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Public Involvement Advisory Council (PIAC) 
Meeting Agenda & Notes 
April 2, 2013
Members Present: Teresa Baldwin, Kelly Ball, Glenn Bridger, Donita Fry, Bill Gentile, Greg Greenway, Brian Hoop, Denver Igarta, Elizabeth Kennedy-Wong, Paul Leistner, Linda Nettekoven, Colleen Poole, Amy Spring, Marty Stockton, Desiree Williams-Rajee
Members Absent: Mohamed Abdiasis, Robert Boy, Kyle Brown, Liam Frost, Tim Hall, Muna Idow, Inger McDowell, Carri Munn, Khalid Osman, Goldann Salazar, Mike Vander Veen, Christine White, Keith Witcosky
Guests: Victoria Demchak, Shoshanah Oppenheim
Staff: Afifa Ahmed-Shafi, Kat Fiedler 
Agenda

A. Business & Announcements

1. Meeting with Commissioner Novick

2. Financial Impact and Public Involvement Statement (FIPIS) Evaluation

3. Title VI Civil Rights Draft Report

4. Note from Budget Office

5. Public Involvement and the City’s Budget

6. Vote to approve March large group meeting notes

7. Small group updates

8. Reminder: Take small group notes
9. 2013 PIAC work plan
B. Small Group Meetings

Notes
A. Business & Announcements

1. Meeting with Commissioner Novick
Greg, Liam, Mike, Muna, and Afifa met with the Commissioner and his staff person, Bryan Hockaday, to introduce PIAC’s past and future initiatives to him and his staff and explore what his thoughts are on the city’s public involvement and how they can work together in the future. Afifa outlined a few of the key discussion topics from the meeting as follows:
· Experience with the FIPIS (Financial Impact Public Involvement Statement): Commissioner agreed it was a useful tool that helps bureaus consider public involvement. He said it has good questions and that it has been interesting when it has come up during testimony or bureau presentations at City Council. They noted that sometimes the bureaus’ responses to the questions seem ‘rubber stamped’. They are interested in the future iterations of the FIPIS including more equity related questions, and that that could be a good place to explore with Title VI/Civil Rights and Office of Equity. He asked us to consider adding the following questions to FIPIS: “Who is for and who is against this item?” and “What are major objections and/or arguments in support of this item”?  
· They said they had done a survey of bureaus to find out how many public information officers (PIO) are in each bureau and thought it would be interesting to find out if a bureau’s PI is better based on the number of staff they have.
· Regarding bureau’s budget advisory committees (BACs), they asked whether it is the responsibility of the BAC to do outreach to affected communities when a bureau’s budget cuts are being considered. He said that the community that is affected should know about the cuts so that they can weigh in on the decision. We responded that it was the responsibility of the bureau staff to do that outreach versus the community members that volunteer to serve on the BAC, and that equity impact questions are critical to help a bureau think about who is impacted vs. who is burdened vs. who benefits.
· He suggested a goal for next year’s budget process: that during add back lists, bureaus should facilitate a process for community members to express what they would like to see (things that do not currently exist) in a bureau’s budget. Paul added that this is a suggestion similar to the past discussions/ideas to have a “Neighborhood Needs” process, or things that the bureau might not have thought about. Brian asked if this was referring to prioritization of add back requests. Greg said that Commissioner Novick wanted bureaus to be proactive in soliciting community input. Afifa will be typing up more detailed notes from the meeting with Commissioner and will share with PIAC.  Afifa will ask staffer Bryan Hockaday for further clarification on this question, if necessary. 
2. Financial Impact and Public Involvement Statement (FIPIS) Evaluation
Linda, Paul, Mike, and Afifa met a second time to continue planning for the evaluation of FIPIS.  Afifa said their goal is, by the Sept/Oct annual report that PIAC gives to City Council, to have: 
a. Summary of the first year of FIPIS data

b. Notice to the community re: FIPIS, how to use it, invite to comment on the second draft of questions

c. FIPIS 2.0 – second version of proposed questions 
d. CPIN session for staff who frequently fill out FIPIS to share their experiences and comment on the 2nd draft of FIPIS questions.

e. Strategize with Title VI and Office of Equity regarding introducing equity/impact related questions on the FIPIS (Novick’s idea)

f. Ask City Council members in person about their experiences with FIPIS and send an online survey to staff of elected’s to ask about their experience.

Paul said that there is an opportunity, if one year of data can be completely entered and analyzed, to give a really good overview of what activities go to City Council, who’s doing public involvement, and who isn’t (and under what circumstances). We can then consider how it can continue to be useful and how the questions can be altered. There is also an opportunity to incorporate Title VI related questions that bureaus might be required to answer, similar to how we partnered with the Office of Management & Finance (OMF) on financial questions. Linda added that they hope to send a letter to staff inviting them to comment on their experience with the FIPIS, and include that PIAC was directed by City Council to create this form and continue to evaluate it. 
3. Title VI Civil Rights Draft Report
Linda, Mike, Liam and Afifa met with Shoshanah last week to continue the discussion regarding public involvement considerations in the City’s Title VI Civil Rights Plan. Afifa said that the small group discussed the opportunity to align the work of PIAC with the Civil Rights report and to list future initiatives of PIAC within the public involvement section of the Title VI plan. An example of this can be found under “Bureau Director Responsibilities” on Public Involvement, it reads: “Ensure that the public is provided an opportunity to be engaged and involved in the decision-making of the bureau.  Annually report the engagement of the protected classes in community outreach and involvement.” This is a great step forward for public involvement (PI) in the City of Portland.  Shoshanah is open to feedback on what else we would like listed in this. For example, do we also want to ask bureaus to each have a bureau PI plan? Potential areas of collaboration between PIAC and Title VI: 
· Bureau PI Plans

· FIPIS questions

· Future PI Bureau Baseline Assessments

· Annual reporting to City Council on PI
These are potential areas of collaboration because of the intersections of what Title VI and PIAC are asking bureaus to do on public involvement, potentially also along with the Citywide Equity Committee of the Office of Equity and Human Rights. Afifa asked small groups to discuss these areas and other ideas to potentially include in Civil Rights plan in their meetings tonight and to forward her their ideas after the meeting via their meeting notes.

Shoshanah agreed that the work of PIAC, the Title VI program, and the Office of Equity and Human Rights can really move some of these issues forward. She said she would be happy to work on the evolution of the FIPIS, in regards to incorporating Title VI. She said she received a lot of great feedback at the meeting, and has already acted on many of the suggestions, for example she will be going to the East Portland Action Plan group to discuss the plan. The report can be found online at: www.portlandoregon.gov/OMF/CivilRights, and can provide printed versions if needed. She said that the handout she provided to PIAC discusses how the Title VI plan is focused on advancing equity and what her own obligations are. While the conversation in the small group meeting focused on the public involvement section, she would like PIAC to also consider the whole document. The handout includes an overview of all the elements that will be found in the plan, including: a public involvement section, environmental justice policy (Portland does not yet have a citywide policy on environmental justice), citywide translation policy, etc. Shoshanah said she would like PIAC to consider endorsing this effort by writing a letter of support for their City Council date on June 12th. 

Paul commented that he likes the layout of the handout provided. Shoshanah said that someone in the Bureau of Planning & Sustainability helped with the design. She will have it translated by the end of the week, and is looking into what languages it should be translated into. It will be available online in the translated versions. She is inviting feedback through the end of April. Glenn asked how PIAC can show their support and help move this forward, or whether actions should be taken individually. He reiterated the importance of developing this Title VI plan, given how long it has been since Title VI was first passed. Shoshanah repeated that she would love a letter of support from PIAC. Glenn moved that PIAC prepare a letter supporting the progress being made on the Title VI plan. Teresa seconded, all PIAC members were in favor; there were no members opposed and no abstentions. Afifa said that they could bring a drafted letter to the May meeting for finalization. 
Brian noted the use of both “should” and “shall” throughout the document, and also asked about whether much of this text is still in development. Shoshanah said that much of it is drawn off of existing policies, and there are also evolving policies that will be adopted concurrently (e.g. environmental justice policy is under development by the Office of Equity, and translation policy). Shoshanah has drafted a translation policy, which she has already shared with APANO, Latino Network, and NAYA. Marty mentioned that Beaverton already has a translation policy that can be looked at for comparison as a neighboring city. Shoshanah has based her draft off of the translation policies of Seattle, San Francisco, Minneapolis, and the State of Oregon, but will review Beaverton’s as well. Linda asked about whether there are any considerations that BACs will have to take to be in compliance with Title VI. Shoshanah said that decisions that affect the budget in terms of where we are investing dollars have an equity and environmental justice component to them, so there is a conversation that needs to be had in the budget process about this. Marty said that there is environmental justice policy included in chapter seven of the Comprehensive Plan, in regards to how decisions are made on capital purchases. While there is still a need an overarching environmental justice policy, there are specific pieces that are being developed. The staff person that is working on this one in particular is Michelle Kunec-North. Shoshanah said that it would be useful for PIAC to provide feedback on the language policy, and will send it to the group. Afifa said that the small group can meet again if necessary, and any other interested PIAC members can also join.
4. Note from Budget Office

Question from Ryan Kinsella to ONI: “I am scheduling the next two budget forums on behalf of the Mayor’s Office. Specifically, I looked into a number of locations near SE 82nd and somewhere in SW. Based upon these parameters, below are the locations that I have recommended: 5/18 (Saturday, 1:00-3:00PM) – Warner Pacific (2219 SE 68th Ave.); 5/29 (Wednesday, 6:30-8:30PM) - Markham Elementary (10531 SW Capitol Hwy). Warner Pacific was the only available location within this part of SE that could accommodate 150 people. There were several other options in SW, but when I spoke to Portland Public Schools, they recommended Markham Elementary due to the accessibility and the quality of the auditorium. Before confirming the locations, Gail suggested that I check-in with you. Please let me know if you have any concerns at your earliest convenience.”

Brian clarified that these meetings are actually the last meetings. Paul recommended Madison High School and PCC near Division as other possible locations.
5. Public Involvement and the City’s Budget

Glenn brought the issues of ONI’s budget to the group’s attention. He noted that while ONI’s budget is relatively small, they are able to leverage a large amount of resources, including volunteer time, and work to increase the livability of the city of Portland. He referred to many of ONI’s programs that will have some cuts, which he listed on a handout that he provided for the group’s review. He encouraged community members to send a letter in support of ONI’s programs. 
Linda said that many of the budget cuts in different bureaus have resulted in the loss public involvement staff. She expressed that she wanted the group to be aware of what budget cuts really mean. Public involvement is often not seen as a vital service, however these cuts stall public involvement and many other efforts, as well, as Glenn noted. Afifa said that it might be interesting for each of the bureau representatives on PIAC to note how many public involvement positions are cut, or what cuts are being made to funds towards translation, etc. PIAC as a group could consider quantifying these losses in some way. She also asked how PIAC can further the idea of public involvement as a core service. Kelly agreed that it would be a good idea for PIAC to begin capturing this, but the group would first need to create parameters by defining these terms. She also noted that not every bureau is represented on PIAC. 
Elizabeth said that there was a questionnaire that was sent out by a subcommittee led by Commissioner Novick and Commissioner Fish to bureaus on public involvement. They asked about public information officers (PIO) in each bureau, which she noted is different than public involvement staff. She mentioned that the Annual State of Public Involvement Report and Evaluation (ASPIRE) group has been working on creating shared definitions and minimum “standards” for public involvement. Afifa said the group needs to decide if they want to pursue this, as well as the definitions to be used. Brian asked what PIAC could accomplish that Commissioner Novick and Commissioner Fish will not be able to, and whether our role should instead be focused on advocating with them. Kelly said that we would define it a lot broader and would produce a different set of information. Brian said that what is needed is advocacy. Elizabeth said that we could go directly to the commissioners and ask how the group can help in refining what they are asking and acquiring this information. Afifa recalled that at the small group’s meeting with Commissioner Novick, they learned that he is trying to see whether a bureau’s number of public involvement positions influences how much public involvement they actually do. Greg said that, in general, it seems that Comm. Novick supports the notion of public involvement, but he may have had questions on how to measure the effectiveness of it. Afifa proposed that we go directly to the commissioners, as was discussed by the group. Brian seconds this proposal. Elizabeth, Kelly, Brian, Linda, and Shoshanah expressed interest in this. Afifa will contact them to discuss next steps. 
6. Vote to approve March large group meeting notes

Bill motioned to approve the March large group meeting notes, Linda seconded, and the minutes were approved. No members were opposed and Donita, Marty, and Mike abstained. 
7. Small group updates

Afifa asked small group leads to give an update, including basic information on the group’s purpose/charge for the benefit of those attending tonight’s meeting that are newer.  
BAC group: Brian said that the Budget Advisory Committee small group is following up on City Council’s approval of a set of recommendations. They are looking at creating resources to help bureaus implement these rules and evaluate their budget process. Kat has been working on creating a best practices outline for city staff. The group is also coming up with questions for conversations with city staff. They are making a few changes to the timeline of activities due to changes in capacity. 
Desiree expressed concern regarding best practices of data collection, which might be a future topic of discussion for the large group. She said that in terms of demographic collection and tracking attrition rates of communities of color. Since demographic data must be disconnected from names, it is hard to use that information to track attrition. This problem has come up with the Comprehensive Plan and their year-long advisory groups. They observed a large attrition rate of communities of color, but could not quantify it because of the separation of this information. This inhibits the ability to be proactive in retaining these members. Paul said that you could ask for this data in the beginning and in the middle of the process, and therefore compare these two data sets to quantify this. Bill asked if it was possible to do an exit interview to see why these members left. Desiree said that they tried, but they did not have the capacity to do so. There are around 130 people on these PEGs. She asked whether there is something in terms of data collection that can be built into best practices. 
Brian said that Commissioner Fritz had great difficulty when she tried to conduct a survey on the demographics of the City’s boards and commission members. Brian said that no one is centrally collecting boards and commissions data. Paul added that in taking data at multiple times throughout the process, and explaining to the group why this is being done will encourage them to provide this information. Brian said that he has had trouble with the response rate to demographic surveys. Desiree said that you can track how successful your recruitment was because you have the starting pool of demographic data, but any changes to the group members after that cannot be tracked. Desiree said that Multnomah County requires you to separate this information. Shoshanah said that you can ask people to voluntarily provide this demographic information and keep it connected to their name; however you cannot require people to do so. Desiree said that keeping that information connected could lead to issues of discrimination, but, on the other hand, can allow for affirmative action to increase diversity. Shoshanah said that she would discuss with Desiree, at an outside meeting, this issue, as well as how to shield the name for selection, but still allow this data to be used for other purposes thereafter. Victoria said that it is important to consider how you ask for this information. Desiree said that they have not had a problem with response rate. Paul said that it is important not to violate the values that you are trying to uphold by collecting this data. 
Comp Plan Group: Paul said that the Comprehensive Plan group is working on supporting the community involvement policy expert group that is helping develop new goal and policy language for the comprehensive plan. They are analyzing survey responses regarding how community members think the city is doing in community involvement with planning. They found expressed interest in genuine attempts at community involvement. They also heard about issues of accessibility, consistency across city government, city staff capacity, involving affected communities, relevant communications, early involvement, transparency, etc. By this summer, they will have a refined draft of the goals and policies. Greg said that they just finished a round of public workshops. Each member was assigned homework: they were asked to look at another chapter of the comprehensive plan and consider how it includes public involvement. He found chapter eight, the administrative chapter, particularly interesting. State planning goal #1 states that any public involvement plan in any jurisdiction in Oregon is required to be adequately funded. This language would go into the administrative chapter of Portland’s Comprehensive Plan. Elizabeth said that the ASPIRE group has heard how people define public involvement is really different. They went back to the public involvement principles passed by City Council and pulled their language from this. She encouraged the Comp Plan group to do the same, so that they are not drafting new language, but branding public involvement consistently. Everything that PIAC produces should use the same language. Kelly said that a lot of the work we are asking bureaus to do is considered administrative. When there are administrative cuts, there need to also be cuts to administrative requirements. FIPIS and the Baseline Assessment are both administrative work. 
ASPIRE: Elizabeth said that since PIAC had conducted a self-reporting baseline assessment in 2012 for bureaus to provide feedback on how they approach public involvement from a number of different angles. They found that every bureau was different in how they did this. They are creating a report that reflects what they heard and a set of recommendations of what they would like to have adopted by council. All eighteen responding bureaus had a different definition of public involvement. PIAC can reflect to these bureaus that public involvement principles that have been adopted by Council already exist. Some of their work is simply reflecting and reeducating. They are in the process of editing this report. They are working on what it is that they are asking people to adopt as a baseline level of public involvement expectations as a city, and they expect that this is a baseline that all bureaus can or should be able to adhere to. They need to consider a strategy for how all bureaus can change to meet this baseline. She said that she would like to consider how this work mirrors everything else that PIAC is working on. 
8. Reminder: Take small group notes

Afifa reminded the group that it is the responsibility of small group leads to ensure that notes are taken (Brian/Amy, Greg/Paul, Liam/Mohamed) and that Project Coordinators are encouraged to help (Marty, Liam and Bill). We are missing notes from Jan/Feb/Mar for the Comp Plan group. And we are missing March notes from all 3 small groups.  
9. 2013 PIAC Work Plan

The group reviewed other significant planned events for 2013 for PIAC:
· Spring Evaluation of BAC process – BAC group plans to hold a community debrief on the BAC process as well as conduct interviews with BAC staff to obtain feedback on implementation of the new BAC guidelines. 
· Summer of Advocacy – meeting with bureau directors and City Council members to advocate for the recommendations we would like to put in our road map for the next 3-5 years. 
· PIAC’s Five Year Anniversary – October 2013

· Report to City Council crafted by ASPIRE
· Here’s what we heard: Results from the baseline assessment
· Here’s what we recommend: Paint the “road map” for the next three or five years – what we would like to see accomplished in the City on public involvement – and the role we see PIAC, City Council and bureaus playing to achieve that.  
B. Small group meetings

The three subcommittees of PIAC met concurrently. To view small group notes, click on the name of the group on this page: http://www.portlandonline.com/oni/index.cfm?c=61276 
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