure an efficient
decision-making process.
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E. Facilitator Role
The City has contracted with Jim Owens, Principal at Cogan Owens Cogan, LLC (COC), as an
independent, neutral third party whose role is to facilitate the Commission meetings, help
develop Commission recommendations, and produce a final report. As a neutral collaborative
process provider, COC will not act as an advocate on any issue, any interest group, or any
member of the Commission. While COC may make recommendations regarding the
Commission process, COC will not make any substantive decisions.
The facilitator will both facilitate Commission meetings and provide coordination between
meetings. The facilitator will serve as liaison among Commission members and between the
Commission and the City; in that role, the facilitator will be responsible for communications
with and within the Commission. Information disclosed in confidence will be kept confidential
by the facilitator. To the extent issues arise with the process, group members are encouraged
to approach the facilitator and/or Chair.
In addition, it is the responsibility of the facilitator to:
•
•

Ensure a welcoming meeting environment where all Commission members will
participate.
Ensure a safe environment for minority opinions.

•

Conduct meetings in a manner to foster collaborative decision-making and consensus
building.

•

Prepare meeting summaries that outline the issues discussed, the areas in which there is
consensus, and any remaining issues on which consensus was not reached.

Members will not interfere with the facilitator’s conduct of meetings. Concerns regarding how
meetings are being facilitated may be brought to the attention of the Chair and the facilitator in
manners and at times that they do not disrupt meeting activities, e.g. during breaks in meetings
or between meetings.

II. OPERATING PROCEDURES
A. Protocols
All participants agree to act in good faith in all aspects of these discussions. This includes being
honest and refraining from undertaking any actions that will undermine or threaten this
process. It also includes behavior outside of meetings. Expectations include:
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Members should try to attend all meetings. If members cannot attend a meeting, they
are requested to advise the facilitator. After missing a meeting, the member should
contact the facilitator for a briefing. Members who do not attend a meeting may not
seek to revisit issues from the missed meeting that were noticed on the agenda and on
which discussion was completed at the missed meeting.
Members agree to be respectful at all times of other representatives, staff, the
facilitator, and audience members. They will listen to each other to seek to understand
the other's perspective, even if they disagree.
Members agree to make every effort to bring all aspects of their concerns about these
issues into this process to be addressed.
Members agree to refrain from personal attacks, intentionally undermining the process,
and publicly criticizing or mis-stating the positions taken by any other participants
during the process.
Any written communications, including e-mails, blogs and other social networking
media, will be mindful of these procedural ground rules and will maintain a respectful
tone even if highlighting different perspectives.
Members are advised that e-mail, blogs and other social networking media may be
considered public documents. E-mails and social networking messages meant for the
entire group will be distributed via the facilitator.
Requests for information made outside of meetings will be directed to the facilitator.
Responses to such requests will be limited to items that can be provided within a
reasonable amount of time.

B. Communications
Members agree that transparency is essential to the Commission’s deliberations. In that
regard:
• Members are requested to include both the Chair and facilitator in written
communications from/to interest groups (other than a group specifically represented by
a member) commenting on the Commission’s deliberations; these communications will
be included in the public record as detailed in Section II.D below and copied to the full
Commission as appropriate;
• Oral communications, including telephone calls and meetings, from/with interest groups
commenting on the Commission’s deliberation should be summarized by the member
and provided to the Chair and facilitator for inclusion in the public record and
transmittal to the full Commission.
•

While not precluded from communicating with the media, Commission members agree
to:
(1) Generally defer to the Chair and Commissioner’s staff for all media communications
related to the Commission process and its recommendations;
(2) Not to negotiate through the media, or to use the media to undermine the work of
the Commission.
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(3) Raise all of their concerns, especially those being raised for the first time, at a
Commission meeting and not in or through the media.
C. Operating Procedures
A consensus decision-making model will be used to facilitate the Commission’s decision-making
and to ensure that the Commission receives the collective benefit of the individual views,
experience, background, training and expertise of its members. Consensus is a participatory
process whereby, on matters of substance, the representatives strive for agreements that they
can accept, support, live with, or agree not to oppose. Consensus means that no
representatives voiced objection to the position and they agree not to oppose the position.
Expectations for the decision-making process include:
 Members agree that consensus has a high value and that the group should strive to
achieve it. As such, decisions on Commission recommendations will be made by
consensus of all present members.
 The commitment to work for consensus means that members will participate in the give
and take of the process in a way that seeks to understand the interests of all and will
work together to find solutions workable for all.
 When consensus cannot be reached, the facilitator may initiate or entertain a motion to
vote on the issue. Members may make motions and seconds. All motions must be
seconded to be acted upon.
 If no consensus is reached on an issue for proposed Commission recommendation,
minority positions will be documented after a vote takes place. Those with minority
opinions are responsible for proposing alternative solutions or approaches to resolve
differences.
 Meetings will be conducted in a manner deemed appropriate by the facilitator to foster
collaborative decision-making and consensus building. Robert’s Rules of Order will be
applied when deemed appropriate by the facilitator.
 Members will honor decisions made and avoid re-opening issues once resolved.
At the end of the process, the facilitator will draft a report that outlines the issues discussed,
details the recommendations for which there is consensus, and any remaining issues on which
consensus was not reached. Included in that report will be summary notes from each
Commission meeting.
D. Public Status of Commission Meetings and Records
Commission meetings are open to the public and will be conducted under the provisions of
Oregon Public Meetings Law (ORS 192.610-690). However, as work sessions, time for public
testimony will not be allocated on meeting agendas. Rather, the public will be invited to
present information and submit comments at two public listening sessions to be conducted by
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the Commission. The City will provide notice to the public regarding the dates, times and
locations of both Commission meetings and public listening sessions.

Commission records, including formal documents, discussion drafts, meeting summaries and
exhibits, are public records. Communications of the committee are not confidential because
the meetings and records of the committee are open to the public. “Communications” refers to
all statements and votes made during Commission meetings, memoranda, work projects,
records, documents or materials developed to fulfill the charge, including electronic mail
correspondence. The personal, private notes of individual Commission members might be
considered to be public to the extent they “relate to the conduct of the public’s business,” (ORS
192.410(4)).
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APPENDIX B: BRC SHARED PRINCIPLES
July 29, 2014
This set of principles is intended to guide the work of the Commission and the development of its
recommendations on utility oversight. It is intended to be a work in progress, with principles
revised or added to by the Commission as it proceeds with its business.
Defining Principles
Accountability, transparency and trust/confidence
Process
Ensure a transparent and open process.
Adhere to a decision-making framework and timeline in Commission deliberations.
Provide public information and engagement in the process.
Draw on both City bureaus’ expertise and outside expertise, including reports and
presentations.
Avoid positioning and rhetoric; be open-minded.
Maintain a parking lot or off- ramp for ideas outside the scope.
Substance
A fresh start to the utility reform conversation is needed, but it is important to understand
other past/current reform proposals.
Goal is to help government operate more efficiently and with more transparency.
Clearly define what bureau functions are/are not being examined; recognize legal
requirements.
Recognize that there are topics that outside of the Commission’s scope such as amending the
commission form of government or assessing superfund responsibilities.
Obtain an understanding of how CIPs are developed and structured.
Obtain an understanding of bureau functions and budgets while avoiding micro-managing.
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Consider a range of best practice alternatives that are data driven.
Develop actionable recommendations, with a clear timeline for implementation and with
performance targets.
Avoid creating more bureaucracy.
Consider broad community benefit/value.

Portland Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission
Report to City Council 12.08.14

APPENDIX C: MEETING AND PUBLIC LISTENING SESSION SUMMARIES
MEETING #1 SUMMARY
July 15, 2014; 4:00 – 6:00 pm
Room C, 2nd Floor, Portland Building
Commission Members
Representative
Dwight Holton, Commission Chair
Isaac Dixon, Commission Vice-Chair
Barbara Boyd
Christine Chin Ryan
Rob Doneker
Bill Gaffi
Marion Haynes
Chris Liddle
Kendra Smith
Brian Stahl
Janice Thompson
Larry Wallack

Organization
Lines for Life
Lewis & Clark College
OR AFL-CIO
Synergy Consulting, Inc.
Consultant
Clean Water Services
Portland Business Alliance
PGE
Bonneville Environmental Foundation
City of Gresham
CUB
PSU

Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Organization
City of Portland
City of Portland
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Mayor’s Office
City Budget Office
City Budget Office
Water Bureau Administrator
BES Director
Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan

Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Project Team / Staff
Representative
Mayor Charlie Hales
Commissioner Nick Fish
Jim Blackwood
Sonia Schmanski
Jackie Dingfelder
Claudio Campuzano
Ryan Kinsella
David Shaff
Dean Marriott
Alisha Morton
Jim Owens
Bob Wise
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Other Attendees
Debbie Aiona
Kathryn Notson
Tom Liptan
Hershell Soles
Amy Bowles
Kevin Schribner
David Cook
Elliot Levin
Edward Campbell
Introductions / Welcome
Jim Owens, Facilitator, welcomed Commission members, staff and members of the public.
Dwight Holton, Chair, asked for a round of introductions.
Commissioner Fish and Mayor Hales welcomed participants and provided opening remarks
(attached to this summary).
Discussion on Commission Scope
Dwight Holton led Commission members in a discussion / Q&A with the Mayor and
Commissioner Fish. Questions are in italics followed by responses in regular text.
If you had a magic wand, what problems would you like to fix?
•

•

Mayor Hales: The public’s understanding of what are the drivers behind consolidated
water, stormwater and sewer rates. What can we do about each or any of those
individually? How do we communicate to people through their bills? Are we undercommunicating? Do we give them the right information on what they are paying for?
Your ability to look at this through an informed citizen’s eyes is helpful to us. I would
like recommendations for direct solutions rather than indirect solutions.
Commissioner Fish: There are a lot of people responsible for some part of monitoring
operations and providing feedback. How might we streamline that? Are people in the
right lane? Are we duplicating some functions and missing other functions? Another
set of eyes and a different level of transparency and accountability is one reason for this
Commission. How do we strengthen transparency and accountability? What kinds of
structural changes should we consider to get us there? We need to look at how we
communicate to the public and how the public communicates with us. We welcome
more than one recommendation.
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Are there examples of other places in the country where their utilities function really well and
we could use as a starting point to learn from?
•

•

Commissioner Fish: Municipal water services across the country are dealing with the
same issues. Your consultant could probably help you find examples of other municipal
water utilities that are functioning well. We are slightly ahead of the curve over some
cities to get sewage out of the rivers. Portland is not unique with the challenges we
face.
Mayor Hales: I hear other mayors going through these same issues with more or less
horror about what they are facing. Our infrastructure is aging. There are cities that are
older than us that have been through this cycle. We might learn more from Boston than
from Seattle in this case. I fear that we are frontrunners in land use, transportation,
environmental policy which is great but gives us fewer people to borrow ideas from.

Since this is the first meeting, will we have opportunity to ask questions later?
•

Commissioner Fish: Yes, key staff will record questions directed to us and make sure
they get to us.

Our charter is through November. How set in stone is that delivery date?
•
•

Mayor Hales: This is not set in stone, but allows us to implement things in the next
budget schedule. If there are compelling reasons to take more or less time that is ok.
Commissioner Fish: We recognize it is an ambitious schedule. We have dedicated staff
and consultants. The decision about time is ultimately yours as chair and committee
members.

Chair Holton indicated that he is eager to focus on what we want to know. He asked
participants to review the binders between now and the next meeting and let us know what
information is missing. Jim Owens said this will be an ongoing conversation for the next couple
of meetings. We also want to hear if we are on target with our proposed schedule.
Commission Operating Charter
Jim gave an overview of the charter and said that if there is a need for additional time to review
we can add that to the next agenda. He explained that our communications may be considered
public documents. Communication with member’s specific interest group is exempt, but
written communications of any type within the Commission will need to be copied to Jim and
the Chair. If you receive written communication with an outside interest then you need to
forward that to us to include as part of the public record.
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Dwight asked Commission members to think about how we deal with members of the public
wanting to give their input directly to Commission members. One option is that we agree to
share what we have heard from people. Chris Liddle agreed with this option. Brian Stahl said
we simply need to keep an open mind and vet any input that we receive outside of this
meeting. Jim explained that the goal of the language is to stress transparency.
Kendra Smith asked how Commission members should handle situations with staff in these
bureaus who may not feel comfortable coming to this setting, but have good ideas and
information about the workings of the organizations. Jim and staff said they will look into this
further and get back to the Commission members at the next meeting.
Jim asked the Commission members if they were tentatively comfortable with the operating
procedures. Dwight said that if we are generally comfortable today we can move on, pending
any objection, but if you read it later and have issue we can revisit it. There were no objections.
Shared Principles
Jim gave an overview of the shared principles document that was created based upon his
conversations with each of the Commission members.
Dwight asked Commission members if there are any additional or concerning principles. He
said that he heard accountability, transparency and trust/confidence as important principles
from the Mayor and Commissioner Fish. Lawrence sees this document more as guidelines and
would like the principles Dwight identified added as a preamble to this document.
Kendra questioned bureau functions and budgets being off the table. Dwight explained that we
are not intending to go line by line looking at the budgets and we are not going to second guess
the day-to-day operational decisions, but certain line items might provoke conversation.
Lawrence and Dwight agreed that it should be removed from the off-the-table section.
Brian said that capital improvement plans need to be added. It would be good to understand
how they are put together, drivers and strategies that affect it.
Jim will circulate a revised set of Shared Principles electronically. He requested that
Commission members provide additional comments prior to the next meeting.
Schedule of Meetings
Jim discussed the tentative schedule of meetings that the project team has developed. He said
the team is operating under a couple of assumptions:
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•
•
•
•

Goal is to be ready with our final recommendations for the City Council work session on
November 13th.
We would like to keep the number of meetings to eight or less.
We propose to conduct two public meetings.
We want at least a week or two between meetings to prepare.

Christine Chen Ryan pointed out that November 4th is Election Day. Jim agreed that we will
look into another day and reschedule that meeting.
Dwight said that while a phone-in option is available, he would prefer that members attend in
person. He will need to leave at 8:30 am on July 29th.
Brian Stahl expressed concerns about Meeting #2 and the amount of information. Commission
members agreed. Jim Blackwood explained that the presentations for July 29 are in the
binders. The Commission members agreed to review the presentations ahead of the next
meeting and come with questions / ready for discussion.
Dwight requested adding an additional meeting date to hold for additional briefings. We could
also identify other cities that we would like to review at this meeting as well. Janice Thompson
said there is enormous variation and Portland is atypical with a simple rate structure. She
suggested focusing more on oversight structures of other cities rather than different rate
structures. Commission members agreed to hold August 28th at 7:30 am for an additional
meeting.
Background Information
Ryan Kinsella, Budget Office, gave an overview of the information in the binders. He said all
documents will also be available on the website tomorrow.
Christine asked staff to identify the documents that correspond with each agenda item prior to
each meeting.
Dwight asked Commission members to consider what other information they would like to see
gathered. Several suggestions were made:
•
•

Historical data on staffing levels and personnel costs
Comparisons with other utilities, any benchmarking / best practices

Dwight said part of our challenge and puzzle here is that we are concerned that the current
system and accountability has lead to distrust. If we had a better system of oversight perhaps
agencies would make better decisions. Jackie Dingfelder said if we are interested in capital
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improvement budgeting in general you will see that every city is unique and will be a hard
comparison. She will look into information available through the US Conference of Mayors.
Meeting Recap and Assignments
Action Items:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Jim Blackwood will further develop the key questions that this Commission should
review / answer.
Jim Owens will revise the Shared Principles.
Commission members will review the binder materials that are relevant to July 29
agenda items and come prepared with questions.
Jackie will seek information from the US Conference of Mayors.
Staff will link agenda items to materials / binder items.
Staff will work to reschedule the November 4th meeting.
Jim and Dwight will work on developing an internal email list.

Meeting adjourned at 6:10 pm.
Mayor Charlie Hales Remarks
Key Points:
•
•

•

•

•

Thank you to all Commission Members, CBO and Office staff, and representatives for
Cogan Owens Cogan and Commissioner Fish for your leadership.
The deeply flawed Water District ballot measure failed 3 to 1, which indicates that
ratepayers are not entirely dissatisfied with their water and sewer services. However,
we also heard that public trust is lacking. Commissioner Fish and I promised that we
would take a hard look at the transparency and oversight of our rate making process.
Your work on this Commission is part of the City’s effort to re-establish trust between
the public and their utilities. We very much appreciate your commitment to this
process. You bring valuable technical skills along with a fresh set of eyes on this City
process.
As you may know, Portland is a leader on many things including our work to clean up
and sustain our natural resources. Just this morning, I gave the welcoming speech at
the National Association of Clean Water Agencies to several hundred public utilities
from around the nation. They look to Portland as a model for delivering services
efficiently while being good stewards of our precious natural resources.
Twenty-three years ago we embarked on our journey to control our City’s plumbing
problem….we had to overhaul a sewer system built as a combined sewer system from
the beginning. Almost every time it rained we put raw sewage into the river. I am
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•
•

•
•

proud to say in 2011 we completed our CSO abatement projects and the Willamette
River is dramatically cleaner than at any time in the past century.
Our protected Bull Run Watershed and pristine water quality if the envy of many cities.
We have a highly reliable, protected, and clean water supply thanks for our the forward
thinking of Portland’s founders.
In addition, the green infrastructure you see in Portland is not here because they are
nice to look at. Our investment in disconnecting downspouts, green roofs, tree planting
and green streets allowed us to reduce the size of the CSO tunnel, saving ratepayers
hundreds of millions of dollars.
Our work to keep our watersheds healthy and our water clean is never done. However,
maintaining the public trust is an integral part of that work. That’s where we need your
assistance.
I look forward to hearing your thoughts and ideas on how we can continue to provide
these essential services and ensure the oversight and accountability that our citizens
demand.

Commissioner Nick Fish Remarks
Key Points:
•
•
•

•

•

Thank you to all Commission Members, CBO and Office staff, and representatives for
Cogan Owens Cogan.
I have the honor of serving as Commissioner in charge of Water and BES, and to work
with so many dedicated professionals. Mayor Hales gave me this challenging assignment
a year ago.
Here are a few fun facts…
o I am the first Commissioner since DS to have both utilities.
o 4th Commissioner in charge of Water, and 3rd Commissioner in charge of BES since
Thanksgiving of 2012!
And in the past year, I have learned that we have a lot to be proud of:
o The Bull Run Watershed—19b gallons of pristine water.
o Water Bureau has an AAA credit rating—the best in the country.
o BES is a national leader in green infrastructure which is good for the environment
and saves ratepayer dollars.
o BES built the $1.43 billion Big Pipe project on time and on budget.
During my first year on the job, ratepayers have shared many concerns with me,
including:
o Why are my water bills going up?
o Why is the City spending so much money to replace the open reservoirs?
o Why is the Council spending ratepayer dollars on non-essential things, like the Water
House?
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

These and other concerns lead to a ballot measure to create a Water District and to strip
the City of control of its utilities. In my opinion, Portlanders wisely chose in May to
reject this deeply flawed ballot measure.
But, on front porches and in public meetings, they told me very clearly that there was
still much work to be done to earn back their trust. Mayor Hales and I promised that we
would take a close look at the transparency and oversight of our rate making process.
This BRC is how we honored that commitment and is an essential part of how we
strengthen public trust in the oversight of our utilities.
Each of you has a thick binder. While those binders are imposing, my team has worked
with our bureaus to tell their stories clearly and concisely.
And, as we have discovered the Portland Water Bureau and the Bureau of
Environmental Services both work very hard to provide essential services to our city and
region.
I want to close by placing your important assignment in context. We started reform the
way we manage our utilities last year.
Here are some highlights:
o Sold the Water House and put the proceeds in the Water Bureau’s Rate Stabilization
Account.
o Directed 2.5% operating cuts in both bureaus to reduce rate increases this year.
o Invited the Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon to serve as an outside, independent
advocate for our residential ratepayers.
o Launched a new monthly billing option to help Portlanders manage their utility
costs.
o Implemented a new surplus property disposal policy for the utility bureaus to
strengthen public notice and involvement. The entire City is now preparing to adopt
this policy.
o Held the City’s first-ever Rate Review Hearing…
o An opportunity for the public to learn about the utility bureaus’ budgets, rate setting
practices, and operations.
o This will be a yearly public meeting.
o Held the first City Council Work Session on both utility bureaus’ Capital
Improvement Plans, helping Council better understand how large infrastructure
projects are developed and funded, and how those projects affect rates.
o Set a stricter requirement for bringing any contracts over $500,000 to Council,
ensuring that decisions with large financial impacts are considered and discussed by
the Council before they are approved.
o Expanded efforts to educate the public on the cost-savings of combining Green and
Grey infrastructure to replace aging pipes.
o Asked our elected Auditor to audit the construction of a BES office building at the
Columbia Waste Water Treatment Plant, and… …provide Council with
recommendations on how to provide better oversight of construction projects.
o And this month, we completed negotiations to hand over the marketing of the Loos
to a private firm with the city getting a royalty for every one sold.
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In conclusion:
• This fall, I look forward to hearing your thoughts on the big question of how we can
continue the oversight of our utilities and the rate-making process.
• Thanks again for your service to the City and our community.

MEETING #2 SUMMARY
July 29, 2014; 7:30 – 9:30 am
Room C, 2nd Floor, Portland Building
Commission Members
Representative
Dwight Holton, Commission Chair
Isaac Dixon, Commission Vice-Chair
Barbara Boyd
Christine Chin Ryan
Rob Doneker
Bill Gaffi
Marion Haynes
Chris Liddle
Kendra Smith
Brian Stahl
Janice Thompson
Larry Wallack

Organization
Lines for Life
Lewis & Clark College
OR AFL-CIO
Synergy Consulting, Inc.
Consultant
Clean Water Services
Portland Business Alliance
PGE
Bonneville Environmental Foundation
City of Gresham
CUB
PSU

Present
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Organization
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Mayor’s Office
City Budget Office
City Budget Office
Water Bureau Administrator
Bureau of Environmental Sciences
Bureau of Environmental Sciences
Bureau of Environmental Sciences

Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Project Team / Staff
Representative
Jim Blackwood
Sonia Schmanski
Jackie Dingfelder
Claudio Campuzano
Ryan Kinsella
David Shaff
Jim Hagerman
Bill Ryan
Steve Barrett
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Alisha Morton
Jim Owens
Bob Wise

Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan

Yes
Yes
Yes

Other Attendees
Hershel Soles
Elliot Levin
Chris Wanner
Rebecca Geisen
Mark Gipsen
Jaymee Citi

Introductions / Welcome
Dwight Holton, Chair, welcomed Commission members, staff and members of the public and
asked for a round of introductions.
Dwight requested that all interested parties approach the Commission process with an open
mind and respectfully, leaving behind any history they may have with the issue of utility
oversight in the City.
Approval of Meeting Summary
Dwight asked for questions, comments or corrections to the meeting summary. Christine Chin
Ryan asked that her last name be corrected from Chen to Chin and that her organization be
listed as Synergy Consulting, Inc instead of Synergy Consulting. The meeting summary was
approved with no other changes.
Revised Meeting Schedule
Dwight reviewed the revised meeting schedule. No concerns were expressed and the
Commission will proceed with the amended schedule.
Revised Principles
Dwight asked Commission members to review the updated Shared Principles document.
Christine reminded staff that Lawrence Wallack had asked for a preamble to the document. Jim
advised it was an oversight and those items will be added as key underlying elements.
Clarification of Charter Provisions
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Dwight shared questions received from Chris Liddle regarding the Commission’s charter. Chris
suggested that the charter should be revisited after meeting a few times and the group has a
better understanding of the scope of its inquiry. As the process moves forward, questions to be
addressed could be framed. Dwight agreed with this. He suggested that, at each session, the
Commission have time to review the questions to date and add new ones. Jim said the framing
of questions is critical in developing meeting agendas that are appropriately responsive.
Approach to Information Requests
Jim noted that concerns had been expressed after the last meeting that casual conversations
could be considered part of the public record. That is not the intent. Information on the State’s
Public Meetings Law has been provided to Commission members. Jim Blackwood explained
that information exchanged in document form is considered part of the public record. Personal
conversations are not. Jim Owens reminded the group that, to meet the goal of transparency,
there is a desire that summaries of meetings with interest groups or their representatives about
the Commission’s deliberations be shared with the group as a whole. Jim Blackwood said the
City Attorney is available at any time to answer specific questions.
Other Housekeeping Matters
Jim said that it was suggested at the last meeting that some additional research be conducting
including research on oversight practices in jurisdictions elsewhere in the country. Staff
requests that such research be held in abeyance until the completion of briefings. It is expected
that those briefings will address some the questions that members have indicated they would
like researched. Following completion of briefings, the Commission will be asked about any
remaining research needs.
Jim reiterated that meetings agendas will identify the documents associated with each agenda
item.
Dwight asked if there were any other housekeeping matters to discuss. He said that one thing
missing from the schedule is the opportunity for introspection by the Bureaus on past actions
(what would you do the same, differently), their perspective on the public’s concerns, and the
major challenges that they face.
Briefing from Water Bureau
Commission member questions / comments are in regular text followed by staff responses in
italics were applicable.
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Presentation
David Shaff, Portland Water Bureau Administrator, gave a detailed briefing / presentation on
the Water Bureau. The full presentation can be viewed on the project website:
https://www.portlandonline.com/fish/index.cfm?c=47690&a=498435
Discussion
Rob Doneker asked staff to you talk a bit more about LT2. History of LT2 goes back to 1993.
The City of Milwaukie, WI had a catastrophic failure of treatment system during a storm event.
Cryptosporidium was spilled into the water and made a bunch of people sick and killed about
100. To address this risk, water needs to be filtered and jurisdictions are required to have
mitigation plan for reservoirs. EPA finalized the treatment rule in 2006 but eliminated the risk
mitigation regulation. In April 2009, Portland was required to have a compliance schedule
approved by EPA detailing how it would bring its system into compliance. The schedule with
EPA required that the City disconnect the open reservoirs at Mt Tabor by December 2015 and
that they be covered by December 2020. Every system in the country such a compliance
schedule / plan.
Christine Chin Ryan asked if there is a policy about the percentage of a watershed (Bull Run)
that cannot be logged. Bull Run is about 102 square miles and is protected by laws that prohibit
logging. There is an additional buffer zone that prohibits logging and all other activities except
production of the City’s water. There is federal legislation that protects the watershed and the
buffer zone.
Christine asked how the Bureau is protecting its pipes from earthquakes. We have two current
construction projects in which the Bureau is experimenting with a different type of pipe. We are
working on identifying where the greatest weaknesses in the system are. An example is the
Willamette River Crossing where there are six underwater crossings; the City’s Westside is at
particularly high risk since sources are on the Eastside. We are proposing a significant pipe
under the Willamette that would back up the Downtown area core crossings. We will proceed
from the most important fixes to the small stuff in the event of an earthquake.
Kendra Smith noted that utility license fees are limited in what they can fund; there are
restrictions against using such fees for capital; she queried about the relationship of utility fees
to the broader water system budget. The PowerPoint presentation includes a pie chart of
revenue sources and the role of utility license fees.
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Janice Thompson said that utility license fees are not unique to the City of Portland. Kendra
indicates that she believes the importance of such fees needs to be better articulated to the
public.
Chris asked Bureau staff what one public misconception would be the highest priority to
correct. There are various City Council funding directives, e.g. loos, that have not necessarily
been a good thing for the Water Bureau. While water can be outrageously expensive, we have
some of the cheapest rates in the nation. The reality is that it is an incredibly cheap resource in
the Pacific Northwest.
Christine asked for clarification about the status of the failed billing system. The new billing
system that we purchased and use today replaced the failed system that we used in 2006. We
have been adding to its functionality ever since. We used that old system for six years. A lot of
people will talk about how it didn’t function properly but for a majority of customers it did.
There were just some very public issues out there.
Rob asked Bureau staff to talk about what’s driving a lower demand for water. The plumbing
code has had a huge impact. You cannot get a regular old toilet or shower anymore. The
general Portland ethic is a driver of conservation and sustainability. Regionally, we use a lot
less water than a number of other places. Most utilities compare at using 10 CCF and we use 5
CCF. Smaller lot sizes result in less outdoor irrigation.
Rob asked if Bureau staff think the overall rate will increase or if we are leveling out. We have a
chart that we could share with you that shows that the demand is dropping and that in 5-10
years it will level off. Then we anticipate that increasing again.
Briefing from Bureau of Environmental Sciences
Commission member questions / comments are in regular text followed by staff responses in
italics were applicable.
Presentation
Jim Hagerman, Bill Ryan and Steve Barrett gave a detailed briefing / presentation on the BES.
The full presentation can be viewed project website:
https://www.portlandonline.com/fish/index.cfm?c=47690&a=498434
Group Discussion
Kendra asked if asset management is implemented for all BES programs. We do apply it to all,
but there is difference in the extent to which they mature. Applying asset management to the
stormwater system is difficult when the City does not own much of the underlying property.
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This is very new and we are ahead of the others in the nation in how we are addressing and
pursuing it.
Kendra then asked if there are areas where the functions of the watershed health and
stormwater units within the Bureau overlap and where efficiencies could be achieved. A
stormwater plan is being developed by staff from both units. We are innovating in so many
areas of green asset management process that we are ahead of most of the nation.
Rob asked whether the level of capital improvement expenditures originally associated with the
CSO can be expected to remain constant and, if so, is this because of the aging infrastructure.
When the CSO work was initiated in the 1990s, there were lower capital maintenance
requirements. We are seeing a bump now because of the aging infrastructure.
Larry Wallack asked staff of both the Water Bureau and BES to take a moment on introspection
and consider the challenges in communicating their record of excellence to the public. BES
staff indicated the biggest challenge is that the bureau is not very good at telling its story. We
have completed a $1.4 billion – 20 year program for a CSO project on time and on budget. We
have found in surveys that the public does not understand what we do. We are characterized as
a sewer utility but clean water utility would be a better term. Water Bureau staff said that
water and sewage treatment are the two unseen utilities until there is an issue. You cannot see
a sewage pipe that is over capacity until it backs up in your house. We have over 200 main
breaks a year. That is the type of thing that people don’t pay attention to. In the US, we have
done such a great job with our utilities that they are taken from granted. You turn on the tap
and have safe drinking water, flush the toilet and don’t have to think about it.
Christine said you don’t often hear about major public projects being completed on time and on
budget and congratulated BES staff.
Kendra suggested that it would be interesting to hear from the bureaus’ communication staff.
If the story is not being told, why not? Larry agreed. The fact is you have an incredible record
of innovation excellence, performance, etc. We are convened because the public trust is low.
People are concerned with rate setting and feeling they aren’t getting the value they expect
from the utility. It would be interesting to know if you have surveys from the public on some of
these issues. Janice indicated that the City does an annual review through the Auditor’s Office
and that there are specific questions related to the utility bureaus. She will provide results for
the Commission. She said the results actually indicate a pretty decent public perception.
Brian said that the issues with not telling the story appropriately are industry-wide and not
unique to Portland. The industry recognizes that it needs to do a better job telling its story.
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Meeting Recap and Assignments
Jim indicated that the briefing on City Utility Bond Ratings will be bumped to the next meeting
on August 19.
Meeting adjourned at 9:35 am.

MEETING #3 SUMMARY
August 19, 2014; 4 – 6 pm
Room C, 2nd Floor, Portland Building
Commission Members
Representative
Dwight Holton, Commission Chair
Vacant, Commission Vice-Chair
Barbara Boyd
Christine Chin Ryan
Rob Doneker
Bill Gaffi
Marion Haynes
Chris Liddle
Kendra Smith
Brian Stahl
Janice Thompson
Larry Wallack

Organization
Lines for Life

Present
Yes

OR AFL-CIO
Synergy Consulting, Inc.
Consultant
Clean Water Services
Portland Business Alliance
PGE
Bonneville Environmental Foundation
City of Gresham
CUB
PSU

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Organization
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Mayor’s Office
City Budget Office
City Budget Office
Water Bureau Administrator
Bureau of Environmental Sciences
Bureau of Environmental Sciences
Bureau of Environmental Sciences
Cogan Owens Cogan

Present
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Project Team / Staff
Representative
Jim Blackwood
Sonia Schmanski
Jackie Dingfelder
Claudio Campuzano
Ryan Kinsella
David Shaff
Jim Hagerman
Bill Ryan
Steve Barrett
Alisha Morton
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Jim Owens
Bob Wise

Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan

Yes
Yes

Other Attendees
Kathryn Notson
Herschel Soles
Jaymee Citi
Amy Bowles
Jeff Bissonnette

Introductions / Welcome
Jim Owens, Facilitator, welcomed Commission members, staff and members of the public.
Dwight Holton, Chair, asked for a round of introductions.
Approval of Meeting Summary
Dwight advised that an error in spelling of Chris Liddle’s name on page 2 would be corrected.
The meeting summary was approved with no other changes.
Other Housekeeping Matters
Dwight advised that Vice-Chair Isaac Dixon had regretfully resigned from his position as ViceChair and Commission Member due to work commitments. Dwight will consult with the
Commissioner’s Office on a Vice-Chair replacement and get back to the Commission members
at a later date.
Observations and Follow-up Questions from the Water Bureau / BES Presentations
Commission member questions / comments are in regular text followed by staff responses in
italics were applicable.
Larry Wallack indicated that he felt that the overview presentations by BES and the Water
Bureau were excellent. An issue is how many people the bureaus have engaged in
communications. Following the bureaus’ presentations, the Commission had a brief discussion
about what the bureaus are doing to communicate their accomplishments and how that is
conveyed to the broader public audience. Larry said this conversation was important because,
while there are obviously practical problems such as infrastructure improvement needs, there
are also perceptual problems; both need to be addressed. Dwight agreed with this but said the
Commission does not want to land to this decision prematurely. He said in some ways it goes
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beyond our scope but in other ways it is our role to consider whether or not the bureaus are
getting advice and leadership from the accountability structures and are making choices well.
Kendra Smith agreed that the bureaus need to communicate more broadly what they do and
why. She added that it needs to be at a more localized level. The bureaus should communicate
directly with neighborhoods why things are happening before they happen. Larry agreed that
the localized communication should focus on the benefits. People see the disruption but often
do not understand the benefits connected with it.
Jim asked Commission members to consider if Portland’s form of government makes
communicating a challenge. Kendra said it should not. Bill Gaffi added that the only significant
problem he could see is the fast rotation of Commissioners. It could pose a problem when
trying to maintain a consistent communication strategy during turnover. Dwight said a more
unified comprehensive approach could be an option to avoid that.
Brian Stahl indicated that communication could be a capacity issue. He said there are a lot of
projects and figuring out the level of communication to fit each project could pose a challenge
in a big organization. BES has a large communication staff but 90% of the communication
planning is driven by projects. Most communication staff are funded by the projects they are
involved in. The bureau only has three dedicated staff to deal with bureau-wide
communications.
Christine Chin Ryan asked how projects are communicated. Communication is provided
through multiple ways – email, letters / cards mailed, door hangers, door to door at apartments
etc. Because of the disruptive nature of projects, a lot of ground work is done at the
neighborhood or street level. BES has public involvement staff that facilitates the
communications.
Briefing on City Utility Bond Ratings
Commission member questions / comments are in regular text followed by staff responses in
italics were applicable.
Presentation
Jonas Biery, City of Portland Debt Manager, gave a detailed briefing / presentation on the City
Utility Bond Ratings. The documents can be viewed on the project website:
https://www.portlandonline.com/fish/index.cfm?c=65200.
Jonas indicated that rating agencies are a very good proxy for independently accessing the
City’s financial capabilities. The rating agencies look at:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Risk of repayment
Debt service coverage
Consistency
Cash position and reserves
System capacity
Regulatory compliance
Management strength
Future CIP needs
Specific bond structuring
Legal covenants
Regional indicators
Comparison to other entities

Discussion
Kendra asked if it is possible to borrow so much that it affects the rating structure. Yes, that is a
factor. We strive for the right level of debt relative to system needs and ability to repay that
debt. She also asked if the City does analysis on the affordability of taking on debt. The
feedback that we get from rating agencies and investors is that we are consistent with what
they see nationwide.
Dwight noted the close to $1 billion in additional debt for water and sewer infrastructure is
projected over the next five years. Because we collect more than we need to pay, there are
embedded revenues within the system to counteract this increased debt. Brian said it was
actually $582 million but that there is no discussion about how the debt is declining, all we see
is debt being increased. We do not control what the rating agencies report on but this is a good
point.
Brian asked why the debt coverage is different between the two bureaus. Also, looking at the
revenues that the bureaus provide to repay debt, it is 20% for the Water Bureau but 52% for
BES. Ratepayers do not understand how much of the revenue generated through utility rates is
dedicated to debt repayment. What is the national norm for this? The CSO created the
increased debt coverage for BES. Raising rates when needed to meet operational expectations
is important. We can track down a benchmark figure for the national norm and get that
information to you. Brian indicated that the bureaus also have had to use rate stabilization
savings accounts. Money from those savings accounts helps mitigate the rate adjustment and
contributes to BES’s 52%. This is very much by intent and considered a positive.
Dwight suggested that in the future there may be less willingness by the public to support rate
increases. There needs to be a balance between sustaining without alienating public support
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with large rate increases. This is a complex; lowering or having a smaller increase may be ok if
you reduce the CIP but that will have other risks. If you have the capital need then you don’t
really have a choice.
Kendra asked about the relationship between the CIP and the Budget Office. We have helped
all bureaus to communicate the right parameters to use in developing the CIPs.
Larry asked what metrics are used in determining whether to raise rates. History, management
consistency and ensuring that the capital program is keeping up with facility needs.
Jonas will provide a copy of the Annual Debt Report to the Commission.
Briefing on Existing Oversight Structure and Process
Commission member questions / comments are in regular text followed by staff responses in
italics were applicable.
Presentation
Andrew Scott, City’s Budget Office, gave a detailed overview of the Existing Oversight Structure
and Process. A handout on Current Utility Oversight is included in the project notebook as Tab
5.
Discussion
Kendra asked if it would be possible and beneficial to merge the BAC and the PURB in some
fashion. This is a great question for this Commission to consider. There is some overlap
between the groups, but they do have their own purposes.
Chris Liddle asked how effective the BAC and PURB are and how that effectiveness is measured.
It depends on your measurement of effectiveness. BAC does provide some useful citizen input.
The major criticism we have heard is that the BAC is only able to see the information that the
City brings forward. Even if they do raise issues it is often too late in the budgeting process to
respond. The effectiveness of the PURB depends on the Mayor and Council how much they pay
attention to its recommendations. I would not want to gauge effectiveness based on whether
recommendations are accepted. To the extent that they are making recommendations that the
Council is at least considering, that is a measure of effectiveness.
Larry said one purpose of the PURB is to be representative of the community. He suggested the
Commission review the PURB ordinance and develop measurable metrics to see if the purpose
of the PURB as a review body is addressed. He also said there may be things that do not occur
simply because the PURB is there and it is unknown what would happen if the PURB no longer
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existed. Christine said that in one of the communications received from the public mentioned
things that are ineffective and laid out some things that can be addressed. She said this is a
good start. Dwight said the question of how to gauge effectiveness is really important for this
Commission to consider.
Brian said that his measurement of effectiveness is if the group has a spot at the table, they are
being listened to and have the ability to contribute at least something to the process. That
does not mean it has to be adopted. The effectiveness of the PURB depends on the Mayor and
Council, but the PURB is appointed by the Mayor and Council. There is a disconnect in that.
Dwight asked that we add to the schedule a briefing from the PURB. Chris asked if it would be
useful to have a BAC member present as well. We will add these to the schedule.
Chris asked if there was a document on the budget process and how these advisory bodies fit
into it. We will provide a visual of the budget process that illustrates the role of the BAC and
PURB.
Briefing by Citizen Utility Board of Oregon
Commission member questions / comments are in regular text followed by staff responses in
italics were applicable.
Presentation
Janice Thompson, CUB staff and Commission member, gave a detailed presentation on the
Citizens Utility Board (CUB) of Oregon and a proposed triangle model for effective utility
oversight. She identified three key elements of effective utility policy, management, budget
and rate setting oversight and indicated that there is no silver bullet solution. Currently, there
is a lack of an analytical relationship between the bureaus and the PURB. The PURB and BACs
are the tail wagging the CIP dog. She presented five questions for Commission consideration.
Her handout and full presentation can be viewed on the project website:
https://www.portlandonline.com/fish/index.cfm?c=65200.
Discussion
Dwight asked if there is a set of qualifications for PURB members. Janice said there are
designated seats by geographic areas and community sectors. Kendra said the PURB represents
the public and is not intended to be a technical review body.
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Bill asked what the process is for engaging major industrial customers at a stage when it’s still
useful. Janice said that this seat on the PURB has been vacant for some time.
Barbara Boyd asked if there were other criticisms of the PURB that Janice did not mention in
her presentation. Janice said that the PURB is viewed as a group to make recommendations
only budgets and rates. She said an expanded focus is needed. A huge issue is having a City
Council that will listen to its recommendations. Also, while you want the geographic / sector
representation on the PURB, it does potentially hinder the ability to recruit committed
members.
Christine asked if we were only focusing on the lower left corner of the triangle model. Janice
indicated there is no perfect decision-making body and that it takes all three elements of the
triangle. At the next meeting, the Commission can expect to hear about proposed changes to
the decision-making process.
Marion Haynes suggested that we take a look at the state model. The thing missing from the
triangle model is a standing group with technical expertise that can be applied to budget and
rate reviews. Janice said that element was stronger when there was Utility Review Team (URT)
in place. There are executive level committees internal to both bureaus that have technical
talent. There is not an analytical relationship between them and the PURB. We need to hook up
these two entities so that the oversight is going to the engine that is driving everything.
Dwight said that decisions made today will have impacts for five years at a minimum. This
raises the question whether the broader management authority or advisory authority of a
PURB can help achieve a balance that ensures that the City doesn’t deplete capacity to raise
rates when you need to. Janice included questions in her presentation for discussion that are
important to consider. The political will is often to enact lower rates than are recommended.
Stabilizing rates and keeping them lower has most often been a political decision that has
overruled the recommendations from the PURB.
Larry said the Commission needs to look at the purpose of the PURB. He said it does not seem
specific enough to tell us the charge of the PURB. We may want to think about refiguring the
PURB to be both an advisory and ambassadorial group that may help explain some of the
complicated issues to the public. We can provide the specific charge of the PURB to the
Commission.
Larry asked if there were case studies of CUBs in other states that illustrate how they perform
their roles and functions. Jeff Bissonette, Policy Director with CUB, said that CUB could prepare
a quick summary of how it functions in other states.
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Christine asked for a simple one page of overlaps / similarities between the PURB and BACs.
Meeting Recap and Assignments
Jim reviewed the key issues raised and assignments including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

How CIPs are internally developed will be a future agenda item.
The Commission will be provided a copy of the latest bond rating report and a link to the
Annual Debt Report.
PURB and BAC representatives will be invited to present at a future meeting(s).
Information on the PURB makeup and qualifications is requested.
Gauging effectiveness will be an issue for the Commission to address.
The bureaus are requested to provide introspection on things that they feel turned out
wrong from a public relations or management perspective and why.
The CUB PowerPoint presentation will be distributed. The five questions raised will be
used to frame Commission deliberations.
CUB will provide case studies on the functioning of CUBs elsewhere.
Staff will provide a matrix of overlaps / similarities between PURB and BAC.

Meeting adjourned at 6:07 pm.

MEETING #4 SUMMARY
August 28, 2014; 4 – 6 pm
City Hall, Lovejoy Room
Commission Members
Representative
Dwight Holton, Commission Chair
Christine Chin Ryan, Commission Vice-Chair
Barbara Byrd
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Bill Gaffi
Marion Haynes
Chris Liddle
Kendra Smith
Brian Stahl
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Organization
Lines for Life
Synergy Consulting, Inc.
OR AFL-CIO
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Clean Water Services
Portland Business Alliance
PGE
Bonneville Environmental Foundation
City of Gresham
CUB
PSU
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Project Team / Staff
Representative
Jim Blackwood
Sonia Schmanski
Jackie Dingfelder
Claudio Campuzano
Ryan Kinsella
David Shaff
Dean Marriott
Jim Hagerman
Alisha Morton
Jim Owens
Bob Wise

Organization
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Mayor’s Office
City Budget Office
City Budget Office
Water Bureau Administrator
Bureau of Environmental Sciences
Bureau of Environmental Sciences
Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan

Present
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Other Attendees
Jaymee Citi
Cecilia Huyeh
Tom Liptan
Catherine Howells
Micah Meskel
Floy Jones
Herschel Soles
Elliot Levin

Introductions / Welcome
Dwight Holton, Chair, welcomed Commission members, staff and members of the public.
Housekeeping Matters
Approval of Meeting Summary
Dwight Holton, Chair, asked for comments or edits to the summary. There were no comments
and the summary was approved.
Recommendation for Vice-Chair Replacement

Dwight advised that he has asked Christine Chin Ryan to serve as Vice-Chair. This appointment
was approved with no objections.
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Communications

Jim said at each meeting staff will report communications that were received. Two have been
received since the last meeting including one from Lloyd Anderson and another from Floy
Jones.
Christine noted that the presentations, materials and survey that Janice provided reflect that
customers are pretty satisfied but the communications we have been received seem so
contrary to what we’ve been hearing and reading. We need to weed out why there is the big
discrepancy. Dwight agreed that it feels like a weird disconnect. If the bureaus are doing
everything great, then why are we here. Jim asked that the BRC get through the briefings that
we have scheduled and the public listening session before we start circling back. At that point
we can have dialogue about what we need to clarify and what we need to know.
Observations and Follow-up Questions from Jonas Biery Presentation
Commission member questions / comments are in regular text followed by staff responses in
italics were applicable.
Dwight asked at what point in the process does Jonas, as the debt manager, become involved
to say you’re not comfortable with the situation. I monitor throughout the year. We have data
points that we are tracking and how it fits with what investors expect. If we see something
moving off the plan then we get in touch with staff.
Dwight asked if Jonas is systematically involved in development of the CIP? That is an
interactive discussion. We are not asset managers. We rely on engineers to make those
determinations. We do certain CIP rate modeling processes / structures to help. We are
engaged in the discussion but in more of an advisory financial role.
Dwight asked if there is opportunity to advise early on proposed actions by the bureaus that
could affect bond ratings. Our expectation would be that staff would tell us what they are
thinking about doing and ask what the rate impact would be. We would communicate
appropriately to council.
Presentation by City Club
Chris Liddle, Commission Member and chair of the City Club Research committee on utility oversight,
gave a brief overview of the City Club of Portland Report and Recommendations. Please see Tab 27 for
more information and the full PowerPoint presentation posted at:
https://www.portlandonline.com/fish/index.cfm?c=47690&a=502069.
Presentation by Portland Business Alliance (PBA)
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Marion Haynes, Commission Member and PBA Vice President, Government Affairs & Economic
Development, gave a brief overview of PBA recommendations developed during the recent ballot
measure. Please see Tab 30 for more information and the PowerPoint presentation posted at:
https://www.portlandonline.com/fish/index.cfm?c=47690&a=502628.
Group Discussion on City Club and PBA

Commission member questions / comments are in regular text followed by staff responses in
italics were applicable.
Kendra Smith asked if either City Club or PBA would disband the PURB and BACs. Marion said
with their recommendation they become unnecessary. Chris said that City Club recommends
dissolving the PURB but did not comment on the BACs.
Larry Wallack asked, if the high visibility/controversial spending items (e.g. Waterhouse) hadn’t
been pursued, would that change City Club / PBA conclusions. Chris responded that if those
items hadn’t happened he does not think we would be here today.. Marion added that some of
those decisions have been fixed and people responsible are not longer involved, but with the
current governance structure and lack of oversight they could happen again.
Janice Thompson asked if the Auditor’s report is in the binder. Links are included on the
website. Janice stated that the report has a good summary of the language out there.
Something to think about – is the authority vague or is it broad? Sounds like the City is arguing
that the authorities are broad and that is different than just being vague. Bill Gaffi said that
having breadth can save you a lot of money. He cautioned against being too myopic in terms of
the charge. Dwight asked that the Auditor’s report be distributed with a one-page summary of
what qualifies as provisions of services.
Dwight said that we need to consider opportunities for innovation as we look at accountability
structures. You want a system where infrastructure encourages innovation.
Dwight asked if City Club / PBA factored innovation into their recommended oversight
structures. Chris said that provision of service is where you should be as innovative as you can
be while providing great service. What City Club proposes does not inhibit innovation but it
wasn’t a priority. Marion added that both bureaus identified using least-cost planning which
should drive innovation.
Larry said innovation is also associated with risk. If it does not work then it looks like you
squandered public money. Stability and predictability become more important than the
possibility of innovation. We need to think about tradeoffs here. How much do you want
invested in innovation. Chris said this is also about best practices. Kendra Smith added that the
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City doesn’t always have to take the risk on innovation but sometimes it’s about them getting
out of the way to allow the private sector to be innovative.
Dwight said management structure for oversight or accountability can either promote or
discourage thinking in new ways. Kendra said you do not want to stack the deck with folks who
are all risk averse. You want to have some folks who are innovative.
Dwight asked bureau staff to let us know if they have ways to promote innovation internally.
Janice asked Marion who appoints the authority that PBA recommends, how do you get on it,
how many people. Marion said that PBA’s recommendations were high level and came out
before the City Club report was published. There needs to be a lot more detail worked out.
Several years ago, the Charter Review Commission had a group that did a lot of work on this
and recommended the type of technical expertise needed. That may be a place to dig up some
information. They even worked with the City Attorney to address the vagueness of the Charter.
Chris said that City Club proposes that the Commissioner-in-Charge appoint the authority with
approval of the remainder of City Council but they did not define term lengths.
Janice asked about the new management structure in the document from last spring and
setting up municipal corporations. Is that a level of detail you decided not to put in? Marion
said the main finding and issue is the need for a new management structure. Not sure if that
would go beyond the charge of this group. Janice said she sees the advantage being that it
does break away from inordinate influence of one Commissioner-in-Charge. The flip side is if
you went the route of a municipal corporation then, then how does the City Charter apply. We
need to be careful about that. Marion added PBA’s recommendations are fairly vague because
that is what we are here to talk about. Similarities in the PBA and City Club recommendations
are what is notable.
Dwight asked if the independent commission is made up of the Council. Marion said they are
separate and the independent commission would be appointed by the Council. Janice said
without changing the form of government it is trying to separate out administrative and
legislative. Kendra said that this is what Clean Water Services does.
Larry said that looking at the City Charter there may not be a lot to support this. One thing that
is explicitly not in this Commission’s charge is to not propose changes to the commission form
of government. Not sure why we would have a lot of discussion on this particular proposal.
Dwight said the presentations offered suggestions for how to address challenges of oversight
structures. The more authority there is in a management board then who has oversight of
them. Chris said that City Council still approves the overall budget based on recommendations.
It would then be up to the authority to make sure those things fall within the guidelines.
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Dwight asked who sets the size of the pie or pieces in the budget. Chris said the Council sets
the size of the pie and outlines their objectives and priorities. The authority then determines
the size of the pieces.
Dwight asked what would happen for example, if the overall budget of the Water Bureau is
$100 million and City Council would like $50 million invested in Green Streets and $15 million in
covering the reservoirs and the authority said that we are going to flip those numbers. Chris
said they would make cases for the recommendations that they are making. Janice said that
you are introducing a management structure by this. Is that even possible and is it just a way to
get around of our commission form of government? You can’t call this an oversight commission
if, in reality it’s a management commission; you still need oversight functions. Janice said that
you would now have two boxes at the top of the oversight triangle: Council and the new
authority. This does not eliminate the need for the two other corners of the oversight triangle
and an oversight group that has technical support. Marion said their recommended authority
would have technical support. The PURB is the right idea; it just needs teeth. The oversight
would reside with Council.
Dwight asked Chris if City Club had a conversation about a council that could dictate the budget
versus one that had discretion about the budget but not the pieces of the pie. Chris said we
were trying to avoid that. We recommend adding the layer of independent council, removing
PURB, with decision-making authority remaining with the City Council in approving or not
approving the budget. There is a remedy for the public when they elect their commissioners.
We are sitting here because oversight has worked. Marion said that there is oversight, but she
does not know that the system worked because the public paid for things it should not have.
Presentation by PURB
Catherine Howells, PURB member, gave a brief overview of PURB. Please refer to Tab 30 and the
project website: https://www.portlandonline.com/fish/index.cfm?c=65200.
Key points from Catherine’s presentation:
•
•
•
•
•

PURB is bogged down by the geographic requirement. The learning curve is steep and
the more people with technical expertise, the better.
Biggest concern is recruiting. There are currently four active members. Whether PURB
is going to exist or not plays into this.
Agree on a PURB 2.0 while trying to get back to the original intent of PURB.
PURB has only one discussion with City Council per year. There is good staff support
and also frequent dialogue with the assigned commissioner.
PURB members are volunteers who spent over 700 hours of their volunteer time per
member last year.
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•

Recommend that BRC looks at what is already there in the Charter and how you would
strengthen it.

Group Discussion on PURB

Commission member questions / comments are in regular text followed by staff / guest speaker
responses in italics were applicable.
Kendra said that she had a similar experience as a previous member of the Urban Forestry
Commission. Retention of members is hard because you make recommendations and who
knows where they go. There is a sense of lack of respect around the process and it sounds like
PURB is suffering from this as well. Catherine agreed with this and added that the current
Commissioner’s office has been great.
Dwight asked if Catherine thinks it is an issue that PURB comes in late in the process because
they are not involved in the CIP and development of policies, etc. Catherine believes PURB
actually goes into the process too early. She said PURB sits on the BACs and reviews the CIP.
We then go through whole budget process, make our recommendations for rates that go to the
Mayor and Council, then PURB is done. The Mayor and Council can change their
recommendation and PURB has no say.
Dwight asked if the PURB has a role in shaping the CIP. Catherine said the PURB has a role in
shaping the budget priorities of the CIP as non-voting members of the BAC and then it comes to
the PURB. The learning curve starts with the BAC. Dwight said PURB’s job is setting rates;
would it be better if their job was also to set CIP priorities. Catherine said that is a much bigger
governance question. Her point of view is that you already have state-mandated processes for
contracts, CIP and planning. Bureaus already have 5-year plans. How deep do you want to drill
down into individual projects? That involves too much of volunteers and there’s a point where
you have to trust your professionals. Engineers putting together the CIP know what they are
doing. We do challenge some of this through the BACs and PURB.
Catherine cautioned that the BRC needs to look very closely at the legality of what can be done
under the commission form of government. City Council as the budget committee for utilities is
formally recognized by the State. Marion said that with the City Club and PBA
recommendations, City Council still ultimately adopts the budget. She thinks having an new
oversight authority still works as long as Council has ultimate authority over the budget.
Dwight said that the BRC would like PURB to continue to be part of the conversation.
Meeting Recap and Assignments
Portland Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission
Report to City Council 12.08.14

Dwight briefly discussed follow-up items:
•
•
•

September 8th at 6 pm will be a public comment session
Claudio will provide a summary of the Auditor’s report and City’s Charter
City Attorney’s office is preparing information on ORS requirements

Meeting adjourned at 5:56 pm.

PUBLIC LISTENING SESSION #1
September 8, 2014; 6 – 8:30 pm
Room C, Portland Building
Commission Members
Representative
Dwight Holton, Commission Chair
Christine Chin Ryan, Commission Vice-Chair
Barbara Byrd
Rob Doneker
Bill Gaffi
Marion Haynes
Chris Liddle
Kendra Smith
Brian Stahl
Janice Thompson
Larry Wallack

Organization
Lines for Life
Synergy Consulting, Inc.
OR AFL-CIO
Consultant
Clean Water Services
Portland Business Alliance
PGE
Bonneville Environmental Foundation
City of Gresham
CUB
PSU

Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Organization
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Mayor’s Office
City Budget Office
City Budget Office
Water Bureau Administrator
Bureau of Environmental Sciences
Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan

Present
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Project Team / Staff
Representative
Jim Blackwood
Sonia Schmanski
Jackie Dingfelder
Claudio Campuzano
Ryan Kinsella
David Shaff
Dean Marriott
Alisha Morton
Jim Owens
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Bob Wise

Cogan Owens Cogan

Yes

Members of the Public
[This list is from the testimony sign in sheet; additional attendees may have signed in on attendance
sheets.]
Floy Jones
M. Meo
Mike Houck
Micah Meskel
Hershel Soles
Jim Labbe
Elliott Levin
Scott Fernandez
Ines Bartlett
Joe Walsh
Crystal Elinski
Rob Martenel
Mark Gibson

Introductory Remarks
Dwight Holton, Chair, welcomed Commission members, staff and members of the public.
Dwight asked for a round of BRC member and staff introductions. He then briefly discussed the
meeting purpose, charge of Commission and schedule.
Presentation Protocols
Jim Owens, Facilitator, asked members wishing to give comments to introduce themselves and
who they represent. He asked for no personal attacks and that comments about what you
would like to come out of the process would be most helpful. If there are written comments,
participants were asked to leave them for staff to copy and distribute to BRC members and post
to the website.
Public Presentations
Floy Jones said she is representing Friends of Reservoirs which is a volunteer grass-roots
organization created in 2002 in response to a line item decision by the City to demolish
reservoirs in Mt Tabor and replace with an underground storage tank. At the same time, the
City was also discussing relinquishing Portland’s sole ownership of Bull Run as well as a creating
Bull Run Treatment Panel. Floy said that she would like to address five main points.
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1) Conflicts of interest and cozy contracts with consultants
For the history of cozy consultants, refer to her 11x17 handout outlining dealings / contracts
with Joe Glicker, a previous Water Bureau executive who went to work as a consultant in 1995.
She explained the even though there was a competitive bidding process for all these contracts
there is issue with a selection committee that is dominated by Water Bureau employees. She
said that these types of contracts cannot be extended by an engineer but they were. Many
were brought in as emergency ordinances and they were not really that. She also said there
was always a subsequent design contract that went to the same consultant. Doing pre-design
work then provides an unfair advantage for the next contract. Floy said that the Water Bureau
will always hire their friends and give the contracts to the same person. She said it does not
help the rate payer when the same person gets the contract over and over.
2) Water Bureau document and federal mandates
Floy said there is discretion in dealing with federal mandates. LT2 was based on an outbreak in
Milwaukee, Wisconsin which had a highly unprotected watershed . The basis of this regulation
came because the state-of- the-art filtration plant in Milwaukee, WI failed with human and cow
sewage backflowing into their drinking water system. The problem is that the sampling
methodology is extremely flawed. Every other organization besides the Portland Water Bureau
has complained about the sampling method. The variance is based on that sampling method as
well. Other entities have done studies and the conclusion was not to cover the reservoirs. The
rule requires that reservoirs be treated or covered. Hypalon cover installation is an option.
Installation of the grill work for the covers (rather than burial) was already installed at
Washington Park.
Water Bureau handpicked the 2004 Reservoir Panel, excluding all neighborhood associations or
anyone who had independent knowledge. A panel member wrote an article saying the Friends
of the Reservoirs provided the best information. The Reservoir Panel ordinance said they
needed to bring all the stakeholders together and Water Bureau defied this. Water Bureau put
together a costly plan without consulting any of us. Thanks to lobbying by other cities with open
reservoirs EPA is now in the process of revising the rule. Many communities have been harmed
because of this regulation.
The Early Habitat Conservation Plan did not require spending $100 million. The Water Bureau
will say there was a long list of people supporting the plan. All were paid partners. They didn’t
necessarily support the most expensive part of that plan, the Dam2 Tower. When the plan was
presented it did not show that it would be front loaded with major and expensive projects;
Dam2 Tower project ended up being 200% over budget. The Water Bureau claimed the reason
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was that they did not realize there would be so much underwater work for an underwater
project. Without any oversight, and nobody paying attention this will continue to happen.
Floy said that expensive CIP costs are not related to federal mandates as claimed by the Water
Bureau presentation at a previous BRC meeting.
She has reviewed all the documents and while the Bureau claims that the Sandy River Crossing
(related to the Habitat Conservation Plan)was completed on time and within budget she
disagrees. She said it started as an $8 million project and went to $22 million. It more than
doubled in cost. People should be looking at the estimates. Friends of Reservoirs supported the
project but not at $22 million.
3) Lack of community involvement in determining what goes in CIP escalation of costs and
various projects
Floy did not specifically touch on this through her comments.
4) Leadership and impacts on rates and mismanagement
Floy said that a there has not been a lot of change at the Water Bureau. David Shaff, who was
appointed by Randy Leonard’s office, has been there eight years. She has heard from Water
Bureau employees that his lack of background allows engineers to say whatever they want to
him and he does not know whether or not they are telling the truth. He was supportive of the
Water House every step of the way. From Friends of Reservoirs perspective, it is a fine line
trying to find a good leader for the Water Bureau. You want someone who appreciates our
system which is a simple system. In 2004, at a public meeting on CIPs in East County, Water
Bureau administrator Mort Anoushirivani was asked why the Bureau was spending so much
money on these consultant studies when deferred maintenance is not being taken care of as
documented by the Auditor. The answer was designing and building is glamorous and
maintenance is boring. If you don’t have a leader at the top who can challenge the people
below you are in trouble.
5) PURB and BAC organizational chart
Floy said that on the PURB / BAC chart that was provided to the Commission it says that the
PURB is appointed and managed by the Mayor and that hasn’t been the case since 2008 when
Mayor Adams relinquished that to Randy Leonard. Even when Amanda Fritz said she would
help, the Water Bureau did the recruitment for the PURB. The Water Bureau fills the PURB
with people who will be parrots and agree to whatever Council or Water Bureau says. These
boards have not functioned the way it says they should.
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BRC Questions & Comments
Brian Stahl asked if PURB/BAC have a place if the membership is appropriate. Floy said that
making a few tweaks may not make them more effective.
Dwight asked if there is a structure for the selection of the contract selection committees. Floy
said that the auditor’s report speaks to this, but it is problematic as it is dominated by Bureau
employees. Kendra Smith asked if any other competitors put forward a challenge to the
contract awards. Floy did not have that information.
Dwight said that the appointment of the Water Bureau Director being political could go either
way. On one hand it could be a challenge because if they do things the public does not want
the public cannot get rid of them. But on the other hand, we do not have the advantage of a
merit based selection process. Floy suggested that appointment is fine but they should do a
national search. You need someone that does not focus solely on projects and also has the
knowledge to manage the underlying issue. She said that it is not the appointment but the
qualification.
Dwight said that items like the conflict of interest, escalating nature of contracts of CIP, cost in
CIP and risk that a lust for building could somehow make shiny objects float to the top rather
than necessary could be better managed if there was a beefier management authority. Floy
agreed in theory but said these are lon-term problems. The Water Bureau management is very
loyal.
Mike Houck spoke on behalf of Urban Greenspaces Institute. Please see his written testimony
per attached that he read to the BRC members. In addition to the comments that he read,
other points were:
•
•

•
•

Disagrees with Floy’s absolutist take on conflict of interest. We need people on there
that know what they are doing. You want people with the best technical knowledge.
Measure 26-156 diverted money away from what we should have been doing. He feels
there are PR dollars floating around out there, but they have not been very effective.
Clean Water Services has done a better job at that. The CSO came in on time and under
budget. Neighborhoods are begging BES for green streets. City is not communicating
effectively to the general public and policy makers. It’s left to NGOs that are advocating
to the City with no funding.
Integrating gray/green infrastructure saves money. We should do cost avoidance.
He is afraid that the campaign has cast a negative light on innovative stormwater
management which is unfortunate because it represents the most innovative water
management efforts in the country.
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BRC Questions & Comments
Larry Wallack said the comment about communication is interesting. What we’ve heard before
is a lot of contracts and projects have communication built into them but they are about those
specific projects. The issue that you raise is communicating environmental values about the
Bureau and the City which is a different level of communication. Mike said that people don’t
even know there are two bureaus.
Larry said Mike seems complimentary about the watershed focus that we have here. He asked
Mike if he had to pick a couple places for us to look at around the country that have
outstanding watershed focus, where would he recommend. Mike said that he could refer the
BRC to leaders in green infrastructure approaches and that Philadelphia is one. He said that
Portland is resting on our laurels to a certain extent. Mike will follow-up and provide further
information to the BRC on this.
Barbara Byrd asked about dissolving the existing advisory bodies (including PURB and BACs) and
creating a new one: who would appoint this new committee and what would the scope of
activities be. Mike said he has heard that, with the PURB, people come in for a short time
throughout the process and cannot have meaningful input. The Council / Mayor can appoint
folks but a clear description of requirements on who will serve is needed. Mike looks to the
BRC to come up with this.
Dwight said the emphasis of Mike’s comments seemed to be on the innovation and importance
of watershed maintenance and ecosystem / biodiversity health. He asked Mike how he would
recommend institutionalizing this innovation or how we build something that helps the Bureaus
look for innovation. Mike said that at a minimum you acknowledge this and send a strong
message that with innovative and greener approaches there are ways to save costs. Innovative
approaches memorialized in your deliberations would be fabulous.
Marion Haynes said she doesn’t feel it’s the job of this body to make those pre-determinations,
but rather look at mechanisms for structures and oversight for folks with technical expertise to
make those decisions. If there are criteria, buckets of issues without getting into specifying too
much detail the kinds of things that ought to be considered so that we are taking into account
cost effective, but innovative approaches and non-traditional approaches that serve the
purpose that the Bureaus are here for would be helpful frame that broader oversight, rate
making and CIP discussion. Mike will provide a list of criteria of who should serve on an
advisory board.
Kendra asked if Mike knows of any jurisdiction that has integrated the value of green
infrastructure into their asset management portfolio. Mike said we get multiple benefits from
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green infrastructure. Clean Water Services and City of Portland are getting better at it. The City
should be looking at a strategy that integrates and requires green infrastructure as part of their
management structure. With the last budget cycle, green infrastructure was mostly cut out.
Micah Meskel, Conservation Assistant with Audubon Society of Portland, said the Society has
participated in many City committees, including with BES. We have a pretty informed
perspective on BES and Water Bureau. It is important that both these bureaus maintain their
broad mandates to achieve their missions. Green stormwater strategies are absolutely part of
BES mission and belong on the rates every bit as much as a grey strategy does. These help
meet federal mandates and achieve multiple benefits and save rates for payers. The general
fund competes against itself and can be susceptible to defunding these programs. Water
Bureau and BES cannot be short-sited in their decision- making which could result in much
greater expenses later on. Failure to invest in green infrastructure now will lead to the failing of
the big pipe in the near future. Green infrastructure was designed to take some of the load off
of it.
The BRC members should consider how to consolidate and make citizen oversight more
effective. Appoint people for three year terms so they have more buy-in and history. We
recommend they meet year round and have a more formal presentation to Council. BACs and
PURB meet early in the process but when it is time for City Council to hear their
recommendation they are no longer in the picture. We would like to continue to work with the
BRC and Bureaus to find solutions for issues that we have.
BRC Questions & Comments
Brian said that the BRC has heard testimony about the effectiveness of these committees and
that it would be helpful to look at the committee structures to get input on what would make
them more effective. Micah suggested that giving the committees some teeth to encourage
Council to listen to their recommendations would be helpful as well. Dwight added that this is
one of the most challenging issues – the balance between accountability and innovation and
making choices that might not be politically popular.
Herschel Soles, a concerned citizen, said in Eugene they have water and electric boards and are
concerned with cheap water and electricity. It’s a different situation here in Portland. We have
a Water Bureau that has fees from such utilities as electric, sewer and water. In Eugene they
have a fee on electric and that is it. Herschel has been supportive of the open reservoirs since
day one. He remembers going to a public hearing on whether we should cover the reservoirs
and person after person at the public meeting said they do not want it but Dan Saltzman came
back and said he didn’t hear anything to change the City’s decision to cover them. This only
makes money for the Joe Glickers. Mayor Adams asked David Shaff if it will really improve
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water quality. David said it will improve quality but it will be undetectable at the tap. Why
would we spend $300 million for an undetectable benefit? Mayor Adams was looking for a
reason to justify spending this money because it had already been decided to cover the
reservoirs in spite of public testimony. He remembers the conflict of interest that Floy
mentioned. He called Nick Fish’s office and asked how they would handle the conflict of
interest in putting people on the committee. They didn’t get back to him. Several of the BRC
members have hinted to that there is this temptation to attach things to the Water Bureau
because other areas are kind of limited. He remembers when they were talking about
justification for Water Bureau paying for the loo and the justification was that it had a water
connection. That justifies paying for anything in the city. We need to have a body that delivers
water and sewer and tries to hold down cost for these essential services without packing on
other costs.
Elliot Levin, Director of Research at PTE Local 17, represents employees in the Water Bureau
and BES and other agencies and employers. The issues that the City’s utilities are facing are not
unique to Portland. These issues are being faced around the country in terms of aging
infrastructures. Increasing costs are associated with that. We have pipes on the ground,
bridges, etc that are all coming due. Unfortunately, we are entering a more expensive time.
With that said, in his opinion the bureaus have done an exemplary job in maintaining
infrastructure and raising rates slowly over time through responsible asset management,
innovative solutions and what we see as the primary driver of costs has been proactive
responsibility. We should be thanking the bureaus. What the bureaus need is rate and budget
stability. In the last few years, we have been in an era of staffing cuts, threats, layoffs, training
cuts, etc. That is largely because rates have become a political issue that gets sorted out at the
last minute. We get last-minute changes after the BACs/PURB have weighed in. Instead of
being a political issue, these need to be based on information from scientific asset management
professionals. We have hired people to do this work and we need to trust those professionals.
Unfortunately, the rates that are necessary and costs are not going to be politically popular but
that is a job for your communications team. Rates and accountability are related. It’s not just
oversight issues but an issue of stability for these bureaus so they can do their job in a good
way. Stability issues hurt the bureaus and their professional staff. Elliot agrees with the
testimony tonight about BACs and PURB needing to be in the process longer. We have
structures in place for oversight. We do not need more but we need to strength the current
structures.
BRC Questions & Comments
Dwight asked Elliot for some bullet points on how to make the BACs/PURB stronger. Elliot said
that year round meetings are a good idea. The way the budget season works the BACs are
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done by January yet decisions are made towards the summer. He agrees that appointing
people for longer terms makes sense and that if we give the committees more teeth they are
more likely to maintain their expertise. If members think they will be overruled it is hard to
keep them on these committees.
Dwight asked for Elliot’s thoughts on the conflict of interest issues that have been brought up.
Elliot agrees that there are issues with the degree in which work has been contracted out and
they have heard it’s due to budget ability. Kendra said that she is aware of some instances
where there are long-term contractors that kind of functions as employees but they are not.
She asked if Elliot thinks this is driven by rate stability issues. Elliot said he thinks it is a separate
issue. He strongly disagrees in some circumstances with the two bureaus’ decisions in
contracting out by having a person sitting at a City desk.
Chris Liddle asked for clarification of the term “teeth” for the committees that Elliot and others
have mentioned. Elliot gave an example of the BACs and BES going through the process of
overseeing the budget, they put together their recommendation and prepared to testify in
front of Council. Literally that week everything changed. It was picked without consultation of
that budget committee. Can the budget committee really sign off on this anymore without any
consult with them? That is exemplary of the fact that pushing them to the beginning of the
process and not bringing them in later marginalizes them by design. By including them in the
whole process, it continues to let them weigh in rather than fade out of view. Elliot said he
would provide more ideas as a follow-up.
Scott Fernandez, concerned citizen, spent 13 years on the Water Quality Advisory Committee
and was a member of PURB. His graduate work was in drinking water, microbiology and
chemistry. We have seen a lot of spending on projects that didn’t need to happen. He is a big
fan and supporter of open reservoirs. The covered reservoirs do not have the efficiency and
public health benefits that open ones have. We have spent $100 million on projects that we
don’t need but have neglected maintenance of water system over more than a decade. The
auditor’s reports in 2004, 2011 and 2012 are consistent in content that the Water Bureau has
not been maintaining the system properly. This has lead to the critical water situation that we
are finding now. As a microbiologist he is very concerned about this. What else is in there
besides fecal matter? We have seen these bacteria pop up over the last decade and cannot
identify where it is coming from. Deferred maintenance that wasn’t funded over the last
decade is the cause of this.
Comments from the Auditor’s report are that the Water Bureau relies on practices that lead to
reactive maintenance but proactive maintenance leads to long-term cost savings. Portland
Water Bureau falls short of industry standards of maintenance of their system. They are so
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slow in reacting to these issues. These things need to be taken care of as they are a big public
health issue. There is a huge back log of needed maintenance. There is a need for flushing but
BES was working on the West Side pipe so they couldn’t do the flushing, but the East Side could
have had this done and vice versa. The solution has been to add chlorine recently which is
ineffective. Bull Run is taking in warmer water and microorganisms will have more efficiency
which scares him.
We still have a year for EPA to review the open reservoir situation. Instead of destroying open
reservoirs that are the only good thing about our system, we need to spend that money on
deferred maintenance. New York City is asking for a waiver from EPA and EPA is very open to
this. We should be doing the same thing. There are significant reasons to keep these open
reservoirs, please do not just go through the motions.
Joe Walsh, concerned citizen, thanked the BRC for being here tonight. He knows it is difficult to
sit here and listen to complaints that you hear and try to figure out how to put that into your
mandate. If you have a committee that is advisory only, you could set up a system that if the
committee recommended something to Council and they turned it down, then Council would
have to justify it in writing. That would make it part of the record. Not sure the politicians
would want to do this but you could have a senior staff from the Commissioner’s office do it.
The reason you are here is to try to figure out how to take the anger of the rate payers that
look at the bills and help them understand what is happening. You could figure out a way to
say to the rate payers that you have really programs and list what they are. BES is so
encompassing it takes in just about everything. Rate payers want to know why BES is paying for
the Tryon Creek Salmon study. BES handles sewage, what does that have to do with fish? Rate
payers do not understand this. Almost every month there is a scandal. When that happens you
not only have accountability issues but you have an uproar. It isn’t that BES isn’t doing good
things. They are and nobody is arguing that, but why doesn’t the general fund pay for some of
that stuff. The problem is that the Water Bureau and BES are corrupt. The BRC needs to say
that.
Crystal Elinski, Ten Thousand, visits Mt Tabor and Mt Scott often and does not understand
what is going on. She does not understand why she wasn’t informed of the construction at the
reservoirs causing them to be empty or half empty. She wants to know what is happening to
our reservoirs and why would they suddenly change. She does not feel informed about what is
happening with the Water Bureau. We have not been taking care of our environment as a City.
Our reservoirs in Portland are one of the cleanest systems in the US. She heard that BES wants
to cover the reservoirs, yet there is an opportunity for an exception but BES hasn’t gone
forward with that. It is embarrassing. She would like a better indication of what is going on
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behind the scenes and would like to be involved. Please get the information out there so that
the average person could be here today. We need more transparency. She asked BRC
members and staff to please come to the neighborhood meetings. Whatever money that is
being spent on marketing should be given to a citizen group to get the information out.
Rob Martenel, Portland Water Bureau employee, has yet to hear anything about stewardship
and the people doing the work on the ground every day. There has been a lot of talk about
engineering and design. Rob is here to represent the members of labor that prefer a wrench
over a design board. They want to be included in the process going forward as we talk about
how to best maintain and do the work that needs to be done. He’s a member of ASFCME Local
189, they want to be able to represent their members as this moves forward. He hears talk
about rates going down but you cannot do deferred maintenance with lowering rates. You
must have responsible rate setting. He questions the decision making to spend millions to
maintain a variance on an EPA mandate. EPA gives us clean water and air. When there is a
mandate it is what is best for the citizens of the country. Why are we spending millions on a
variance against EPA mandates? He has seen the bags of feces pulled from the reservoirs, the
dead birds, etc. He is familiar with the treatment processes. He represents about 1000 people
that work for the city of Portland. If there is anything we can do that can make Portland the
great city that it is we would love to help.
BRC Questions & Comments
Kendra asked how Rob and those he represents are currently integrated in the conversation.
Rob said there are currently a few members on the BACs and he would hope that would
continue. They care about how the system functions. They live and work here and it being
better matters to them. He said they are always up for improvements and want to be at the
table.
Dwight said Rob has a unique perspective on the importance of supporting and encouraging
innovation. Dwight asked Rob for his insights on how we embrace innovations and make sure
that the right people are at the table. Rob said it is not up to him to second guess an engineer,
but there are things within those standards that they could add to make things work a little
better. Rob said there is a lot more he could add but is not prepared to share that tonight. He
will send information as a follow-up.
Barbara thanked Rob and those he represents for all the work they do for the City. She said we
have heard criticisms on the budget process. She asked Rob to say a little about how these
budget cuts impact them. Rob said he sees labor as something that is easy to wipe away.
When it is time for cuts, it should not be the guy working on the maintenance. The
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maintenance needs will not go away. We negotiate our contract every couple years. As we
look at the rates that should hopefully be worked out.
Mark Gibson, President of ASFCME Local 189, responded to Barbara’s question about last
minute changes. Part of being a union president is a political job when he is not doing his
regular work for the City. When budgets get presented they scramble to find ways to provide
services to the public and while maintaining their member’s jobs. Anything out of the ordinary
will wreck havoc. In the last year there was a budget announcement from the Commissioner’s
office that rates wouldn’t go up more than 5%. He said this is a good target, but did not see any
science or engineering behind this decision. When the Mayor stepped in they went through as
members of the BAC to figure out the budget. There were a few positions that he knew were at
stake that he fought to find funding for, at the last minute there were an additional eight jobs
that were on the cutting block and he did not have a chance to speak to. He asked that they
continue to have a seat at the table.
Wrap-Up
Jim went over the agenda for the next meeting. Dwight asked that members of the public that
wish to provide any additional information please do so by emailing Jim and he will get that
information to the BRC members.
Dwight said that as the consultant team starts to think about writing up a report, the BRC needs
to start growing a list of values and topics that we want to be a part of the final report.
Examples would be innovation and stewardship.
Dwight asked for any other thoughts from BRC members. There were none and Dwight
indicated we will continue this conversation at the next meeting.
Meeting adjourned at 8:20 pm.

MEETING #5 SUMMARY
September 16, 2014; 4 – 6 pm
City Hall, Lovejoy Room
Commission Members
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Dwight Holton, Commission Chair
Christine Chin Ryan, Commission Vice-Chair
Barbara Byrd
Rob Doneker
Bill Gaffi
Marion Haynes
Chris Liddle
Kendra Smith
Brian Stahl
Janice Thompson
Larry Wallack

Organization
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Synergy Consulting, Inc.
OR AFL-CIO
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Clean Water Services
Portland Business Alliance
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Bonneville Environmental Foundation
City of Gresham
CUB
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Yes
Yes
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No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Organization
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Commissioner Fish’s Office
Mayor’s Office
City Budget Office
City Budget Office
Water Bureau Administrator
Bureau of Environmental Sciences
Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan
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Yes
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Yes
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Project Team / Staff
Representative
Jim Blackwood
Sonia Schmanski
Jackie Dingfelder
Claudio Campuzano
Ryan Kinsella
David Shaff
Dean Marriott
Alisha Morton
Jim Owens
Bob Wise

Other Attendees
Jaymee Citi
Elliot Levin
Mark Gipson
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Cecelia Huynh
Jonas Biery
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Introductions / Welcome
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Christine Chin Ryan, Vice-Chair, welcomed Commission members, staff and members of the
public and asked for a round of introductions. She said that Dwight Holton is at the Legislature
in Salem this morning and will join by phone if he is available.
Housekeeping Matters
Approval of Meeting Summary
Christine asked for comments or edits to the summary. There were no comments and the
summary was approved.
Communications
Jim Owens, Facilitator, indicated that the latest communications had been distributed to BRC
members. Barbara Byrd said that the unsigned synopsis of the Audubon Society meeting was
from her.
Claudio Campuzano said that the Auditor’s report was circulated as requested at the last
meeting. He said that after looking at the report, a separate one-page summary was not
necessarily.
Christine, Dwight and Jim met last week with the City Attorney. Jim said the purpose was to
define how much discretion the City Charter provided in developing an approach to oversight .
Main points from the conversation included:
•
•
•
•
•

The only functions that could not be delegated to an oversight body are rate setting and
budget adoption; these are specifically delegated to City Council. The oversight body
could weigh in on those matters but could not make final decisions.
PURB’s authorizing ordinance provides it broad oversight authority.
The in the Charter precludes disbanding PURB or merging the BACs or bureaus.
Nothing precludes developing a citywide CIP.
From the City Attorney’s perspective, the two key challenges in creating a new PURB or
super oversight body are ensuring adequate staffing and adequate representation.

Observations from the Public Listening Session
Rob Doneker found the public input to be helpful to the BRC’s deliberations.
Larry Wallack said that, while everyone has a different perspective, there are truths to all of
them and no one perspective captures all the issues. He said it is the BRC’s challenge to figure
that out. As the City attorney said, the problem is not the PURB or BAC but the resources
behind them. Larry said if we do not address this fundamental problem, then we will not be
successful in creating a new or better oversight body. Brian Stahl agreed with this and added
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that the issue of representation and technical expertise came out in all the discussions; they are
substantive and need to be addressed. Marion Haynes also agreed with what Larry and Brian
said. She added that we are not here to address specific programmatic issues that we heard
but rather we are looking at the oversight / accountability structure. She does not want to get
bogged down by specific decisions made in the past.
Janice Thompson said that, while PURB has a broad scope, that is not how they have evolved.
She would like to see a PURB 2.0 with a new name to signal a break from the past. During the
public listening session, she did not hear a call for a management commission. One thing that
did come up is the role of contractors and the revolving door relationship between contractors
and the agencies. Janice said that while it may be a topic, it is beyond the BRC’s scope. It may
be beneficial to have a briefing on the current state of ethics laws, including information on
Portland’s specific guidelines.
Chris Liddle also agreed with what other BRC member stated. He added that a couple members
of the public called for the PURB having more “teeth.” We heard that PURB is not very effective
and needs to be bolstered in some way.
Barbara also agreed with what has been said. She said she did not hear any calls for major
changes or restructuring. It sounded to her like the current oversight structure needed to be
beefed up, that citizen committees need to have access to proper information, and that
oversight reviews need to be timed better with City activities.
Chris said that we need to figure out or create a more clear definition or charge, as well as
create a system to eliminate pet projects. Kendra Smith said an oversight committee tracking
all the way through could help with transparency in the final decision. The practice of late-hour
wheeling & dealing and insertion of random things into a budget needs to stop if it hasn’t
already.
Jim Blackwood said the Commissioner’s office has enacted reforms that include proposing any
rate changes early and then having a public process where we talk about how we arrived at the
rate. This would be good to institutionalize. He said there is no reason we can’t have rates
early and bring them to the public to avoid complaints about last-minute setting.
Bob Wise added that the concept of long-term stewardship of the system and finding the
balance in how we define services for utilities vs. innovation / creativity came up during the
listening session as well.
Brian said that, while he is not advocating for it, there could be separate advisory committees
for the CIP, budget and rate-setting processes, as each requires a different level of experience
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and expertise. Kendra added that you could have an oversight committee that you infuse with
additional expertise or staffing to help that group bridge those gaps.
Larry said that any organization will have significant bumps in the road as they pursue their
mission, but the larger overall issue is how they are really doing. His sense is that the Water
Bureau has had significant bumps in the road in the last several years, but overall we have seen
outcomes that are nationally recognized and are quite substantial. The puzzle we need to solve
is what we actually want to do with an oversight committee.
Observations and Follow-up Questions from City Club and PBA Presentations
Christine said PBA’s recommendation did not have a lot of details so it is hard for us to make a
decision. Marion said PBA has not done a lot more, but that what stands out to her is that PBA
and City Club identified the same issues. She said PBAs recommendation may have gone
further out of scope with re-chartering but that could be accomplished in other ways that are
within the scope of BRCs charge. Chris said that both recommendations should be helpful in
informing our discussions.
Kendra said that the oversight committee should take a look at the massive amount of debt
service. This should be on the bill so that people can clearly see what they are paying for.
There needs to be better messaging of how the rate structure is set up and delivered. She said
that the utilities have some overlapping functionality. Maybe that is for the oversight
committee that covers both to look at efficiencies and opportunities for them to share services
more. Marion agreed this is worthy of discussion.
Christine asked if City Clubs recommendation effects innovation. Chris said that least cost
planning is related to the capital projects. The City Club’s recommendations were not intended
to stifle innovation. The general idea behind least cost planning is that there is public process
to show what are the advantages that helped inform the decision. Kendra said this is an
important point and goes to the issues that were brought up during the public listening session
about engineers driving the show. Sometimes you can get tunnel vision and the opportunity to
have an oversight committee to counterbalance that would be helpful in least cost decision
making processes. Brian added that we also heard about scope creep or additional work that
was not original included. If additional projects are needed the Bureaus need to ensure those
are sufficiently vetted, communicated and not under an emergency clause.
Response to Key Issues Raised
Dean Marriott, BES, said he has heard interesting comments about the capital program. He
said that projects are not driven by outside consultants and they are carefully crafted. He
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urged BRC members to review the information that Bill Ryan summarized at the August
meeting regarding the CIP process.
Jim Blackwood added that we need to institutionalize some things that the Commissioner’s
Office has already instituted. For example, having a single commissioner for both utilities has
proven to be a huge advantage. Also, CUB is looking at CIP through independent lens. (see Tab
8 for other recent process and policy changes.)
Jim indicated that there needs to be professional, construction/utility oriented staff looking at
the CIP. An oversight entity needs technical expertise / professionals; it’s hard to expect a
citizen body to have that expertise.
Bob briefly went over goals and objectives that the BRC has identified:
•
•
•
•
•

Improving public oversight of utilities.
Recognizing the strategic advantage of having good water /sewer system.
Transparency/accountability.
Stewardship, encouraging innovation, having expertise applied to decision-making,
achieving efficiencies.
Building on steps that have been taken so far.

Additional Information Needs
Jim said it is important to start identifying additional information that BRC members think is
needed or helpful to developing recommendations and to get a sense of the general substance
of the group’s thinking.
Kendra thinks a strawman that we could respond to would be helpful. There seems to general
agreement about the elements that need to come together such as institutionalizing what is in
Tab 8; looking at two utilities having an oversight by one commissioner to improve efficiency;
having technical expertise to ensure that the right questions are being asked; and a high level of
accountability that can be explained to the public.
Larry would like to review what problems we are trying to solve. Rob said the City does things
extremely well and they should keep doing them. We need to balance recommendations for
change with recommendations to keep some things the same. Jim said the preamble could be
what problems or issues we are addressing and also what is working well. BRC members
agreed with this.
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Janice discussed two handouts prepared by CUB: Revisiting Questions Posed by CUB in August
19th Presentation and A Triangle Model for Effective Utility Oversight – Take Two. These
handouts are included as an attachment to this summary.
Janice said there is a handful of bureaus that have year-round advisory groups that during
budget time peel off and take up the BAC function. Claudio said that this is true for at least
both the housing and parks boards, which expand slightly during the budget process to include
labor representatives. He said in his experience it works quite well. Claudio will prepare some
bullet points for how this works with other committees.
Kendra said that the wording between commission vs. board and oversight vs. advisory vs.
management needs to be clarified. We need to be clear about what those are and what they
represent, whatever the entity is going to be. The name could follow the function that they are
set to provide. We need to think about the structural aspects that we are trying to fix with this
entity.
Jim shared with the BRC thoughts that Dwight had after the last meeting:
•
•
•
•
•

Consideration should be given to a management commission that operates like a board
of directors and makes decisions, except for rates and budgets which they would
recommend to City Council.
The group would have broad authority, would replace the PURB and would be served by
dedicated staff funded by the bureaus.
CUB would remain in its independent analysis/advocate role.
The triangle would remain the same and BAC may/may not still exist.
This new commission would be more than just advisory and would be a super PURB.

Jim’s understanding is that Dwight is trying to address the issue of having enough authority to
be respected and responded to by any City Council that comes along. They would have staff
that is working directly for them as a board of directors. This new commission would have the
ability to have a broad perspective on everything that is going on with the two bureaus in terms
of CIP, budgets and rates. Christine added that the key was that more respect would be
accorded this entity. Jim added that the Planning and Sustainability Commission could be the
model.
Janice asked for Claudio to include the Planning and Sustainability Commission in his bullet
points from the other advisory groups. Kendra asked him to include any consistencies in
defining a commission, board, oversight, etc.
Chris said that generally we agree that the problems are:
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•
•
•
•
•
•

City Council - last minute changes
City Council - may/may not factor in thoughts/recommendations from advisory bodies
Spending outside scope of provision of service
PURB - no teeth, no required expertise
BAC - timing of participation in budgeting process
Communication with public

Chris also said that generally we agree on the following guiding principles:
• Long-term decisions
• Stewardship
• Expertise in advisors
• Both bureaus under one Commissioner
• Innovation
Meeting Recap and Assignments
Jim identified the following assignments:
•
•
•
•

The next meeting is September 23, 4:00 – 6:00 pm at the Portland Building, Room C
Staff will develop bullet points describing the functioning/authorities of other City
commissions
Staff will develop several strawmen so that there are options for the BRC to review
BRC members will review Tab 8

Meeting adjourned at 9:36 am.
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Introductions / Welcome
Dwight Holton, Chair, welcomed participants and asked for a round of introductions.
Housekeeping Matters
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Approval of Meeting Summaries of September 8 Public Listening Session and September 16
Commission Meeting
Jim Owens, Facilitator, asked for comments or edits to the two summaries. There were no
comments and the summaries were approved.
Communications
Jim discussed the communication that was received yesterday from Floy Jones. He also
mentioned the article in the Willamette Week called Sunken Treasure that was sent to BRC
members for review.
Schedule
Jim said there was an error on the schedule on the back of the agenda. November 4 should be
November 6, a change approved earlier by the Commission.
Preliminary Recommendations
Dwight indicated that, with his and Christine’s feedback, the consultant team has prepared a
four “strawdog” options for BRC consideration. These options take into consideration the
presentations from staff, BRC comments and comments from members of the public.
Jim gave an overview of the Preliminary Outline of Recommendations. The PowerPoint
Presentation can be reviewed on the project website:
http://www.portlandonline.com/fish/?c=65200.
Substance of Recommendations and Options to Further Consider
Larry Wallack suggested that community participation be added as a common assumption. Jim
said that public involvement is included as an operating principle and there is also a
recommendation that there be a more substantive public review process.
Barbara Byrd said she did not see anything about membership of these bodies. Jim said staff
had not formulated any thoughts on it to date. Dwight said there are two ways to go about it.
We could specify specific roles to be represented or we could leave that to City Council and the
bureaus with public input. Barbara suggested doing something in-between such as. a basic
overview of what membership ought to be i.e. technical, labor, etc.
Christine Chin Ryan, Vice-Chair, said that with whatever option is chosen she wants to ensure
that the entity has political clout. Dwight agreed and said that historically we know the
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effectiveness of the PURB is dependent on the interest and engagement of the Mayor / Council.
Our goal is to create a body that could survive any Mayor / Council.
Larry said the matrix of options is extremely helpful as laid out. His issue is with what problems
are being solved by each solution. Larry also is concerned about what new problems might
arise in each.
Janice Thompson said that Option 1 ends up with two entities at the top of the oversight
triangle and eliminates the bottom right-hand portion of the triangle. She does not think this is
appropriate. We need more oversight not less. Is this option adding another layer to the
existing structural problems. A management commission that has more clout could have an
unintended effect of becoming less transparent. Janice finds the delineation of issues/list of
problems to be helpful.
Larry would like to see community involvement called out in the key issues / concerns column.
Jim said this will be added.
Kendra Smith said Option 4 is almost like a do-nothing option. Option 3 is very similar to the
Urban Forestry option. Option 1 would take too long to implement, so that leaves her leaning
towards Option 2. Moving on from the PURB/BAC and having something fresh and new is
important. Larry generally agreed. Larry said when he looks at the options he considers two
things: which one of these enhances trust in government, and actual performance (versus
perceived performance).
Marion Haynes said she would like to focus the conversation on Options 1 and 2 as she cannot
support Options 3 or 4. Issues with Option 3 include that the entity would be part-time and
advisory only to the commissioner-in-charge, rather than the whole City Council. Marion said
that not all the trust issues are because of Water Bureaus actions, but some of it also falls on
City Council actions. She likes Option 1 because the entity would report directly to City Council.
Addressing the membership/expertise issue is important too.
Marion said that, to Janice’s point, she is not sure that we totally lose the right side of the
triangle. They are involved in plan review/recommend but the ultimate decision still lies with
City Council. Janice does not disagree with this. Dwight asked Janice,if we removed “recruit
and hire director” from Option 1, what about that option makes it feel like it is at the top of the
triangle. Janice said mainly giving it management responsibilities. Without that, Option 1
becomes more like the Planning and Sustainability Commission. Janice asked staff to provide a
summary of several City boards/commissions that do something similar and describe how that
would fit into this structure as a follow-up.
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Brian Stahl agreed that Options 1 and 2 seem to strike a better balance with everything that he
has heard. He is leaning towards Option , but it needs to be strengthened so that the entity has
political standing as a recognized authority. In addition to adding community involvement, he
would suggest adding equity in terms of cost of service as a key issue.
Bill Gaffi said that one criterion we should consider is propensity to ensure rate compliance.
There are major cost drivers that are outside the purview of the commissioner-in-charge.
Having the Council act collectively in overseeing rate setting is an advantage over just the
commissioner-in-charge. Bill said he assumes we will get input from the public and the bureaus
on these options. He said it would be good to see what the bureaus think about their pluses
and minuses.
Barbara said it does not seem realistic to find volunteers with the technical expertise and time
to meet the needs under Option 1. Dwight agreed but said there is an argument that the more
teeth it has the more likely you will have people willing to serve. He said the Planning and
Sustainability Commission looks a lot like Option 1. Jim said it is actually more like Option 2 but
makes recommendations.
Janice suggested an Option 1.5 that would be advisory / review / recommend. The recommend
is the important piece missing from Option 2. In Option, 1 the recruit / hire director bothers
her.
Kendra said that she sees it as the bureaus would work on the CIP and the commission would
give them criteria for developing the CIP would be and conduct public hearings. There was
general agreement with this.
Dwight said the BRC will need to make the case for independent staff because it costs money.
Christine said that it appears that everyone is uncomfortable with the recruit / hire piece on
Option 1. She would vote to strike that. Chris Liddle said he did not hear anyone championing
Options 3 or 4 and would suggest that they be deleted from consideration.
Rob Doneker suggested public education be added as a key issue. Dwight said there needs to be
a distinction between strategic communication and project communication. The bureaus have
done a good job at project-based communication. But strategic communication is a different
matter and that is really the public education piece.
Larry said that we need to make sure that any new structure addresses the original
mission/intentions of the PURB and BACs. He noted that transparency does not mean just
making documents available. We need to be clear what it is we mean by transparency in an
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operational way. Oversight implies some sort of control while transparency is a vehicle or tool
for effective oversight.
Bill said that challenges that exist include the City Council’s willingness to pay attention to
recommendations from a new entity. After the recent experiences that led to a ballot measure
and to establishment of this commission, he thinks that Council will be more attentive and will
self correct when needed. Christine said that if this group takes responsibility / burden off the
shoulders of Council then they may be appreciative and more willing to be collaborative. Bill
agreed as they do not have time to become immersed in CIPs, budgets and rate setting. Janice
said it is important to put into place a policy that if an oversight group makes a
recommendation that is overruled, then at the very least City Council has to put it in writing the
rationale for doing so.
Jim said that staff intentionally called these issues / concerns and not problems. The issues
listed are ones that we heard raised through BRC meetings and public comment.
Chris said he does not disagree with the format, but wants to be sure that the issues listed are
indeed those that need to be addressed. He would like to see refinement or clarification of
provision of service added.
Larry said that we cannot control the behavior of City Council but adding safeguards into a
hybrid of Options 1 and 2 is important.
Marion said that having the entire City Council review and vote on these things is an
opportunity for leaving the ultimate decision with City Council. If we recommend moving the
up slightly timing of adoption of rates and budgets, it might provide a way to address a number
of issues. Council could overturn recommendations but that would be highlighted and they
would have to explain why. Kendra agrees with this and said some clarity around the
enterprise organization budgets will help with other general fund organizations. She asked why
you would set rates before you actually knew what the budget was.
Dwight said a key question that we need to face with either Option 1, 2 or a hybrid is whether
the oversight structure or the bureau makes the recommendation to the Council on the budget.
Jim Blackwood said that rates are set based upon the budget. He also said that BRC members
have asked for institutionalizing recommendations that have already been done and it needs to
be a part of this. He said among those is an early release of a proposed rate – we want to do
this and did it last year. Claudio added that both bureaus have financial plans that give
estimates of rates over the next five years and those are based on the CIP.
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Larry agreed with what Janice previously said that we are not going to end up with Option 1 or
2 but rather a hybrid and that the function of recommending is an important piece to include.
Kendra, Bill and Brian agreed with this. Brian added that tying the public process into this is
important to him. Council would then be more likely to listen to recommendations.
Dwight also agrees with a hybrid of Options 1 and 2 but wants to be sure that we are not fixing
more problems than we have identified. He thinks there is justification for that as we can see
the problems and we can see that we are seizing an opportunity to do something more
impactful and good. Larry disagreed and asked for more clarification from Dwight. Dwight said
that looking at the list of challenges he would add public confidence. Options 1 and 2 may go
beyond the challenges that have been addressed so far, but he does not think that means we
need to stay with Options 3 or 4. Christine added that Options 1 and 2 give stability and
strength to the body as the City Council changes.
Bill asked about the cost of potential options. Larry said to him it’s the value rather than the
cost. Bill agreed. Bob Wise said that it will be difficult to articulate cost. Bill agreed and said
that it would be nice to know if one option would have much higher cost than another. Jim
Blackwood said the assumption is that full time staff would be added to this and when that cost
shows up on your utility bill it matters. Larry said that people who don’t complain about the
cost of increases are people who see the value in the increases / benefit.
Recommended Actions Integral to Any Option & Miscellaneous Recommendations
Jim then reviewed the miscellaneous recommendations that staff had identified from prior
Commission discussions. Brian asked why solid waste is included. David Shaff said that it is
currently part of PURBs responsibilities. Chris asked who does the rate setting now for solid
waste. Claudio said that is handled by the Planning and Sustainability Commission.
Marion said that least cost / least risk needs to be part of innovation. She said least cost
planning embraces innovation. Dwight wants to ensure that if we want to take a risk and see if
innovation works better that we won’t be barred from doing that. Innovation does come with
risk. We want to understand that and be willing to accept that some ideas will not work. Brian
said this would be known during procurement. Chris said the idea is that there is a balance or
combination of those two factors. Innovation does not necessarily mean higher cost but may
have risk associated that you may not have under the norm. BRC members agreed.
Janice indicated concerns about the miscellaneous recommendation on assessing merger of the
two bureaus. Marion agreed with this concern. Dwight said that all of these require more
thought and suggested that they be tabled for the time being.
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Process and Schedule for Developing Recommendations Revisited
Dwight reviewed the proposed upcoming schedule. His main question is whether we will be
sufficiently ready to go to the public listening session after one more meeting. He had concerns
before the meeting that we would not, but feels that maybe one more meeting is sufficient.
Marion said that it is appropriate to have the listening session while recommendations are still
in the draft stage.
Meeting Recap and Assignments
Jim said in terms of moving forward, staff will:
•
•
•

•

•

Provide a comparison of other city boards and commissions.
Develop an Option 1.5 and keep Option 1 and 2 sideboards so you can see the
differences.
Flesh out further:
o what the functions would be
o relative effectiveness
o how an option might have greater costs without calculating costs
o we can do a response to the key issues and concerns among these three options
at that point
In terms of key issues / concerns include:
o In first issue: rates are allowing bureaus to achieve their mission – political
influence on rates
o Provide a definition of transparency
o Add public education to communication as a key issue
o Look at separating out tactical vs. strategic communication
o Add continuous community involvement
o Add public confidence; political stability / resiliency
o Add bullet on functionality of existing structure – issue that it is not functioning
o Add relieving / supporting the City Council to pressure off the Council (we will
frame this with better wording) – supporting City Council
o Add capacity to ensure regulatory compliance
o Add ongoing involvement on both rate setting and budget on the back and front
ends
o Add membership to the function table
BRC members would like to ensure the bureau directors have the opportunity to weigh
in as well.

Meeting adjourned at 6:03 pm.
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Introductions / Welcome
Dwight Holton, Chair, welcomed participants and asked for a round of introductions.
Housekeeping Matters
Approval of September 23 Meeting Summary
Jim Owens, Facilitator, asked for comments or edits to the summary. There were no comments
and the summary was approved.
Communications
Jim discussed the communications that have been received since the last meeting.
BES Draft Communication Plan
Jim discussed the BES Draft Communication Plan that was distributed to BRC members prior to
the meeting. Dwight added that Commissioner Fish has been working on this. Jim Blackwood
said that it gives you a good sense of how BES communication is funded. A GAP analysis was
conducted and there are things that Commissioner Fish wants to work on immediately out of
that analysis.
Public Opinion Research for Water Policy Makers
Sonia Schmanski briefly discussed the Public Opinion Research for Water Policy Makers
document that was distributed to BRC members prior to the meeting. She said there were
pieces that surprised us and others that did not. The survey responses regarding values around
water indicated that public health and safety were at the top while cost was at the bottom. Jim
Blackwood added that the function of BES to provide stormwater management barely
registered, indicating that people don’t know what it means.
Presentation from Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
Joe Zender and Sandra Wood with the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (BPS) gave an
overview of the Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC). Key points included:
•
•

The PSC is an 11-person commission established to respond to State requirements for a
planning commission to oversee long-range planning, zoning code and planning goals.
Responsibilities include:
o Preparation and maintenance of the comprehensive plan.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

o Decisions related to zoning code which implement the comprehensive plan.
o Holding hearings and overseeing development of the Climate Action Plan.
Acts in an advisory capacity to City Council for the above responsibilities.
PSC holds hearings according to the state requirements and open meetings law.
PSC goes beyond the minimum notice requirements as they are looking for success of
the action. Transparency helps with that.
Meetings are televised which broadens their audience.
Members are appointed by the Mayor and confirmed by City Council.
Members can serve three consecutive four year terms.
A maximum of two members can work for a firm or profit from development of real
estate.
There is a leadership committee.
They can form subcommittees as needed.
PSC meets twice a month in the evenings so that more public can attend.
The PSC is staffed by the full BPS bureau. Staff’s role is to help the PSC be successful by
giving them the information to make decisions responsibly.
Staff represents PSC’s recommendation to City Council.

Dwight said that the rate-setting function of solid waste was left with PURB and the BRC has
thought that might be a better function with the PSC. Joe agreed with this and indicated that
the PSC is all set up to take that over if desired.
Jackie Dingfelder asked about the PSC’s interaction with BACs. The BAC helps the BPS triage
the work program. We have talked about PSC being the BAC but we maintain it separately
given the volume of material that is already pushed through PSC.
Brian Stahl asked for more detail on the representation of members on the PSC and the BAC.
Joe said that there is an application process but ultimately the choice is up to the Mayor and
Council. They look at what members are interested in and their background but it is pretty
open after that. Someone from education has been brought in. Geographic distribution is
important but they are not rigid about it. Joe said that for the BAC they look for technical
experience in sustainability; there is usually a PURB member, community members,
development representatives and architects on the BAC.
Barbara Byrd asked about the time commitment for the PSC. Joe said the commitment is part
time as they are all working individuals. They meet twice a month for three hours with more
meetings at certain times. They get a briefing package before every meeting which is probably
a few hours of material. We also look for someone to serve on steering committees for larger
projects and one PSC member serves on the BAC. Joe added that they try to have three BAC
meetings which are held in December. The process for the BAC is typically an overview of work
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program; feedback on what they are hearing in community and what seeing in work program;
and also BAC review of the budget.
Dwight asked how the PSC’s agenda ultimately drives BPS’s budget. Joe explained that BPS’s
budget is more detached from the PSC. The work plan comes from PSC’s recommendations
and sets the direction that BPS has to follow up on as staff. PSC will push BPS towards
prioritizing some work items more than others. BAC goes through very explicit steps to help set
the budget. Sandra added that the things BPS puts on PSC’s agenda are already funded. BPS
shows PSC the scope and budget and asks for feedback.
Dwight asked what the budget is for BPS. Joe said that it is $12 million for the whole bureau
and that budget is mostly all staff as they are not an infrastructure bureau.
Jim asked if the PCS was to assume the garbage collection rate setting if that would require a
code or charter amendment. Joe said he did not believe so as it is not in the charter now. The
power to make that assignment is in the charter to City Council. Jim asked if there were any
perceived implications for taking over the rate setting for garbage. Joe said they have not
discussed it in great detail but that Susan Anderson, BPS Director, believes it makes sense. Joe
will check with Susan on this further.
Dwight asked for detail on the relationship between the PSC, staff, Council and Commissionerin-Charge. Joe said that the PSC deals with staff primarily. He said the PSC works best when
they have an established relationship with their Commissioner-in-Charge. The PSC is advisory
to City Council. The PSC does like to speak directly with City Council as a transmittal of their
recommendations.
Comparison of Other City Boards and Commissions
Claudio Campuzano reviewed the Comparative Oversight Matrix handout which can be found
online here: http://www.portlandonline.com/fish/index.cfm?c=47690&a=505588.
Janice Thompson said this is a very helpful tool.
Preliminary Recommendations
Jim gave a presentation on the preliminary recommendations that came out of the BRC
members input from the survey, meetings and public input. The PowerPoint and detailed
handout “Utility Review Blue Ribbon Commission Input” can be viewed online at the project
website. Dwight said that this is very helpful tool to focus discussion on a few key issues.
Janice said she would like to provide options at the public listening session next week. She does
not want to lose the work that was done at the last meeting . Jim said it would be Option 1.5
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and asked if that should be labeled as the group recommendation or preliminary direction.
Janice said it would be disingenuous to not label where this group is leaning but she would
want it to be clear that it is draft thinking only at this time. Dwight said that he was thinking
that consultant staff would take the option that we hammer out today but would keep the
sideboards. Janice agreed.
Dwight suggested that for the discussion the BRC members move through the handout section
by section.
Brian asked if the consultant staff and Dwight had a chance to meet with the bureau heads and
if so, if that information was incorporated or captured here. Dwight said they did meet with
David Shaff and Dean Marriot last week together with Christine. They are happy to work with
whatever structure the BRC comes up with but ask that we do not make it more complicated
than it already is.
Larry Wallack agreed that the draft recommendation to take to the listening session is Option
1.5. He is inclined more towards Option 2 and the discussion on makeup and terms of the
board. He said it seems that we have a pretty solid starting point and the purpose of the public
meeting hopefully is to better revise and put a sharper edge on how we are going to do this.
Dwight agreed that we want to present the new option with the two sideboards, but that we
can continue that discussion now as well. He said that recommend/advise/review is a very
significant difference. Bob Wise said that PURB currently has recommendation authority.
Claudio added that they present their annual report to City Council. Larry said this is a very
important point. He believed that we intended to move to recommend/advise/review but we
clearly didn’t understand that intent. He said it appears this recommendation is more to
maintain, strengthen and reinforce where we are currently.
Dwight expressed concern about vesting more authority in an advisory group than he is
comfortable with. Larry said his sense is that it is a good thing as there is a sense of
independence. Marion Hayes said if PURB currently has the recommend role then we are have
not expanded it much. She said there is something wrong with the relationship / handoff in
the PURB and City Council. Council ultimately needs to have decision-making authority but
there needs to be a stronger relationship so that the recommendations of the group are given
more merit, i.e. Council would have to take affirmative action to say if they have disagreed with
any recommendation. Right now there is no public transparency in that decision.
Jim asked for BRC members thoughts on flipping this from recommend/advise/review to
revise/advise/recommend. Janice agreed with this. Claudio said this is effectively the BAC
function right now. They review docs, play an advisory role in managing priorities and then
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recommend. BAC provides a letter to Council endorsing bureaus submittal or with minority
report. Jim Blackwood said that bureau advisory groups submit budgets to the Commissionerin-Charge who then submits to the Mayor. The Mayor has the authority to change the
recommended budgets that he/she then presents to Council.
Chris Liddle said that through the survey the majority of BRC members agreed that the
oversight group should be reporting directly to City Council. Marion agreed and said that it is a
problem that we are falling back into what we have right now.
Jim said he thinks he is hearing that bureau staff would put something on the table, the
oversight group would review and advise and ultimately make recommendations to City Council
directly. Another option would be the oversight group recommends to the agency director.
Dwight agreed those are the first two. He said the matrix we had at the last meeting teased it
out in more depth.
Dwight also said that he is not suggesting we stay where we are but we need to hammer out
where we fall in the range of options from 1.5 – 2.5.
Marion said that how this fits within the existing budget and approval process is an important
piece. If it is just recommend/advise but still has all these steps to get to the Council then she
does not think we have accomplished what we desire.
Marion said that we need to acknowledge that these bureaus are fundamentally different from
anything else at the City. If we are unique in the way we go about the oversight commission
then that makes sense.
Dwight asked if the budgetary process is statutory. Claudio said yes and that it is very specific
for all agencies. Marion said the requirement is that the City Council adopt the overall budget;
The Mayor sets timing requirements for submittals from the bureaus. Claudio agreed with this.
He said he would look at specific requirements but thinks there is flexibility to have different
timelines.
Kendra Smith said that we are trying to avoid line item subtractions / additions that are outside
what the bureaus want to happen. Fundamentally we need some guidance around that. If
Mayor/Commissioner-in-Charge want to add stuff to bureau budgets then they need to do so
through the budgeting process. This will ensure that it goes through the oversight commission
and gives political cover and avoids last-minute deals. We need to provide checks and
balances. At the end of the da, the Mayor still reviews and Council approves.
Larry said that designing this oversight commission so that City Council can cover themselves
politically is not our concern. Our concern is protecting the City not the City Council. We have
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been called on to improve the process for better participation and representation so there is
less of a likelihood of bad things happening.
Bill Gaffi said that opportunities arise way after the budget has been adopted. To seize that you
may have to do something outside the budget. Designing something 18 months in advance is
difficult. This is a very legitimate issue that we have to wrestle with. We need to avoid a
circumstance where we negate or discourage innovation.
Kendra said you can still support innovation with engagement of your new oversight
commission. What we want to avoid is individuals making calls on big ticket items or City
Council rubber stamping without tuning in fully. The oversight body is designed to be the
checks and balances. If they meet monthly they can make recommendations more often.
Janice said some of the controversies have been adjustments on the budget. She agrees the
goal is not to provide cover for City Council but this pressure relief could be side effect. Larry
said transparency should benefit everybody not just Council. Kendra agreed.
Jim asked BRC members if there is support for Option 1, 1.5 and 2 as preliminary
recommendations to take to the public listening session.
Larry said that it is very important that we are not just reshuffling the deck but that there will
be material improvements in terms of our recommendations.
Rob Doneker said that politically the elected officials will be held accountable at the end of the
day. The oversight body should facilitate the accountability process and encourage
transparency. His first impression is that the body should report to the Commissioner-inCharge. This does not mean that the oversight body should not be able to talk to or
recommend to City Council.
Marion said that she strongly believes they should be advising all Council. The problems that
have brought us here today are to some extent an outgrowth of the form of government. She
understands we are not here to solve that but these bureaus are unique. A way to get around
some of the problems we have identified is to have all Council more engaged in decisionmaking. Chris agreed with Marion.
Bill said that how things will work conceptually versus in reality is most likely different. On
paper we can show reporting to Council but all the issues around money being spent
inappropriately were approved by the full Council. The question is how much Council will want
to dabble in the Commissioner-in-Charge’s turf. They also don’t have time to dive deep into
every issue and so they must trust the Commissioner-in-Charge.
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Dwight said a hybrid could make sense. You have an oversight group having regular and direct
access to the Council but primary recommendations are to the Commissioner-in-Charge. You
could maintain the role of Commissioner-in-Charge as subject matter expert because City
Council does not have capacity for that. Marion asked how that is different from PURB. Dwight
said the difference is the list of things that PURB actually does today versus what we would
charge them with doing. Marion said part of what we identified is that they are not taken
seriously and they have trouble getting attention of Council. We can expand what they look at
but we have talked about them having real teeth. We need to figure out a way to give them
these teeth.
Brian said one option could be the bureaus report to the Commissioner-in-Charge; commission
gets input in budget and CIP process flowing through the Commissioner-in-Charge; commission
then reviews input from Commissioner-in-Charge/bureau; and makes recommendation through
Mayor to City Council. If Mayor gets recommendation and has questions or issues can bounce
them back to commission, review it and respond and their recommendation goes to full
Council.
Chris said based on the survey results eight of the 12 BRC members preferred reporting directly
to Council and four preferred reporting to Commissioner-in-Charge. For the hybrid between
Option 1 and 2, what do you cut off of 1 or add to 2 to give it the teeth that it needs. There are
other options that we have not had a chance to talk about and may be worth soliciting public
feedback on.
Dwight suggested that we let the consultant team take a crack at a model and circulate to BRC
members before the public listening session. We can think of this as a discussion model for
public review not a BRC recommendation.
Meeting adjourned at 9:28 am.

PUBLIC LISTENING SESSION #2
October 16, 2014; 6 – 8:30 pm

Room C, Portland Building
Commission Members
Representative

Organization
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Introductory Remarks
Dwight Holton, Chair, welcomed Commission members, staff and members of the public. Dwight asked
for a round of BRC member introductions. He then briefly discussed the meeting purpose, charge of
Commission and schedule.
Jim Owens, Facilitator, said that BRC member Kendra Smith is unable to attend tonight and that Larry
Wallack would be late. Jim discussed communications received since the last BRC meeting.
Dwight said we have published a Facilitator’s Draft Report which reflects the efforts of the facilitators to
move us forward. He explained it does not represent a recommendation by the BRC at this time but
rather that it is for our review.
Dwight asked that BRC members go around the room and touch on two items: thoughts / reactions or
observations that you want to make sure are addressed in the Facilitator’s draft; and what you want to
hear from the public tonight.
Bill Gaffi said his sense is that the commission seems to be narrowing down towards a middle ground
alternative. One thing he is interested in hearing about is perspective on how we address the tension
that will exist between the oversight board and the role of the broader Council and Commissioner –inCharge in terms of electoral accountability.
Brian Stahl said the draft has nuances that obviously need further discussion and fleshing out. There is a
dynamic tension as we take a look at alternative groups or commissioners that provide oversight
between competing interests that would like to be represented on the commission. He would like to
hear more about the makeup of the proposed oversight board.
Barbara Byrd talked about her recent experience in Mexico City. It is an incredibly vibrant place but you
cannot drink the water out of the tap there and you cannot flush toilet paper. This made her incredibly
grateful to live in Portland and for the work that the two bureaus and the labor that make it happen.
She appreciates that the BRC is thinking about oversight and not micromanagement of the system. She
also would like to hear about the makeup of a proposed oversight board. She said that board needs to
reflect our community through technical, socioeconomic, workforce representation that can help us
understand day to day what it is like.
Rob Doneker thanked the staff for putting together this draft report. He is personally in favor more of
an advisory / advocacy commission versus an oversight commission, but oversight may mean something
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different to him. Oversight is what voters exercise with elections. Whatever we recommend he hopes
there will be a strong advocacy and advisory role of the board.
Christine Chin Ryan said she concurs with what has been said. She would like a very strong commission
that can weather the changes of City Council and be very effective but not micromanage the day to day
stuff with the bureaus.
Janice Thompson said that putting together something like this draft report is a very challenging task.
From a policy perspective she is ok with not including the status quo and sidebars but from a process
perspective there was interest from this group in presenting that. A content issue that needs to be
highlighted is in the first paragraph of Section B – there is no mention of City Council in the issues
section which is troubling and needs to be called out. Janice echoed Bill’s concern and said the
Commissioner-in-Charge needs to be a key partner and player in discussions. The full City Council makes
decisions but we need to balance when oversight group interacts with the commissioner and Council.
Chris Liddle said he appreciated the way Janice characterized this. He also agrees with Bill that we are
narrowing in on our recommendations. Since this is a facilitator draft and not our recommendation,
Chris would like to see an opportunity for the public to comment on the BRC recommendations. He said
we are rapidly approaching the end of this process and a lot more discussion is required. He agrees that
we don’t want to micromanage but need to be clear on the roles and responsibilities.
Marion Haynes echoed this as well. She said the current charter language makes it clear that existing
bodies have abilities to advise to the full Council. We agree that there has been some level of
insufficiency in that process – the process where decisions get made is an open question that we need
to address.
Jim proposed that between tonight and the next meeting that there is additional one-n-one
communication seeking specific language suggestions. He said this draft really is an outline and not
intended to be a report. He said we recognize there are a variety of other issues that are not reflected
here.
Dwight said we have moved a tremendous distance towards consensus, but we need to figure out the
details. In terms of Chris’ point about public comment at the end and getting to something that we are
comfortable with, we will get there.
Program for Public Input
Dwight asked that members of the public provide reactions to the facilitator’s draft, as well as any input
about where you think the Commission should be headed. He said it is not helpful at this point in the
process to express general concerns about the bureaus.
Public Presentations
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Bob Sallinger thanked commission members for their service. Bob is the Conservation Director for the
Audubon Society and has worked with BPS frequently. He has also served on the BAC as well as other
committees. He said it is a little tough to comment on the Facilitator’s Draft at this time. He is not
prepared to give thumbs or down as the details need to be fleshed out first. He would support the idea
that you have another public meeting after the BRC makes their recommendation. In general the
Audubon Society is supportive of the idea of replacing the existing structure to a more consolidated and
effective system. Currently the responsibilities are unclear and there are significant gaps. He is pleased
that charter changes are not being recommended. The structure should remain broad to protect the
complex water system. He said broad does not equal vague, it allows Portland to do innovative and
effective things. He said this BRC needs to solve real problems. What are the problems that have been
identified and described? Is it a matter of public perception or real problems? He recommends that
problems be better articulated than they currently are. He said there was the low funded campaign that
undermined public confidence. That measure lost by 40% and you are not seeing this room flooded
with a lot of people. You need to ensure that bureaus can be innovative and do things differently. It is
easy to attack innovative programs as they don’t look the way people think they should and we don’t do
a good job explaining the value. He is glad to see that City Council remains the ultimate decision maker.
Elected officials need to be accountable.
Questions that Bob recommends the BRC consider:
•
•
•
•
•

How will this new oversight board interact with the public?
What criteria will be used to determine who serves? This needs to be reflective of the
community especially if taking on a policy role.
Does it make sense to have a single committee overseeing both bureaus? These are huge
bureaus with huge budgets.
What’s the relationship with CUB? Consolidating that so they are working together is important.
What’s the relationship with City Council? Bob supports the Council responding to the oversight
board in writing if there are changes. He said a lot of times BAC has been ignored and this will
help.

BRC Questions & Comments
Chris asked if the question about a single commission for both bureaus extends to the Commissioner-inCharge as well. Bob said he thinks there are benefits and challenges to placing both in the same
commission and commissioner. This is something to think about carefully. The efficiencies are positive
but at the same time there are things to separate these two bureaus.
Marion asked what Bob’s preference would be on the relationship with Council. Bob said he thinks that
Council should be the decision makers but it should be clear and prescriptive how the oversight board
comes before Council. He said part of the challenge has been the disconnect between the BAC/PURB
and Council and the feeling that recommendations go into the void. He said that both the Council and
the Commissioner-in-Charge need to have a relationship with the oversight board.
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Carol Cushman spoke on behalf of the League of Women Voters (LWV.) Please see her written
testimony per attached that she read to the BRC members.
BRC Questions & Comments
Barbara said that the LWV has had experience with public involvement and policy making in the City.
She asked Carol to share thoughts about the positions on this board, how to get the right people to
apply and how you can select a diversity of members without specific groups / slots. Carol said that two
groups they watch and follow often are the Citizen Review Committee at the Police Bureau and the
Planning and Sustainability Commission at BPS. Those two groups are models in giving community a
chance to be involved in planning and oversight.
Dwight said that accountability, and specifically voter accountability, is a central issue of importance to
the LWV. He said the BRC is struggling with a balance between a beefy oversight board that has a
degree of ability to influence authority and accountability of the elected officials. Carol said that the
authority of the oversight board stops at making recommendations. The decision-making authority
needs to be with City Council.
Jeff Bissonette and Linda Tomassi spoke on behalf of the Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon (CUB.) Please
see their written testimony per attached that was read to the BRC members.
BRC Questions & Comments
Christine asked for more explanation on to what level the new entity should have oversight. Linda said
that it should not just be focused on oversight and budget but all the underpinnings that go into the
development of rates.
Brian asked if they have thoughts on how the information flow would happen between bureau director
to Commissioner-in-Charge to oversight board etc. Jeff said he sees dedicated staff in the City’s Budget
Office as key to the whole process. They get the information from the bureaus, analyze, provide advice
and input to the oversight board. They are the key link to ensuring City Council accountability.
Communication between the oversight board and Council is outlined in the reporting section of our
written testimony.
Marion said it’s in the charter and state law that ultimately these things are Council decisions. She
asked if the oversight’s group’s recommendations should serve as the basis for City Council decisions or
simply be a recommendation for proposing rates. Jeff said the recommendations from the oversight
board are part of what the Council is considering. Obviously it would be getting information directly
from the City Budget Office and hopefully a utility review team (URT) and from CUB as well. One thing
he thinks is very important is that if City Council takes a different direction after weighing all of this that
they have to communicate that decision in writing.
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Dwight asked how CUB would articulate what fits in the realm of requiring a written response. Jeff said
we would have to experiment at some level on this, but whatever attracts a lot of controversy and
attention would necessitate some sort of response.
Dwight said this is a very interesting idea as an accountability tool. It sets a standard that the City
Council can reject but must do so in an explicit way and it improves accountability. Jeff said in CUB’s
view this oversight board may not be the only thing that the Council chooses to respond to as an
outcome of this. Council could choose to respond to other issues that are raised, advise that they
considered them and here’s where they came out.
Jim Blackwood said that because this oversight body would have independent control and access to
staff, the one thing they can do is monitor the agenda. He said everything has to come to Council and
he’s sees this is a body that acts whenever it feels that it needs to.
Dwight said one thing that is assumed in the Facilitator’s recommendation is the notion of independent
support staff that creates a degree of “teeth” that does not currently exist and would help identify these
one off items.
Elliot Levin, Director of Research at PTE Local 17, represents employees in the Water Bureau and BES,
among other agencies. He indicated that his comments tonight are supplementary to the comments
that had been submitted earlier this week. He echoed what Bob Sallinger said about focusing on
problems that we are trying to solve. It is important that we recognize that these bureaus are well run
and are really good at maintaining large public assets. He reminded BRC members that hard working
employees are dedicated to serving the city. He appreciates that the Facilitator’s draft outlines better
communication and indicates a perception issue. PTE Local 17 supports revamping the oversight
methods that we currently have and believes that things are currently convoluted. They do not support
the oversight board stretching into micromanagement. He said the rate setting authority should be held
by the bureaus and Council who are accountable to rate payers / voters. The oversight group needs to
focus on people who have expertise. He would like the oversight board to focus on the long term to
keep high caliber people involved. The first couple years it will be easier to fill the seats but we may end
up in the same situation that we are currently in five years from now. Labor partners are extremely
invested and valuable to this process. The model of dedicated seats on the PURB has taken some
criticism, but he pointed to the BAC and how they are set up to include, labor, business interests,
community groups. The BAC focus on a cross section of community rather than geographic focus is
better. Labor has a lot of good constructive feedback to offer from the perspective of innovative
solutions and hard work. From the examples of the BES and PBOT BACs there seems to be an inverse
relationship with how early the groups meet and how much power they have. The earlier it meets the
less influence it has. BACs that meet early can be ignored later in the process.
BRC Questions & Comments
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Brian asked if Elliot would support a year-round oversight board that would probably meet more than
monthly. Elliot said the idea of having Council respond to the board is a good idea for keeping them
involved in the process as well.
Dwight asked how spots are divided on the BAC. We want to keep labor at the table but how do you
balance that without getting overly specific and doing it wrong. Elliot said his understanding is that the
BACs don’t necessarily have a set number of folks that have to be involved.
Chris asked Elliot for more detail on how he would recommend avoiding the waxing and waning over
time. Elliot said the selection process needs to be talked about with the BRC. He recommended
appointing people to multi-year terms. A lot of this will come down to whether people think it is worth
their time to serve.
Floy Jones said she has been involved in Water Bureau issues for the last 12 years. She wonders how
this proposal is different from what we have now. We have a Commissioner-in-Charge, a CUB and a
PURB. You have discussed earlier the exposure of the violation of the charter and that is why we are
here. Just as this body is not providing oversight, there has not been oversight by bodies that we are
talking about. I attended the BAC meeting last night. It’s the same BAC that it has been in the last
couple years. It is a commissioner-appointed body that we have now and what you are proposing. The
selection of this body is very important. I would like to have a chance to review the BRC
recommendation beyond this Facilitator report before the final recommendation is made. Nobody is
paying attention to this commission form of government. Why would you put a limitation on what they
would look at – it has been 15 years since we have done a line-by-line review of the budget. Why
wouldn’t you look at this?
Midge Pierce, reporter for the Southwest Examiner, said she would like to know what the BRC’s role will
be in terms of decommissioning Mt Tabor Reservoir, Powell Butte and new concerns that she is hearing
about the public health issues in covering the reservoirs.
Dwight referred Midge to the mission statement and charge of this commission. It does not address
specific decisions by either bureau. He said we will make recommendations to City Council on whether
there are better ways to provide oversight and accountability but not to pick out certain projects.
Sonia Schmanski said that Commissioner Fritz will lead the public discussion about closed reservoirs and
that will begin next month.
Don Baack is a resident of Southwest Portland. Please see his written testimony per attached that he
read to the BRC members.
BRC Questions & Comments
Bill said that one issue he has raised is concern that BES is reliant on PBOT for maintenance for some
items. Don said that he does not have a problem with how it is currently organized. The thing that is
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important is that we need to get out of silos. The covering up of mistakes needs to stop. Don would like
to see some of the neighborhood people considered for positions on this oversight board.
Catherine Howells, member of the PURB, indicated that she is not speaking for the PURB today. She
would like to know what problem the BRC is trying to solve. These utilities are run really well as you say
in the document. There are public concerns and have been, but it’s not the fault of the utilities. There is
also an assumption that there is reduced public confidence. I didn’t see that in the election when 70%
voted to keep the status quo. Just because you hear from one dissatisfied group does not mean that
everyone is dissatisfied. We have already touched on the functionally challenged PURB. PURB hasn’t
had a chance to function this year. There is an assumption made that BAC members don’t know
anything yet these are volunteers who have gone through an incredible learning curve, are very
sophisticated and asked really good questions yesterday. BAC has also in the past made
recommendations that City Council has taken. Don’t assume that these committees are broken. PURB
keeps asking the questions. You all should have copies of the latest report. Between the five members
of PURB we put in over 700 hours this last year. Don’t assume these people aren’t dedicated and really
learning the utilities. The greatest challenge is City Council hasn’t championed their utilities. This is
really a public relations issue. We need to get ahead of the messaging. It would help the inclination for
believing that public perception is bad.
Improving transparency has been mentioned over and over again. All of these meetings are public yet
nobody comes. Documents are available yet nobody reads them. Either people trust the utilities or
they don’t have the time. She does not understand how you improve transparency when everything is
already public. Perhaps better PR is needed but rate payers don’t want to pay for utilities to do PR.
Catherine added that Option 1.5 is pretty much like the PURB is now. She thinks we need to look at how
to engage better members but do you really want to reinvent the wheel at this point.
BRC Questions & Comments
Dwight asked Catherine if she agrees that adding dedicated staff at the City’s Budget Office is a
significant difference. Catherine asked who pays for this as rate payers do not want to pay for it. She
said the Budget Office is available to PURB whenever we need them. Dwight said that dedicated staff
that is specifically for PURB is different. Catherine said that part of the PURB process is working with the
Budget Office on their analysis of the budget. She does not see what more staff could do to help.
Marion thanked Catherine for the tremendous amount of volunteer time that PURB members put in.
She asked whether Catherine feels that Council as a whole has generally adequately taken into account
PURB recommendations. Catherine said in the last year they have.
Brian asked Catherine if from her perspective what would make PURB or the new oversight board more
effective. Catherine said a utilities mindset would really help since these utilities are really complicated.
Bring in people who understand the industry and how it functions as well as a variety of people from
throughout Portland.
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Brian asked Catherine about times and duration of PURB meetings. Catherine said that PURB meets
every month. Outside the budget PURB also looks at the CSO and CIP.
Catherine added that over the years she has noticed that senior staff from both bureaus attends every
PURB and BAC meeting. Be careful with what we are doing to our senior staff to come to all these
meetings and be accountable over and over. How much staff time do we really want to use in this
process.
Janice asked why she thinks staff are showing up at the BACs. Catherine likes the way BAC is run
because they get into detail. They meet every two weeks in the budget cycle. PURB meets every
month. Senior staff is very useful at these meetings. She questions how many budget hearings and
public meetings are needed to prove there is transparency. She said it is transparent but people just do
not show up.
Mark Gibson, president of Local 189, said that the testimony tonight has been really good. Catherine hit
on a few things that hit on his biggest concerns with where you are headed. He has found that change
can often produce some good results. He has questions about labor’s role. He thinks that labor has a
unique view of what is going on. Management staff listens when budgets are presented and we give
feedback. We fight for the services that we provide. They have a smaller workforce due to cuts but
manage to maintain adequate services levels for the workforce. When times are tough City Council will
look for a person with a shovel in their hand to cut. We need to have a balancing voice at the table.
Public messaging is also extremely important. With the Water House, the BAC process wouldn’t have
stopped that anyway. It was a Council action. We need to hold the commissioners accountable.
BRC Questions & Comments
Brian said the Water House was a big bone of contention in the eyes of the public. He asked if there is
any structure that could have been put in the public to provide voice before that vote could have
happened. Mark said BAC has failed when the Mayor / Council do something at the last minute. We
don’t want to take the power out of the Council’s hand but at the same time if that is where the failure
is then we won’t fix the Water House type issues.
Chris asked if there is any sort of process in place for labor to provide feedback or bring to light new
innovative ways to do things. Mark said we have a good management staff at the Water Bureau. He
has good access to them and our commissioner.
Rob Martineau, Executive Vice President of ACME 189, said part of his role is advocacy for labor. When
the commission makes a decision that would affect a certain percentage of the budget then there would
need to be a check in place. Cuts to operations and maintenance / base budget are severely critical. If
there are going to be changes to the budget that affect that it could trigger a review. Preservation of
the system is as critical as the CIP work. Another concern he has is the talk of efficiencies and combining
bureaus. This concerns him. He disagrees with combining for combining sake. Sewer and water are
very separate things.
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Wrap-Up
Jim explained that the presentation of options in the document distributed for public review occurred at
the direction of staff to avoid confusion and to focus public discussion on the recommendations that
seemed to be on the table. This is an abbreviated report that will be expanded at subsequent meetings.
Jim said there are two more BRC meetings scheduled. At the next session we get more into the details
of the recommendations and language. It would be most helpful for BRC members to come prepared or
better yet forward thoughts to consultant staff about specific elements that need to be in the report.
Jim said he will try to touch base with BRC members individually between now and then as well.
Marion said she appreciates that. She shares concerns that Chris has outlined. We have substantive
issues that still need to be discussed beyond language. What this group looks like, who is on it, what is
their function – recommending, advising, reporting etc, process in which they enter larger city discussion
with City Council etc.
Dwight agreed with this. He said to get to those issues it would be helpful to have language that you
send in and then we discuss. We need to figure out pressure points and consensus points.
Larry said there was some really good stuff on framing what this commission is really about. There was
a lot of input tonight to remind us of what we are doing. I recommend that future documents include
the charge of the commission on it. He also said he is struck by people talking about whether there are
lots of problems or not. Any changes we make have to have rationale tied to solving a problem or
strengthening what is already in place to ensure that a problem does not come about. Dwight said he
thinks that is very helpful and echoes Christine’s point made early on.
Janice asked if we want to include the concept of measures of success as outlined by LWV and CUB.
Dwight said he is envisioning that it would be helpful to have a collection of all issues and topics that we
have identified.
Marion asked that Jim provide the full list of responses to the survey that BRC members completed. She
said this would help identify which things are on the table and which things we can get to some
agreement and move on.
Barbara said she was struck by how much we’ve talked about here that members of the public didn’t
know. It makes her concerned about transparency of our own operations – we need to not only come
to a decision amongst ourselves but do we need another opportunity for the public to respond to a
more comprehensive write up. Do we have time for that? If our work will be valued and appreciated
the public needs that opportunity. BRC members agreed with this.
Jim said that when the Mayor and Commissioner Fish welcomed you to this experience they both
indicated that if the commission needed additional time then it could take it.
Dwight adjourned the meeting at 8:36 pm.
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Introductions / Welcome
Dwight Holton, Chair, welcomed participants and asked for a round of introductions.
Housekeeping Matters
Approval of Meeting Summary
Jim Owens, Facilitator, explained the summary was not yet available. We will ask for approval
at the next meeting.
Communications
Jim said an electronic communication came in late last night from Floy Jones which he will
forward to BRC members today.
Other
Janice Thompson said she met with the City Attorney and the meeting confirmed that there
was some adjusting, in response to State law, in the 2007 overhaul of Oregon’s 30-year old
ethics law. They addressed more of the contracting in terms of conflict of interest down to the
decision-maker level. The City complies with this legislation. Janice said it’s fair to say the City
Attorney is on top of it. There will always be cases where someone is being disingenuous and
those are hard to catch. Janice said she will summarize this meeting in writing and send out to
the full BRC.
Christine Chin Ryan asked if Portland has its own ethics law in addition to the state law. Janice
said not per se but rather it is how they integrate principles into their contracting. She said it’s
fair to say that state law provides the policy requirements and the City makes them “real.”
Jim asked if there is a certain dollar amount that triggers City review of contracts. Andrew Scott
said that all contracts go through the City Attorney’s office but there is a threshold for noncompetitive and formal versus informal. Janice added that the City Auditor is in the midst of a
big review of this. She doesn’t think we need to dig deep on this topic but rather acknowledge
that it’s coming.
Dwight briefed the BRC members on meetings that have been held including a briefing with the
Mayor before the last listening session and weekly meetings with consultant and City staff that
either Christine or Dwight will be attending going forward.
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Review of Status of BRC Process
Jim reviewed the remaining schedule of meetings. Staff recommends that the BRC do its best
to remain on schedule. Recommendations do not need to be finalized for the City Council work
session. Jim cautioned that if we miss the work session there will be a long delay before we can
get in front of the City Council again. We want to reserve the right to reconvene this group to
respond to Council if needed. Jim proposed that the BRC proceed with the Council work
session, reconvene, distribute the final report for public review, and then finalize it.
Dwight said the document is not written in stone which makes him feel better about going to
Council in two weeks. Dwight asked if there could be an opportunity for public comment
before we go to Council. Larry Wallack suggested this be revisited at the end of the meeting.
He is comfortable with the proposed schedule outline. No other comments.
Issues for Focused Discussion
Jim said all BRC members were queried prior to the meeting to identify issues for further
discussion. There may be additional items besides what is listed on the agenda. We would like
to proceed based on the understanding that there is general agreement about other elements
of the BRC’s recommendations and that we don’t need to discuss those items further. There
may be nuances that we need to fine-tune but we are in agreement with the general premise.
Jim briefly reviewed each section. He said the goal is to have a document that is not too much
longer than this. For City Council, we will need to prepare a one or two-pager with key points.
There were no comments on the format of the report.
Janice Thompson would like to see measures of success that incorporate the input from the
League of Women Voter (LWV) recommendations.
Janice said we still need to think about ideas that make sure the written response is more than
just “we decided, deal with it.” CUB testimony previously attempts to highlight this whole
partnership. It’s challenging to get the public to participate. Should one measure of the new
oversight group be more public participation. We don’t want to set unrealistic expectations as
the public will participate at the City Council level and perhaps not just at this new group’s
meetings. There need to be opportunities for public input; partnership with Council could help
attract this.
Dwight agrees it is important to address this in the report and the notion of a new norm where
this oversight entity has a partnership role will achieve what a lot of people have been getting
at, i.e. stature / clout for this new oversight body.
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Larry said the problem is that these things erode over time and he would suggest that we use
the term standard instead of norm. Janice said that is very helpful.
Janice said in terms of the introductory discussion, we need to highlight public concern and
trust. It is not just about the decisions. City Council has explicitly ignored certain queues, i.e.
the Red Oak Report. Those things need to be part of the discussion on page two. It sets the
stage for explicitly giving a job / role for this group in terms of the auditor’s report. It is a bigger
problem than the auditor being ignored.
Larry said we cannot control City Council ignoring what goes on in terms of the oversight. Do
oversight committees train / provide professional development for the members on that
board? While we can only put some limits on how City Council responds, we can make the
members on these boards more aggressive by providing training. Professional development
may entice people as well as a benefit for participating.
Brian Stahl added that it is not only the oversight entity that we are reviewing. If City Council
takes this report and assimilates the findings that we have then it needs to be clearly
communicated throughout Portland’s culture. A lot of the problems we are seeing are part of
the culture that people are given authority to make decisions. Council needs to clearly
communicate what the new standards are.
Janice said that eroding standards are another reason to keep CUB in the mix as an outside
perspective. The LWV testimony included the notion of asking City Council to reconvene a new
BRC group that may have some repeat participants. That is sending a message that you need to
watch this. If there had been some sort of review at five years with PURB we may have
identified issues sooner. Jim said a recommendation along that line is included on page nine
under implementation and monitoring.
Chris Liddle said to the extent that there are line item changes by City Council that are not
following the general direction of the oversight entity recommendation then City Council needs
to explain that in writing. He asked what that written explanation would look like. Dwight said
the best thing we can deliver is transparency where there have been the biggest problems. If
City Council were to do something ridiculous it is hard to do if we shine that light on them.
Chris said it is very conceptual at this point and we should be very clear about what we expect.
How do we put framework to it so they have to meet the standard. Jim outlined two touch
points: written response and a convening between City Council / Mayor and the new oversight
entity. Chris agreed with this.
Dwight said the notion of a joint meeting later in the budget process is where he envisions this.
Staff / City Council would review the recommendations side by side and flesh out what came
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out of the oversight entity compared to City Council proposal to focus on the differences. Even
if Council has not addressed the differences in a written response the new entity will have the
opportunity to talk to them about it. Chris said there needs to be record for what happened
and the justification for it.
Janice asked if staff has enough detail to write this up or if Chris should provide some language.
Larry said the more specific you are does not necessarily yield what you want. This is where we
give greater power to the new oversight entity to ask and press on questions. Any changes that
are made need to be documented for the public record. That is operational language that we
should use. Chris said they are saying the same thing. Jim said staff will draft language and
bring it back to the BRC for review.
Brian asked how changes are document in the budget document. Andrew Scott said there is a
bridge sheet in the budget document from draft to final budget which documents all changes
for each bureau. It is there but the question is the degree of detail. He said he is hearing a
desire for rationale being included. It will be difficult to get rationale from five independently
elected officials. The idea of documenting changes can definitely happen but he worries about
getting in to the why they changed it. Dwight said that is the value of the joint session at the
end of the process.
Claudio Campuzano said a lot of concern is about changes from the proposed budget. A change
memo is included from proposed to adopted budget.
Chris asked to see examples of the bridging sheet and change memos. He said he reviews
budgets all the time and unless there are explanations with the variances it doesn’t mean
anything. He understands it may not get into too much detail but an overall direction would be
helpful. He said he’s not looking to create unnecessary burden but we need to have this
justification. Andrew agreed examples would be helpful for the BRC members to review. You
will see that we do track this through the process. It does not get out to the public unless
requested and that could be improved.
Chris suggested that the document that comes from City Council could be a summary level or
high points. This would be easier for the public. Dwight said as we have it outlined the
oversight entity would have independent staff who could help outline this. Brian agreed that
the public does not want to read those detailed documents and a summary would be beneficial.
Andrew said that rate setting is part of the budget process. It is integrated. Budget process is
shorthand for budget, rate and CIP process. There has been a challenge in rate setting in the
long term and getting Council to focus beyond the first year. He believes the new oversight
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entity can help with this. Mayor’s budget is the first formal step. Council changes are after
that. In Portland, traditionally, more substantive changes happen in advance of the Mayor’s
proposed budget. We hold work sessions with bureaus and City Council in advance of the
Mayor’s proposed budget. Generally by the time we get to the bureau budget we don’t make
big changes. Rate ordinance is scheduled for the end of May and usually the same time the
budget is reviewed. We have never had a rate change with the adopted budget in his 12 years
with the City. Any rate changes would have to come by the end of May to be implemented by
the new fiscal year.
Andrew asked for clarification on staffing in terms of staff in the City Budget Office (CBO). He
said establishing clear lines for him and his staff is important. In general, he thinks the structure
will work, he would just like clear lines of authority, etc. He currently has two ½ FTS – one in
BES and one in PWB. He assumes these staff would be doing all existing functions plus new.
One concern is that if we are left with technical and take away the analytical that would change
things. Jim and Andrew will work together to draft an appropriate structure and language.
Jim reviewed key steps in the budget / CIP process. The new entity is responsible for working
with bureaus to develop a budget. They will have a very active leader role here. The oversight
entity submits budget recommendations to the Commissioner-in-Charge. Ideally, the
Commissioner-in-Charge and oversight entity are working hand-in-hand. We also want the
oversight entity involved in the Mayor’s proposed budget process so there are not any
surprises. Then we have the approval process with mechanisms for advising and involving the
board in reviewing any changes. This should include a formal opportunity for response
regarding differences of opinions.
Dwight said we have repeatedly heard that BACs/PURB are involved early in the process and
then left out of the process. Structuring involvement of this entity with the City Council/Mayor
at the end of the process is a key objective. We propose to include structured engagement
through written response to identify variances and a joint session/ convening with the oversight
entity and Council to have a public airing and discussion of those differences before it’s too late.
Andrew said the BAC process has ebbed and flowed over the years. Having this consultation
between the entity and Mayor/Council in the code would be helpful in terms of ensuring that it
happens and is institutionalized. Then the question is when that consultation should happen.
Council work sessions are in early April and May. The oversight entity should have a seat at the
table during that conversation. You could require the Mayor to consult with the oversight
entity while the Mayor makes decisions on the budget. There could then be a Council work
session in May after the proposed budget but prior to adoption of rates by Council.
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Marion said they could have already had all their discussions behind the scenes. Andrew said
you could have a joint work session in April but that would be taking away a little of the
Mayor’s prerogative. The only two powers the Mayor has are the budget and assigning
bureaus. That is why he suggests consultation early with the Mayor and then in May with
Council.
Dwight said we have input from Andrew that will help us structure these touch points.
Dwight’s instinct is that we should amend to have two periods of conversation with the Mayor
and then with Council in addition to the written variation documents.
Chris said there is no argument that City Council is the decision-maker. We have mapped out
six or seven steps in the process. Chris would like to see more power given to the oversight
entity.
Marion said part of the discussion was having the oversight group’s recommended budget be a
baseline for discussion. Then, if the Mayor makes changes but has to put it in writing. She is
concerned about this baseline going directly to the Mayor first rather than going to Council for
early dialogue.
Andrew said the structure the BRC is envisioning will make it very challenging for the Mayor to
deviate, not impossible, but challenging. If there are any changes needed they will be reluctant
to make those.
Dwight said the goal is that we cannot tell the Mayor what to put in the budget, but rather to
fortify the baseline. Best way is to highlight over and over any potential changes. He thinks the
notion of the oversight entity meeting with City Council / Mayor serves to: fortify the baseline
and create risk for deviating from it; help recruit members of the board; and if Council / Mayor
know they have to deal with the oversight entity at the end of the process they will want to
deal with them at the beginning so there are not any surprises.
Janice cautioned that we need to be cautious about rogue decision-making coming out of this
oversight entity. It needs to be a partnership where both sides are balancing each other.
Marion said it is less about the Mayor but more about making Council a deliberative body. Also
what is being proposed needs to be done so in a public transparent manner.
Rob Doneker is comfortable with the direction the BRC recommendations are heading.
Barbara Byrd said we cannot possibly anticipate everything, but putting it in writing and
consulting in a public way makes sense to her.
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Bill Gaffi agrees. The power is in the transparency and illumination rather than just oversight
entity authority. There needs to be some dynamic tension between those that are politically
responsible and those that are not. He believes we are heading in the right direction and
establishing balance is important.
Dwight said the oversight entity and Commissioner-in-Charge relationship will be very
important. Chris asked what happens if they cannot reconcile differences. Jim said if they
cannot agree then two proposals would go to the Mayor. In reality, he thinks they will work it
out before that happens.
Andrew said there is nothing in local budget law about a formal requested budget. The first
formal step is the proposed budget by the executive, there is a lot of leeway before that. He
sees logistical challenges, does not think anything would prevent two requested budgets from
the Commissioner-in-Charge and the oversight entity.
Jim asked for any comments on the representation and appointment section.
Janice said the two bullet points are consistent with CUB testimony and move it into the
narrative form. Dwight said it also takes into consideration some of the testimony from the
public that we heard about labor being at the table.
Marion cautioned against being too prescriptive. She thinks what we have could be expanded
upon. She is less concerned about the political process and group process experience. She said
these are very complicated technical bureaus and that is the expertise that we should mostly be
trying to find.
Chris said PURB is actually appointed by the Mayor and this is a step backwards from that. His
personal preference is that; it be an open process and members not be directly involved with
the bureaus; City Council should be charged with recruiting / recommending appointments; and
there should be a process laid out for public notifications of openings. Also, it is more
appropriate having somebody not directly involved with the bureaus making the appointments.
Jim said we can fix that.
Janice likes the idea of looking to current PURB language and also checking with ONI to make
sure what we write up is consistent with their public involvement guidelines. Dwight said we
can make a statement that it is assumed that standard ONI guidelines come with this
recommendation.
Brian said the only thing he would add is that representation be balanced. One interest group
he does not see represented is business. Marion said if we get too prescriptive that’s an issue.
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Janice said we need to learn from PURB and what did not turn out well. Brian agreed – balance,
but not exact representation.
Marion said 11 members seems like a lot. Jim said it is no greater than, but can be less. Janice
said we have to remember that this is oversight of two bureaus. Dwight said the notion to
leave it open is to allow for flexibility.
Dwight asked when BRC members can expect a next draft. Jim indicated by the end of the
week. He will make sure to consult with Andrew. Jim said in-between staff providing an
additional draft and the next meeting, we will check in with each of the BRC members.
Dwight proposed that the next draft be posted it to the website to allow public review and
comment. BRC members agreed.
Dwight said he feels good about where we are and our capacity to get there at the next session.
There were no objections.
Meeting adjourned at 9:36 am.
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Introductions / Welcome
Dwight Holton, Chair, welcomed participants. He advised that Larry Wallack is unable to attend
due to a known conflict.
Housekeeping Matters
Approval of Meeting Summaries
Jim Owens, Facilitator, asked for comments or edits to the October 7 BRC Meeting and October
16 Public Listening Session meeting summaries. There were no comments and the summaries
were approved.
Communications
Jim said that he and Dwight have been in communication with BRC members since the last
meeting. He then discussed the communications that have been received since the last
meeting including a memo from BRC member Janice Thompson on conversations with the City
Attorney’s Office on the City’s conflict-of-interest provisions and contracting processes.
Discussion of Meeting Goals and Approach
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Jim reviewed the proposed agenda, meeting goals and approach for tonight’s meeting. He said
the Proposed Draft Final Report is a wholesale rewrite. He suggested that we move through
the key elements by topic area and see whether we have consensus with that particular set of
recommendations, need further discussion or if we have differences of opinion. Jim also said
that everything including goals and objectives have been rolled up into this one document.
Dwight asked BRC members to briefly give any initial feedback, areas of concern and areas they
would like to further discuss.
Bill Gaffi said in general it is narrowing in on a recommendation that makes sense. He would
like to further discuss the role of the Commissioner-in-Charge versus Mayor approving /
removing PCWC members in terms of accountability. He would also like to further discuss the
absolute rule that every project over $500k requires City Council approval (see bottom of page
6.)
Kendra Smith would like to further discuss the section on membership including possibly adding
engineers and scientists to the list.
Rob Doneker said overall it is heading in the right direction and he does not have any particular
comments to add.
Barbara Byrd echoed what Rob said. She added that there were interesting issues brought up
in the communications received from members of the public that she would like to discuss
further. She also wants to discuss the authority of the commission vis-a-vis the Commissionerin-Charge. She would also like to discuss further opportunities for public input.
Chris Liddle said that he has not had a chance to review the draft yet but overall agrees with the
comments made by BRC members so far.
Brian Stahl also agreed with comments made by BRC members so far. He feels comfortable
that we are hitting more of a sweet spot / balance in the recommendations. He appreciates the
opportunity to re-evaluate the recommendation in several years.
Janice Thompson said this is heading in the right direction. She has a few small accuracy issues
that she can discuss with Jim outside the full meeting.
Marion Haynes said she did not have anything substantive to add at this point.
Christine Chin Ryan said that she has been involved in several iterations since the last meeting
and is quite pleased with how it has come together for our review today. It encompasses what
we have heard in the public testimony and what BRC members, bureaus and staff have said.
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Discussion/Approval of Proposed Recommendations
Structure Section
Jim discussed the Structure section of the Draft Report beginning on page 11. Jim said that for
now the board is called the Portland Clean Water Commission or PCWC. He said this is not set
in stone, but we needed to have a temporary name to call it. Dwight suggested that we discuss
the issues that Bill, Barbara and Kendra raised about different aspects of the structure.
Bill said there is a little bit of confusion as to who is responsible when things get sideways – is it
the Mayor or the Commissioner-in-Charge? He said it’s a balancing act but it reduces the
authority of the Commissioner-in-Charge by having the Mayor do the appointments. Bill said
the Mayor seems to hold all the cards and maybe that is fine as it could be what the reality is
currently. Jim said the proposal on the table is that the City Council will appoint with the Mayor
recommending.
Marion agreed that is standard practice that the Mayor nominates and the City Council
appoints. She asked that the language be cleaned up to avoid confusion in our
recommendation.
Jim Blackwood confirmed that in practice the Mayor appoints and Council approves. He also
said there are subsets of activities that happen as well and commissioners may want to have
opportunity to recommend members.
Dwight asked BRC members if there are forms of appointment / removal that would be
problematic to the balance of authority that the PCWC would have. There were no additional
comments. Jim said that if we are trying to create a body that has clout then we will want City
Council to appoint. Bill said he was comfortable with this direction.
Dwight then moved the conversation to the questions about Representation. Dwight said that
there was general consensus at the previous meeting that we strike a balance between
checking the right boxes without creating so many boxes that you cannot fill the board.
Kendra said her primary point is that finance is listed but there is nothing for engineers or
scientists. She would like to add a little more detail about the types of people we would want
on the PCWC. She would like to see ecosystem services changed to ecosystem science or
environmental science. Mike Houck (member of the public) said there is a huge difference
between environment and ecosystem and that ecosystem would be preferable.
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Bob Sallinger (member of the public) added that the committee needs to represent the
community in terms of practitioners and that advocates and technical environmental scientists
should be included. Marion said it is important to include ecosystem sciences but that we
should not go down the road of advocates in this. CUB is the residential advocate but won’t
have a spot on the PCWC.
Dwight said that there are certain technical representations that we want to call out but we
don’t want to get too specific. Brian said that the key for him is balance. You don’t want five
engineers or five finances guys. Under the representation section balance should be called out
first.
Jim said that in the theme of balanced representation the draft responds to the point Marion
made in not identifying particular interest groups. We want general areas of experience and
skills to be represented and we should stop there. We can add engineers and ecosystem
science as skill sets.
Barbara cautioned against a PCWC that is solely made up of technical people. Rob suggested
including “broadly representative of the public” to the second bullet. Dwight said we can
update the second bullet as suggested and move it to the top of the Representation section.
Additionally, Marion suggested that we add “Including but not limited to” to the language.
Kendra suggested adding public involvement as an expertise as well due to the issues of
transparency.
Dwight then asked BRC members for comments on whether one PCWC representing both
bureaus makes sense.
Bill said he can see advantages and disadvantages of either option. Disadvantages would be
staff having to sit through a lot of stuff that does not pertain to their bureau.
Jim said that earlier in the process he met with the bureau heads and they very clearly asked
that we do not give them more than one boss. Through this process we have talked about the
desire to better integrate CIP and planning between the PWB and BES without creating a single
bureau. There is language to have the PCWC create boards / task forces as it sees fit.
Bill said an advantage would be more opportunities for engaging the community but that would
probably drive up costs. Dwight said part of the argument around consolidation is with a
broader view around what both utilities are doing it will help create sensitivities to the impact
to the rate payer holistically. Bill agreed this is a great point and that there can be merit to
have one body listen to all issues and weigh how they are prioritized. Barbara agreed and
added that it would be a challenge to find 11 people that want to do this twice.
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Janice said that she envisioned one group because ultimately the consumers get one bill and it’s
linked to the recommendation that there is one Commissioner-in-Charge for both bureaus.
CUB testimony suggested 9-11 members. She suggested possibly having a max but not a
specific number requirement.
Claudio Campuzano said an enormous amount of education goes into bringing members up to
speed. There would be a lot of leverage in terms of educating them in the same curriculum at
the same time. Chris asked how that is done now for the various commissioners. Claudio said
there is not a curriculum currently. David Shaff added that they do not change that often.
Jim Blackwood added that there is so much shared between the two bureaus that it is favorable
to combine the oversight committee into one PCWC.
Marion and Chris agreed that one oversight body for the two bureaus makes sense.
Dwight said that the most important feature we are proposing that would better empower the
PCWC is the addition of having at least two full time dedicated staff.
Janice said she was under the impression that with the two ½ FTE staff supporting the two
bureaus now that we would be gaining one more FTE but instead it appears that it would be
two additional FTE.
Andrew said that the two FTE would be additional staff dedicated solely to the PCWC and that
current functions of the two ½ FTE would remain the same. CBO has flexibility to move
resources as needed based on different priorities of the Council. From an administrative
standpoint, losing that flexibility in terms of existing functions would raise his concern. He is
not concerned about dedicated staff. If there was an issue with cost we could add one FTE and
keep the current with flexibility.
Dwight said the goal is to find language that is flexible enough to ensure that it could be
sufficient staffing from the CBO and would work for them. The reality is we need to set a
minimum threshold so that the CBO is not understaffed.
Andrew said that the two ½ FTEs are senior analysts that roughly use half their time for
technical budget work as well as special studies for Council and they do support their assigned
bureau. Currently the CBO has eight analysts with one limited term analyst. He would be
concerned if the recommended two FTEs were to come from current CBO staff.
Jim Blackwood said that the work that the budget analysts do now with two ½ FTEs is essential
to what this PCWC will do. The PCWC would have access to no less than two FTEs dedicated to
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working on these two bureaus plus the budget. That still gives you flexibility to having one FTE
for special projects. Janice agreed with this.
Dwight asked Andrew to develop updated language for the Staffing section based on this
conversation.
Scope of Responsibilities Section
Jim then reviewed the Scope of Responsibilities section of the Draft Report in detail. Jim and
Dwight explained there are four touch points for the PCWC in the budget process:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Participate in development of CIPs, proposed rates and bureaus’ requested budgets.
Submit recommendations/consult with Commissioner-in-Charge.
Submit recommendations/consult with Mayor.
Provide input to City Council prior to budget adoption.

Jim Blackwood discussed the public contact points in the budget that are critical to this process:
1. Budget work session, where budgets are presented to Mayor and full Council. Our
intent is to institutionalize the PCWC’s participation in this budget work session.
2. Public rate review. We would hope that this body would want to be part of and even
lead this interaction with the public.
3. General public presentation of the budget later in the process. It is very easy to
institutionalize this PCWC as a panel that presents as part of the public testimony.
4. A fourth opportunity is the Rate Hearing. A sparsely attended, little known event that
could be owned by this PCWC for questions to the utility bureaus. This is an opportunity
by ordinance that we would create a strong connection between this PCWC, the
bureaus and Council.
Sonia added that at each of these junctures the budget could have changed, it is iterative. At
these points the PCWC could ask questions about the changes in a public forum. They are at
decision points with Council so that’s when you would want the PCWC having interaction with
Council.
Chris said that under #2 in the Draft Report he doesn’t see where the PCWC actually develops a
budget. Jim said this document does not propose that the PCWC presents its own budget.
Janice said that they present their budget recommendations.
Marion said that it is unclear in steps #1-4 in the Draft Report how they go with what Sonia and
Jim Blackwood outlined. We need to align these two. Jim said that we will need to rewrite this
section based on the touch points that Jim Blackwood outlined. Dwight said they are intended
to capture the same moments and agreed that we would draft new language.
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Marion said she believes there will be a lot of dialogue between the Commissioner-in-Charge
and the PCWC. She’s not sure if she likes that the PCWC can submit different recommendations
to the Mayor in # 2. She said it may not be aligned with what ultimately gets submitted, but
this group should be submitting their budget recommendations for both bureaus to the entire
Council at the beginning of the process. Jim said he thinks that is articulated by what staff
outlined and that language will be changed to reflect this in the Draft Report.
Andrew said that when budgets are submitted they go to the Mayor and copies go to all Council
offices. We can easily make sure they get to all Council if there are supplemental
recommendations / dissents.
Chris asked if, for example, the Commissioner-in-Charge comes in with options A and B but the
Mayor says C, does the PCWC get to review and say anything about C. Dwight said that it is his
understanding that they are empowered to advocate and have two staff to help them figure
out what has changed in budget iterations and have time to comment at different times in the
process. Claudio added that CBO staff could communicate any change at any point in the
process.
Brian said the only substantive change that he would like to point out is the elimination of the
requirement for written documentation of changes. Dwight said that we started with the
notion of a written response but that it has evolved to the notion of public / live response. The
proposal tries to capture that accountability moment with public interaction with PCWC being
supported by staff. All public meetings have written minutes / record. Jim added that the
practical aspect of asking public officials to put in writing why the changes were made when
they just met with the PCWC and discussed the changes didn’t make sense. Brian agreed with
this and said the dialogue will be critical.
Chris asked where that documentation lives now. Andrew said it lives in the budget system.
Those changes are reflected in an audit trail, we do change memos for Council and the budget
software shows the changes as well.
Jim added that at any time this PCWC can contact these decision makers to raise any issue. This
is going to be a pretty high profile group and will get Council attention.
Marion asked if the PCWC will know if there are change orders. She said it seems like there
should be a requirement that major decision items going before Council also have a chance to
go before the PCWC before they are recommended to Council. Andrew said CBO receives every
item that comes before Council and the staff dedicated to the PCWC would have that
information.
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Claudio recommended adding “participate in proposed and forecasted rate development”
under #1 on page 14.
Chris said that under tiers of responsibilities the tiers are not necessary. He agrees with the
bullets but requests that the subheadings be removed.
Chris said that the bullets under Member Responsibilities on page 14 appear to be more how
the PCWC is organized than responsibilities. Dwight said that it was intended to try to provide
a model for how this consolidated group could handle a broader mission. Jim said we can
remove it. Brian added that it was his intent here to ensure that the bureaus understood that
the PCWC would be engaged and would have representation following them throughout the
process. Jim said that the PCWC will need to have a charter and this organization can be
addressed in the charter.
Marion asked what the thinking is behind the first bullet under the Reporting / Monitoring
Roles section. Jim said it simply means to keep the Commissioner-in-Charge copied. He said it
isn’t needed and can be removed.
Marion asked that “monitoring contracts that go before Council” get added to the last bullet in
the Reporting / Monitoring Roles section. Jim Blackwood suggested that “council filings” be
added instead to be all encompassing of things that go to Council. There was agreement with
this.
Other Recommendations / Implementation and Monitoring
Jim reviewed the Other Recommendations / Implementation and Monitoring Sections.
Bill suggested that language is needed under #4 on page 15 that suggests that the PCWC can
request items be taken off the Council agenda. Jim said this language comes straight from
Commissioner Fish and tries to codify what he put into practice last year.
Janice would like to add one measure of success that was in the last CUB testimony and eluded
to in the conflict of interest memo. She is for giving this group specific jobs and one job is
working with the Commissioner-in-Charge on reviewing auditor reports that directly affect the
bureaus. A measure of success would be integration of this group into follow-up resulting from
an audit.
Marion asked if the PCWC could be given the authority to request specific audits from the City
Auditor as another way to ensure accountability and oversight. Jim Blackwood said individuals
can request at any time. Sonia added that it might have more weight coming from the
dedicated staff at the CBO to the PCWC.
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Dwight asked if BRC members want to include or address the PCWC role in accessing conflicts
of interest that Janice proposed a range of alternatives in her memo. Chris said this could be
included as part of the PCWC training. Dwight and Janice agreed with this.
Other Items to Address
Jim asked if BRC members had any further items that they wanted to readdress or address.
Brian would like to see the name of the group changed to something like Portland Water
Commission. Jim Blackwood said that they will get with Council on the name as they begin
working through the ordinances for this proposed entity.
Brian requested that the following sentence be removed from the last paragraph of page 5,
“Just last week, the City Auditor issued strong criticism of BES’s supervision of cost overruns for
an administrative building at the Columbia Treatment Plant.”
Brian asked that “on General Fund spending” be removed from the last sentence in the first
paragraph on page 8. David Shaff said this still isn’t a correct statement. The group agreed to
change that sentence to “As noted above, most of the controversial issues about bureau
spending have occurred outside federal mandates and are the product of City Council decision.”
Janice said that if in the introduction we talk about the great things then we need to at least see
an example of the issues. Dwight said this is addressed on page 8. Brian suggested that we
add “to be discussed on page 8.”
Janice asked that in the first paragraph on the top of page 7 that the line “water treatment for
crytpo sporidium” be replaced with “LT2 compliance.”
Chris asked that both bureaus take a hard look at this document for accuracy. Jim Blackwood
said they will do once this draft is updated.
Janice will provide more detailed language on Clean Water Services (example on page 9) about
who they are and why they are included to help convey that Portland’s expansions are in sync
with where industry is going.
Chris asked about a website for the PCWC. Dwight said that can be a separate
recommendation that we add.
Chris asked that facts be sited in the document.
Dwight asked that any line edit or language edits be sent to Jim. The remaining BRC members
had no further changes / issues to talk about today.
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Next Steps
Jim outlined the next steps:
•
•

Updated Draft Report based on conversation today.
Present to City Council at their work session. No action will be taken.

Jim Blackwood discussed the next steps in creation of the PCWC.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Target is for midsummer / August.
PCWC be seated and chartered in advance of the next budget cycle.
Report is received by Council at work session.
Staff develops ordinance(s) that will enact the PCWC including disbanding current
boards.
Ordinance(s) will go out for public comment in advance of being submitted to Council.
Public comments will be incorporated and it will go before Council. This will be an open
session where people can weigh in as well.
Staff will go back and make any necessary changes.
This year’s budget must include any funding necessary for any positions for CBO
dedicated FTEs for the PCWC.

Dwight then said the game plan is to see City Council next week. Jim will move forward with
developing a Final Draft that will satisfy all comments today. We will have the opportunity to
weigh in. Dwight then lead the group in discussion on the interest for further public comment.
Rob and Kendra agree that there will be multiple chances for public input throughout the
process that Jim Blackwood outlined above. Chris would like to give people a chance to weigh
in and would like one more public hearing as part of this group.
Marion asked if there will be a formal process in which the Council approves our
recommendation. Jim Blackwood suggested that BRC asks Council if they think it is useful to
have the report brought to Council formally to accept with the opportunity for public input at
that time.
Marion suggested that as an appendix to the report we include all the public comment
opportunities and different ways in which the BRC was educated to reach their
recommendations.
Dwight asked that all BRC members be in attendance at the City Council work session next
week. Staff and Chair/Vice-Chair will be giving the presentation. Other members may be asked
to speak but we will develop a game plan beforehand.
Portland Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission
Report to City Council 12.08.14

Meeting adjourned at 6:36 pm.

PUBLIC LISTENING SESSION AND BRC MEETING #10 SUMMARY
November 24, 2014; 4 – 6:30 pm
City Hall, Lovejoy Room
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Commissioner Fish’s Office
Mayor’s Office
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City Budget Office
City Budget Office
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Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan
Cogan Owens Cogan
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No
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes

Project Team / Staff
Representative
Jim Blackwood
Sonia Schmanski
Jackie Dingfelder
Andrew Scott
Claudio Campuzano
Ryan Kinsella
David Shaff
Alisha Morton
Jim Owens
Bob Wise
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Kathryn Notson
Bob Sallinger
Lori Bauman
Jennifer Hale
Gerry Verhuf
Carol Cushman
Jaymee Citi
Kellie Barnes
Ted Labbe
Catherine Howells
Debbie

Introductions / Welcome
Dwight Holton, Chair, welcomed participants. He reviewed the agenda and meeting purpose.
Housekeeping Matters
Approval of Meeting Summaries
Bob Wise, Facilitator, asked for comments or edits to the November 6 meeting summary.
There were no comments and the summary was approved. Prior to the meeting, Brian Stahl
provided one comment on the bottom of page 6 to change “address” to “point out.”
Communications
Bob reviewed the communications since the last meeting.

PUBLIC LISTENING SESSION
Public Presentations
Kathryn Notson, long-time resident of Portland, has been thinking hard about how much time
this new board may take. She understands that PWB BAC has been meeting every couple of
weeks as has the BES BAC for about 6 weeks. PURB would meet once a month for two hours. If
you try to combine these two committees the term “real job” comes to mind. A board of
volunteers trying to be a budget committee for both bureaus would require a lot of volunteer
time. She would like the BRC to consider how many combined volunteer hours the BACs and
PURB are actually committing to and see if that is a reasonable amount of time for a volunteer
board to do.
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Dwight asked, given Kathryn’s experience with the BACs/PURB, if she thinks having one
committee would overtax members. Kathryn said she would be concerned with this as well as
staff commitment. She suggested the BRC look at staff and citizen time to participate on the
BACs/PURB and consider how much manpower is needed. That will give us a better idea how
much time 11 people would be taking on.
Larry Wallack asked if there are any other benefits that the City can provide to volunteers that
might help beyond financial reimbursement. Kathryn said awards and recognition.
Bob Sallinger, Conservation Director with Portland Audubon Society, would like to emphasize
that the BES is the City’s environmental agency. Stormwater, wastewater and drinking water
are emphasized throughout the document but BES goes far beyond that. It does not mean that
everything has to be on rates, but this is the environmental brain of the City and we need to
emphasize that it is not just about water. Bob appreciates the time and service that the BRC
has put into this but he wishes there would have been a better analysis of the issues
beforehand. The same three examples are brought up over and over again. Look at the results
of the campaign. When he goes out into the community, he gets a different message than
what is portrayed here. He believes if the BRC had looked at very specific problems then the
solutions may have been different. The answer to every problem is another committee, but he
thinks there are more sophisticated ways to get at problems. He appreciates the comments on
innovation and the stressed importance of it, but has concerns. Words on paper do not
necessarily translate to things on the ground. The great distrust and misspending of funds
attitude means we have to keep fighting for innovation. Committees tend to push back on
innovative things, but it takes risk to do what Portland has done.
Bob said Audubon Society feels strongly that there needs to be broad community
representation and not just engineers on the PUB. It’s about values. The PUB needs to be
heavily loaded with people with an environmental perspective as PWB and BES are our
environmental agencies. We don’t think twice about appointing economic folks to economic
committees.
Bob also warned about over-empowering the PUB as this is just one point in the process. This is
just one way for the public to weigh in. Note that although there is public testimony aspect to
this BRC, these meetings have been relatively poorly attended. Most people do not have time
to attend the full process and they will show up at Council. Two dedicated staff seems
excessive to him. He also said we have to be careful about three-year appointments and
getting people to serve. He recommended separating out the two bureaus as they are very
different. The BRC also needs to think harder about if this is a policy advisory or budget
advisory committee.
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Janice Thompson said that the PUB replaces three committees. Bob said he does not object to
another committee. The point he was making is that issues should have been teased out more
and real solutions developed. Adding another committee does not necessarily get at the real
solutions or increase public confidence.
Larry said the committee is the vehicle and the oversight is what is important. There is
agreement that oversight needs to be tightened up and should function to build on things that
are working well like innovation. Nobody ever wants another committee but they do work if
they serve their function. Bob said he isn’t saying don’t have a committee, but there is great
mistrust. He would also rather call it an advisory committee than oversight.
Dwight said that there are the classic three issues and the BRC chose not to tease out
particulars beyond that but rather focus on solutions.
Brian Stahl asked what vehicles Bob would recommend for teasing out the problems. He said
we have tried to engage staff and the public. Bob said more analysis at the beginning would
have been helpful. We need to do a better job explaining what the problems are at the
bureaus.
Dwight said the BRC tried to do that context setting so that we did not overstate the problem.
We were asked to develop a plan to improve public trust with a slightly different oversight
structure. We are not trying to come up with solutions for problems that we are not
addressing. Bob said it feels like we are chasing after the ghost of the campaign a bit and we
need to come up with something more proactive. Janice said she believes the new group will
do that.
Lori Bauman, Portland City Club, said she is the writer of the City Club report from March on
governance and rate-setting by PWB and BES. City Club issued a report after six months of
study that included many perspectives. She recognizes this BRC was given a narrow charge and
given that they recognize the City Club’s proposal was unlikely to be adopted by this group.
They believe their report would still offer a variety of solutions including removing the
opportunity to make last-minute changes to the budget, opportunities for enhancing public
confidence and help to avoid potential future citizen initiatives that could radically change how
bureaus are governed. Given the BRCs limited mission, the City Club asks that you consider
other proposals from their report including,
1. Adoption of Utility Rate Impact Statement that would accompany any proposed major
expenditure by the bureaus and how they impact rates.
2. Adoption of objective guidelines for what types of expenditures and services should and
should not be requested in water and sewer rates.
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3. Expanded use of benchmarking to ensure bureaus conform to best practices.
4. Continued public outreach to engage and inform citizens about activities and challenges
faced by the bureaus.
We also propose that both agencies be assigned to single commissioner and that appears in
your report as well.
Brian asked if there is a threshold that the City Club was looking at for the Utility Rate Impact
Statement or if it was globally in the budget. Lori said there would have to be parameters that
the City Club did not develop. It would have to be pretty major capital expenditures.
Janice said that the City Club was given time on this groups agenda and has had a seat at the
table. She is disappointed with the amount that City Club chose to participate and that no
details were presented over and above what was in your report. The Chair and Co-Chair talked
to the City Attorney and really tried to tease out what could be done and what couldn’t as far as
the City Charter was concerned. Janice does not agree with the characterization of the BRC
scope being too narrow as reason for the lack of City Club participation. There was
conversation that set aside the whole charter change requirements, looking at the oversight
triangle and this group looked at it as a management commission and agreed was overly
complicated. I don’t agree that the City Club report was given short-shift and just rejected
because of the bounds of our scope. Lori said she understands why the City Club proposal was
not accepted.
Janice said there was a presentation to the BRC on benchmarking and these bureaus are quite
ahead in that regard. We also had a conversation on objective guidelines and we considered if
the charter was vague or was it broad. Janice thinks the City Club ideas were given a bit of
consideration and the BRCs narrow scope was not the only reason we did not use it. Lori agrees
that the City Club proposal was presented to the BRC. Their committee was not charged with
looking at the charter, they were responding to more of the uncertainty. They heard
uncertainty about services that should and should not be in rates.
Gerry Verhof, President of PTE Local 17. Elliot has been attending these meetings on our behalf
and couldn’t be here tonight. She commends the BRC for the acknowledgement of: the great
work and strides the bureaus have done; staff and volunteers that are committed to the work;
innovation comes with risk; bond rating means cost to public; any decision-making done by
bureaus. She said assets need to be maintained. It is encouraging that employees are seen as
valuable resources to the PUB. PTE Local 17 wants to be a collaborative partner in a successful
process that will give citizens the transparency and accountability they are seeking. She
cautioned that there needs to be balance between dedication to City work assignment and role
as PUB member.
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Carol Cushman, League of Women Voters, read the written testimony that was provided prior
to and during the meeting. See attachment for her full testimony.
Kellie Barnes, previous community member for PWB BAC, said she considers herself a water
advocate and has learned a great deal as a BAC member. While reading the report for City
Council, she thought about the gaps in the BAC last year when she served. The BRC is merging
opposing polarities to some degree with the new PUB. In her experience, the BAC gap was
really in the CIP process and not being involved early enough. Technical experience and fiscal
experience are important but citizen values need to be thought about and represented on the
PUB as well. We need a public process where all are represented, not just those who yell the
loudest. We hear about increased rates and what is not being done correctly but we do not
hear about what is done well. This is a big public education piece and there are much broader
values to be considered. She thanked the BRC for the great job that has been done. Hopefully,
citizens will support the bureaus with future public education. It’s not just about rates but
education as well. When she accepted the invitation to be on the BAC should found quite the
opposite from what she expected. Staff was really receptive to her outside inquiries and your
report allows for that. The concern is that it is hard for citizens to be educated unless they go
looking for it. She recommended there be a website for all this information.
Ted Labbe, with Depave a local nonprofit, helped defeat the referendum earlier this year. Most
of what he was going to say was already addressed by Carol, Bob and Kelly. He echoes their
statements. He wants to reiterate the concept that the BRC’s work is focused on a narrow
mandate. The mandate for both bureaus is broader than just drinking, waste and storm water.
This is very important to remember. The bureaus are accessible and engaged with community
organizations and we don’t want to lose this. The City’s watershed plan is our watershed plan
and we are partners in the effort. Please understand that it is broader than the two bureaus
and your efforts affect other partners. Ted is confused and unclear on the triangle model.
They really want the PUB to be an advisory committee versus oversight. He is worried that this
could over empower the PUB. He likes that the PUB is combining the two BACs and the PURB.
Having one entity for both bureaus is somewhat concerning as they will be really heavily
worked. He would be interested in serving on one of these but is personally intimated by the
PUB commitment. He is nervous about housing staff within the CBO as that entity has a very
narrow focus on budges and dollars. It could further constrain innovation that we want to
foster in these two bureaus.
Dwight said the CBO is an independent place to house the dedicated staff outside of the
bureaus. Ted said he does not have the suspicion of the bureaus that some may have and he
would be fine with PWB or BES staff handling it. Dwight added that it is a second set of eyes to
help the bureaus do better. Janice said to the extent that there is already staffing to the PURB
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in the CBO, it makes to keep it there. One critique of the BAC is that they do not have staffing
independent from the bureaus. Bob added that they are one of the few agencies that works for
all commissioners so they have input and access that most agencies do not have.
Kendra Smith said the BRC has never thought or discussed a narrowing of the scope of the two
bureaus. We did not worry about putting it in here explicitly because it was assumed. She said
we could add it in if that would help people get more comfortable. Ted said that there is a lot
of misunderstanding that BES is the sewer bureau so the more you can include in your work the
better.
Catherine Howells, PURB member, said one function of PURB is that a member always sits on
the Administrative Review Committee (ARC) which is where ratepayers protest their bills and
they escalate it. Catherine recommends that the BRC find a home for committee members
sitting on the ARC. Currently, PURB members take turns. Dwight agreed there should be
broader language about the PURB filling responsibilities of the PURB. Janice said that there is a
significant overhaul of the Administrative Review process in the whole city and this could be
part of that larger discussion. Catherine asked that there at least be something in the plan for
the transition.
Catherine cautioned that if the BRC wants professionals on the PUB, they won’t touch it. If
there is any chance of contracting of any sort, it will be seen as a conflict of interest. The
expertise is there but the professionals will stay away because of this. PURB has had this
dilemma as well. Catherine added that the BRC has done a very good job of laying out the
issues and how to move forward. She also said the BRC has done a good job of saying this is
about City Council. She likes this updated report.
Debbie Aiona, League of Women Voters (LWV), said the LWVs have closely followed the
Independent Police Review recruitment process. They have someone that goes out and
encourages people to apply for the Citizen Review Committee. They also have small groups of
community members and staff to screen the applications. They have a scoring system and then
an interview committee. She thinks this would be important for the PUB recruitment process.
There are a lot of people who have a lot of experience working with BES in their neighborhoods
and there is significant community interest about the service they provide. You need to have
active outreach encouraging people to apply. She cautioned against one person picking a
couple members and another person picking a couple more. You want somebody to look at the
whole pool. Dwight said the take away is balance and that is extremely important.
Dwight thanked members of the public for their participation and comments.
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COMMISSION WORK SESSION
Goals for the Meeting
Dwight said the goal is to walk through the matrix that the facilitators have provided to us and
weave in BRC member’s comments. Bob said that we would like to focus on detailed,
substantive edits and any word changes or non-substantive edits can be dealt with
electronically.
Commission Deliberations
BRC members, lead by Dwight and Bob, reviewed the matrix line by line. The draft report that
Janice provided with detailed comments was used along with the matrix for the discussion.
Name
There were no issues with the current proposed name.
Appointment
Bob said we heard LWV testimony on another suggestion. Dwight said the selection committee
notion is interesting but works better when you have a lot of people lining up for the job. He
does not believe this will be the case. We could include a recommendation that the
Commission-in-Charge could appointment a committee to recruit and appoint. Barbara agreed
and added that an outreach person, perhaps a staff person of the Commissioner-in–Charge,
could go out and solicit membership.
Janice said that equity needs to be addressed and it is in the draft.
Chris asked about the Mayor’s role. Janice said this goes with what Commissioner Fritz said at
the work session about standard practices. Dwight said the Mayor nominates based on
recommendations by the Commissioner-in-Charge for approval by the full City Council. We
could add outreach language as well.
BRC members agreed.
Size
There were no issues with the size as written.
Representation
Kendra and Marion brought up issues with using the word “advocate” as you don’t want to get
into a scenario where people come onto the PUB to advocate for a special interest or where
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groups feel like they must have a seat at the table. Members should not come wearing a
specific hat. Barbara said she is not uncomfortable with the word it simply means people who
care.
Kendra said importance of selection is the bottom line and there must be highly qualified
people on the PUB or it will not work.
Brian suggested the language “balanced and equitable representation of Portlanders, including
but not limited to…” Marion agreed. Barbara instead suggested the language from the LWV
letter of “broad and diverse community representation.” BRC members agreed.
Barbara asked that this language be included in the executive summary and the full report. She
said the more complete language is on page five. Bob agreed to update.
Janice said there is no inclusion of equity on page 17 and it makes sense to go on page 19 as
well. She reviewed her specific tweaks. Janice requested that “no direct financial interest” on
page 19 and anywhere it is used in the document be removed. There were no objections to
Janice’s suggestions.
Except where outlined above, BRC members agreed to representation as written.
Equity
BRC members agreed with equity language as written by LWV.
Staffing
BRC members agreed with staffing as outlined in the report and matrix.
Financing
BRC members agreed with financing as outlined in the report and matrix.
Green infrastructure
Bob said, based on public testimony, we need to add another sentence or two about the roles
of the agencies. BRC members agreed and that the focus on stewardship and environmental
mandates is important.
Types of oversight
Chris said adding more clarity to what the tiers are addresses the issue. He does not think the
tiers are necessary. Janice suggested everything be moved into one tier. BRC members agreed.
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Roles in budget process
Chris said the issue for him is that we have heard concerns about the time being investing and
the ability to attract members yet we have not done enough to elevate the position of the PUB.
He understands there are concerns about taking powers away from the Mayor and
Commissioner-in-Charge and he is not advocating for that. He suggested one way to elevate
the PUB is that the PUB’s budget becomes the budget. He understands that the Commissionerin-Charge must transmit to the Mayor.
Dwight asked if there is sufficient fortification and invigoration of the PUB through other things
that we have outlined or do we need to give them more power to vividly set the chalk line with
the budget.
Janice said there is concern about giving an unelected group this power.
Marion believes it could be strengthened beyond what we have written in the report. She said
it does not take power away from City Council who ultimately votes on the budget. This just
sets the starting point for the discussion. The Planning and Sustainability Commission is an
example of a board that has broad authority. Recommendations that come out of that group
get forwarded to Council. Dwight said that the distinction between budget and policy is
significant.
Dwight said there is value in political accountability in the early part of the budget as well as at
the end. Taking ownership away will lose political accountability. Chris disagrees and believes
it is a function of timing. One proposal is that the Commissioner-in-Charge submits the budget
earlier in process so that the PUB has time to review and recommend on it.
Kendra asked if Chris is suggesting that the PUB has its own budget. She sees it as the bureaus
have a budget and the PUB is then reviewing and recommending but it is not the PUB’s budget.
Chris said it is more the PUB working together with the bureaus, Commissioner-in-Charge etc.
Brian said that the PUB will have significant opportunity to evaluate the budget as written in
the report. Politically, if the powers that be decide to do what they want then they will suffer
political fallout.
Chris said that something Commissioner Fritz said at the work session resonated with this – that
it is one thing to create opportunity and another thing to create requirement. We are creating
an opportunity for City Council to bypass and he would rather create a requirement that they
not be able to do so.
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Marion said to the extent that it is characterized the opportunity exists with the current PURB.
She does not think the recommendation as written is significantly different than what currently
exists. She thinks the timing issue and perhaps moving up the adoption of the PWB and BES
budgets helps them out of the black box a bit and provides light and transparency. Christine
Chin Ryan said there is less of a black box in the CBO because all the budget amendments and
budgets have been recorded and documented.
Rob said he has viewed this more as an advocacy and public education board. He gets nervous
with removing political accountability and budget authority from the elected officials. An
unelected board shouldn’t have budgetary authority.
Chris said he is asking that the PUB budget become the clear line and the Commissioner-in
Charge can still submit his/her budget.
David Shaff said he thinks he sees where Chris is trying to go – require bureaus to submit a
budget to two entities at the same time. PWB submits to the Mayor, so why wouldn’t you set it
up where we submit to the Mayor and the PUB. The PUB would have hearings or
considerations over that budget that was submitted, would vote and then submit
recommendations to the Mayor. The Mayor could accept or reject the PUB recommendation
and explain why. He does not know how the Mayor would feel about this.
Chris said he is looking for a direct line from the PUB to the Mayor so that the PUB
recommendations would have to be addressed.
Dwight said what David has suggested is a lot like what we have written. What Chris is
suggesting is that if there is disagreement between the Commissioner-in-Charge and the PUB
budget then the PUB budget goes forward.
Brian said, as he envisions it, the BRC recommendation is that the PUB is more tied in from start
to finish through Council adoption. As the bureaus are developing the budget, a couple PUB
members will sit in on those discussions. PUB representatives will be fully engaged in this
budget that comes out and will be reporting back to the PUB. Then that budget will go to the
Commissioner-in-Charge and the PUB will be providing input to the Commissioner-in-Charge
who will then submit the budget to the Mayor. If PUB agrees great and if they disagree with it
then they will be providing input to the Mayor. The Mayor can then take that input and decide
what budget to take through to Council. The PUB will have the opportunity for input again if
the Mayor does not take their recommendation. As the budget goes through City Council the
PUB will be at the table.
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Dwight asked the group to vote if they support the current draft and approach as articulated by
Brian and in the document or if we need to take a stronger approach as outlined by Chris and
reviewed further.
In favor of the current approach: Larry, Barbara, Brian, Bill, Rob and Christine
Those in favor of a different approach to further strength: Chris, Marion
Abstaining: Janice, Kendra, Dwight
Dwight abstained as Chair. Kendra abstained because if it does not work she would like to add
an amendment that we come back and review in two years.
PUB conducts regular public meetings
BRC members agreed with this as outlined in the report and matrix.
Standards of practice
Janice reviewed her edits / comments on her draft of the report. There were no objections.
BRC members agreed that David needs to review for accuracy.
Monitoring
Bob said there was significant discussion at the City Council work session on how to monitor the
effectiveness of the system. A lot of ideas we came up with were from Larry on engaging the
public.
Janice said we need to be clear about who is convening this as it says the Commissioner-inCharge on page 27 but it is not in the executive summary.
Larry said because we are not mandating that they use specific questions, he does not have a
problem with how it is written in the report and outlined in the matrix. BRC members agreed.
Kendra said that a portion of this BRC should be included in this reconvening as well. BRC
members agreed.
BRC members also agreed with the updated language that Janice proposed in her draft on
pages 24 and 27 based on conversation she had with Commissioner Fritz after the work session.
This needs to be updated on page 6 to keep the executive summary consistent as well.
Reporting
BRC members agreed with the updated language that Janice proposed in her draft.
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Audits
BRC members agreed with the updated language that Janice proposed in her draft.
Assigning both bureaus to a single Commissioner
BRC members agreed to add rationale to updated language but keep the recommendation and
to add that the Mayor “should” assign both bureaus to a single Commissioner-in-Charge.
Solid waste rate-making
BRC members agreed with this as outlined in the report and matrix.
Conflict of interest
Chris and Dwight will provide updated language via email. There were no objections.
Quorum
BRC members agreed to keep the original language.
Wrap-up Discussion
Janice will send any further minor items i.e. word changes to Dwight and Bob.
Brian said benchmarking and Utility Rate Impacts Statements were brought up by the public
tonight. As the budget is being prepared the PUB should be looking at what staff is doing and it
needs to be identified in the report. Janice said it’s implied in the whole report but she is ok
with it being spelled out. Dwight said we could add language “PUB should consider
benchmarking and Utility Rate Impact Statements and how it may improve the conversation.”
Dwight asked for further substantive questions or comments that needed to be resolved. There
were none. He said we will consider any further comments by email. Bob will reconcile all
comments received and provide an updated report as soon as possible. BRC members were
asked to review the final draft before it is sent to the City Council.
Chris asked that Bob use Janice’s version of the report to make changes. He also asked for a
redlined version and clean version of the final draft for review prior to going to Council.
Dwight passed around a signature page for BRC members to sign if they were ready.
Dwight said we will send a doodle poll for a social event later this month.
Meeting adjourned at 9:23 pm.
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UTILITY REVIEW BLUE RIBBON COMMISSION
September 8, 2014
RECENT COMMUNICATIONS
________________________________________________________________________________
On Aug 30, 2014, at 3:20 PM, "kellie Barnes" <kellieb@easystreet.net> wrote:
>
> Dear Dwighth,
>
> My name is Kellie Barnes. I was a PWB BAC member for the 2014 budget process,
and I have been following the progress of the commission with interest. It has
been my hope to attend the meetings in person, and I have not yet been available.
I do however hope to be present as they continue.
>
> I am more then willing to share my experience as a PWB BAC member with the
commission if desired. I shared a report this year with the City Commissioners at
the end of the process that highlights some of the issues you have been
discussing. Granted, it is only a small perspective and through the personal lens
of my experience, but it may shed light on the BAC process, and the potential
strengths or weakness of such a process.
>
> CUB asked me for a copy as well, and I forwarded that last Spring. I am happy
to send a copy your way if you may find it of use.
>
> I look forward to following the progress of the commission, as surely we can
find solutions to the rate setting process. In reading the minutes of your last
meeting, I felt as though it highlighted many of the issues I had during our
meetings. Including those of public outreach, debt risk, rate determination, and
earlier public involvement in the CIP process.
>
> I am available to share what I can with your commission should it be desired. I
can be reached at the above e-mail or through my cell, 971-404-6146.
>
> Thank you for your participation on the commission. It is an important process.
>
> Kind regards,
>
> Kellie Barnes

Lunch meeting with Bob Sallinger & Micah Meskel, Audubon; Elliot Levin, PTE; Mark Gipson, AFSCME
Sept. 4, 2014, noon-1 pm
Discussion summary:
Audubon comments

•
•

The Commission should focus on specific issues related to accountability, transparency and
public involvement, as opposed to major restructuring.
What is needed is a “new and better” advisory committee that is publicly accountable. Take
a hard look at what sort of expertise is needed, appoint people to three-year terms, provide
them with more staff support and bring them in regularly for reports.

•

Much of what was (unsuccessfully) attacked in the media and in the campaign were cutting
edge programs that serve the bureau’s mission and also save ratepayers money. Important
to help the public understand that while these programs may not look like traditional
programs for these bureaus, they are in fact exactly the type of innovation needed from
both an economic and environmental perspective. Important that these bureaus retain
their broad mandates in order to allow for innovative and cost effective advances in how
they deliver their services.

Union comments

•

•
•

•
•

The Council, as well as the Water Bureau and BES, have to better convey to citizens what it
is they do, the need for infrastructure maintenance and upgrades, the impact of this work
on rates in the short- and long-term, and the fact that the Portland’s problems of aging
infrastructure are far from unique nationally. Otherwise, we won’t have the political will to
invest in infrastructure as we should, for the sake of the long-term health and stability of
the system.
One major problem has been the marginalization of the PURB, leading to burnout and
ineffectiveness.
Another problem is the budgeting process and the role of the BAC’s – these committees
meet too early in the budget cycle, lack the info they need to make good decisions, and are
not brought back into the process later. Their input is perceived by their own members as
marginalized.
Rates need to be set earlier (as they were this year) rather than just before the end of the
budget process. Otherwise the results can be chaotic and subject to last-minute political
considerations rather than responsible management processes.
Council has tended to exert a downward pressure on rates for political reasons, which can
undermine prior careful budgeting by the bureaus and result in larger long term costs.

These organizations plan to testify at open meeting on Sept. 8.
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______________________________________________________________________________
On Aug 30, 2014, at 3:20 PM, "kellie Barnes" <kellieb@easystreet.net> wrote:
Dear Dwighth,
My name is Kellie Barnes. I was a PWB BAC member for the 2014 budget process, and I have
been following the progress of the commission with interest. It has been my hope to attend the
meetings in person, and I have not yet been available. I do however hope to be present as they
continue.
I am more then willing to share my experience as a PWB BAC member with the commission if
desired. I shared a report this year with the City Commissioners at the end of the process that
highlights some of the issues you have been discussing. Granted, it is only a small perspective
and through the personal lens of my experience, but it may shed light on the BAC process, and
the potential strengths or weakness of such a process.
CUB asked me for a copy as well, and I forwarded that last Spring. I am happy to send a copy
your way if you may find it of use.
I look forward to following the progress of the commission, as surely we can find solutions to
the rate setting process. In reading the minutes of your last meeting, I felt as though it
highlighted many of the issues I had during our meetings. Including those of public outreach,
debt risk, rate determination, and earlier public involvement in the CIP process.
I am available to share what I can with your commission should it be desired. I can be reached
at the above e-mail or through my cell, 971-404-6146.
Thank you for your participation on the commission. It is an important process.
Kind regards,
Kellie Barnes

Lunch meeting with Bob Sallinger & Micah Meskel, Audubon; Elliot Levin, PTE; Mark Gipson,
AFSCME
Sept. 4, 2014, noon-1 pm
Discussion summary:
Audubon comments

•
•
•

The Commission should focus on specific issues related to accountability, transparency and
public involvement, as opposed to major restructuring.
What is needed is a “new and better” advisory committee that is publicly accountable. Take
a hard look at what sort of expertise is needed, appoint people to three-year terms, provide
them with more staff support and bring them in regularly for reports.
Much of what was (unsuccessfully) attacked in the media and in the campaign were cutting
edge programs that serve the bureau’s mission and also save ratepayers money. Important
to help the public understand that while these programs may not look like traditional
programs for these bureaus, they are in fact exactly the type of innovation needed from
both an economic and environmental perspective. Important that these bureaus retain
their broad mandates in order to allow for innovative and cost effective advances in how
they deliver their services.

Union comments
• The Council, as well as the Water Bureau and BES, have to better convey to citizens what it
is they do, the need for infrastructure maintenance and upgrades, the impact of this work
on rates in the short- and long-term, and the fact that the Portland’s problems of aging
infrastructure are far from unique nationally. Otherwise, we won’t have the political will to
invest in infrastructure as we should, for the sake of the long-term health and stability of
the system.
• One major problem has been the marginalization of the PURB, leading to burnout and
ineffectiveness.
• Another problem is the budgeting process and the role of the BAC’s – these committees
meet too early in the budget cycle, lack the info they need to make good decisions, and are
not brought back into the process later. Their input is perceived by their own members as
marginalized.
• Rates need to be set earlier (as they were this year) rather than just before the end of the
budget process. Otherwise the results can be chaotic and subject to last-minute political
considerations rather than responsible management processes.
• Council has tended to exert a downward pressure on rates for political reasons, which can
undermine prior careful budgeting by the bureaus and result in larger long term costs.
These organizations plan to testify at open meeting on Sept. 8.
______________________________________________________________________________
From: Bill Campbell [mailto:campbell@eq-cap.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 11, 2014 2:06 PM
To: Christine Chin Ryan
Subject: MEETS

Christine, I write to you in your capacity as vice chair of the Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon
Commission, meeting to advise the Council and particularly Commissioner Fish concerning the
Water Bureau and the Bureau of Environmental Services. I understand your primary charge is
“to analyze potential reforms of the oversight and accountability” of these bureaus, and
particularly to “focus on streamlining communications and transparency in the rate-making
process.”
This suggests your commission is deeply focused on the Water Bureau (and BES) attributes as
utilities. Recently a sister Northwest municipal utility – Seattle City Light – has initiated a world
first. They announced in June of 2013, and have before the Seattle City Council for approval
this month, a Metered Energy Efficiency power purchase agreement. The agreement
implements a system called MEETS – the Metered Energy Efficiency Transaction Structure.
MEETS uses standard and well understood systems available in any rate compact utility to allow
demand reduction to be transacted, and financed, through exactly the same systems as supply
increases. In effect, from a financial point of view, demand reduction based on productivity,
becomes re-imagined as a source of supply – which means among other things that already
existing cash flows can be readily re-directed to drive ambitious climate goals, without the need
for new taxes or new subsidies.
The result is a breakthrough in how deep energy efficiency can be financed. It’s expected over
time to produce substantially better energy results than the current systems, with a much
lower impact on rates than the same results would require, using existing systems. This
powerful innovation has been supported by substantial public, private, and not-for-profit
investment out of Oregon (Portland State University, OregonBEST, Northwest Energy Efficiency
Alliance, and others) and the Pacific Northwest (New Building Institute, Seattle City Light, the
Bullitt Foundation) and represents the innovation of Oregon businesses EnergyRM and
Equilibrium Capital Group and the professional expertise of other Oregon businesses such as
MicroGrid, QualityLogic, and SolARC.
We think the same thinking could be applied to both sides of the water system (supply and
waste management), and that the City may also wish to consider the applicability of a
“municipal negawatt utility” model, based on this work, to provide the transaction engine that
(without new taxes and without requiring anyone to pay more) could support the achievement
of the City’s ambitious 2009 Climate Action Plan goals.
Full development of these ideas will be beyond the scope of your review commission, but you
may wish to include in your report a paragraph that reads something like this:

The commission recommends that the City commission an examination of the
applicability of the Utility business model, using concepts illustrated by the
recent Metered Energy Efficiency Transaction structure, to both water and
energy goals under the City’s climate action plan.
Hope this is of interest to the commission. I attach an article Tom Foley (previously of the
NWPCC) and I authored on the topic.
Equilibrium Capital
bill campbell
tel: 503.889-7984 | cell: 503.708.1355
www.eq-cap.com
skype: bill.campbell54
facebook: facebook.com/equilibriumcapitalgroup
twitter: @equilibriumcap
admin: beth smith | 503.713.3996 | smith@eq-cap.com
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Water and Sewer Panel Members,
I did not have opportunity at your Sept. 8 public listening session to discuss the significance of
two of the documents I distributed for the record 1) Engineer estimates for final cost of the
Powell Butte II tank and 2)Deferred rate increases, thus I will address them here.
First I've included comments on criteria to guide a new management and oversight model, a
comment on the lack of public notice for the Sept. "listening session," and finally comments
related to the testimony of Scott Fernandez and Mike Houck.
There is a need for a major overhaul, reform of the mismanaged utilities. As previously stated in
the initial, for-the-record Friends of the Reservoirs (FOR) communication, there is a
longstanding need for a cultural change at the Water Bureau.
1) Any oversight model must address the conflicts of interests and co-opting that have long been
problematic with the current cozy consultant contracting system, and with the
Commissioner/Bureau appointed /recruited PURB and BAC.
2) Detail the performance tasks of the management and oversight body, specifically including a
requirement for an annual line item budget review, an annual independent financial audit,
detailed examination of construction projects and the ability to implement line item reductions or
cuts with nothing off limits for example examine the year after year increases in the base charge,
the ULF, span of control, vacation perks, stockpiling funds while rates have
skyrocketed, http://www.wweek.com/portland/article-23101-sunken_treasure.html
.
While the Water Bureau always seeks to spend as much money as possible in as many ways as
possible, a new management and oversight body must have as goals the efficient use of every
rate payer dollar avoiding large expansionary CIP projects, and avoiding piling one large project
on top of a host of other large projects. Community stakeholders have long said that every dollar
unnecessarily or extravagantly spent is a dollar that could have been spent on deferred system
maintenance or kept in the rate payer's pocket. When selling the Water House at a significant
loss Nick Fish said the sale will benefit the rate payer, but when it comes to the need to address
100s of expenditures that could be cut or reduced, the same says those won't impact rates. Every
rate payer dollar should be efficiently spent in service of the mission of the utility.
Water Bureau employees told us that Randy Leonard told the PWB managers they had the go
ahead to get underway every large construction project they'd ever imagined without regard for
need or the impact on the average rate payer. Piling on the expansionary Willamette River
Crossing is more of the same.

Is it efficient to spend $33,000 to send 10 people to an out-of state industry conference (not a
training session) spending $500.00 per person per night on accommodations? At least one Water
Bureau manager seems to attend out-of-state conferences on average every other month. Vendors
and corporations love using the conferences to sell the PWB on new expenditures large or small.
3) Detail the mechanism that provides a community role in determining what goes into the CIP.
4) Elimination of the crony management of the Water Bureau.

Public "Listening" Session
Low attendance at the panel's listening session was not unexpected in large part because the
public was not informed of the meeting, by design. The Commissioners and the Water Bureau
know full well that if you want attendance at meetings you minimally post a notice in the SE
Examiner, the NW Examiner , and the Tribune, and send advance notice to neighborhoods and
coalitions. If you want to bury a meeting, you post it in the Daily Journal of Commerce.
I spoke with the editor of the NW Examiner, who has followed many of the Water Bureau
controversies over the years, to confirm that no notice was submitted to that paper. He advised
that my contact with him was the first he'd heard of the meeting or this panel. There was no
notice in the SE Examiner either. One of BES's frequent ads can be found in the September
issue of the SE Examiner as was an ad in the August issue. The City also has a big block ad in
the September SE Examiner announcing a series of meetings on the Comprehensive Plan land
use changes.
Even when all the city wants to do is to be able to cite attendance numbers, meeting notices are
posted in the above noted papers.
CUB had a solicitation ad this month in the Tribune.
Scheduling just after the start of school wasn't the best choice as many without school age
children travel immediately after the start of school.
Friends of the Reservoirs did not send notice to our e-mail distribution list (as the Water Bureau
is aware in that they have been anonymously on the FOR distribution list for 12 years using
personal e-mail addresses to hide their identity) or to any of the many organizations that have
supported our efforts over the years because of concern with the upfront limitations placed on the
panel by the Mayor and Commissioner Fish, and the suggestion that the only problems with the
mismanaged utilities are related to messaging. Limiting comments to 3 minutes was also a
concern, given the depth and gravity of the ongoing problems. Why call people out to a meeting
if it doesn't seem as if the city or the panel was committed to resolving real problems.
I've twice ended up at the wrong meeting location due to lack of communication, a problem that
could have easily been avoided by e-mail communication.
Credibility will be improved if you assure that advance notice of future public comment
meetings are placed in the SE and NW Examiner and in the Tribune (no doubt Jim Redden or

Steve Law will be happy to post notice). Do not schedule on a holiday, a tactic often used by the
Water Bureau to limit transparency particularly when bringing controversial consultant contracts
or scheduling " public involvement" info sessions or "convincing the public" events. Nick Fish
advised MTNA that a public meeting related to the Mt. Tabor reservoir degradation or
disconnect project is scheduled for Veteran's day, November 11, 2014.
1) Powell Butte II project Final Cost estimate document . David Shaff presented this
document to state rep. Allissa Keny-Guyer and myself following a September 2013 tour of
Powell Butte II tank . The document notes the final cost as $118-$121 million with the original
estimate at $138 million.
In the months since it was publicly revealed through KOIN 6 investigation that there are 3200
cracks in this new tank ( initially reported by PWB as 1200 cracks) and that PB II was leaking
280,000 gallons a day, the Water Bureau continues to report that the project is on budget,
apparently referring to the $138 million figure. http://koin.com/2014/05/20/powell-butte-iireservoir-design-contract-balloons/
When FOR asked the Water Bureau a few years back why this 50MG tank is more than double
the cost of the larger (60 million gallons) Seattle Maple Leaf tank ($55 million), Shaff's answer
was all the great bells and whistles. Regarding Catherine Howell's suggestion that state Land
Use laws are responsible for the $500,000 Powell Butte caretaker house , the then Powell Butte
NA president, Linda Bauer, who lead the neighborhood LU fight, testified at Council that they
did not expect the Water Bureau to spend $500,000 for a caretaker house ( occupied by a Water
Bureau employee free of charge). Consultant Joe Glicker lead the Powell Butte Land Use
process for the Water Bureau. His associated corporation wanted the so-called "interpretive
center" and CH2MHill, constructed the "caretaker" house though they are not home builders.
When we speak with utilities that have no financial relationship with the PWB (such as
Rochester, NY), they are stunned beyond belief to learn of the high cost of this tank. Independent
utilities say that 3200 cracks in a new tank is of great concern. Word of the poorly designed PB
II tank traveled throughout the region a month before the KOIN investigative report, as massive
leakage and cracks is very problematic.
All of the problems we predicted in 2008, and worse (3200 cracks, massive leaking, illegal
discharge to Johnson Creek,
http://www.opb.org/news/article/state-deq-fines-portland-40k-for-waterrelease-into-johnson-creek/

) related to the Water Bureau's defiance of the 2004 reservoir panel ordinance (failing to bring
stakeholders together to make reservoir decisions) have come to fruition- massive debt,
unnecessary rate increases, lining the pockets of cozy consultants, creating new and unique
public health risks (Nitrification, a well-documented cancer causing problem with covered
storage- the Water Bureau is now working on how to address this issue), all while providing no
measurable public health benefit.

Attached find: A)2004 Reservoir Panel ordinance( and exhibit) which the Water Bureau defied
in order to fast-track unsupported costly burial projects when lower cost options were available.
The Water Bureau failed to meet with stakeholders to determine a compliance plan, instead fast-

tracked the most expensive compliance plan possible wanting to get projects underway before
efforts to revise the flawed regulation could proceed. The ordinance cost of the upgrade projects,
$6 million. Yet the
Slayden Corporation contract 37524 was awarded for $23 million. PWB engineer Mary Ellen
Collentine said that the PWB couldn't get anyone to bid on a $6 million project so they added
work.

B) Slayden $23 million open reservoir construction contract awarded in 2007, one year after the
EPA LT2 rule was finalized, to complete upgrades designed to keep the reservoirs safely
operating for 50 years. (Report to Council attached; Contract available in paper form)
One of tasks of Montgomery Watson Harza Global's Reservoir study contract was to determine
what projects were needed to keep the reservoirs safely operating for another 50 years. In a 2001
document1, MWH rated the reservoirs as being in “good condition” and listed projects (see pp.
C1-5 in this link) that, if completed over a 20-year period, would maintain the safe function of
reservoirs until 2050 if work started in 2003.
The majority of these projects were completed under four contracts between 2003 and 2011
including the $23 million Slayden Construction contract. The total approximate cost of the four
contracts is $40 million. Rate payers water bills will reflect these costs over the next 25 years. As
soon as the work was complete at Tabor Reservoir 6 (September 2010), the Water Bureau
stopped using the reservoir for drinking water as there is an excess of in town storage. Sensor
wiring installed on the fencing of Reservoir 6 never worked, yet the PWB never required
Slayden to correct the problems. In Sept. 2013 we were told that security cameras were turned
off when confronted by the Bureaus failure to address graffiti on the parapet wall of the
reservoir. This year the Water Bureau spent more rate payer funds on security equipment at Mt.
Tabor while working vigorously, against community interest to disconnect the Tabor reservoirs
from the water system. If the PWB proceeds with all of the reservoir construction projects
spending over $300 million, our system will have 50 million gallons LESS storage than existed
before the start of these projects.
Rochester , NY is a great example of utilities responsive to community interests and not
consultants and engineering firms. Rochester has two historic open reservoirs (1876) set in city
parks. They were not initially aware of the flaws of LT2 unlike the PWB, but it was clear to
them that there would be no public health benefits and that the costs were onerous. Once they
learned of NYC's success in getting EPA to review the regulation under Obama's Executive
Order they worked to secure a deferral, despite not having the 7000 liters of scientific data or the
disease surveillance data that PWB possessed supportive of our open reservoirs.
Their Mayor joined NYC's Mayor and Senator Schumer in supporting revision of the LT2
reservoir requirement as part of the Obama Executive Order to revise or repeal onerous
regulations. They actively participated in the reservoir meeting in D.C. in April 2012. The
current EPA review/revision process is scheduled to be complete in 2016.

Rochester will retain their historic open reservoirs as a functional part of their system and will
spend nothing to comply with treating or covering these two historic open reservoirs until 2022,
and then only if the EPA fails to revise the poorly crafted rule. Rochester will spend less to fully
comply ($22 million) than the PWB spent on reservoir upgrade work that took place between
2007 and 2011.
While David Shaff withheld information regarding Rochester's deferral from City Council (and
the community) in order to support another unneeded and costly tank project (demolition of the
10 MG Kelly Butte tank and replacement with a 25 MG tank), Friends of the Reservoirs
eventually initiated additional contact with Rochester. We were easily able to secure documents
related to their successful deferral of "treat or cover" reservoir projects. Rochester's
responsiveness demonstrated the difference between the opaque Portland Water Bureau always
withholding the most important information and a utility committed to the interests of the
community and their rate payers. When we discovered that a document was missing from their
packet, Rochester forwarded the document within minutes, no stonewalling, no delay. PWB
stonewalls most public records requests particularly those related to consultants, extravagant
spending, and anything that does not fit with their narrative.
NYC has consistently worked to retain their open reservoir, seeking a variance, revision of the
LT2 rule and is pursuing a waiver, while the PWB works to create more debt and higher rates.
2) Deferred rate increase document . This is but one of a myriad of examples of the lack of
oversight and accountability with Commissioner appointed (Water Bureau recruited) PURB,
BAC. BAC. There was never any public mention let alone substantive discussion at the time that
the Water Bureau was spending way beyond its means resulting in 30% "deferred rate increases"
for retail customers to be spread out over the next approximate 5 years. Subsequently there has
never been any substantive, detailed public examination of the Water Bureau's excessive
spending, not by the PWB's PURB, their BAC or City Council, just the single coded page I
provided the panel. The document indicates increases in part for position additions and
reclasses, low income discount costs, apprentice pay increases, retail customer subsidy to
wholesale customers (TVWD), bond sale made earlier than planned while water demand
declines.
WATER QUALITY TESTIMONY
Portland's water system has been the best in the country, the only system with a federally
protected watershed including 2001 Little Sandy legislation, open reservoirs that avoid cancercausing Nitrification problematic with covered storage in chloraminated systems (Portland's
system is chloraminated) and avoid Columbia South Shore Wellfield Radon from venting into
homes.
For years the PWB has failed to perform basic system maintenance such as adequately flushing
the system. FOR has advocated for increased flushing for many years. While the PWB will say
they have increased flushing X% in recent years, the increase does not bring them up to industry
standards and has been taken place not as a preventative measure but responsive to problems.
Nevada Tank Coliforms - Last September the PWB was unable to clear up problems at this SW

covered tank, day after day after day samples returned positive for Total Coliform. Chris Wanner
explained to wholesale customers that they were required to sample in multiples of 3. When 3
samples returned positive they were required to take nine samples then 27. They finally stopped
sampling altogether given they could not achieve clean samples. They were able to do this
because they'd met the percentage of total samples required for the month of Sept. Bottom line,
Instead of resolving the problem (identifying the source of the problem and clearing up the
cause) the PWB decided to stop sampling at the sites "accepting the violation." PWB was
required to send a letter to 17,000 customers but delayed doing so.
When the PWB believes the public is out of earshot their representative speaks about wanting to
keep information from the public as Water Quality manager, Yone Akagi does when speaking at
this International Water Conference held in Portland in June 2014. Given the unusual nature of
so many ongoing water quality problems including the Nevada tank Coliforms and the SE 2nd
and Salmon e-coli following unconfirmed detects at Mt. Tabor resulting in a boil water alert,
experts with no financial link to the Portland Water Bureau advise that they should conduct a
Sanitary Survey. http://koin.com/2014/06/18/portland-water-bureau-should-do-forensicanalysis-expert-says/

COMMUNICATION/PR
In addition to all of the PR dollars related to cozy consultant contracts discussed on September 8,
every Water Bureau program/work group includes personnel that perform PR functions, though
they may not be classified as public relations or public involvement. Many of the BDS workers
hired by the Water Bureau performed PR work including spending time rigging a Canadian best
toilet contest.
Two of the PWB's public information personnel have been attending the panel meetings, one of
whom is a new hire coming to the Water Bureau with no background in water utility
management.
Security personnel were eliminated and PR personnel hired this year. David Shaff had
previously argued that not only were Bureau managed security personnel essential, but they
would be armed regardless of the fact that the Bureau of Police Standards and Training denied
the Bureau's request to create an armed police force. In 2012 there was a breach (break in) of a
buried tank at Mt. Tabor. A bottle of hydrochloric acid and other items were tossed in. The
public was never informed. Why? Because buried tank contamination reports would not help the
PWB push for buried tanks (public records secured documents attached) and higher rates.
What is missing is meaningful community involvement in determining what goes into the
Capital Improvement Plan and meaningful community involvement in determining what goes
into the budget.
From the Water Bureau perspective as reflected by their spending history, no expenditure is too
extravagant. The only community budget suggestions the PWB has implemented are suggestions
for increasing the budget, none for cutting or reducing the budget.

There is no shortage of BES advertising or messaging. Glossy, full-page, multi-page BES ads
addressing the Big Pipe, green streets, etc., come in the form of mailers often several times a
year, bill inserts, ads in local papers, BES rate payer dollars to artists, Neighborhood
Associations enlisted with funds to promote their projects.
BES debt principle as with PWB debt principle has been increasing each year.

Portland Public Water District/NON-MISSION LAWSUIT
City Council members and Mike Houck have misrepresented the PPWD and the non-mission
lawsuit.
The PPWD did not prohibit anyone from serving rather required a time-out for those with
conflicts of interest such as the revolving-door consultant, who is now on a 20-year run, not
going one day without at least one and at times 7 overlapping and interconnected contracts
related to construction of often controversial expansionary projects.
BES green streets are not challenged in the lawsuit and was supported by the PPWD if they save
money in that they are related to storm water, the mission of BES. The Green streets reference in
the lawsuit is related to Water Bureau expenditures on Green streets as that is not their mission.
Mike Houck and the City know this is the case as it was discussed at videotaped PPWD public
forum we held during the campaign. Many Water Bureau employees, a former BES employee,
the same attending your panel meetings, an Audubon rep who initially failed to identify himself
as working for Audubon and others with the city attended the forum. The forum was covered by
the SE Examiner with much of the reporting very accurate.
Floy Jones
.
ATTACHMENTS: 5

Communications
9.24.14
Hello Dwight,
The lack of notice is contrary to the CoP's own public involvement policy. As I pointed out, the
city has a block advertisement in the September SE Examiner giving notice of upcoming
meetings on the Comprehensive Plan.
In that water and sewer bills are an equity issue, more than just city hall folks should be
notified of the limited public comment opportunities. One of the reasons for the existence of
the Office of Neighborhood Involvement is so that they can inform the community,
neighborhoods and coalitions in advance of just such meetings. The Neighborhood Involvement
office has multiple times in the past, addressed the failure of the city to meaningfully involve
the public in PWB CIP and budget discussions.
On another note, there were several items missing from last evenings list of "issues" that any
oversight model should address. I don't have the bandwidth at the moment to outline them all
now, but key among them is efficient use of all ratepayer dollars. I've found it odd that the
word "ratepayer" is rarely mentioned, when it is primarily retail ratepayer dollars that finance
the PWB and BES's low manager to staff ratios of 3 to 1 ( candidate Hales argued that increasing
staff ratios could have a big impact on budgets), the highest number among city Bureaus of
manager "vacation perks", salary level increases for classes of employees/ interns, as
ratepayers suffered layoffs and cuts in pay, overly costly, and unnecessary capital project
spending, and the PWB's funding of 50 vacant positions, to name a few of the problems
resulting from nearly total lack of oversight (oversight defined here as doing much more than
nodding one's head to presentations by the Bureaus).
The panel should not support institutionalizing the Mayor and/or Commissioner (the Bureaus)
setting rates at the start of the budget process as that would diminish the value and interest of
volunteers in devoting the hundreds of hours a year necessary if the body is to do a decent job.
Take care,
Floy

Date: Tue, 23 Sep 2014 10:52:23 -0700
From: dwight.holton@yahoo.com
Subject: BRC
To: floy21@msn.com; jim.owens@coganowens.com

Hi Floy:
We have received your email supplementing your testimony at the public session, and Jim has passed
it on to the group. We will see you this afternoon.
I take exception to one point you make in the email -- the advertising for the public session followed a
standard that the city follows, and it just doesn't make sense to see conspiracy there. I realize that
there is a long and contentious history that I'm walking into -- I saw evidence of that early on with
disrespectful comments flying back and forth between advocates and city employees on email. I
asked at the second meeting that we all set that aside so that those of us who aren't a part of that
history can proceed in good faith to do our best to make sensible recommendations -- and I reiterate
that request now. I don't think you can fairly assess the way we have run these meetings and see an
effort to silence critics or avert our attention. I'm sorry you chose not to solicit your list to attend, we
would have welcomed them as we welcomed you and the other speakers. I wasn't timing you closely,
but I hope you'd agree that we tried to give you and the other speakers significant latitude to make
your points, precisely because we want to make sure we are hearing from interested parties who, like
yourself, have spent countless hours watching closely the operations of BES and PWB. I know that my
fellow commission members and I found the dialog extremely helpful. I will continue to manage the
commission precisely that way.
And I realize that back to school is not a great time, but I'm sure you've had the same experience as
Mary Ellen and I have with our kids: the truth is, there is a never a good time for this sort of thing,
because time with you and me and Owens is time we don't get with family! So we will continue on
our path, and meeting times may not be convenient for everyone, but I will ensure that we have a fair
process that, like the first public meeting, continues to provide a forum for detailed and thoughtful
comment from members of the public and others alike.
thanks again for the work you put into this,
Dwight

September 29, 2014
To: Portland Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission
From: Janice Thompson, CUB and BRC member
Re: Discussion on September 26 at meeting of the Action Committee of League of Women
Voters of Portland
I was invited by Debbie Aiona, chair of the Action Committee of the League of Women Voters
of Portland, to attend the monthly meeting of the Action Committee on September 26. The topic
was the Blue Ribbon Commission but I was asked to attend as a representative of CUB so I was
not speaking for the BRC. Debbie has been able to attend many but not all meetings of the BRC
and she thought I could help fill in gaps in this 9/26 update to the Action Committee. Debbie also
knew of CUB’s utility oversight triangle model and thought that might be helpful to the Action
Committee as it decides on possible testimony to the BRC. Debbie had handouts from the
September 16th BRC meeting with the four advisory group alternatives and these were also
discussed. I anticipate that the League of Women Voters of Portland will submit testimony to the
BRC at the October 16th hearing, but they will be making that decision.

Hello Dwight,
The lack of notice is contrary to the CoP's own public involvement policy. As I pointed out, the
city has a block advertisement in the September SE Examiner giving notice of upcoming
meetings on the Comprehensive Plan.
In that water and sewer bills are an equity issue, more than just city hall folks should be
notified of the limited public comment opportunities. One of the reasons for the existence of
the Office of Neighborhood Involvement is so that they can inform the community,
neighborhoods and coalitions in advance of just such meetings. The Neighborhood Involvement
office has multiple times in the past, addressed the failure of the city to meaningfully involve
the public in PWB CIP and budget discussions.
On another note, there were several items missing from last evenings list of "issues" that any
oversight model should address. I don't have the bandwidth at the moment to outline them all
now, but key among them is efficient use of all ratepayer dollars. I've found it odd that the
word "ratepayer" is rarely mentioned, when it is primarily retail ratepayer dollars that finance
the PWB and BES's low manager to staff ratios of 3 to 1 ( candidate Hales argued that increasing
staff ratios could have a big impact on budgets), the highest number among city Bureaus of
manager "vacation perks", salary level increases for classes of employees/ interns, as
ratepayers suffered layoffs and cuts in pay, overly costly, and unnecessary capital project

spending, and the PWB's funding of 50 vacant positions, to name a few of the problems
resulting from nearly total lack of oversight (oversight defined here as doing much more than
nodding one's head to presentations by the Bureaus).
The panel should not support institutionalizing the Mayor and/or Commissioner (the Bureaus)
setting rates at the start of the budget process as that would diminish the value and interest of
volunteers in devoting the hundreds of hours a year necessary if the body is to do a decent job.
Take care,
Floy

Date: Tue, 23 Sep 2014 10:52:23 -0700
From: dwight.holton@yahoo.com
Subject: BRC
To: floy21@msn.com; jim.owens@coganowens.com
Hi Floy:

We have received your email supplementing your testimony at the public session, and Jim has passed
it on to the group. We will see you this afternoon.

I take exception to one point you make in the email -- the advertising for the public session followed a
standard that the city follows, and it just doesn't make sense to see conspiracy there. I realize that
there is a long and contentious history that I'm walking into -- I saw evidence of that early on with
disrespectful comments flying back and forth between advocates and city employees on email. I
asked at the second meeting that we all set that aside so that those of us who aren't a part of that
history can proceed in good faith to do our best to make sensible recommendations -- and I reiterate
that request now. I don't think you can fairly assess the way we have run these meetings and see an
effort to silence critics or avert our attention. I'm sorry you chose not to solicit your list to attend, we
would have welcomed them as we welcomed you and the other speakers. I wasn't timing you closely,
but I hope you'd agree that we tried to give you and the other speakers significant latitude to make
your points, precisely because we want to make sure we are hearing from interested parties who, like
yourself, have spent countless hours watching closely the operations of BES and PWB. I know that my
fellow commission members and I found the dialog extremely helpful. I will continue to manage the
commission precisely that way.

And I realize that back to school is not a great time, but I'm sure you've had the same experience as
Mary Ellen and I have with our kids: the truth is, there is a never a good time for this sort of thing,
because time with you and me and Owens is time we don't get with family! So we will continue on
our path, and meeting times may not be convenient for everyone, but I will ensure that we have a fair
process that, like the first public meeting, continues to provide a forum for detailed and thoughtful
comment from members of the public and others alike.

thanks again for the work you put into this,
Dwight

UTILITY REVIEW BLUE RIBBON COMMISSION
COMMUNICATIONS
10.3.14

September 29, 2014
To: Portland Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission
From: Janice Thompson, CUB and BRC member
Re: Discussion on September 26 at meeting of the Action Committee of League of Women
Voters of Portland
I was invited by Debbie Aiona, chair of the Action Committee of the League of Women Voters
of Portland, to attend the monthly meeting of the Action Committee on September 26. The topic
was the Blue Ribbon Commission but I was asked to attend as a representative of CUB so I was
not speaking for the BRC. Debbie has been able to attend many but not all meetings of the BRC
and she thought I could help fill in gaps in this 9/26 update to the Action Committee. Debbie also
knew of CUB’s utility oversight triangle model and thought that might be helpful to the Action
Committee as it decides on possible testimony to the BRC. Debbie had handouts from the
September 16th BRC meeting with the four advisory group alternatives and these were also
discussed. I anticipate that the League of Women Voters of Portland will submit testimony to the
BRC at the October 16th hearing, but they will be making that decision.

Hello Dwight,
The lack of notice is contrary to the CoP's own public involvement policy. As I pointed out, the
city has a block advertisement in the September SE Examiner giving notice of upcoming
meetings on the Comprehensive Plan.
In that water and sewer bills are an equity issue, more than just city hall folks should be
notified of the limited public comment opportunities. One of the reasons for the existence of
the Office of Neighborhood Involvement is so that they can inform the community,
neighborhoods and coalitions in advance of just such meetings. The Neighborhood Involvement
office has multiple times in the past, addressed the failure of the city to meaningfully involve
the public in PWB CIP and budget discussions.
On another note, there were several items missing from last evenings list of "issues" that any
oversight model should address. I don't have the bandwidth at the moment to outline them all
now, but key among them is efficient use of all ratepayer dollars. I've found it odd that the
word "ratepayer" is rarely mentioned, when it is primarily retail ratepayer dollars that finance
the PWB and BES's low manager to staff ratios of 3 to 1 ( candidate Hales argued that increasing

staff ratios could have a big impact on budgets), the highest number among city Bureaus of
manager "vacation perks", salary level increases for classes of employees/ interns, as
ratepayers suffered layoffs and cuts in pay, overly costly, and unnecessary capital project
spending, and the PWB's funding of 50 vacant positions, to name a few of the problems
resulting from nearly total lack of oversight (oversight defined here as doing much more than
nodding one's head to presentations by the Bureaus).
The panel should not support institutionalizing the Mayor and/or Commissioner (the Bureaus)
setting rates at the start of the budget process as that would diminish the value and interest of
volunteers in devoting the hundreds of hours a year necessary if the body is to do a decent job.
Take care,
Floy

Date: Tue, 23 Sep 2014 10:52:23 -0700
From: dwight.holton@yahoo.com
Subject: BRC
To: floy21@msn.com; jim.owens@coganowens.com
Hi Floy:
We have received your email supplementing your testimony at the public session, and Jim has passed
it on to the group. We will see you this afternoon.
I take exception to one point you make in the email -- the advertising for the public session followed a
standard that the city follows, and it just doesn't make sense to see conspiracy there. I realize that
there is a long and contentious history that I'm walking into -- I saw evidence of that early on with
disrespectful comments flying back and forth between advocates and city employees on email. I
asked at the second meeting that we all set that aside so that those of us who aren't a part of that
history can proceed in good faith to do our best to make sensible recommendations -- and I reiterate
that request now. I don't think you can fairly assess the way we have run these meetings and see an
effort to silence critics or avert our attention. I'm sorry you chose not to solicit your list to attend, we
would have welcomed them as we welcomed you and the other speakers. I wasn't timing you closely,
but I hope you'd agree that we tried to give you and the other speakers significant latitude to make
your points, precisely because we want to make sure we are hearing from interested parties who, like
yourself, have spent countless hours watching closely the operations of BES and PWB. I know that my
fellow commission members and I found the dialog extremely helpful. I will continue to manage the
commission precisely that way.
And I realize that back to school is not a great time, but I'm sure you've had the same experience as
Mary Ellen and I have with our kids: the truth is, there is a never a good time for this sort of thing,
because time with you and me and Owens is time we don't get with family! So we will continue on
our path, and meeting times may not be convenient for everyone, but I will ensure that we have a fair

process that, like the first public meeting, continues to provide a forum for detailed and thoughtful
comment from members of the public and others alike.
thanks again for the work you put into this,
Dwight

Dwight,

Last night the Commissioner and I heard a presentation from DHM about public
perspectives on water issues. I’m forwarding a copy your way because I think it’s worth a
read by the BRC – it’s illuminating and at times surprising. For example, slide 17 will tell
you that in terms of “Water Values” public health is at the top and cost is at the bottom; I
would never have guessed. (Though when we were asked to predict the split on slide 10 I
nailed it.)

At a time when half of us don’t know we’re represented by two senators (slide 9 – I didn’t
make this up), we face a real challenge in communicating effectively about our two complex
utilities. The BRC has wisely twigged to the fact that the City hasn’t historically done a good
job of talking to people in a language that makes sense about BES and PWB. As your
Commission works to craft an oversight structure that better connects the Council with the
community on these issues, the insights in this presentation provide helpful background,
and an occasional reality check.
See you Tuesday.

http://www.regionalh2o.org/sites/default/files/regional_water_providers_consortium__october_2014.pdf
Sonia

Sonia Schmanski
Policy Director
Office of Commissioner Nick Fish
(503) 823-3592
portlandoregon.gov/fish

October 2, 2014
Blue Ribbon Water Commission
Members and staff
Dear Gentle people;
I have been following water issues since shortly after the announcement that the
successful and safe open reservoirs at Mount Tabor and Washington Park were to be
covered. Portland’s open reservoirs possess a 100 year history of delivering clean and

safe drinking water. They might need some maintenance but should not be condemned
and replaced with closed reservoirs. Later, at the the public hearing in 2002, person
after person disagreed with the decision to cover the reservoirs. Public testimony in
favor of the reservoirs came generally from Water Bureau personnel or potential
contractors.
Comments after the public testimony by then Water Bureau Commissioner Dan
Saltzman were “We have heard nothing that would cause us to change our minds about
burying the reservoirs.” My question to members of the commission would be: “To
whom was Dan listening?” He was certainly not listening to the public, the people that
he was elected to serve.
The Blue Ribbon Water Commission (BRWC has heard from members of the Public
Utility Review Board (PURB) and the Bureau Advisory Committee (BAC). A complaint
expressed by these people has been that getting volunteers with the proper background
was difficult because there is such a “steep” learning curve. The contradiction of
desirability of experience and knowledge for advisory committees and the hiring of
David Schaff as Head of the Water Bureau without any experience or knowledge of
water systems should be a concern to the BRWC members. My comment to the Water
Commission is that the one qualification that David possessed was that of a person who
would not question the advice of the Water Bureau Engineers and or the Engineers and
consultants that work for the large construction companies (Montgomery Watson Harza,
CH2MHill).
At the public meeting in 2013 where numerous people testified that covering the
reservoirs was unnecessary and wasteful spending, Mayor Sam Adams asked David if
covering the reservoirs was going to improve the quality of the water. David’s answer
was, “Yes, the water quality would be improved but that the improvement would not be
detectable at the tap.” David is a modern day version of “The Music Man”: He is a
“Harold Hill” for the mega water contractors running around telling us that the trouble
(right here in River City ) is uncovered reservoirs and the solution is a $300 million burial
job. Never mind that the system has worked just fine for over 100 years.
Mayor Charlie Hales has tasked the commission to help regain public trust and achieve
transparency. This is not a possible without investigating the actions of ex Water Bureau
Head, Joe Glicker, and his hand in requiring that all public reservoirs in the country be
covered. Joe helped draft regulations that financially benefitted himself, his employer,
(Montgomery Watson Harza), and his wife and her employer. Can members of the
BRWC recognize corruption?
I called Commissioner Nick Fish’s office and asked if they would be considering “conflict
of interest” when choosing members of the BRWC. The question was referred to the
responsible party but the office never got back to me. The reason, of course, is that
conflict of interest is normal operating procedure for the Water Bureau.

The Eugene Water and Electric Board (EWEB), a 100 year old non profit utility, served
as the model for Measure 26-156. The City Club study of the measure that was
presented to the BRWC concluded that the document was “flawed” without being
specific about the flaws and possible consequences. The US Constitution is flawed
because it has slavery written into it but even the ACLU does not recommend outright
rejection of that document.
The Commission members have heard that “Contributions In Lieu of Taxes”, (CILTS) or
Utility Fees are common practice in cities. EWEB pays a CILT on retail sales of
electricity to the City of Eugene but nothing on the water service. The Eugene Sewer
Department bills through EWEB but it also does not pay a CILT to the Eugene city
government. Portlanders, on the other hand, pay fees on both water and sewer. I like
the concept of not taxing people on the necessities of life such as water and
sewer service.
The City Club report also mentioned that the city charter has inherent temptations for
Portland City Commissioners including projects in the Water and BES budgets that are
not directly related to providing water and sewer services. There is even a built-in
incentive for including projects unrelated to water and sewer services because the
larger the Water and BES charges, (revenues), the larger the CILT contribution to the
general fund. This flaw is eliminated in Eugene because EWEB only considers matters
concerning delivery of Water and Electric services. Sewer is separate but the culture of
just collecting enough fees for services delivered has been established by EWEB.
The BRWC has heard a not so accurate comment that “the people have spoken” by
sending proposed Water District Measure down to defeat with a record setting margin in
spite of having a “favorable ballot title”: In truth, Water District opponents challenged the
Ballot Title, both to consume campaign time and to mortally inflict the Ballot Title with
misleading and vague statements. Water District proponents were defeated because
they were out spent, saddled with a poor ballot title, and encumbered or limited to telling
only the truth.
Bob Salinger and Mike Houck do fine environmental work in the City. However these
two do not have any problem with financing their work through regressive fees extracted
via the water and sewer bill. They used their political influence and muscle to turn the
environmental groups against the Water District Measure and therefore insure the
continuation of regressively financing their environmental projects.
The US is near the top among the developed countries in income and wealth gaps
between the rich and the poor. These wealth and income gaps have a destabilizing
effect on democracy. Besides regressively financing environmental projects, Portland,
unlike EWEB, does not charge a pumping fee for areas where extra pumping pressure
is required. The result is that residents of the East Side get to subsidize the water costs
for affluent residents of the West Hills.

Top heavy management at the Water Bureau and Bureau of Environmental Services
needs investigation. The March 7th 2014 Willamette Week article stated that the Water
and Bureau of Environmental Services are in the top three departments that have the
most supervisors with 3 or fewer employees.
The “public comments session” was advertised in “The Daily Journal of Commerce”
(DJC), a publication not generally read by activists. This feeble outreach attempt
demonstrates the lack of interest by the BRWC or staff in getting public input. A
comment by the Commission Chair suggested that the city was following norms in its
outreach efforts. This might be true but the norm at the Water Bureau is corruption.
Also, the public speakers were not provided a microphone when testifying so people in
the audience had trouble hearing what was being said to the BRWC.
The BRWC must not ignore:
• The venality of Joe Glicker
• The crony appointment of David Schaff to head the Water Bureau
• The needless and wasteful covering of the reservoirs
• Top heavy management at The Water Bureau and BES
• Conflict of interest on the advisory boards
• Regressive financing of environmental projects
• The cycle of money between contractors and commissioners who vote on contracts
Does the BRWC believe that only a slick Public Relations person is needed? I do hope
that the commission will pursue the grievances expressed at the public session and try
to leave a legacy appropriate to the title of the group, The Blue Ribbon Water
Commission.
Herschel Soles
6126 NE 31st Ave.
Portland, OR 97211
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  of	
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  of	
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Debbie	
  Aiona,	
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  Committee	
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LEAGUE	
  OF	
  WOMEN	
  VOTERS	
  COMMENTS	
  ON	
  
BLUE	
  RIBBON	
  COMMISSION	
  PRELIMINARY	
  OUTLINE	
  OF	
  RECOMMENDATIONS	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  League	
  of	
  Women	
  Voters	
  of	
  Portland	
  appreciates	
  the	
  time	
  and	
  
attention	
  the	
  Utility	
  Reform	
  Blue	
  Ribbon	
  Commission	
  has	
  devoted	
  to	
  its	
  task.	
  	
  As	
  
an	
  organization	
  with	
  a	
  long	
  history	
  of	
  supporting	
  broad	
  and	
  meaningful	
  public	
  
participation,	
  the	
  citizens’	
  right	
  to	
  know,	
  and	
  government	
  transparency	
  and	
  
accountability,	
  we	
  offer	
  our	
  feedback	
  and	
  suggestions	
  as	
  you	
  begin	
  to	
  narrow	
  your	
  
options.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  League	
  supports	
  creation	
  of	
  a	
  new	
  Advisory	
  Board	
  that	
  operates	
  year	
  
round	
  (Option	
  2	
  with	
  modifications,	
  Sept.	
  23	
  Preliminary	
  Recommendations	
  
handout).	
  	
  We	
  propose	
  giving	
  this	
  board	
  the	
  authority	
  to	
  participate	
  in	
  and	
  offer	
  
advice	
  on	
  development	
  of	
  Bureau	
  of	
  Environmental	
  Services	
  (BES)	
  and	
  Portland	
  
Water	
  Bureau	
  (PWB)	
  policies	
  and	
  Capital	
  Improvement	
  Plans.	
  	
  The	
  board	
  also	
  
should	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  review	
  and	
  make	
  recommendations	
  on	
  Bureau	
  management,	
  
budgets,	
  and	
  rates.	
  	
  In	
  order	
  to	
  promote	
  accountability,	
  City	
  Council	
  should	
  make	
  it	
  
a	
  standard	
  practice	
  to	
  explain	
  in	
  writing	
  when	
  it	
  disagrees	
  with	
  Advisory	
  Board	
  
recommendations.	
  	
  The	
  Advisory	
  Board	
  would	
  replace	
  the	
  Public	
  Utilities	
  Review	
  
Board	
  (PURB)	
  and	
  the	
  Budget	
  Advisory	
  Committees.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
To	
  perform	
  well,	
  the	
  new	
  board	
  must	
  have	
  at	
  its	
  disposal	
  a	
  dedicated	
  
support	
  team,	
  housed	
  within	
  the	
  City	
  Budget	
  Office,	
  whose	
  members	
  have	
  utility	
  
expertise	
  in	
  addition	
  to	
  their	
  financial	
  skills.	
  	
  This	
  dedicated	
  team	
  would	
  staff	
  the	
  
board	
  and	
  carry	
  out	
  the	
  CBO	
  function	
  of	
  advising	
  the	
  City	
  Council.	
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The	
  League	
  does	
  not	
  support	
  creation	
  of	
  a	
  Management	
  Commission.	
  	
  As	
  our	
  elected	
  
leaders,	
  City	
  Council	
  is	
  accountable	
  to	
  the	
  voters	
  and	
  expected	
  to	
  make	
  the	
  critical	
  decisions	
  on	
  
water	
  and	
  environmental	
  services.	
  	
  A	
  Management	
  Commission	
  would	
  add	
  an	
  unnecessary	
  layer	
  
of	
  bureaucracy	
  that	
  would	
  confuse	
  the	
  lines	
  of	
  authority.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
We	
  recommend	
  asking	
  the	
  new	
  Advisory	
  Board	
  to	
  explore	
  issues	
  such	
  as	
  scope	
  of	
  service	
  
and	
  the	
  least	
  cost/least	
  risk	
  assessment	
  approach.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Through	
  its	
  regularly	
  scheduled	
  open	
  meetings,	
  the	
  Advisory	
  Board	
  would	
  provide	
  an	
  
avenue	
  for	
  interested	
  community	
  members	
  to	
  receive	
  in-‐depth	
  information	
  on	
  the	
  city’s	
  utilities.	
  	
  
Assuming	
  it	
  operates	
  in	
  the	
  same	
  way	
  as	
  other	
  city	
  boards	
  and	
  commissions,	
  it	
  would	
  accept	
  
public	
  comment	
  at	
  each	
  meeting	
  and	
  before	
  making	
  any	
  significant	
  decisions.	
  	
  This	
  serves	
  to	
  
promote	
  transparency	
  and	
  improve	
  communications	
  with	
  the	
  community.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
We	
  propose	
  that,	
  in	
  contrast	
  to	
  the	
  members	
  of	
  the	
  PURB	
  with	
  designated	
  positions	
  based	
  
on	
  geography	
  and	
  interests,	
  the	
  members	
  of	
  this	
  new	
  board	
  would	
  represent	
  the	
  broader	
  
community	
  and	
  have	
  a	
  mix	
  of	
  backgrounds	
  and	
  experiences	
  including	
  analytical	
  and	
  financial	
  
skills;	
  an	
  understanding	
  of	
  scientific,	
  environmental,	
  and	
  engineering	
  principles;	
  and	
  
communication	
  and	
  public	
  outreach	
  skills.	
  	
  A	
  selection	
  committee	
  composed	
  of	
  both	
  city	
  and	
  
community	
  representatives	
  would	
  screen	
  and	
  interview	
  applicants,	
  with	
  City	
  Council	
  making	
  the	
  
appointments.	
  	
  The	
  committee	
  should	
  strive	
  to	
  create	
  a	
  board	
  that	
  reflects	
  the	
  demographic	
  
makeup	
  of	
  the	
  city.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Given	
  the	
  complexity	
  of	
  the	
  board’s	
  work,	
  we	
  do	
  not	
  support	
  term	
  limits.	
  	
  Rather,	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  
of	
  their	
  terms,	
  if	
  they	
  wish	
  to	
  continue,	
  members	
  could	
  reapply	
  for	
  their	
  positions.	
  	
  In	
  that	
  way,	
  the	
  
selection	
  committee	
  could	
  consider	
  the	
  entire	
  pool	
  of	
  applicants	
  and	
  select	
  those	
  best	
  able	
  to	
  
balance	
  the	
  board	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  longevity,	
  expertise,	
  and	
  demographics.	
  	
  We	
  anticipate	
  that	
  broader	
  
authority	
  to	
  delve	
  into	
  bureau	
  functions	
  affecting	
  the	
  budget	
  and	
  rates,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  a	
  more	
  
meaningful	
  role,	
  will	
  attract	
  high	
  quality	
  candidates.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
The	
  success	
  of	
  this	
  new	
  approach	
  would	
  be	
  measured	
  by	
  how	
  well	
  it	
  achieves	
  the	
  following	
  
outcomes:	
  	
  	
  
	
  
• The	
  public	
  better	
  understands	
  the	
  rationale	
  for	
  projects	
  and	
  capital	
  expenses	
  and	
  the	
  basis	
  
for	
  the	
  rates	
  they	
  are	
  paying.	
  
• The	
  community	
  trusts	
  that	
  their	
  interests	
  and	
  those	
  of	
  future	
  generations	
  are	
  the	
  primary	
  
considerations	
  in	
  determining	
  services	
  and	
  capital	
  expenditures.	
  
• Qualified	
  volunteers	
  apply	
  for	
  and	
  serve	
  on	
  the	
  board	
  and	
  believe	
  their	
  work	
  is	
  meaningful	
  
and	
  valued	
  by	
  City	
  Council	
  and	
  the	
  community.	
  	
  
	
  
	
  
Finally,	
  in	
  light	
  of	
  the	
  public’s	
  concern	
  over	
  water	
  and	
  sewer	
  rates	
  and	
  management,	
  the	
  
League	
  recommends	
  that	
  City	
  Council	
  commit	
  to	
  reconvening	
  the	
  Blue	
  Ribbon	
  Commission	
  or	
  a	
  
similar	
  group	
  in	
  several	
  years	
  for	
  the	
  purpose	
  of	
  evaluating	
  the	
  effectiveness	
  of	
  the	
  new	
  approach.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
	
  

BRC Communications
10.16.14
Dwight,
In briefly reviewed the minutes on my testimony from the "listening session" I've found a few
significant errors. Although I don't have the benefit of the recording to review, I know that I
specifically referred to the basis of the LT2 rule as being related to the failure of the state of the
art filtration plant in Milwaukee, WI, and human and cow sewage in their watershed. The
filtration plant failure and the human and cow sewage infiltration into the drinking water are
critical facts.
In disputing the PWB's claim that federal mandates is driving rates, I also specifically mentioned
the over budget Sandy River Crossing project ( not CSO ) and the Dam 2 Tower project!
I also specifically mentioned the previous administrator by name.
I've bolded the corrected language in the text.
Could you please see that the minutes are changed to correctly reflect my testimony.
Thanks,
Floy

Floy said there is discretion in dealing with federal mandates. LT2 was based on an outbreak in Milwaukee,
Wisconsin which had a highly unprotected watershed . The basis of this regulation came because the state-of- theart filtration plant in Milwaukee, WI failed with human and cow sewage backflowing into their drinking water
system. The problem is that the sampling methodology is extremely flawed. Every other organization besides the
Portland Water Bureau has complained about the sampling method. The variance is based on that sampling
method as well. Other entities have done studies and the conclusion was not to cover the reservoirs. The rule
requires that reservoirs be treated or covered. Hypalon cover installation is an option. Installation of the grill
work for the covers (rather than burial) was already installed at Washington Park.

Water Bureau handpicked the 2004 Reservoir Panel, excluding all neighborhood associations or anyone who had
independent knowledge. A panel member wrote an article saying the Friends of the Reservoirs provided the best
information. The Reservoir Panel ordinance said they needed to bring all the stakeholders together and Water
Bureau defied this. Water Bureau put together a costly plan without consulting any of us. Thanks to lobbying by
other cities with open reservoirs EPA is now in the process of revising the rule. Many communities have been
harmed because of this regulation.
The Early Habitat Conservation Plan did not require spending $100 million. The Water Bureau will say there was a
long list of people supporting the plan. All were paid partners. They didn’t necessarily support the most expensive
part of that plan, the Dam2 Tower. When the plan was presented it did not show that it would be front loaded
with major and expensive projects; Dam2 Tower project ended up being 200% over budget. The Water

Bureau claimed the reason was that they did not realize there would be so much underwater work for
an underwater project. Without any oversight, and nobody paying attention this will continue to
happen.
Floy said that expensive CIP costs are not related to federal mandates as claimed by the Water Bureau
presentation at a previous BRC meeting.
. She has reviewed all the documents and while the Bureau claims that the Sandy River Crossing (related to the
Habitat Conservation Plan)was completed on time and within budget she disagrees. She said it started as an $8
million project and went to $22 million. It more than doubled in cost. People should be looking at the estimates.
Friends of Reservoirs supported the project but not at $22 million.

3) Lack of community involvement in determining what goes in CIP escalation of costs and various
projects
Floy did not specifically touch on this through her comments.
4) Leadership and impacts on rates and mismanagement
Floy said that a there has not been a lot of change at the Water Bureau as others have suggested. David
Shaff, who was appointed by Randy Leonard’s office, has been there eight years. She has heard from
Water Bureau employees that his lack of background allows engineers to say whatever they want to him
and he does not know whether or not they are telling the truth . He was supportive of the Water House
every step of the way. From Friends of Reservoirs perspective, it is a fine line trying to find a good leader
for the Water Bureau. You want someone who appreciates our system which is a simple system. In
2004, at a public meeting on CIPs in East County, Water Bureau administrator Mort Anoushirivani was
asked why the Bureau was spending so much money on these consultant studies when deferred
maintenance is not being taken care of as documented by the Auditor. The answer was designing and
building is glamorous and maintenance is boring. If you don’t have a leader at the top who can challenge
the people below you are in trouble.
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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS COMMENTS ON
BLUE RIBBON COMMISSION PRELIMINARY OUTLINE OF RECOMMENDATIONS
The League of Women Voters of Portland has a long history of
supporting broad and meaningful public participation and government
accountability and transparency. Given the importance of water and sewer
bills to Portland residents, it is of the utmost importance that your
recommendation to City Council incorporates opportunities for interested
community members to learn about the workings of the Portland Water
Bureau (PWB) and the Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) and provides
an avenue for them to voice their opinions.
The League supports creation of a new advisory board that operates
year round. We propose giving this board the authority to participate in and
offer advice on development of BES and Water Bureau policies and Capital
Improvement Plans. The board also should be able to review and make
recommendations on Bureau management, budgets, and rates. In order to
promote accountability, City Council should make it a standard practice to
explain in writing when it disagrees with advisory board recommendations.
The advisory board would replace the Public Utilities Review Board (PURB)
and the Budget Advisory Committees.
To perform well, the new board must have at its disposal a dedicated
support team, housed within the City Budget Office, whose members have
utility expertise in addition to their financial skills. This dedicated team would
staff the board and carry out the CBO function of advising the City Council.
The League does not support creation of a Management Commission.
As our elected leaders, City Council is accountable to the voters and expected
to make the critical decisions on water and environmental services. A
“To promote political responsibility through informed and active participation in government.”
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Management Commission would add an unnecessary layer of bureaucracy that would
confuse the lines of authority.
We recommend reserving discussion of issues outside the purview of the Blue
Ribbon Commission, such as scope of service and the least cost/least risk assessment
approach, for the advisory board to take up as it sees fit.
Through its regularly scheduled open meetings, the advisory board would provide
an avenue for interested community members to receive in-depth information on the city’s
utilities. The Planning and Sustainability Commission provides an excellent model for you
to consider. Planning and Sustainability Bureau staff present informative and accessible
briefings that educate the public along with Commission members. The Commission
encourages public feedback and its deliberations reflect thoughtful consideration of what it
has heard. This type of approach promotes transparency and improves communications
with the community.
We propose that, in contrast to the members of the PURB with designated positions
based on geography and interests, the members of this new board would represent the
broader community and have a mix of backgrounds and experiences including analytical
and financial skills; an understanding of scientific, environmental, and engineering
principles; communication and public outreach skills; and a history of community
involvement. A selection committee composed of both city and community representatives
would screen and interview applicants, with City Council making the appointments. The
committee should strive to create a board that reflects the demographic makeup of the city.
Given the complexity of the board’s work, we do not support term limits. Rather, at
the end of their terms, if they wish to continue, members could reapply for their positions.
In that way, the selection committee could consider the entire pool of applicants and select
those best able to balance the board in terms of longevity, expertise, and demographics. We
anticipate that broader authority to delve into bureau functions affecting the budget and
rates, as well as a more meaningful role, will attract high quality candidates.
The success of this new approach would be measured by how well it achieves the
following outcomes:
 The public better understands the rationale for projects and capital expenses and
the basis for the rates they are paying.
 Interested Portlanders feel they have enough information and the opportunity to
genuinely participate in city decisions related to BES and the Water Bureau.
 The community trusts that their interests and those of future generations are the
primary considerations in determining services and capital expenditures.
 Qualified volunteers apply for and serve on the board and believe their work is
meaningful and valued by City Council and the community.
Finally, in light of the public’s concern over water and sewer rates and management,
the League recommends that City Council commit to reconvening the Blue Ribbon
Commission or a similar group in several years for the purpose of evaluating the
effectiveness of the new approach.
“To promote political responsibility through informed and active participation in government.”

Don Baack
6495 SW Burlingame Place
Portland, OR 97239
I serve on the Portland Pedestrian Advisory Committee
And on the Transportation Experts Committee advising on the TSP
Over the past 43 years I have served on numerous panels and committees focusing
on community life in SW Portland.
I served as a Planning Commission member of the City of Puyallup, Washington
I am a Registered Professional Civil Engineer (retired)

October 16, 2014 Testimony to Blue Ribbon Commission on Utilities
Thank you for serving on this commission, I know you have other things you could
be doing.
1. Structural Change First, broaden your vision, it is too narrow. You should
be looking at taking the beginning steps of creating a Public Works
Department in the City of Portland that includes Transportation as well as
Sewer and Water. The first step is to combine the management of both the
Water Bureau and the Bureau of Environmental Services. Place both under
one manager, and place this manager under a single city commissioner.
Next, rather than hiring 2 deputy directors as Commissioner Fish has
suggested, rewrite the jobs of the current directors of the respective
organizations and search for people to fill those positions.
2. Attitude Change The next step is to rewrite the charter for both agencies
so they operate in the interests of the entire city, not just a narrow view of
what they perceive as their “mission”. These changes should not have a
significant financial impact on the costs of operating the bureau.

Here are a couple of examples of changes that I believe need to be made in the
Bureau of Environmental Services to broaden their view of what they should be
doing and accomplishing city wide goals.
A. All real estate transactions should be visible to and reviewable by the
community. It is clearly stated in state law that everything be transparent.
There are no exceptions for real estate transactions. I and others have
repeatedly asked to review land transactions we have heard about from the
grapevine to give our independent public view of potential deals in terms of
what goal is being planned, and in some cases to suggest alternatives that
will better serve the goal or mission? Is this reluctance to make these deals
public because the bureau has not yet figured out what they are going to do,
as we hear is true?
When there is transparency the overall project relating to the land purchase
or other activity has to show the full extent of their plans so the community
can see how the one action relates to the whole picture. The public is not
dumb, but they are frequently ill informed because of the lack of
transparency.
B. The Bureau needs to understand and work to accomplish other city goals,
not just their myopic focus on their mission.
B1. A current example of this is the refusal of BES to work with PBOT to
develop pedestrian connectivity near the just completed $57 million dollar
public investment in low income housing by Home Forward. “The Crossing at
Stephens Creek” serves over 300 low income people of diverse linage and
background at SW 26th and SW Capitol Highway. In an effort to make the
facility less of a ghetto with somewhat restricted access, and to develop a
more efficient pedestrian network serving “The Crossing”, the Hillsdale
Neighborhood has asked BES to dedicate a pedestrian right of way through
property they own at the end of SW Texas so that a proposed redevelopment

of a large tract of adjacent land to the east can provide additional missing
pedestrian links. This move will greatly improve the pedestrian access to
Fred Meyer and Safeway on SW Barbur, Custer Park and Stephens Creek
Natural Area and the large Portland Bible Church among other destinations.
The existing land through which the easement is being requested at SW 26th
and SW Texas is managed by BES like a park, it certainly looks like a park. It
has no pedestrian connections to the east, but it is accessible via the existing
SW 26th right of way from “The Crossing”. BES has taken the position that
the watershed area of their property is too important to permit pedestrian
access.
The neighborhood views this as nonsense as at a site about ½ mile
downstream of the same Stephens Creek there is a 92 foot walkway across
the creek and wet land along the SW Nevada Court right of way connecting
SW Capitol Hill Road with SW Bertha Blvd. This is a BES storm water
retention area, the walkway is occasionally submerged. It is ADA accessible,
is heavily used by pedestrians and crosses a much more fragile ecosystem
has not been damaged or destroyed in the 7 years the walkway has been in
existence.
The city has developed and is in the process of further developing language
about equity. To fail to provide a key pedestrian link to the low income
citizens of “The Crossing” is not equitable. BES is not keeping faith with the
goals of the city, rather acting like the dog in the manger over how this small
tract is used, holding hostage the potential users, both nearby neighbors and
the resident of “The Crossing”. Further it is frustrating the pedestrian
connectivity policies that PBOT is enforcing on new development.
B2. Ten years or so ago, BES closed the part of SW 19th north of Taylors Ferry
Road. When they did so, they diverted the flow of water from its course on

the west side of the unpaved street to go down the pedestrian route on the
east side of the street. This has met we have to walk in an increasingly
eroded walkway which at times has a large amount of water flowing down
the path. Did I mention this is a designated Regional Pedestrian Trail?
BES was made aware of this problem years ago and reminded of it at least
yearly ever since. In the past year I retrieved photographs documenting the
change in the flow pattern, even showing a BES employee in one picture and
a Metro Councilor in another. Even with this evidence, BES has not moved to
do the simple task of putting the water flow back where it was before they
disturbed it. They seem incapable of admitting they made a mistake!
These actions are not the result of rogue staff, they are the result of the attitudes
of the leadership. The current leadershi needs to be changed so the interests of
the entire city are respected and reflected in the work of the bureaus.

By taking the steps to combine the management of these two agencies
into the beginnings of a Portland Department of Public Works that
responds to all of the goals of the city you will have more than earned
your pay. Thanks again for serving the City of Portland.

October 16, 2014
To:
Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission (UOBRC)
From: Jeff Bissonnette for Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon (CUB)
Re:
Draft Recommendations
Thanks for your hard work and the positive direction the current recommendations
summary indicates you are heading regarding improved transparency and oversight
of Portland’s public utilities. As you turn to finalizing recommendations to the City
Council I would appreciate your consideration of the following suggestions
regarding the tone of your report and additional details.
TONE
My concern about tone is prompted by the unfortunate and inappropriate omission
of the City Council in the first paragraph of Part B since the Council made the
decisions that undermined public trust, not the Portland Water Bureau and Bureau
of Environmental Services, and certainly not the Public Utility Review Board (PURB).
Unfortunately the PURB has become ineffective, but that is primarily due to a
history of being ignored by the City Council. For example, the PURB requested that
the City Council commission the 2011 report, “Sewer/Stormwater/Water Rate
Approval Process,” but the Council did not act on any of its findings. I suggest you
ask yourselves if you would want to be on an oversight group that is routinely
ignored and use that answer to propel you towards strong recommendations on
how the City Council must embrace and work in alliance with a new and improved
oversight group. This commitment should begin with full Council participation in
work with Commissioner Fish to recruit a powerful and diverse group for the new
oversight group.
NEW NORMS FOR CITY COUNCIL PRACTICES
Some of your recommendations may not be items that you can require the City
Council to do. But it is essential that your report urge that the Council adopt specific
procedures that establish new norms and send a clear message to the new
oversight group that it will be heard. One example is that if recommendations by
the new oversight group are not adopted by the Council, then a comprehensive
written rationale will be provided. It is unfortunate that this suggestion is only
tagged on at the end of the current summary.
Instead this and similar ideas are extremely important and must be highlighted in
your report to the City Council. CUB supports the three measures of success
suggested by the League of Women Voters of Portland that are in the draft
recommendations and suggests four more.
A fourth measure of success is a continued commitment by the Mayor to name one
commissioner-in-charge for both the utility bureaus. This approach will enhance the
effectiveness of the new oversight group.
A fifth measure of success should be along the lines of: The City Council will adopt
as its standard practice providing written responses to recommendations from the
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new oversight group, particularly when the oversight group’s recommendations are
not adopted. The City Council will also prominently feature the new oversight group
and its findings in Council hearings related to the utility bureaus. Adopting,
maintaining, and adding to these suggestions is a critical way for the City Council to
demonstrate its commitment to the new oversight group.
A sixth measure of success pertains to a serious omission from this summary: the
need for the City Council to end its past practice of turning City Hall into a black box
from which final budgets and rates are announced without any opportunity for input
from current advisory groups. The summary’s unfortunately vague reference to the
only forward looking bullet point in the list provided by Commissioner Fish’s staff on
recent reforms - that the City Council should continue to hold public hearings on
utility budgets and rates before the end of the budget process - should be identified
as a measure of success. The hearing last spring was a positive step, but a firm
recommendation from the UOBRC is needed to ensure that this becomes routine
element of the budget process regardless of who is Commissioner-in-Charge for the
utility bureaus. As noted above, a prominent role for the new oversight group in
this budget and rate hearing is another new norm that needs to be established.
Maintaining the recently adopted practice of removing utility budget changes from
the consent agenda must also become a new norm for the City Council and is
another point to include in a sixth measure of success statement related to
transparent and effective oversight of utility bureau finances.
A seventh measure of success is that the City Council will pay attention to reports
that, either in total or part, relate to the utility bureaus prepared by the City
Auditor’s office. Such reports, particularly the 2011 review of inappropriate use of
rate payer dollars and spending authorized outside of the budget process, have also
had a history of being ignored by the City Council. A new norm must be that the
City Council takes these reports seriously. Indeed, another way to demonstrate
commitment to the new oversight group is to give them the responsibility of
following up on audits with implications for the utility bureaus. For example, the
Auditor is working on an analysis of procurement procedures to which a review of
cost overruns of a BES construction project was added. This will be an important
audit for the City Council and the utility bureaus and the new oversight group
should be empowered to be a key player in its implementation including a “report
back” role to the City Council.
EFFECTIVE UTILITY OVERSIGHT TRIANGLE
CUB’s suggestions thus far are summarized in italics in the top corner of the
effective utility oversight triangle on page three. The bottom left corner of the
oversight triangle is outside analysis and advocacy by an independent group. That
role is now being played by CUB and we support the UOBRC recommending that
CUB continue to provide this outside independent analysis and advocacy.
The bulk of the draft recommendation summary pertain to the lower right corner
and the need for dedicated staff support which is included in the “essential
resources” oval to the right of the oversight triangle on page 3. Overall CUB
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supports the draft recommendations but we see opportunities for improvement and
we suggest additional details.
Effective Utility Oversight Triangle for Portland

Decision Making Body = City Council but its practices must permanently change
*Continuous recruiting of a high powered new oversight group
*Continue having one commissioner-in-charge for PWB and BES
*Commit to written responses to new oversight group recommendations
*End “black box” budget and rate setting and instead build into the process final input from
the new oversight group
*Highlight new advisory group in Council utility budget and rate hearings and other
hearings related to utility bureaus.
*Maintain commitment to keeping significant utility budget changes off the consent agenda
and ask for input from new oversight group
*Heed reports with utility bureau implications from the City Auditor and charge the new
oversight group with working with PWB and BES and the Commissioner-in-Charge on
implementing suggestions and reporting back to City Council
Essential Resources
*Utility Review Team in CBO
focused just on PWB and BES
*Provides analytical support and
utility expertise for new
oversight group and City Council
*Paid for with rate dollars
Outside Independent Analysis
and Advocacy
*CUB now playing this role
*CUB supports UOBRC
recommendation for this to
continue

Inside Independent Oversight and
Advocacy=New Oversight Group
*comprehensive in scope
*has its own staff
*independent from PWB and BES
*valued by City Council

NEW OVERSIGHT GROUP
Overview
The new oversight group must be comprehensive in scope, have its own staff, be
independent from the Portland Water Bureau and Bureau of Environmental
Services, and be valued by the City Council. Meeting this last goal is the focus of
the discussion of new norms for City Council practices. The current bureau Budget
Advisory Committees and the PURB would be replaced by the new oversight group.
Below is discussion of the other bullet items in the right hand box in the utility
oversight triangle as well as other details.
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Scope and Roles
The scope of the new oversight group must be broad. CUB suggests the following
clarification of roles and responsibilities and the entity with which the new oversight
group will interact as summarized in the following chart.
Scope of Oversight
Policy
Capital Improvement
Planning
Capital Improvement and
Budget Adjustments
Annual Budgets
Rate Setting
Systems plan
Debt financing
Strategic Communications
Public involvement

Role and Target
PWB and BES and
Commissioner-in-Charge
Review and Advise
Review and Advise

Role and Target
City Council

Review and Advise

Recommend if over threshold to be
removed from consent agenda
Recommend
Recommend

Review
Review
Review
Review
Review
Review

and
and
and
and
and
and

Advise
Advise
Advise
Advise
Advise
Advise

Recommend
Recommend

This chart is different from the draft recommendations in two ways.
First, another oversight topic, adjustments to budgets including capital
improvement spending, is added. Budget adjustments, especially in major
construction projects, are not unexpected - just ask anybody who has done a major
home remodeling job. But there needs to be far more transparency so that the City
Council and the public aren’t surprised when cost overruns occur. The new
oversight group can play a helpful role in this regard, not necessarily because of
possible technical advice from this group, but because public trust is undermined
when cost adjustment decisions are made behind closed doors.
Second, this chart makes clear that the new oversight group would interact with the
utility bureaus on the full scope of oversight topics. But recommendations to the
City Council would focus on the topics for which the Council is the ultimate decision
maker.
Reporting
In terms of reporting it is critically important that the new oversight group have the
ability to interact with the City Council. The best case scenario is that there will be a
collegial relationship between the Commissioner-in-Charge and the new oversight
group and that interactions with the full City Council can be effectively guided by
consultation with the Commissioner for PWB and BES. But the Commissioner-inCharge must not be given authority to block access to the City Council and
consultation should not be construed as the new oversight group having to ask
permission. This needs to be made very clear from the beginning since in the future
there may be a Commissioner-in-Charge who wants to shut down input from the
oversight group.
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Staff
It is essential that the new oversight has its own dedicated staff with financial
analytical expertise and utility experience. This is not a criticism of current City
Budget Office (CBO) staff, but that office’s generalist approach with each staffer’s
portfolio including multiple bureaus that regularly rotate is what needs to be
replaced with regard to the utility bureaus. This new utility review team can be
housed in the CBO and can also advise the City Council. The staff requirement for
effective oversight is identified in the oversight triangle on page 3 in the oval that
overlaps slightly with the boxes for the City Council and the new oversight group to
indicate that utility review staff will serve both those entities.
Two staff people for the new utility review team seems adequate. Rate payer
dollars can be used for these staff. It is important to note that BES and PWB review
duties previously assigned to CBO as well as CBO staff assistance to the PURB
would be reallocated to the new utility review team so the net gain would likely be
one CBO position. Those current CBO staff people are funded through the general
overhead model to which BES and PWB make significant contributions. The slice of
the general overhead payments to CBO for those past services should be removed
from the assessment on BES and PWB. The Commissioner-in-Charge should take a
leadership role in the process for hiring for these new staff positions.
Outside Consulting
Providing the option for the new oversight group to obtain outside consulting
assistance is intriguing. This was an early feature of the Utility Review Team when
it began in the 1990’s but evidently due to lack of funds was not an option for very
long. History seems likely to repeat itself if the assumption is that general fund
dollars would be used for this purpose. Using rate payer dollars for this purpose,
however, should only be allowed after there has been at least one year’s experience
with the staffing configuration outlined above. If at that time the new oversight
group decides it also needs access to outside consultants it should develop a
proposal for the City Council. The Council should be the decision maker on whether
or not to make this expansion of support provided to the new oversight group.
Representation and Qualifications
Diversity goals should include the following:
• Race
• Gender
• Labor
• Water utility experience
• Stormwater management and sewer utility experience
• Financial analysis expertise
• Capital improvement planning and construction experience
• Public education and communication skills
• Group process skills
• Knowledge of the political process
It would be helpful for the UOBRC report to point out that it would be particularly
helpful for the leadership of the new oversight group have group process skills and
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an understanding of the political process. The discussion on that point in the draft
recommendations, however, seems overly prescriptive. Consultation with the Office
of Equity is recommended to obtain their input on the recruitment and selection
process.
Size and Membership Terms
CUB suggests that the new advisory group have between 9 and 11 members. One
factor in thinking about the size of this group is the likelihood that PWB and BES
subcommittees or other subcommittees may be formed. It is worth noting that the
Planning and Sustainability Commission has 11 members and the Citizens Review
Committee just expanded from 9 to 11 members.
CUB suggests three year terms for members of the new oversight group. To ensure
staggered terms, the initial set of members would be split into three groups with
one group having one year terms, a second group having three year terms, and a
third group having three year terms. Term limits do not seem appropriate but CUB
supports the suggestion of the League of Women Voters of Portland. That is,
require oversight advisory group members to re-apply for their positions so
continued service is an option but new needs and obtaining input from new
members can also be considered.
Not adopting the PURB “dedicated seats” approach makes sense for two reasons.
The geographic “seats” set the stage for having to turn away good members
because they are from a part of the city that is already represented on the
oversight group. The seats focused on utility customers is a stakeholder approach
that has some history of being divisive and this new oversight group should have
more of a “good for the city” focus.
OTHER ISSUES
No Out-of-Mission Spending is Appropriate
Obviously large amounts of out-of-mission spending is of particular concern and
monitoring for this category of spending shouldn’t start to cost more money than is
being saved. But as worded in item 1 under Goal B, this is not the message that
should be conveyed by UOBRC.
Management Commission
CUB does not support a management commission approach. An unelected
management commission raises significant accountability concerns. Having two
layers in the decision making top corner of the effective oversight triangle adds
undue complications.
Solid Waste Rate Setting Oversight
CUB originally raised the idea of moving oversight of solid waste rates to the
Planning and Sustainability Commission pending consultation with the Bureau of
Planning and Sustainability (BPS). Based on testimony from BPS staff this change
seems acceptable and unless new concerns have surfaced that merit additional
discussion, CUB supports this provision in the draft recommendations.
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Implementation
Commissioner Fish should manage the creation and launch of the new oversight
group and he and his successors must be ongoing partners with the new oversight
group. Though staff will obviously be involved, it is critically important that
Commissioner Fish take the lead. It is particularly important that Commission Fish
work to forge positive and collegial relations between the new oversight group and
the City Council and between the new oversight group and the utility bureaus.
Future Role for Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission
CUB suggests consideration of two options for the future of the UOBRC. Please note
that these options are not mutually exclusive.
A short-term option is for the UOBRC, or perhaps some subset of this group, to
meet with Commissioner Fish two or three times over the next year to monitor
implementation of its recommendations.
A longer-term option is for the City Council to re-convene a UOBRC that, to the
extent possible, includes members from the current group but would also include
new members, in two years. The purpose of that future reincarnation of the UOBRC
would be to assess whether and to what extent measures of success outlined in the
report submitted by this UOBRC to the City Council in mid-November. This future
UOBRC could also make new suggestions for improvements.
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December 4, 2014
Dear Chair Dwight Holton, and Blue Ribbon Commission Members:
. On behalf of the City Club of Portland Committee on Governance and Rate Setting
of PWB and BES, I am writing to request that (1) the City Council extend the time
for the Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission (“BRC”) to complete its final
report, and (2) the BRC schedule another public listening session to gather
information from interested parties before it meets with the City Council.

We request that the deadline for the BRC to complete its work be extended to midJanuary 2015. An extension is appropriate and in the best interest of all parties,
given the crucial importance of the BRC’s recommendations for the oversight and
accountability of the two city-owned utilities. While the BRC has gathered and
synthesized a tremendous amount of information in a relatively short time, a
preliminary draft final report of the BRC was issued only three days ago, on
October 27, 2014, and insufficient time now remains to refine and finalize the
report before the current deadline of mid-November. Further, the BRC should be
given additional time to consider any new information in the recent audit of the
BES headquarters building. And, it will be unnecessary to rush the BRC's work
given both the City Council’s focus for the next two months on transportation
funding options, and the arrival of the holiday season. Allowing several additional
weeks for completion of the BRC’s deliberative process is reasonable and
appropriate.
As a related matter, we request that the BRC schedule an additional public
listening session before completing its work and before meeting with the City
Council. As the BRC crystallizes its conclusions and recommendations, it will
benefit from additional input from interested parties. Our committee would
appreciate an opportunity to comment on the current draft, given our extended
study of the governance of the PWB and BES.

Jennifer Li
Membership Assistant
Rachel Loskill
Program &
Communications
Director
Amanda Shore
VISTA Civic Scholars
Coordinator
Jennifer Thompson
Director of Finance
& Membership

Best regards,
Lori Irish Bauman
Committee on Water & Sewer Governance and Rate Setting
City Club of Portland
cc: Distribution List

Greg Wallinger
Research & Policy
Director
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To: City of Portland Blue Ribbon Commission on Water
From: Mike Houck
Re: Draft Recommendations
As you know, I testified at your September 8th hearing. I would like to
reiterate the recommendations I made at that time and add some
additional ones in response to your recent deliberations before City
Council. I am hopeful you will take my recommendations into serious
consideration as you move toward a final recommendation to the
Commissioner in charge of the Water and Environmental Services
bureaus and City Council.

Jim Rapp
Ruth Roth
Judy BlueHorse Skelton
Advisory Board
Bill Blosser,
Bill Blosser Consulting
Janet Cobb,
California Oak Foundation
Patrick Condon,
University of British Columbia
John Fregonese, President,
Fregonese Associates, Inc.
Randy Gragg, Editor, Portland
Spaces Magazine,
Dan Heagerty, Sr. VP/Strategic
Officer, David Evans Enterprises
Steve Johnson, Public
Involvement Consultant
Charles Jordan,
The Conservation Fund
Jon Kusler, Association of
Wetland Managers
Peg Malloy, Director,
Portland Housing Center
Dr. Rud Platt, Ecological Cities
Project
Dr. Joseph Poracsky
PSU Geography
Rodolpho Ramina, Sustainability
Consultant, Curitiba, Brazil
Ann Riley, California Department
of Water Resources
Geoff Roach, Oregon Field
Director, Trust For Public Land
Jennifer Thompson,
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Paddy Tillett, Architect, ZGF,
Portland
Ethan Seltzer, Director, PSU
School of Urban Studies and
Planning
David Yamashita,
Senior Planner, Long Range Planning,
Maui, Hawaii
Dr. Alan Yeakley, PSU
Environmental Sciences and
Resources
Lynn Youngbar, Organizational
Development Consultant

1). The City Charter is broad in its direction to the city, and specifically
to the Bureau of Environmental Services, with regard to its mission.
BES has expanded its role beyond sewage issues as a reflection of the
city's and state and federal changing environmental objectives and the
city’s own commitment to improving watershed health, salmon recovery,
and integration of green infrastructure into what was predominantly had
been a grey infrastructure, engineered approach to water management.
Your final recommendations must support that broader mission and
avoid disincentives to innovative solutions, particularly increased
reliance on Green Infrastructure to address serious environmental
challenges.
2). Oversight Structure: We do not need yet another layer of oversight.
What we need is a technically qualified body that allows for public input.
It should be an ongoing year-around body that can truly have a sound
grasp on the bureaus infrastructure, including green infrastructure needs
and priorities. My recommendation is that you dissolve the existing
advisory bodies including the PURB and Budget Advisory Committee
and create new advisory committees for both bureaus. They should
include representation from CUB and other experts and stakeholders
with the technical expertise to understand the complexities of bureau’s
operations, short and long term grey and green infrastructure capital and
O&M needs, and environmental mandates and responsibilities.
3). Oversight Authority: I believe the advisory committees should report
directly to the bureaus they oversee and not the full City Council. Their
budget recommendations should be made to the bureau directors and
the Commissioner in charge. The advisory committee needs to have
sufficient authority to strongly influence budgetary and capital project
expenditure decision-making within the bureau but should not have veto

power over budgetary or capital project decisions. Those decisions are properly the
purview of the Commissioner in charge and City Council.

Based on over thirty-five years working with City Council and city bureaus, it is my
strong opinion that BES and Water missions are sufficiently complex and unique that it
would be highly problematic to have one advisory group for both bureaus. I strongly
recommend an advisory group specific to each bureau. We already have a public
perception and public relations problem with the fact that the public and many civic
leaders do not understand the different missions of the two bureaus. I believe each
bureau deserves the full attention of the advisory body to its specific mission and
issues. I would also advise you to provide for invited expert input from regional, federal
and state agencies (ODFW, USFWS, NOAA Fisheries) when issues related to Super
Fund and Endangered Species arise to ensure the committee’s recommendations are
well informed with regard to regional, state and federal regulations. I would also
encourage you to reach out to tribal representatives, either for direct participation on the
advisory committee or for their input on issues relevant to the tribes.
3). Qualifications/Expertise of Potential Advisors: First and foremost there should be at
least three individuals who, individually or collectively, are well versed in: a). innovative,
green infrastructure approaches to stormwater management; b). ecosystem and
watershed functions; c). Endangered Species and Clean Water Acts; and c). community
engagement. In other words, the committee should not be dominated by engineers who
tend to favor grey solutions to environmental problems and those solely concerned with
rates and fiscal issues. The overall committee composition should have a diverse
makeup that reflects the broad missions of each bureau.
4) Public Input: It is not at all clear how the public will interact with the advisory
committees. My advice is that, as with the Planning and Sustainability Commission, on
which I have served for the past three years, that there be robust opportunity for public
input, including accepting oral and written input at advisory committee meetings and
that periodic meetings be established solely for the purpose of public input.
5) Advisory Committee Representation: It is critical that there be broad representation
from the community, including conservation organizations; civic groups; labor; and the
scientific community. A well balanced and knowledgeable advisory group----with
emphasis on advisory-----that is appointed by the commissioner in charge, with city
council approval, should be the focus of your recommendations. As noted above, the
committee should not have authority over the bureaus, but advise bureau staff,
commissioner(s) in charge, and city council.
Respectfully,

Mike Houck,
Executive Director
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November 18, 2014
Chair Holton and members of the Blue Ribbon Commission,
Thank you for an engaging and interesting discussion last Thursday afternoon. It was one of the
most productive Council work sessions in recent memory.
We applaud the hard work the Blue Ribbon Commission has done since convening in July. Your
commitment to this process has been extraordinary.
We charged you, an independent commission, with convening from July to November of this
year to “analyze potential reforms of the oversight and accountability of the Portland Water
Bureau and Bureau of Environmental Services and then report to the City Council.”
You have carried out this charge with diligence and care, and the recommendation you presented
to Council last week reflects a nuanced and thoughtful approach to a challenging question.
As we shared with you last week, the Council is committed to implementing this new structure
by fall 2016, in time to inform the Fiscal Year 2016/2017 budget development process.
We understand that the Commission would like time for a final public listening session and an
opportunity for members to arrive at a consensus final version of the report you presented.
Given that desire, we ask that you transmit a final report to us no later than December 8.
We will issue a joint Press Release announcing the completion of your work and make the final
report available to the public.
Again, thank you for the time and energy you have devoted to this important work.
We look forward to receiving your final recommendation by December 8.
Sincerely,

Mayor Charlie Hales

Commissioner Nick Fish

1221 SW Fourth Avenue ♦ Portland, Oregon 97204 1998
www.portlandoregon.gov

Mr. Holton, Ms. Ryan, and Mr. Owens –
Any discussion regarding the housing of potential PUB staff will need to include Auditor-elect Mary Hull
Caballero. She will be in the office on a transitional basis in December. However, I can say with some
certainty that there are huge independence safeguards and long-term funding issues which would need
to be considered.
Regarding your second question, any member of the public can request an audit, but audit topics are
chosen at the discretion of the elected Auditor. Further, it is correct that no draft audits can be shared
beyond auditees prior to the public release of reports, nor would it be appropriate for a separate entity
to submit an official response with the issued report. This dictate is based on the government auditing
standards that the Auditor and auditing staff are required by Charter to follow, and maintains the
independence of the elected Auditor.
Regards,
LaVonne Griffin-Valade, City Auditor

On Nov 18, 2014, at 10:55 AM, Jim Owens <jim.owens@coganowens.com> wrote:
LaVonne,
I’m contacting you as facilitator of the Utility Review Blue Ribbon Commission (BRC) on behalf of its
chair, Dwight Holton, and Vice-Chair, Christine Chin-Ryan. During the BRC’s presentation of its draft
recommendations last week to City Council, several issues related to your office were raised that we’d
like to chat with you about via teleconference (or email if that’s not workable this week). These issues
are:
•

Where the staff for a newly-established Public Utility Board (PUB) would be housed
The BRC’s recommendations (attached) assume that the PUB staff would be housed in and managed by
the City Budget Office (which has been vetted with that office). As a minority of City Council,
Commissioner Saltzman suggests that staff be housed in the Auditor’s Office. We are interested in your
reaction to Commissioner Saltzman’s suggestion.

•

PUB involvement in audits affecting the Portland Water Bureau and Bureau of Environmental
The BRC has recommended that the new PUB be integrated into responses to any bureau audits and, in
consultation with the Commissioner-in-Charge, have the ability to request audits. There was support of
this recommendation by City Council. However, in the discussion, a City Council member suggested that
PUB should be involved with your office prior to the release of audits. We’ve been informed by City
staff that draft audits cannot be shared beyond the audit team and the auditees and that there is no
latitude in this process, as releasing it beforehand would violate the accreditation of the Auditors. A
PUB could respond after an audit is released to the public. We would like to confirm this situation with
you.

What blocks of time might work for a call this week from the Chair or Vice-Chair? When I hear back
from you, I’ll coordinate with them.
Thanks.
Jim
JIM OWENS, Principal
P 503.225.0192 x 204 | C 503.201.4205 | F 503.225.0224
Cogan Owens Cogan, LLC
Engaging people to create and sustain great communities
813 SW Alder Street, Suite 320 | Portland, Oregon 97205-3111 | www.coganowens.com
<Report to City Council 11.13.14.docx>
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Staff

To: Blue Ribbon Commission on Water
From: Mike Houck
Re: Feedback on BRC/City Council Work Session

Mike Houck, Executive Director
Officers

Chair Holton and BRC members,

M J Cody, Chair
Goody Cable, Vice-chair
Bob Wilson, Secretary/Treasurer
Board
Mike Faha
Steffeni Mendoza Gray

I had planned to attend the meeting that was canceled last night and
unable to attend the rescheduled meeting next Monday. I would
appreciate your taking my written comments into consideration before
drafting your final recommendations.

Mel Huie
Tom Liptan
Janet Oliver
Kelly Punteney
Jim Rapp
Ruth Roth
Judy BlueHorse Skelton
Advisory Board
Bill Blosser,
Bill Blosser Consulting
Janet Cobb,
California Oak Foundation

I was pleased that Commissioner Fish explicitly asked the Commission
for its take on Green Infrastructure* and was equally pleased that the
Commission specifically addressed the issue of its intent not to quash
“innovative” practices and recognized that BES has garnered national
recognition for its GI programs. I was also pleased that the BRC
included in its recommendations for PUB composition a representative
with Ecosystem Science background as opposed the more generic
“environmental” designation.

Patrick Condon,
University of British Columbia
John Fregonese, President,
Fregonese Associates, Inc.
Randy Gragg, Editor, Portland
Spaces Magazine,
Dan Heagerty, Sr. VP/Strategic
Officer, David Evans Enterprises
Steve Johnson, Public
Involvement Consultant
Charles Jordan,
The Conservation Fund
Jon Kusler, Association of
Wetland Managers
Peg Malloy, Director,
Portland Housing Center
Dr. Rud Platt, Ecological Cities
Project
Dr. Joseph Poracsky
PSU Geography

However, as two Commission members, including the chair, noted
what’s on paper is one thing. What gets done on the ground or in the
budget process is quite another. I believe there is already a significant
“chilling effect” on BES programs due to the combination of the law suit,
initiative (which Commissioner Fish noted was quashed by a 67-23
margin), and BRC process. However, I agree with Commissioner Fritz
As she noted, there is a big difference between a PUB member who has
“Ecosystem Science” background and one who is an environmental
advocate for Green Infrastructure, watershed and ecosystem health, and
issues related to BES broad environmental mission. There should be at
least one position reserved for an individual whose background is in
ecosystem science as well as an environmental advocate.

Rodolpho Ramina, Sustainability
Consultant, Curitiba, Brazil
Ann Riley, California Department
of Water Resources
Geoff Roach, Oregon Field
Director, Trust For Public Land
Jennifer Thompson,
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Paddy Tillett, Architect, ZGF,
Portland
Ethan Seltzer, Director, PSU
School of Urban Studies and
Planning
David Yamashita,
Senior Planner, Long Range Planning,
Maui, Hawaii
Dr. Alan Yeakley, PSU
Environmental Sciences and
Resources
Lynn Youngbar, Organizational
Development Consultant

BRC’s positive comments regarding BES’s innovative projects and
support for Green Infrastructure notwithstanding, I remain concerned
that there are already signs that such projects are being reduced and
threatened as a result of political fallout in reaction to the law suit,
unsuccessful initiative and BRC process. I am concerned that such a
chilling effect will only accelerate and deepen under the aegis of the
proposed PUB unless there is a strong advocacy representation on the
Board as Commissioner Fritz called for in her remarks.
I appreciate the BRC’s recognition that BES’s mission is significantly
broader than has been portrayed in the media, the initiative campaign,

and other venues. I am urging you continue your explicit support of the broader
environmental mission in your recommendations. I also recommend that your
recommendations make it explicit that the proposed PUB be narrowly focused on
performing an advisory role to the Commissioner in charge of the bureau(s) related to
budget and capital projects and that the PUB have a strong representation by those
who are versed in Green Infrastructure; ecosystem health and ecosystem services;
watershed health; Endangered Species and Clean Water Acts; and innovative
stormwater management. I am strongly opposed to one BRC member’s
recommendation that the PUB create and submit its own budget to the Mayor. Their
role should be advisory to the Commissioner in charge and budgetary disagreements
should be worked out with the Commissioner in charge.
Respectfully,

Mike Houck
cc City Council
*Consultant’s recommendations aside, Green Infrastructure is a well establish term that
is utilized by federal, state and local agencies, surface water managers, nonprofits, and
others across the country. As with the term watershed, which was once portrayed as a
term the pubic was unfamiliar with, the general public will become familiar with Green
Infrastructure over time.

From: Biery, Jonas
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2014 3:43 PM
To: Shaff, David; Huynh, Cecelia; Warner, Jan; Stuhr, Michael; Campbell, Edward; Wanner, Chris; Tigue,
Patricia; Bartocci, Ken
Cc: Miller, Fred; Cooperman, Jennifer; Fish, Nick; Kuhn, Hannah; Blackwood, Jim; Schmanski, Sonia
Subject: Water bond rating affirmed at Aaa
Good afternoon:
I am happy to report that Moody’s Investors Services has affirmed the City’s First Lien Water Revenue
Bond rating at Aaa, as indicated in the attached report released in advance of the City’s upcoming
issuance of water revenue bonds. The City’s Second Lien Water Revenue Bond rating has also been
affirmed at Aa1.
Congratulations, and kudos to all for the continuing day-to-day work that maintains the top-notch
rating!
B. Jonas Biery
Debt Manager
City of Portland, Oregon
Public Finance and Treasury Division
Phone: 503-823-4222
Fax: 503-823-4209

The League of Women Voters of Portland
310 SW 4th Avenue, Suite 520, Portland, OR 97204
(503) 228-1675 • info@lwvpdx.org • www.lwvpdx.org
Board of Directors

MEMORANDUM

Margaret Noel
Co-President
Kathleen Hersh
Co-President
Debbie Kaye
1st VP
Peggy Bengry
2nd VP

DATE:
TO:
FROM:

Lynn Baker
Secretary
Mary Hepokoski
Treasurer
Debbie Aiona
Corynn Buckholdt
Janet Youel
James Ofsink
Amy Lodholz
Fran Dyke

Off Board Leaders
Mary McWilliams
Nominating
Corinne Paulson
Endowment
Janine Settelmeyer
Voter Registration

November 24, 2014

RE:

Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission Chair Dwight Holton,
Commission members
League of Women Voters of Portland
Margaret Noel, Co-president
Carol Cushman, Action Committee member

Draft Portland Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission Report to
City Council

The League of Women Voters of Portland appreciates the time and effort the
Blue Ribbon Commission (BRC) has devoted to developing proposals for improving
the oversight of the Portland Water Bureau (PWB) and Bureau of Environmental
Services (BES). Thank you for offering the public the opportunity to comment on
your most recent draft. We believe that implementation of your key
recommendations would not only strengthen the oversight process, but also
significantly improve public trust. The League especially appreciates the focus on
public engagement evident in your report.
We offer the following comments on your recommendations:

• Creation of a new Public Utilities Board (PUB), with a broader scope of
responsibilities than PURB and bureau BACs, would streamline bureau oversight and
provide the public with a single board through which they could learn about and
Minda Seibert and
become involved in the work of these complex bureaus.
Liz Conroy-Yockim
Social Media
• Broad and diverse community representation on the PUB, with equity as a
priority in recruitment, would promote confidence that the PUB has appropriate
Ann Dudley
Speakers’ Bureau
expertise and strong interests in the needs of all Portland residents. The BRC’s
Kris Hudson
recommendation that the board include advocates, practitioners, and the communityBudget
at-large will help ensure that a broad range of perspectives will be represented. We
suggest that you recommend to City Council that they cast a wide net for applications
and form a selection committee with representatives from the commissioner-incharge’s office, the bureaus, and the public, to screen applications and conduct
interviews. In this way, the entire pool of candidates can be considered and a board
assembled that reflects the diversity of skills, backgrounds, and demographics
needed to form a balanced group. The commissioner-in-charge should recommend the
Beth Burczak
Econ. Dev. Study

“To promote political responsibility through informed and active participation in government.”

•
•
•

•
•

•

•

candidates for appointment by City Council. Equity should be a core principle in the PUB’s
work with the bureaus and commissioner-in-charge.
An 11-member board would able to deal with the intricacies of two very complex bureaus
and allow more flexibility for dividing responsibilities. It also recognizes that volunteers
have commitments to family and jobs that can lead to absences and resignations.
Access to dedicated staff with utility expertise would make the PUB more effective than
the current advisory bodies, by insuring that the PUB's recommendations are supported by
reliable information.
The section on the PUB’s roles and responsibilities should include a statement on the
importance of promoting innovation, risk-taking, and piloting new approaches by the
city’s utility bureaus. Furthermore, acknowledgement of the utility bureaus’ responsibility
for environmental protection, the Endangered Species Act, and the Clean Water Act
should also be added to this section.
The new practices outlined for adoption by the City Council will indicate to the public and
to the PUB that the PUB’s recommendations will be heard by City Hall, with meaningful
opportunities for discussion, especially throughout the budget process.
Giving the PUB the authority to advise and make recommendations on the full range of
the utility bureaus' activities, finances, and budgets would assure that PUB's
recommendations are based on a full understanding of the bureaus' functions and the costs
of implementation. However, the PUB should not set initial budgets; that would represent
an inappropriate level of authority for an unelected group.
Continued involvement of the Citizens' Utility Board of Oregon (CUB) will provide an
independent voice in public utility oversight. CUB has demonstrated its effectiveness and
we anticipate that it will play a critical role in ensuring effective implementation of the Blue
Ribbon Commission recommendations. Of particular importance will be the role that CUB
can play in monitoring the measures of success related to new accountability practices of
the City Council.
Convening a review body or another Utility Oversight Blue Ribbon Commission in
several years to evaluate implementation, including compliance of the City Council with
measurable outcomes on its interactions with this new oversight group, was a League
suggestion, which we still strongly support.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment and for your diligent work on this
important issue.

Portland Water Bureau Budget Advisory
Committee 2014-2015
Recommendations and perspective of a community member
Written by: Kellie Barnes

February 20, 2014
Dear Mayor and City Commissioners,
I have had the recent privilege of participating on the Portland Water Bureau (PWB)
budget advisory committee (BAC), as a community member, for the 2014-2015
proposed budget. The information below includes a summary of my perception of
the process, as well as recommendations based upon this experience. These are my
personal views, and not the views shared by the BAC group overall, Clean Water
Portland (of which I am a member), or Clean Water Oregon.
To begin, I have found the overall experience positive. I have found the participating
employees from the Portland Water Bureau experienced, well informed, and
transparent. After our regular meetings, I would often have questions or inquire
about something in more detail, and I found the employees of the bureau willing to
share information so that I may be more informed. This included access to
documents not shared at the meetings, and arranged times to speak directly to the
engineering team or to review additional material detail.
I appreciate the City’s desire to include citizen input in the proposed budget process,
and governance of the City. Admittedly it is not an easy task. The balance of
providing specific and detailed enough information to allow a meaningful and
informed threshold of citizen knowledge, versus the balance of time and expense
spent from staff is not easily decided upon. In addition, as community members, our
oversight and comments are essentially offered without the technical experience of
working within the bureau. There is limitation to such a process, and yet I also
believe it is a process that holds merit and value. Including citizens in the City
process of governance in a meaningful way allows us as citizens to be better
informed and engaged, it also allows for continued transparency in the governance
of the City.
In addition to the information presented to the BAC committee through regular
meetings I have reviewed documents, and in some cases spoken to individuals in
related capacities to the City, to deepen my understanding of the water bureau
budget process. Some of the documents I reviewed have been included in the
Appendix for your reference.
While I do support acceptance of the Portland Water Bureau’s currently proposed
budget for the 2014-2015 fiscal year, I would like to offer a few considerations for
the Council.
1. I recommend that community member participation on the BAC be limited to
3 -5 years.
2. I recommend that an advisory committee be established for the
PWB that extends beyond the budget advisory capacity.
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3. I recommend consideration of an overarching strategy for Asset Management
within the bureau. Stated otherwise, I would recommend consideration of an
additional layer of decision-making, regarding prioritization of asset
management.
4. I recommend that there be a heightened review of future debt service.

5. Finally, I recommend that PWB and the City Council consider education of
citizens a priority.
BAC member participation term limits:
While this would entail bringing new members up to speed on the budget process
for the bureau, my personal experience has demonstrated there is value in the most
basic of questions. This suggestion is not to minimize the value and contribution of
more long standing BAC members, but to consider a balance between such
experience and a fresh look at the budget process.
Advisory committee for the PWB that extends beyond the budget advisory
capacity:
The PWB manages one of the larger budgets of the City Bureaus. Many decisions
concerning capital projects, Federal and State compliance, future debt service,
selling of property, and asset management/infrastructure decisions overlap from
those of budget considerations to those of policy. For continued transparency and
for enhanced community involvement, such an advisory committee may benefit
both the City Council and citizens of Portland.
With the recent passing of the resolution to bring the Citizens Utility Board (CUB)
into an advisory role with the council concerning residential rates for both the
Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) and PWB, some may not see such an
advisory committee as necessary. However, many of the other burueas have such
advisory committees that extend beyond the budget process. Given the many facets
of the bureau, such citizen participation would likely enhance the trust and
continued transparency between the bureau and citizens.
And while I do support the passing of the CUB resolution as a possible way to
improve ratepayer representation, many citizens are questioning the timing of such
a resolution. Admittedly this resolution came as a surprise. However, CUB
representatives have informed me they made such a recommendation to the council
due to timing and the current discussion of water and sewer rates in the media.
While citizens may question the motivations of the timing of such oversight, it seems
apparent that having an additional layer of oversight, with technical experience, will
be supportive to residential ratepayers.
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However, even with the CUB, it is important for citizens to remain involved in the
process, and to be engaged with the CUB. The process of recommending rates for
PWB is complex, and many variables play a role outside of the daily operation of
PWB. These include political will to increase rates adequately and public education
as to the potential value of services provided. As an aside, one complexity in regards
to CUB involvement may be that of the continuing role of the Portland Utility Review
Board (PURB), which has also served in an advisory capacity to the City.
Overarching strategy for Asset Management within the bureau:
In performing a review of the Asset Management Reports provided by PWB, it
appears that the bureau does an excellent job documenting inventory and valuation
of assets, as well as documentation of asset conditions. In addition, each report
documents repair and replacement strategies. The bureau is considered to be ahead
of the industry in regards to best practices of asset management. In fact, PWB has
been invited to participate at the federal level offering guidance to Asset
Management processes due to their high standard of practice. Per request, I was
granted the ability to view asset management reports for the bureau consisting of:
Distribution and Distribution Transport, Conduits, Storage Tanks, Pump Stations,
and Facilities. Each report demonstrated an asset profile, relationship to levels of
service, inventory and valuation of assets, asset condition and utilization, failure
models and asset life, business risk exposure, and maintenance repair and
replacement strategies.
However, one aspect that I felt was not clearly documented in these reports is that
of an overarching prioritization or asset management plan. Perhaps this is internally
understood within the department, but from reading the reports such a
prioritization or ranking of assets between the budget programs was not clear. For
example, would one prioritize replacement of distribution pipes, or outdated
components of a pump station? Each report in isolation demonstrated the valuation,
condition assessment, and strategies for repair or replacement, but overall I did not
observe a collaborative long-term plan, prioritization, or ranking system.
One would anticipate, with compliance costs reduced in future years, such as the
Federal Long Term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT2 compliance),
and the completion of Dam 2 Tower, that there would be available funding to
consider prioritization of repair or replacement of assets. Such budgeting and
implementation of a ranking or prioritization system would likely assist the council
in the allocation of funding, and the bureau in maintaining continued alignment to
core services for future generations.
An overarching ranking or prioritization system could also assist the Council to
make informed decisions regarding upcoming capital improvement projects. For
example, when reviewing presentations to the council for projects such as the Dam
Tower 2, or Willamette River Crossing (WRC), these projects have often been
presented in isolation from other capital projects. Each presentation demonstrates
the appropriate components to inform council, but in isolation one might perceive
4

the overall impact or cost of the project in a unique manner. It is worth noting that
this fall, PWB did provide a presentation to council of their proposed CIP for the
2014-2015 fiscal budget. This presentation is available on the bureau’s website.
Such a presentation allows interpretation of overall capital spending in relation to
the entire budget.
One potential valuable contribution CUB may have to that of the utility budget
process is that of the review of capital spending. For example, while I do support the
concept of being prepared for future risk of seismic events; what is not clear to me
in regards to the WRC project is what additional options were considered. I did view
the presentation presented to council by Michael Stuhr, Chief Engineer. I have found
Mike to be knowledgeable and competent. He and others from the engineering team
have presented information to our committee, that has allowed us as members, to
be more informed on technical aspects that assist our decision making as well as to
details of the proposed CIP.
However, one aspect of our education that is not included in detail as BAC members
is that of how a project advances or develops. We do have a schematic description of
such a process generally, but obviously that is without the details to completely
understand the decision making process. I bring this up to demonstrate we as
community members are not necessarily informed on the details of how a project is
chosen over another project. We also do not have the technical experience to fully
evaluate the capital spending projects.
This was highlighted one evening as my family discussed the cost of the WRC at our
dinner table. My family was discussing the possibility of other options, such as
consideration of pipes on bridges or even a “straw like” tube that could cross the
river, if there was a seismic event that caused damage to the existing pipes under
the Willamette River. I recognize these concepts are overly simplified, and I did read
in interest Michael’s presentation, as well as the State ODOT report, which indicates
why the bridges may not be a preferred location for water pipes. However, this
example illustrates that as a community member, it is a difficult to ascertain the
decision making process that has occurred in regards to ranking of capital projects
and other options that may have been considered during the planning phase of a
project. I am aware that risk assessments, failure models, and business risk
exposures are performed. The BAC members are simply are not brought into the
process early enough, or informed in enough detail, to know if these models are
created for various concepts, evaluated between each other, and compared. It is also
not always clear how societal consequence is part of this process or decisionmaking. This may be one relevant example of how an advisory water committee
may be of value to the bureau, as well as CUB oversight.
It may be worth noting, that much of the planning and study phase of projects are
now performed internally within the bureau. While I personally would have
interest in understanding in more detail some of these discussions, I also believe at
some point in time, there is value in trusting the decision making process of the
staff. I have found no reason, with the lens of this fiscal budget, to question the
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integrity or projects chosen from the bureau staff. A recommendation I might
suggest as valuable for citizen education and continued transparency, would be to
openly discuss the alternatives to the WRC project, as well as the risk assessments
and failure models performed. In this manner citizens might more completely
understand the benefit versus cost of the project.
Heightened review of future debt service within the bureau:
When considering the future annual debt service of water bonds one can see there is
more then a 2-fold increase from 2013 to 2023. A large percentage of this debt
service is due to compliance cost. Due to the fact that water bonds hold a AAA rating,
one could also consider the use of debt as a strategy of prudent planning while rates
have been low, as well as a strategy of fiscal sustainability. Such fiscal sustainability
allow costs of a capital project to be spread throughout the future generations that
benefit from the project.
In addition to the future debt service, another fluctuating variable is that of the
Water Rate Stabilization Account balance. Per my understanding, this account is
used to assist in stabilizing water rates when costs increase or when revenue is
reduced. When reviewing this account balance, one can see that between 2013-2018
this account will be reduced from approximately 22 million dollars to approximately
7 million dollars. It is also my understanding that the Rate Stabilization Account is
used in a cyclical manner, and as major capital expenditures are forecasted in the
future the goal is for the account to be replenished so it can be used again in the
future.
It is my belief, that the financial team manages the debt of the bureau prudently and
conservatively, but I do observe with concern the trends of the increasing debt
service and the reduced water rate stabilization account balance. It is my hope that
these trends do not further increase, and that future debt service is reduced as
compliance costs reduce. In addition, I support replenishing the Rate Stabilization
Account for future need.
When one looks with a holistic lens at the entire City budget and considers that city
expenses exceed revenues there may be an additional benefit of continued ranking
of core services and prioritizations for each bureau, to assist the City Council as it
prioritizes funding for core services. Mayor Hale’s reduction of expenses for each
Bureau’s budget, adopted in the 2013-2104 fiscal budget, while challenging, was a
beginning step in balancing the City’s expenditures and revenue.
It may be worth mentioning that the Water Bureau was also held to this reduction of
budget, even as its operating costs are funded by water rates and not the general
fund. During last fiscal year, the initial proposed budget water rate increase from
the bureau was 14.8 %; final accepted budget water rate increase for the 2013-2014
fiscal year was 3.6 %. The total operating budget reduction was $10, 724,269 which
included the elimination of 39.5 FTE positions.
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For the 2014-2015 proposed budget the water rate increase currently proposed is
7%. This is reduced from the original projection of 14.1%. The bureau was given a
2.5% operating budget cut guideline by Commissioner Fish. 11 FTE positions were
eliminated, and there was a reduction to the operating budget by 1.4 million dollars.
The capital budget reduction was 14. 1 million dollars.
In addition to the improved efficiency of the existing services provided, and a reprioritization of efforts to core services, there may be a benefit to considering future
rate increases for increased support of core services, and additional asset
management efforts.
While such a consideration of rate increase is not popular, citizens may support
such increases when used for core services. I believe rate increases should not be
considered for non-core services, nor should they be considered without input from
the citizens of Portland. For example, citizen input may be of value for the current
discussion of the status of the Portland Building, selling of surplus property, or other
related issues throughout the bureau.
Transparency, outreach and education of citizens:
(Water Rates, Core Services, Compliance, and Privatization/ Regionalization/ NonEmergency Comingling)
Water Rates:
Many citizens are not aware that their water rates are distinct and different from
those of stormwater and sewer rates. They experience getting one very large “water
bill” at what feels like irregular intervals, and with not insignificant impact on their
finances. The bureau has started the work of making the billing statements more
transparent and easier to understand. However, I believe that there remains a gap
between citizens’ knowledge and what the true cost is of our pristine water source.
For instance, the current proposed 2014-2015 water rate increase of 7%, translates
to an increase cost per month of approximately $1.93 for a typical residential water
user.
It would be helpful for citizens if the media, and our elected were to communicate
about the budget process in actual numbers, and real impact and not always in
percentages or conglomerate services. In this way citizens can understand more
fully and holistically what the rate increases mean in regards to expense and value
to them.
Recent campaign platforms have included promises for no increase in water rates.
While such promises may be helpful when running for office, it does not allow for
full and open discourse of how bureaus are distinct and how rates differ for the
unique services of water, stormwater, and sewer. It does not take into account that
costs of water service in an aging system will simply increase over time, and that the
water has a true value to the citizenry. It also does not provide the transparency that
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is needed to maintain support for continued quality water service for our future
selves.
This same sort of political theater can sometimes be seen as cases are presented to
the City Council. For example while I support the concept of CUB acting as a
independent watch dog for residential rate payers, I was dismayed to see a CUB staff
member wave and discuss his “water bill” at the council meeting. As he discussed
his concern with residential water rates, he did not state that his bill was composed
of water rates, stormwater rates, and sewer rates.
We can all agree that we would like to have continued cost transparency and
advocates for appropriate utility rates. Yet it is equally important that we as citizens
engage in this discussion, and that our policy makers assist citizens and the media in
how we communicate about rates. Admittedly, I did not fully understand this
distinction myself until participating on the PWB BAC.
Core Services:
Often we hear about the past fiscal misuse of water rate funds. Projects that were
not aligned with the core services of the bureau such as the Water House, Rose
Festival Headquarters, and the Portland Loos have left a distinct mark on the
bureau. Citizens have a right to hold concern around this past misuse of ratepayer
funds, and to ask for more transparency as well as true alignment to core service
projects.
Compliance:
Citizens may also not be aware that PWB is not funded through the general fund, but
instead through water rates. A large percentage of the 2013-2014 adopted Water
Bureau budget, as well as the current proposed 2014-2015 fiscal year budget for
PWB is due to the cost to maintain or complete compliance work such as (the LT2
rule). Major projects that support this effort include Powell Butte, Kelly Butte
Reservoirs, disconnection work at Mount Tabor, and adjustments at Washington
Park.
It is perhaps worth noting that without compliance, PWB bond ratings could
potentially change. AAA rating allows money to be borrowed at a reduced interest
rate.
In addition, many citizens may not recognize that compliance extends beyond LT2,
to requirements of the Federal Clean Water and Endangered Species Acts. These
projects include Dam 2 Tower and Alder Creek Fishing. While many citizens may
view these projects as costly, they allow PWB to be compliant within the
expectations of the Federal Clean Water and Endangered Species Act. One
additional potential benefit to Dam 2 Tower is that of controlling water temperature
downstream. While operations and control may take years to refine, such a model to
withdraw water from multiple levels may allow for future coliform risk mitigation
during the warmer months of the year. This may allow mitigation of water quality
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issues caused by warm seasonal changes and stagnation in the distribution system.
Admittedly such data and potential success remains unknown, as Dam 2 Tower is
not yet on line. While I was not on the PWB BAC when this project was in the initial
research and design phases, and while this potential benefit of Dam 2 Tower was
not the primary intent of the capital project, I would hope it might serve as a
possible option to mitigate water quality issues due to warm seasonal changes and
stagnation, rather then increasing the amount of disinfectants as a first line of
defense.
Another area of compliance that is complex is that of the LT2 ruling. While PWB acts
on behalf of City governance many citizens may not be aware of what steps have
been taken to avoid disconnection of Portland’s open reservoirs. Some citizens
would like to see more direct communication from the City with the State, or the
Governor directly, in order to secure a deferral. While many elected officials have
discussed that the EPA will likely not reverse the LT2 ruling; the State through OHA
has been granted the authority to offer a deferral.
The City is on record stating that everything has been done that could be to secure a
deferral from the State. While this may be true, at least publically, there does not
appear to have been a great deal of effort to secure a state delegation for such a
deferral. Perhaps behind closed doors, the willingness of State elected officials was
not present for such an effort, but there has not been a great deal of public education
around this complex topic. The citizens of Portland could benefit from continued
transparency and education around the LT2 variance, and what steps have been
taken. A website post, in my opinion, is not sufficient for education around these
complex issues.
Privatization, Regionalization, Comingling:
Many citizens also have voiced concerns around issues such as privatization,
regionalization, and non-emergency comingling of water sources (not including use
of Columbia Water Wells due to turbidly or reduced water levels of Bull Run).
Bull Run Watershed provides some of most pristine and clean water in our nation. It
has done so for many generations, and it can continue to do so for many future
generations. Sharing common goals of protection and stewardship of the watershed
for the citizens of Portland seems like a goal and common cause we can all agree to. I
would like to see our City and State elected officials continue outreach, education,
and transparency around these common shared goals; including discussion around
avoiding present and future risk of privatization, regionalization, and nonemergency comingling of sources. And while, some elected officials may believe that
such a risk does not exist; surely educating our citizens, having open discussions,
and providing appropriate layers of protection from these situations occurring,
seem like common goals we can all agree to in order to protect our water and the
Bull Run Watershed for future generations.

9

In summary, while I can only speak objectively as a community member for the
proposed 2014-2015 PWB budget; historically one can appreciate the need for more
transparency and education around these and additional issues.
It is my belief that our elected and soon to be elected, hold responsibility to provide
outreach and community education around these topics. In order for our citizens to
be engaged, it is important that we have access to an education that extends beyond
the media and their focus on conflict and hyperbole.
As more citizens become educated around the core services of the bureau, and as
there is enhanced and continued transparency to the public, it is my belief that more
citizens will be pleased with the current operations and management of the bureau.
I have appreciated the time spent participating as a community member on the PWB
BAC. While surely such a process is narrow in scope, it has allowed me to be more
educated around the operations, fiscal planning, and management of the Water
Bureau and the City as a whole. I have appreciated the transparency and
participation of the bureau staff. It has been an honor to serve in this capacity, and it
is my hope that my participation has in some manner benefited the Bureau, the City,
and the citizens of Portland.

Sincerely,

Kellie Barnes
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Appendix

City of Portland Adopted Budget 2014-2015 Report.
http://www.portlandonline.com/index.cfm?c=62877
PWB BAC Meetings: 2014-2015 Proposed Budget Process.
Annual Debt Report. Fiscal Report 2012-2013. Office of Management and
Finance http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bfs/article/468272.
Office of the City Auditor, Fiscal Sustainability and Financial Condition Report,
Actions Now Can Reduce Risk of Future Problems. July 2011.
http://www.portlandonline.com/auditor/index.cfm?a=358191&c=53775
Personal Interview with the Director of the Audit Services Division, Mr. Drummond
Kahn. January 2014.
Office of the City Auditor, Transition Report Key Risk For City Council July 11,
2013. http://www.portlandonline.com/auditor/index.cfm?a=455658&c=60923
Office of the City Auditor, Spending Utility Ratepayer Money: Not always linked to
services, decision process inconsistent. March 2011.
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bfs/article/468272.
Office of Management and Finance BAC Meeting. Debt Management.
Asset Management Documents, Provided by PWB for Review upon Request.
COOP Documents, Provided by PWB for Review upon Request.
Span of Control. Bureau Totals as Reported in Requested Budget 2013-2014.
City Budget Office, Council Budget Work Sessions Span of Control Data.
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/61621
Bull Run Dam 2 Tower Improvement Contract Manager/General Construction
Guaranteed Maximum Price December 14, 2011 Presentation to Council., (Pelton
Round Tower, Cougar Dam comparison data)
PWB 2011 QualServices Performance Indicators. Water and Wastewater Utility
Survey, Benchmarking Summary Annual Report 2011. AWWA.
PWB Bacterial Monitoring, Total Coliform Rule.
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/water/63755

Willamette River Crossing: Mike Stuhr P.E. Chief Engineer, Presentation to
Mayor Hales and Commissioner Novick.
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Seismic Risk to Oregon Highway for ODOT Mitigation Actions. Metro
Bridge Performance.
ftp://ftp.odot.state.or.us/Bridge/bridge_website_chittirat/2009_Seismic_Vul
nerability_final.pdf
2013 ODOT Bridge Inspection Report.
ftp://ftp.odot.state.or.us/Bridge/bridge_website_chittirat/2013_Br_Condition_Repo
rt_wBookMark_082013.pdf
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APPENDIX E: ADDITIONAL MEMBER COMMENTS
The following comments reflect a Commission member's perspective that differs from the
recommendations in the report and that member’s request that these comments be considered
at the time of the review of the PUB's effectiveness and oversight to date.
Re: Public Listening Session Tomorrow - October 15, 2014
Good evening fellow Commissioners and facilitators,
We have come a long way and read, heard, and learned much about the issues at hand; no small feat
given the complexities of the topic, the volume of input and the compressed timeline. Still, I have
apprehension about calling what was sent around on Saturday a "draft recommendation." I appreciate
the effort that has gone into it thus far, but it suffers from a lack of group discussion by this Commission
on many of the details/key provisions that will determine the success of this new utility oversight body.
As I have been reviewing, I find that certain attributes provide for less effective oversight than the
existing PURB has by Charter (http://www.portlandonline.com/auditor/?c=28479). For example, PURB
advises City Council directly not just the Commissioner-in-Charge, "The Board's purpose is to advise the
City Council, on behalf of and for the benefit of the citizens of Portland...".
The approach proposed in the preliminary recommendation runs counter to our mission as a
Commission and does not appear to accurately reflect the sentiments from the majority of the
Commission. We must endeavor to empower this new entity to attract the skilled individuals we have
discussed and provide superior oversight. Attached are some additional thoughts and a couple of minor
edits.
I look forward to hearing from you and members of the public tomorrow evening.
Regards,
Chris Liddle

Draft Report Feedback - November 10, 2014
Good evening,
Attached you will find my feedback on the most recent draft report. As we shared in our last meeting,
we have come a long way and made significant progress. However, I continue to have concerns that the
proposal in certain areas provides for less effective oversight than the existing PURB has by Charter,
particularly with regard to scope of authority -- I ask that a side-by-side comparison be constructed so
we can better understand and address any differences.
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Additionally, I ask that you consider an alternative approach for the involvement of the PCWC on the
front-end of the budgeting process (see pages 14/15). This proposal addresses the issue raised
regarding the responsibility of the Commissioner-in-Charge to submit the proposed budget to the Mayor
while also giving the PCWC ample opportunity to weigh-in with its thoughts/changes. It also ensures
that the PCWC version of the budget is clearly the baseline as we have previously discussed. It also has
the advantage of a cleaner hand-off to the Mayor and clearer sequencing of events. Please let me know
if you have any questions on this.
I look forward to seeing you all at this Thursday's work session with City Council.
Regards,
Chris Liddle
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