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Public Communications

Time requested: 15 minutes

Council action: Placed on File

2

Public Comment (Public Communication)

Document number: June 4, 2025 Public Communications

Committee Referral Report

Committee referral list

Time requested: 5 minutes

3

City Administrator Report

Time requested: 15 minutes

Council action: Placed on File

4

June 4, 2025 City Administrator Report (Presentation)

Document number: 2025-220

Introduced by: Mayor Keith Wilson

City department: City Administrator Michael Jordan

Consent Agenda

Previous agenda item

Council action: Confirmed

Item was pulled from the consent agenda for discussion.

Motion to accept the report: Moved by Kanal and seconded by Morillo.

Aye (11): Kanal, Ryan, Morillo, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney, Koyama Lane

Absent (1): Novick

5

Reappoint Jill Cropp and Peggy Moretti to the Development Review Advisory Committee for terms to expire

March 29, 2028 (Report)

Document number: 2025-198

Introduced by: Mayor Keith Wilson

City department: Permitting & Development

https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/public-communication/placed-file/june-4-2025-public-communications
https://www.portland.gov/auditor/council-clerk/committee-referral-list
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/presentation/placed-file/2025-220
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/report/accepted/2025-198
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/report/accepted/2025-198


Previous agenda item

Council action: Confirmed

Item has been pulled from the consent agenda for discussion.

Motion to accept the report: Moved by Zimmerman and seconded by Clark.

Aye (10): Kanal, Ryan, Morillo, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Koyama Lane

Absent (2): Novick, Pirtle-Guiney

6

Appoint Asad Butt for a term July 1, 2025 through June 30, 2028 and reappoint Leslie Goodlow for a term to

expire June 30, 2028 to the Mt. Hood Cable Regulatory Commission (Report)

Document number: 2025-203

Introduced by: Mayor Keith Wilson

City department: Planning and Sustainability (BPS)

Regular Agenda

Time requested: 30 minutes

Council action: Passed

Aye (12):

Kanal, Ryan, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Novick, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney

7

*Pay settlement of E.F., Daniella Araujo, and Ayva Levin’s bodily injury lawsuits in the sum of $942,600 involving

Portland Parks & Recreation (Emergency Ordinance)

Ordinance number: 192062

Document number: 2025-221

Introduced by: Mayor Keith Wilson

City department: Risk Management

Time requested: 30 minutes

Council action: Passed

Aye (12):

Kanal, Ryan, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Novick, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney

8

*Pay settlement of the estate of M.A. (a minor) wrongful death and related claims resulting from a drowning at

Montavilla Community Center for $1,660,400 involving Portland Parks & Recreation (Emergency Ordinance)

Ordinance number: 192063

Document number: 2025-222

Introduced by: Mayor Keith Wilson

City department: Risk Management

https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/report/accepted/2025-203
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/report/accepted/2025-203
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192062
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192062
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192063
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192063


Second reading agenda item

Council action: Remanded

Motion to remand the ordinance to approve funding recommendations of Children's Levy Allocation Committee:

Moved by Morillo and seconded by Green.

Aye (7): Kanal, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Green, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith

Nay (5): Ryan, Novick, Clark, Zimmerman, Pirtle-Guiney

9

Approve funding recommendations of Children’s Levy Allocation Committee for July 1, 2025 – June 30, 2028

(Ordinance)

Document number: 2025-207

Introduced by: Councilor Dan Ryan

City department: Portland Children's Levy

Second reading agenda item

Council action: Passed

Aye (11): Ryan, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Novick, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney

Absent (1): Kanal

10

Authorize the Bureau of Transportation to acquire certain permanent and temporary rights necessary for

construction of the NE Columbia – Cully Boulevard and Alderwood Road Intersection Improvements Project

through exercise of Eminent Domain Authority (Ordinance)

Ordinance number: 192064

Document number: 2025-184

Introduced by: Mayor Keith Wilson

City department: Transportation

https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/council-action-see-notes/2025-207
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192064
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192064
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192064


Time requested: 45 minutes

Previous agenda item

Council action: Adopted As Amended

Motion to amend Committee Agendas B.1.b. in Exhibit A to add ", as defined in Code Subsections 3.02.020 B.1.a.

(1)(a) and (b)": Moved by Kanal and seconded by Avalos. (Aye (7): Kanal, Ryan, Morillo, Green, Avalos, Dunphy,

Smith; Nay (5) Koyama Lane, Novick, Clark, Pirtle-Guiney; Absent (1) Zimmerman)

Motion to call the question: Moved by Ryan and seconded by Clark. (Aye (3): Ryan Zimmerman, Pirtle-Guiney;

Nay (8) Kanal, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Clark, Green, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith; Absent (1) Novick) Motion fails to pass.

Motion to amend Committee Actions B.1.a.1. in Exhibit A to replace "themes from public testimony received"

with "links to all oral and written testimony received": Moved by Kanal and seconded by Avalos. (Aye (3): Kanal,

Koyama Lane, Avalos; Nay (8) Ryan, Morillo, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney; Absent (1)

Novick) Motion fails to pass.

Motion to amend Committee Actions B.1.d. Moved by Green and seconded by Kanal. (Aye (11): Kanal, Ryan,

Koyama Lane, Morillo, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney; Absent (1) Novick)

Motion to amend Committee Actions B.1.a.1. in Exhibit A to add "and links to all oral and written testimony

received": Moved by Avalos and seconded by Dunphy. (Aye (8): Kanal, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Clark, Green,

Avalos, Dunphy, Smith; Nay (2) Ryan, Zimmerman; Absent (2) Novick, Pirtle-Guiney)

Aye (10): Kanal, Ryan, Morillo, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Koyama Lane

Absent (2): Novick, Pirtle-Guiney

11

Adopt committee rules (Resolution)

Resolution number: 37707

Document number: 2025-166

Introduced by: Council Vice President Tiffany Koyama Lane; Councilor Dan Ryan

Time requested: 30 minutes

Previous agenda item

Council action: Tabled

Motion to table the item: Moved by Koyama Lane and seconded by Kanal. Approved by unanimous consent.

12

Adopt a procedure for the appointment and confirmation of Portlanders to City boards, commissions, and

committees (Resolution)

Document number: 2025-117

Introduced by: Councilor Dan Ryan; Council Vice President Tiffany Koyama Lane

https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/resolution/adopted/37707
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/resolution/appointment-and-confirmation-portlanders-city-boards-commissions-and
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/resolution/appointment-and-confirmation-portlanders-city-boards-commissions-and


Suspension of Rules

Council action: Passed

Motion to suspend the rules to add an ordinance to the agenda to extend the current levels of funding in the

Portland Children's Levy with authority granted up to the 25% mark to the director for reductions given the

reduction in revenue for the upcoming 12 months not to exceed one year: Moved by Zimmerman and seconded

by Clark. (Aye (12): Kanal, Ryan, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Novick, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith,

Pirtle-Guiney)

Aye (12):

Kanal, Ryan, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Novick, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney

13

*Approve one year extension of funding for Portland Children’s Levy that reflects lower revenues for FY 2025-26

(Emergency Ordinance)

Ordinance number: 192065

Document number: 2025-226

Introduced by: Councilor Eric Zimmerman

City department: Portland Children's Levy

Session Status: Adjourned

Council in Attendance: Councilor Sameer Kanal

Councilor Dan Ryan

Council Vice President Tiffany Koyama Lane

Councilor Angelita Morillo

Councilor Steve Novick

Councilor Olivia Clark

Councilor Mitch Green

Councilor Eric Zimmerman

Councilor Candace Avalos

Councilor Jamie Dunphy

Councilor Loretta Smith

Council President Elana Pirtle-Guiney

Council President Pirtle-Guiney presided.

Officers in attendance: Naomi Sheffield, Senior Deputy City Attorney; Rebecca Dobert, Acting Council Clerk

Councilor Dunphy arrived at 2:03 p.m.

Council recessed at 2:12 p.m. and reconvened at 2:29 p.m.

Council recessed at 3:31 p.m. and reconvened at 4:01 p.m.

Council recessed at 4:05 p.m. to enter executive session.

Council reconvened at 5:00 p.m.

Council adjourned at 5:36 p.m.

Thursday, June 5, 2025 2:00 pm

https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192065


Regular Agenda

Time requested: 20 minutes

Council action: Passed

Aye (11): Kanal, Ryan, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Novick, Clark, Green, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney

Nay (1): Zimmerman

14

*Pay settlement of Carlos Ibarra bodily injury lawsuit in the sum of $350,000 involving Portland Parks &

Recreation (Emergency Ordinance)

Ordinance number: 192066

Document number: 2025-223

Introduced by: Mayor Keith Wilson

City department: Risk Management

Time requested: 10 minutes

Council action: Passed

Aye (12):

Kanal, Ryan, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Novick, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney

15

*Pay Workers’ Compensation Claims of Robin Scheffer in the sum of $75,000 involving Portland Permitting &

Development (Emergency Ordinance)

Ordinance number: 192067

Document number: 2025-224

Introduced by: Mayor Keith Wilson

City department: Risk Management

https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192066
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192066
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192067
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192067


Time Certain

Time certain: 2:30 pm

Time requested: 2 hours and 30 minutes

Council action: Passed As Amended

Motion to amend Section I. in Exhibit A to strike “$2,000,000.00” and replace with “7,500,000.00 from the City and

$1,000,000.00 from Prosper Portland”: Moved by Smith and seconded by Avalos. (Aye (12) Kanal, Ryan, Koyama

Lane, Morillo, Novick, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney)

Aye (12):

Kanal, Ryan, Koyama Lane, Morillo, Novick, Clark, Green, Zimmerman, Avalos, Dunphy, Smith, Pirtle-Guiney

16

*Authorize City Attorney to settle lawsuit related to the historic Central Albina displacement and pay settlement

of named plaintiffs’ claims in the sum of $7,500,000 from the City and $1,000,000 from Prosper Portland

(Emergency Ordinance)

Ordinance number: 192068

Document number: 2025-225

Introduced by: Mayor Keith Wilson

City department: Risk Management

https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192068
https://www.portland.gov/council/documents/ordinance/passed/192068


Portland City Council Meeting 
June 4, 2025 - 9:30 a.m. 
Speaker List

Name Title Document Number
Elana Pirtle-Guiney Council President
Rebecca Dobert Acting Council Clerk
Sameer Kanal Councilor
Dan Ryan Councilor
Tiffany Koyama Lane Council Vice President
Angelita Morillo Councilor
Steve Novick Councilor
Olivia Clark Councilor
Mitch Green Councilor
Eric Zimmerman Councilor
Candace Avalos Councilor
Jamie Dunphy Councilor
Loretta Smith Councilor
Alan Yoder Deputy City Attorney
David Raycroft (Public Communications) 2
Injured Pissedoff (Public Communications) 2
Susan Bladholm (Public Communications) 2
Michael Jordan City Administrator 2025-220
Rose Radich Risk Management 2025-220
Eric Engstrom Director, Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 2025-220
Eric Engstrom Director 2025-203
Julia DeGraw Chair of MHCRC & MHCRC Portland Representative 2025-203
Seema Gadh Kumar Chief of Community Technology, BPS 2025-203
Andrew Speer Franchise and Utility Program Manager, BPS 2025-203
10:07 am CIty Attorney 2025-221
Rosalia Radich Senior Claims Analyst 2025-221
Adena Long Director, Portland Parks and Recreation 2025-221
Ryan Bailey Deputy City Attorney 2025-222
Karren Bond Senior Claims Analyst 2025-222
Robert Taylor City Attorney 2025-207
Lisa Pellegrino Director 2025-207, 2025-226
Sahaan McKelvey Director of Advocacy and Engagement, Self Enhancement Inc. 2025-207, 2025-226
Ashley Hernandez Council Operations 2025-166
Debbie Aiona (Testimony) 2025-166
Terry Harris (Testimony) 2025-166
Lori Brocker Manager, Council Operations 2025-166
Priya Dhanapal Deputy City Administrator of Public Works 2025-184
Winston Sandino Project Manager, PBOT 2025-184
Ashley Hernandez Council Operations Coordinator 2025-166, 2025-117
Joe Jackson (Testimony) 2025-166
Craig Bethell (Testimony) 2025-166
Lori Brocker Council Operations 2025-166
Keelan McClymont Council Clerk 2025-166
David Kuhnhausen Interim Director, Portland Permitting & Development 2025-198
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Portland City Council Meeting
Thursday June 5, 2025 - 2:00 p.m.
Speaker List

Name Title Document Number
Elana Pirtle-Guiney Council President
Rebecca Dobert Acting Council Clerk
Sameer Kanal Councilor
Dan Ryan Councilor
Tiffany Koyama Lane Council Vice President
Angelita Morillo Councilor
Steve Novick Councilor
Olivia Clark Councilor
Mitch Green Councilor
Eric Zimmerman Councilor
Candace Avalos Councilor
Jamie Dunphy Councilor
Loretta Smith Councilor
Naomi Sheffield Chief Deputy City Attorney
Anne Milligan Senior Deputy City Attorney 2025-223
David Ferro Liability Claims Analyst 2025-223
Erin Nielsen Senior Workers' Compensation Analyst 2025-224
Linh Vu Chief Deputy City Attorney 2025-224
Susan Cline-Quinones Workers' Compensation Claims Manager 2025-224
Robert Taylor City Attorney 2025-225
Beth Woodard Senior Deputy City Attorney 2025-225
Ed Johnson (Testimony) 2025-225
Diane Ngyuen (Testimony) 2025-225
Jonathan Eder (Testimony) 2025-225
Yvette Roberts (Testimony) 2025-225
James Crittendon (Testimony) 2025-225
Rasaah Muhammed (Testimony) 2025-225
Royal Harris (Testimony) 2025-225
Karanja Crews (Testimony) 2025-225
Claude Bowles (Testimony) 2025-225
Ashlee  Albies (Testimony) 2025-225
Miss Byrd (Testimony) 2025-225
Keith Wilson Mayor 2025-225
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Portland City Council Meeting Closed Caption File 

June 4, 2025 – 9:30 a.m. 

 

This file was produced through the closed captioning process for the televised city 

Council broadcast and should not be considered a verbatim transcript. The official 

vote counts, motions, and names of speakers are included in the official minutes. 

 

Speaker:  Good morning, counselors. It is June 4th at 931. I am convening our 

Portland City Council meeting. Colleagues, you'll notice that councilor koyama lane 

is online. This morning, and councilor Ryan has said that he is running a little bit 

late. We have a very packed agenda and we cannot run significantly late on this 

meeting today, because I would like everybody to have a break before the work 

session this afternoon. I'll also note that at the end of the meeting, we are recessed 

to reconvene tomorrow. We have a few settlements that we're going to take more 

time. And so we are hearing those tomorrow afternoon in that Thursday afternoon 

overflow slot. So that we could have time to get through the things that are on our 

agenda today. Council agenda.  

Speaker:  Council agenda. I can't raise my hand.  

Speaker:  I rebecca, could you please call the roll?  

Speaker:  Canal.  

Speaker:  Here.  

Speaker:  Ryan. Here. Koyama lane.  

Speaker:  Here.  

Speaker:  Morillo here.  

Speaker:  Novick here.  

Speaker:  Clark. Here. Green.  



Speaker:  Present.  

Speaker:  Zimmerman. Here. Avalos. Present. Dunphy. Here. Smith. Here.  

Speaker:  Pirtle-guiney here. Thank you. And I can't see who we have as our 

attorney today behind the computer. But could you read the rules of order and 

decorum for us?  

Speaker:  Welcome to the Portland City Council. To testify before council in person 

or virtually. You must sign up in advance on the council agenda at wwe Portland 

council agenda. Information on engaging with the council can be found on the 

council clerk's web page. Individuals may testify for three minutes unless the 

presiding officer states otherwise. Your microphone will be muted when your time 

is over. The presiding officer preserves order. Disruptive conduct such as shouting. 

Refusing to conclude your testimony when your time is up, or interrupting others 

testimony or council deliberations will not be allowed. If you cause a disruption, a 

warning will be given. Further disruption will result in ejection from the meeting. 

Anyone who fails to leave once ejected is subject to arrest for trespass. Additionally, 

council may take a short recess and reconvene virtually. Your testimony should 

address the matter being considered when testifying. State your name for the 

record. Your address is not necessary. If you are a lobbyist, identify the organization 

you represent. Virtual testifiers should unmute themselves when the council clerk 

calls your name. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you so much. Councilors. The first item on our agenda is agenda 

approval. Are there any requests to amend or reorder the agenda? Councilor Ryan?  

Speaker:  Thanks. Yeah, I just was curious about something. Madam president, on 

may 5th, the governance committee, after two really long discussions on it, passed 

a legislation. Excuse me, that made it really clear how we would handle the mayor 

tiebreaker vote. And we, you know, we narrowed it down to the fact that 



ordinances and land use hearings, it was very necessary if we were to six six tie to 

have the mayor weigh in and not on amendments. So that's a little summary of 

what we accomplished. You're aware of that. And then we passed that. And I know 

that people blocked the emergency first reading two days later I could. I’m okay 

with that. But we didn't have it on the last agenda. And then again, it's not on this 

agenda. So I think it's fair for the public to understand why we're slow walking this, I 

think, very important conversation. And I thank those that worked on the charter to 

campaign for that. There was a lot of rhetoric about how important it was to have 

the mayor tiebreaker vote when there was no veto established. So I’m just curious, 

especially as we're in the heat of very challenging conversations about our budget, 

why this is not being discussed at council.  

Speaker:  Councilor I assume this is relevant to this agenda item, because you may 

decide to move to amend the agenda. Is that correct?  

Speaker:  I, I don't know if I have the votes to move to amend the agenda, but I 

think it's fair to hear by those who were clear that they didn't want this to be read 

and by you, the council president, to explain why the public isn't hearing us discuss 

what we passed to governance.  

Speaker:  Absolutely. Councilor there is a backlog of agenda items that have come 

out of committee that were brought forward by councilors, that I am working hard 

to get on our agendas because of our budget work. And frankly, a number of items 

from the administrative side that hadn't been brought forward earlier in the year or 

late last year as the government transition occurred. We have had a number of 

items, a disproportionate number of items coming from the administration that 

were in crunch time. I then tried to work through the agenda items that councilors 

brought forward that had direct budgetary implications, and then moved to things 

that, frankly, have been sitting for the longest. So actually, rather than a slow walk, 



what you're seeing is two items on our agenda today that also came out of the 

governance committee that have been sitting, waiting to be heard at full council for 

much longer. I think that our vice president, councilor koyama lane, was very clear 

with our colleagues when they didn't sign the 9/12 paper to try to get that on that 

first agenda, where we had left room for it, that that meant we probably wouldn't 

be able to vote on that measure before we were done with the budget. And after 

that, I sent out how the attorneys are currently interpreting the guidance around a 

tie breaking vote to all of our colleagues so that there was full transparency 

amongst everybody at the dais around how I would be applying the tie breaking 

authority, or looking to the mayor to apply that tie breaking role. And so we have 

been essentially make shifting as best we can without that, since folks chose our 

colleagues chose not to bring it forward. And again, rather than slow walking, what 

you actually see is two other governance agenda items that have been sitting for 

much longer on our agenda today, that I hope we will have time to get to.  

Speaker:  Well then, I hope right now you could explain to the public how, in fact, if 

there was a66 vote on an ordinance, how we would proceed forward?  

Speaker:  The guidance that I have gotten from our attorneys, specifically from 

robert taylor, who leads the city attorney's office and provides the closest thing we 

have. Excuse me, the closest thing we have to that that role of interpreting how all 

of our various levels of rules fit together. Is that the language that we currently have 

tells us that the mayor, on a deciding vote can break a tie, which means a couple of 

things. It means, first of all, that he has to be here to break that tie. There's not 

provisions for if he's not present. Yes, it means that if we are talking about an 

emergency vote which requires nine votes, that he does not weigh in because that's 

not a tie stood, it means that on votes that get us to a final decision like 



amendments, he does not break the tie. But on any final vote vote of passage, he 

would break the tie.  

Speaker:  And that's exactly basically what we're trying to bring to the entire 

council. So it sounds like you're moving forward with the practice that we discussed 

in what we landed in the passage of that legislation.  

Speaker:  And I’m happy to resend that language to everybody that I had sent 

before around the attorney's guidance, if that's helpful. I think.  

Speaker:  That after the I thought we needed that transparency. It's been lacking. I 

appreciate it.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor green, do you have a request to amend or reorder 

the agenda?  

Speaker:  I wanted to speak to councilor Ryan's question. Okay. I mean, because I 

think if you want to make the motion councilor to see where the votes land, you can 

do that today. But I guess my question would be the overflow. The overflow session 

tomorrow. Would we have space to accommodate either what would be bumped 

from this or or that motion to amend?  

Speaker:  Colleagues, we are hearing a lawsuit.  

Speaker:  Settlement tomorrow that because of the extent of public testimony that 

we expect and the extent of discussion that I am anticipating, we've scheduled for 

two and a half of those three hours, and I don't foresee that agenda item being 

something that we can easily cut down.  

Speaker:  Okay. That's helpful.  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal did you have a request to amend or reorder the agenda?  

Speaker:  No. Madam president, I have a 15 second comment on this. That's okay. 

Go ahead. I can't speak to the votes on any specific measure. I can't speculate, but 

what I will say is that if there was to be a motion to only hear items from councilors 



and put everything from the administration on the back burner until July or August, 

I would I would vote for it. At this point, we have way too many items that i'll talk 

about a couple later in this meeting that have been waiting. Otherwise, thanks.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor, councilors, do I have unanimous consent to 

approve the agenda? Great. Thank you. Our next agenda item is public 

communication. Rebecca, could you please call forward the Portlanders who have 

signed up to speak with us today?  

Speaker:  First up, we have david raycroft.  

Speaker:  Good morning. Wow, this is quite the swanky setup from the last time I 

was here. Very nice.  

Speaker:  Meeting with us here this morning, david.  

Speaker:  Greetings, mayor wilson and members of the City Council. My name is 

david raycroft and I’m the chief goblin wrangler of geek week pdx. I’m actually here 

today to tell you a story. This story is about a few old school nerds that have a deep 

love for the quirky and creative culture that is Portland. Back in the olden days of 

2024, this gaggle of geeks thought, you know what we need? We need a pizza week 

for nerds was a modest notion to inspire visitors and residents to explore our 

neighborhoods and maybe discover a new place to eat, drink, and play. So we went 

out to the community and asked, do you want to do a thing? And the community 

said, yes. Last year we cataloged over 400 nerdy experiences across 150 small 

businesses in every corner of the city. Every district showed up and let their geek 

flag fly. This week, geek week pdx is back, bigger and more epic than ever. We're 

transforming downtown, turning director's park into an imagination station with 

five days of nerdy, nerdy programing, including a grand finale fantasy fair that's 

going to be taking place during Sunday parkways. The central eastside is geeking 

out, kicking off festivities with an intergalactic prom at the jupiter hotel. Dust off 



your taffeta and bust out your baby blue tux. You're all invited, and the central east 

side is becoming an adventure hub with over 20 nights of programing over the ten 

day period of time, from wonderwood springs and saint john's to disk heroes, a 

comic shop and disc golf store on southeast 102nd street, more than 300 small 

businesses will be celebrating during geek week pdx. And yes, I mentioned disc golf 

because nerd culture is so much more than comic shops and game stores. Let me 

take a moment and tell you a little bit about what geek culture is, and why is the city 

we should celebrate it. The term nerd or geek has become a badge of honor. The 

definition is an intellectual enthusiast with a deep passion for an area of interest, 

and there are all kinds of nerds, food nerds, whiskey nerds, history nerds. You get 

the idea. According to a 2023 survey, 72% of Americans declare themselves as a 

nerd or geek. That's 240 million people in the us that consider themselves as a 

geek. To give you context, that's 6 million more than identify as a sports fan with 

iconic destinations and over 300 geek related businesses. I am here to ask you and 

the members of the City Council to invite those 200 million nerds in America to 

discover the quirky and creative city by proclaiming September 5th through the 

14th geek week pdx. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you so much for bringing that. Ask forward to us.  

Speaker:  Robert robert jennings. Robert jennings, we'll move to number three. 

Injured and off. You can approach the table.  

Speaker:  By. F third. Yes. Good. Oh.  

Speaker:  Welcome. Good morning. Thank you for being here.  

Speaker:  Good morning. My name is injured and off. I had it legally changed in the 

old Multnomah County courthouse. You can read it on google if you type or say 

injured and off. It comes up as the first four links that did Thursday. But this 

morning, while I guess I got demoted, it still had the four links at the upper part of 



the list. I came here because a injustices seven dog attacks on a blind person that 

had a legal service animal. I guess it's a joke about equal justice for all. I had to get 

Oregon legal aid to even allow me into the housing. It was called housing authority 

of Portland then that was in December 3rd of 2004. I’m talking some 25 years or 20 

years plus. And the reason why they said that my dog wouldn't be allowed in the in 

the building was because it weighed more than 25 pounds. Well, he must have 

weighed some 60 then. And then with seven dog attacks on the service animal, I 

couldn't get no equal justice. Even with a valid restraining order against the person I 

went to the court down the street there, and the district attorney said, well, we're 

dismissing the case because she really didn't mean it. And so I didn't fill out a 

seventh and even medical mistreatment at ohsu. They were standing me up for 

three days ignoring my spinal cord injuries. And all I could do was throw up. And I 

even protested to the Oregon state bar and even to the united states attorney 

general. He apparently got fired. You can look up the date and see the video that I 

was talking. I’d sent for registered and certified letters to the united states 

department of justice, as well as one to eric holder himself or two of them, and 

never no reply or anything. And he was the chief cop that was supposed to enforce 

the service animal laws. He got fired, like I said, and if that sounds like fair and 

equal justice, I guess I get the humor there. Even my medical report of my spinal 

cord injuries are just vanished. The hospital didn't want them, and the care facility 

that I’m at currently doesn't want them either. So bones and x rays do lie in the 

trash or in the incinerator. Thank.  

Speaker:  Thank you for.  

Speaker:  Being here and for raising your concerns about how things are moving 

there.  

Speaker:  Next is joe perez. Joe perez. Susan gledhill.  



Speaker:  Morning, susan. Thanks for being here.  

Speaker:  Good morning. Thank you. Council president. Good morning. Councilors. 

My name is susan, founder of frog ferry. The willamette river originally named the 

Multnomah after the chinook village, was a life giving resource and natural travel 

route for indigenous peoples. When settlers arrived, they also relied on river transit, 

but by the 20th century, federal investments heavily favored cars and highways and 

sidelined our rivers. Once vital water corridors, they became obstacles polluted and 

neglected. In 2005, Portland city agencies revisited river transit through a study that 

found ferries could work in the event of more congestion, population growth and 

with committed champions. We've got about 40 of us here today. 20 years later, our 

roads are gridlocked, our air quality is worsened, and we have fragile and expensive 

road and bridge infrastructure. Frog ferry was founded by citizens seeking solutions 

for climate, community resilience and equitable access to jobs. We wondered 

ferries work for other river cities. Why not Portland? In 2018, frog ferry was 

included in metro's regional transportation plan, and mayor Wheeler awarded 

$40,000 for a case study of similar cities with ferries. That same year, pbot 

proposed funding for a ferry feasibility study was cut in 2019, with odot funds and 

pbot matching funds. We completed that needed feasibility study and demand 

model in partnership with pbot, trimet and metro. Here's a stack of the studies 

we've completed for all of you. The studies confirm ferry services viable and 

needed, and in 2021, we completed the pilot project planned with a second odot 

grant. Now in 2025, we're ready to launch a pilot project between st. Johns and 

downtown. We've delivered $40 million in value from a $90,000 city investment. De-

risking the project a robust transit system is essential for the 40% of Portlanders 

who can't drive ferries, bypass traffic, and cut commute times in half. From the 

north peninsula, frog ferry can launch and operate without federal funds. $10 



million is currently under consideration in salem. We are asking for $3 million over 

ten years with a $3 million annual subsidy. We need clear city support, a true 

partnership to strengthen our case for pcef and state dollars. We understand 

you're making difficult budget decisions, so let's act with the resources we have to 

build a new transit mode that has very little operational and maintenance costs. 

This is an idea your predecessors have considered for decades, and you have the 

chance to lead something transformative for Portland in 2028. Let's launch an 

electric ferry. Let's get back to basics. Your leadership can make it happen. Thank 

you.  

Speaker:  Thank you so much for being here this morning. And i'll let folks know 

who are not used to our council meetings and potentially are planning on staying, 

that we try to keep support or dissension, to silent support or dissension. Jazz 

hands. Thumbs up, thumbs down. All great. Thank you. Councilors. The next item 

on our agenda is the committee referral report. Since our last meeting, I have sent 

appointments to the mount hood cable regulatory commission to transportation 

and infrastructure, reaffirming council commitment to vision zero to transportation 

and infrastructure, requiring the city administrator to develop a citywide asset 

management strategy to transportation and infrastructure. Grant a cable franchise 

agreement to comcast of Oregon to finance committee appointments to the 

development review advisory committee, to the homelessness and housing 

committee approving the mount hood cable regulatory commission budget to the 

finance committee with a note to transportation and infrastructure. Adopting solid 

waste and recycling rates to the finance committee, again with a note so that folks 

know that it is out there to transportation and infrastructure. Appointing members 

to the parks board, to climate resilience and land use, and appointing members to 

the planning commission. Also to climate resilience and land use. The next item on 



our agenda is the city and councilor kanal. Did you have a question about that 

agenda item?  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  Go right ahead.  

Speaker:  So I first as a comment, a suggestion. It would be great to have that in 

writing, but also to see the and I appreciate the transparency on that, but also the 

items that have been referred out from committee. For example, we have 2025 148 

amend code to consolidate noise enforcement and improve fairness and 

consistency in noise regulation, which was referred by the committee to the full 

council on April 8th. And because this one does have to be heard by law this month, 

putting this here publicly would help people understand what's coming up in June. 

And then my clarification is my understanding is that the ordinance I filed, which 

doesn't have a number yet, but is adopt council regular meeting schedule pursuant 

to code subsection 3.02.010.3.1, better known as the weekly council meeting 

ordinance, was referred to the full council, but it hasn't been mentioned. I 

understand that that's not a committee.  

Speaker:  You. As you started speaking, I realized that we have a flaw in our system, 

which is that we list items. It is on the website. There is a publicly available list of 

items that have been referred to committee. So you can see that in writing, it 

should be on the home page for our committees. At the bottom of that page. But 

because that is tied to committees, we don't have on there the items that have 

been referred directly to council. And I appreciate you flagging that I will work with 

our clerk's office to make sure that those items are also included, and that anything 

that's referred directly to council is on that list showing its referral to council. I don't 

know if our website, as it currently stands, can accommodate a public listing of 

what has been referred out of committee, but I think that's a great idea, and I’m 



happy to talk to our clerk's office about how we might be able to incorporate that 

into our publicly available information.  

Speaker:  Thank you. And just to confirm, that document that I just mentioned has 

been referred to.  

Speaker:  It has been referred. So the can you read the name of it again since I 

don't have it in front of me.  

Speaker:  Yeah. Adopt council regular meeting schedule pursuant to code 

subsection 3.0, 2.010. C point one.  

Speaker:  And that has been referred to the full council.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor. Mr. Jordan, would you like to give us just any top 

level details that you want to highlight from your city administrator report this 

month?  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. Members of council, you have the report. 

It I will highlight maybe one big difference in this month's report and that is that we 

have added all of the claims that have been settled with the city that are below 

$50,000, that don't come to council, and that's rather extensive list. So I hope that's 

helpful. I know that we are still continuing to tinker with the approach on citywide 

grants. You have a couple of pages at the very end of the report about grant activity 

at the city. Continue to entertain certainly, any of your comments on how this can 

be made better. It's still a work in progress, as most of you are maybe painfully 

aware, maine may was all budget all the time and kept us all very busy. I would note 

that we did get tentative agreement with cp, so that was, I think, a big highlight of 

the month. Looking forward, I’d like everybody to make sure it's on their calendar 

June the 14th, Saturday from 10 to 12 at the Washington park reservoir, going to 

have a big celebration about the reopening of that. I certainly am here to take any 



questions. And I think there might have been a question about the under 50,000 

claims.  

Speaker:  So thank you, mr. Jordan. Councilor canal. That might be your question.  

Speaker:  Is, before I ask the question, I just wanted to say I appreciate you putting 

in all the things that happened on may 21st for the public safety service area while 

we were in a 15 hour budget meeting. And congratulations to the new boec staff, as 

well as everyone who got an award at the fire and rescue award ceremony. My 

question, administrator jordan, is about page 12 of the document, in which there 

are nearly 20 claims against the water bureau for discrimination on basis of age, 

religion, race and sex, and veteran preference as well. I understand that these were 

resolved by the bureau before being claimed, and all of them appear to have been 

addressed. Bureau resolved on may 1st, but I guess the question is, what is going 

on here that we have such a high number of this type of claim?  

Speaker:  I appreciate I appreciate the question. I think rose reddick is here from 

risk to give you the detailed answer, but I believe it has to do with people of a 

similar classification in different bargaining units being paid at different levels. And I 

think there was one filing from an attorney's office and for 18 different employees 

in an attempt to create a class. If I if I read, read it correctly. But rose is here to 

maybe answer any questions detail you may have.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Introduce yourself and go right ahead.  

Speaker:  Yes, of course. My name is rose radic and I’m with the city's risk 

management. Thank you for your question, officer. Our councilor canal. Yes. So, as 

our city administrator said, there were it was a handful of tort claim notice letters 

from the same attorney's office kind of characterizes the potential class action 

related to pay for the same classification, but under different cbas because they 

were in different bureaus. And so using those protected classes is kind of 



characterizing the claim of they're doing the same job. But here's some differences 

that they identified for the individuals. So there were 18 individuals named, which is 

why we set up 18 different claims. And heidi brown with the city attorney's office, 

took the lead on the kind of communication with the attorney to resolve these. And 

so there was sort of a group resolution in group settlement that was reached. And I 

believe payments were made in April 2025, but I don't have my computer with me 

today. But we can I can follow up with heidi and we can get more specifics if you 

needed anything.  

Speaker:  Yeah. The follow up I’d have on that is 17 of the 18 listed are filed on the 

same day and closed on the same day. The 18th is filed on a different day, but also 

closed on the same day, which is may 1st. And so I just and that's the one that 

alleges gender and religious discrimination. So I’d love to have just a clarification if 

that is included. I know the number you said 18 would include it, but just because it 

was filed on a different date, I wanted to clarify there.  

Speaker:  And I can look specifically to see which individual claim that was. I can say 

that because we got a couple different letters, they were set up sort of as risk 

claims when we get the letters. And then I closed all of them on the same day. Once 

I had confirmation of the payments going out. But I can double check why that one 

had a different date.  

Speaker:  Great. And then my second of two questions is if you could give some 

clarity as to the definition that you're using for claim tendered in this entire list.  

Speaker:  Okay. Or. And where where is that in the list? Just so I know where to.  

Speaker:  Look, it's all over. There's many that are noted as claim denied or 

withdrawn or claim settled. Pd settled by settled. But but there's or no claim filed in 

a couple cases.  

Speaker:  But yeah so the claims not for those water bureau claims but for others.  



Speaker:  Just in general. And that if you could clarify that now. But if not I 

understand. I just.  

Speaker:  Yeah, that's one of our closure codes and so I can I don't know if it's 

defined anywhere else, but we have some claims where, you know, the bureau 

resolves it and there's no risk payment for claim tendered. Often if there's like a 

contractor or something where we would kind of submit the claim to them under 

our contract or something to handle that might be used, if it's something where it's 

actually like an odot, like a state. Asset that they would handle and not was 

mistakenly filed with us. Something like that.  

Speaker:  Okay. I do see a lot on transportation, so that would make sense. Thank 

you. Thank you, madam president.  

Speaker:  Councilor smith.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. Thank you. City administrator jordan, I 

want to go to the grants department. It looks like we were reimbursed for a lot of 

funding on the federal grant side, and we were granted as of 430. 25, 85 million. 

And eight and $734. Was any of that money that was reimbursed? Did we front 

general fund money for.  

Speaker:  I’m not aware of that. I can look it up and make sure I can find out. I don't 

know if there was any general fund money on the front end.  

Speaker:  Sometimes we know we get a note that says we're approved for xyz and 

we want to start the project. And so we'll get general fund money to grant it, and 

then we'll pay the general fund back. And I want to make sure that any part of that 

85 million that is owed back to the general fund, that I know what that amount is. 

And when we fronted that money, whether it be this fiscal year or the previous 

fiscal years, and we also have pbot, which which has a substantial reimbursement 

of 46,000,482 and 753. Same thing. I need to find out how much of that did we front 



and we're paying ourselves back. And to make sure that that goes back to the 

general fund. The other piece is the 9/12 that we passed in February. It it allowed 

for us to see within 15 days, not 30 days. So I would like to see a separate 15 day 

allocation of new monies that are coming in that are that are unassigned. And I 

can't tell from this report. So I think that we're trying to do two things with one, but 

I think we need to separate that so that we're clear of how much unassigned dollars 

like the opioid settlement monies and others that have come through, so that I can 

have a clear picture of how much money we have in the queue. Thank you very 

much.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Council.  

Speaker:  Councilor green.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. Thank you, mr. Jordan. In the update, 

there's some mention of the economic opportunities analysis being being started. 

So I think that's great. We haven't done that since 2016. My question is there we're 

pretty early in that process. Is there an anticipated desire to have a work session to 

talk a little bit about the scope and methodology for that before full council? It 

could also be appropriate for the arts and economy committee. But but I do have 

questions about the methodology.  

Speaker:  Sure. Just so happens, councilor, that eric engstrom is here and planning 

and sustainability are running that work. It's mandated by the state periodically for 

us to do that update. But i'll let eric.  

Speaker:  Good morning. For the record, eric engstrom, director of the bureau of 

planning and sustainability councilor, we've kicked off some initial communication 

with council by scheduling some briefings. I think they're later this month or early 

July. So we'll start there. And then if there's interest in deeper engagement after 

that, then we would do that. The project is scheduled to go to the planning 



commission later in the calendar year. So we're pretty far out from reaching council 

right now, but I’m happy to continue engagement.  

Speaker:  I appreciate that, director engstrom, just one specific note. Folks who've 

been engaged with this work for a long time have raised a concern that the needs 

analysis that goes into the eoa exempts parcels under three acres, and we're early 

enough in the process that I just I just wanted to raise that concern and just let let 

you know that that's something i'll be thinking about.  

Speaker:  All right. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thanks.  

Speaker:  No other questions in the queue. Mr. Jordan, thank you for bringing that 

report to us counselors. The next item on our agenda is the consent agenda. We 

had two items on the consent agenda, items five and six, and both have been 

pulled from the consent agenda. Those are reappointments to the development 

review advisory committee and appointments to the mount hood regulatory 

commission. Things that are pulled from the consent agenda, if they are not 

reordered, go to the end of the regular agenda. So we will be hearing those later 

today. That moves us to agenda item seven. And rebecca, could you please read 

that agenda item for us?  

Speaker:  Item seven pay settlement of f daniella araujo and ava levin's bodily 

injury lawsuits in the sum of $942,600 involving Portland parks and recreation.  

Speaker:  Thank you. And counselors, as we generally do on settlements, we have a 

team here from our administration to go over some of the details here with us. 

We'll then move to public testimony and then a discussion and a vote. If you two 

could introduce yourselves. And please go right ahead.  

Speaker:  Good morning. Thank you. Council I’m dan simon. I’m from the city 

attorney's office.  



Speaker:  And I’m rose radick with the city's risk management.  

Speaker:  And also with us here today is the director of the parks bureau, adina 

long. Counselors. This ordinance will resolve two lawsuits, one filed by ava levin and 

the other filed by two plaintiffs, daniella araujo and her minor child, f, on June 23rd, 

2022. Miss levin was providing childcare services to f, who was nine years old at the 

time. The two of them went to irving park, where levin hung a hammock between a 

tree and a light pole in the park. Miss levin testified during the lawsuit that she had 

done this many times before. While the two of them were in the hammock, the light 

pole the hammock was tied to fell over and landed on both of them. Bystanders 

responded and lifted the pole off of them and assisted them while medical help 

arrived. Both suffered injuries as a result of the pole. F in particular suffered 

extensive injuries, with medical bills of about $400,000. Fortunately, f has largely 

recovered from the incident, though some conditions persist. After that incident, 

the parks bureau contacted engineering firm kpf incorporated to conduct a 

structural analysis of the light poles failure. Kpf found that the pole appeared to 

have failed based on one or more of the following reasons one. Inadequate tie wire 

diameter connecting the pole to its concrete base, two offset between the poles 

base and its hairpins, and three tie wire corrosion. Kpf recommended that the poles 

represented a life safety hazard and should be removed as soon as possible. In 

response to kpf's report, parks began removing and replacing light poles in irving 

park and ultimately throughout all of Portland's parks. And I just noticed that chris 

spoke of the parks bureau, who was the head of that project has joined as well. 

Parks conducted inspections of over 1000 light poles and ultimately removed 300 

poles with the same anchoring design and replaced them with an updated design. 

Miss levin and f, along with miss arujo, filed lawsuits against the city and the 

company that manufactured the hammock. The parties all went to mediation on 



the claims and reached settlement. This ordinance will approve settlements of 

$782,600 to resolve the case filed by f and miss arujo, as well as $160,000 to resolve 

the case filed by miss levin, city attorney. Risk management and parks recommend 

that the council pass this ordinance.  

Speaker:  Thank you to any of the rest of you who have anything to add to this. 

Okay, rebecca, do we have any public testimony signed up?  

Speaker:  No one is signed up.  

Speaker:  Okay. Councilor smith, are you in the queue for discussion on this 

settlement? Councilor canal.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. And thank you everyone for presenting 

here. And I appreciate as well the addition of the one year and five year data to this 

ordinance and the description of the allegations. I also want to commend parks for 

just proactively, well, reactively, to the incident, but proactively before a lawsuit 

going out and doing this work. It was brought up in testimony that although it's in 

the code that you can't hang a hammock, that our we have not been enforcing that 

code at the time. In 2022, that it's posted, perhaps, but not necessarily enforced on 

a regular basis. Is that an accurate description of the way in which communication 

on that restriction is conveyed or not?  

Speaker:  You're correct. The regulation is known. It's part of our title 20. It does 

exist on some signs, in some in some parks, park rangers have the ability to enforce 

that rule if they encounter it. Oftentimes rangers will correct the behavior and that 

is just gaining compliance. It's hard to say whether or not any particular ranger at 

that park noticed that behavior, and whether or not they had actually requested 

compliance or gained compliance for somebody who may have done that. But but 

that is my general understanding. Correct.  



Speaker:  Thank you, director. And I think in a previous meeting you had said that 

there are 29 park rangers and that your ideal number would be 75. I'll also note 

that if the current budget is not amended, will be laying off three the only three 

park ranger service dispatchers who could theoretically help get our limited park 

rangers over there. And this is a rough estimate, but $942,600. How many park 

rangers would that pay for?  

Speaker:  Roughly a fully loaded sort of top of the tier park rangers, about 

$133,000. That includes benefits and such.  

Speaker:  Okay, so we could.  

Speaker:  Get I can't do the math.  

Speaker:  Six or so I think. Yeah. In that ballpark that that's really helpful to know. 

And I think a good reason to be proactive about the park ranger program in the 

future. But thank you. Thank you, council president.  

Speaker:  Thank you councilor. Any other questions or discussion before we move 

to a vote? Okay. Thank you all for being here today.  

Speaker:  Would you please call.  

Speaker:  The roll canal?  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  Nine a.  

Speaker:  Koyama lane I vote aye.  

Speaker:  Morillo i. Novick.  

Speaker:  I clark. I green. I zimmerman I avalos. I dunphy I smith. I pirtle-guiney.  

Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  12 ayes. Ordinances passed.  

Speaker:  Thank you rebecca, could you please read agenda item eight.  



Speaker:  Pay settlement of the estate of mar a minor wrongful death and related 

claims resulting from a drowning at montavilla community center for $1,660,400, 

involving Portland parks and recreation.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Have you up here? I’m sorry. Please go ahead.  

Speaker:  Good morning.  

Speaker:  My name is Ryan bailey.  

Speaker:  For the record.  

Speaker:  I am a.  

Speaker:  Deputy city attorney, and I am the city's legal counsel for.  

Speaker:  This matter.  

Speaker:  With me.  

Speaker:  Are karen.  

Speaker:  Bond with city risk management, adina long and andy.  

Speaker:  Amato from the Portland.  

Speaker:  Bureau of parks and recreation. The ordinance before you authorizes 

the. Settlement of a wrongful.  

Speaker:  Death claim.  

Speaker:  And related tort claims asserted against the. City by the.  

Speaker:  Estate of mah.  

Speaker:  Who drowned.  

Speaker:  At.  

Speaker:  A city pool in.  

Speaker:  August of. 2023 for the sum total payable by the city of 1,660,000.  

Speaker:  And $400.  

Speaker:  The settlement is conditioned.  

Speaker:  On the approval of.  



Speaker:  City Council, the city attorney's office, risk management and the parks 

bureau have evaluated the facts of the claim, assessed the legal and financial 

exposures presented, and based on our professional judgment, it is our 

recommendation that council approve the ordinance and we're happy to answer 

answer any questions if you have any. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Rebecca, do we have any public testimony?  

Speaker:  No one has signed up.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Counselor smith, are you in the queue for comments on this? 

Counselors, are there any comments on this ordinance? I'll just briefly say I sat on 

the parks board when this happened, and I appreciate all of the work you put in 

with the family. One of the things that I usually ask when we hear a settlement that 

councilor kanal asked on this one, on this last one, rather so I didn't have to, was 

what had changed. And I know that processes changed after this within the parks 

bureau, and I appreciate that. I appreciate knowing that, and I hope we never have 

to see something like this again. Thank you all for being here.  

Speaker:  Thank you, thank you.  

Speaker:  Canal. Canal.  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  Ryan. Ryan.  

Speaker:  I heard you. Thanks.  

Speaker:  Sorry.  

Speaker:  I just want to say quickly that I have this family deeply in my heart and 

have since the day I got this news and I vote.  

Speaker:  I koyama lane.  

Speaker:  I vote, i.  



Speaker:  Morillo. I.  

Speaker:  Novick i.  

Speaker:  Clark. I green. I zimmerman.  

Speaker:  Yes. Avalos i.  

Speaker:  Dunphy, smith. I pirtle-guiney. I 12 ayes. The ordinance is passed.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Rebecca, could you please read agenda item nine.  

Speaker:  Approve funding recommendations of children's levy allocation 

committee for July 1st, 2025 through June 30th, 2028.  

Speaker:  Thank you counselors. This is a second reading. So we go straight into a 

vote. Councilor kanal is there a reason you're in the queue?  

Speaker:  I think it's a point of information.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Could you clarify? My understanding is we discuss this first. We don't take 

public testimony.  

Speaker:  Generally on second readings we move straight into a vote.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Can we what would be the mechanism by which we would request a 

discussion?  

Speaker:  I would turn to our attorney for the exact item in robert's rules that we 

would use. But I believe that you would. I believe you would get in the queue just 

like you've done before. We begin a vote and move to enter discussion before the 

vote. I’m looking to our attorney. Is that correct?  

Speaker:  Checking. Okay.  

Speaker:  Robert taylor is coming up to the table as well.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Council president robert.  



Speaker:  Taylor, city.  

Speaker:  Attorney.  

Speaker:  On second reading, typically.  

Speaker:  You.  

Speaker:  Move to a vote. Any member can ask to have discussion and you can 

proceed that way.  

Speaker:  And that ask would need to happen before we begin the vote. Is that 

correct?  

Speaker:  Typically it would. I don't believe the role has been called yet. So if 

somebody wants to enter into discussion, now would be an appropriate time.  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal are you asking for a discussion or should we move to 

the.  

Speaker:  Yes, madam president, my asking for a discussion.  

Speaker:  Point of information. So it doesn't require any vote other than a 

counselor saying we want to discuss it.  

Speaker:  I was.  

Speaker:  Just going to ask mr. Taylor that question.  

Speaker:  Typically, the procedure on second reading is the chair would say, this 

matter is here for second reading. Is there any further discussion? Seeing none, 

let's proceed with the vote. If there.  

Speaker:  Is a.  

Speaker:  Desire to discuss, then you can discuss.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  So no vote needed for discussion. Councilor kanal would you like to 

begin discussion?  



Speaker:  I will have something to say on this. I’m curious if we have 

representatives from pcl here, because there may be a question later.  

Speaker:  That lisa is here, i.  

Speaker:  Okay. I'll start by just saying and i'll let other people join the queue while I 

get my notes here. Pull them up. But i, I wanted to say thank you first for the 

information that was sent over. And I did have a chance to go through the 

particular categories where I had concerns and many of those concerns. I won't say 

all there was information about that in some cases that addressed that concern, 

and I just wanted to bring that up because I think it was very helpful to have 

responsiveness in that regard. I am curious, and I think this is more of a rhetorical 

question to staff or a real question to my colleagues about the degree to which, 

when we say we are going to be creating a process that benefits or. Takes into 

account at least the disparate level of prior funding, meaning rewarding people 

who have been, who have not been funded before. The degree to which that takes 

into account the fact that people who've been funded before know how to write 

applications for funding significantly better for the city than those who have not 

been. Because as I went through some of the data, that was the concern that I saw 

was that there was a great deal of commentary on specific applications, how they 

were being written, or the degree to which they were written professionally or spell 

checked or things like that, that were the reasons for scoring, as opposed to which 

which makes sense, except for the context that this entire process was described as 

designed to reward folks and privileged folks who have not previously received 

funding. I don't know if that made sense. I’m trying to convey it clearly here, but I 

was concerned that the comments seemed to be in opposition to that stated intent.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  



Speaker:  Councilor was that a question to lisa or someone else, or just a comment 

to your colleagues about how you're thinking about this? Thank you. Councilors. I 

don't see anybody else in the queue for discussion. Councilor green.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. I have received a volume of emails asking 

this council to remand this package, and I am curious if my colleagues would like to 

have a discussion about this, because this is the time to do that if we're not going to 

remand it. Tell me why. I guess is what I’m asking.  

Speaker:  I’m going to take that as a general question that folks can get in the 

queue to answer if they'd like councilor smith.  

Speaker:  Madam president, thank you, councilor green. There's there are several 

issues that have been brought to my attention. We have major questions about 

why some applicants were denied funds, even though their applications were 

significantly higher than organizations who were successfully awarded funds. There 

are also major questions about failing to factor in to the effects of the covid 

pandemic. Some organizations were penalized for experiencing a drop off in the 

number of people they served, but it was not put into the system to show that this 

was during covid. None of that seems right to me yet. Apparently it is too late to fix 

those problems. I understand that what's at stake, but we have to get this thing 

right. I depend on stakeholders who are intimately involved to connect with me, 

and they have. They have told me that it would be better to vote against the 

children's levy, even at the risk of delaying funding for several months, because 

these are systemic problems that we need to fix, and this would be in place for the 

next three, three years, which would ultimately have an unintended consequence 

of. Having some programs be funded less or not even at all. And so I am looking to 

have this conversation and discussion. Councilor green, to see how others feel 

about this. But this is where I’m at today because I’m very. Concerned and I’m 



troubled by what I’ve seen, particularly for organizations like reap, who are in east 

Portland in those dollars really help a lot of the most vulnerable kids in the city, in 

east Portland.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor.  

Speaker:  Councilor morillo.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Madam president. I agree with counselor smith. I think that my office has 

also received an influx of emails with a lot of varied accounts about what happened 

through the children's levy process of getting these funds out, and I feel like I 

haven't received sufficient transparency on if the allocation committee read the 

written testimony. We also got information that there was potentially an error that 

was made on an application and how that was accounted for in the decision making 

process. There was also no follow up from pcl or allocation to confirm the written 

testimony was read, or an explanation of the denial after they corrected the error 

on some of the applications. So I just have a lot of outstanding questions about this 

process. And if it was done as ethically and correctly as possible, and I want to 

make sure that, you know, when we hear concerns from organizations that do 

efficient work in schools and community, that and that they're not going to be 

getting these funds to help the people in our city who need it the most. I guess I just 

I agree with councilor smith, and I definitely think that that's i, I worked at a 

nonprofit. I have concerns about grant dollars going out on time and the impacts of 

that. But the way that this was done, I just don't have the clarity I need to 

necessarily move forward with this. Thanks.  

Speaker:  Councilor Ryan.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. I just want to speak once on this today. As 

you know, this is a hard conversation this year. The level set. I’d like to remind us of 



a few important things. The children's levy does, the vital work of serving kids in our 

community that need a hand up with additional resources. This was especially true 

coming out of covid. I think we can all agree on that one there. Competitive grant 

process was through thorough and data driven. This is exactly what taxpayers want 

from us. It's truly is the best practice in all of the giving that we do. And as the only 

person up here who raised money to pass the last levy when it was on the ballot, 

and trust me, it wasn't easy. I heard a mouthful. No one was very happy at that 

time, and one thing that sold them to write checks to support the levy was that they 

appreciate the low overhead of the children's levy staff, and how thorough the 

process and decision making is. They can track the decisions, the funding decisions 

this year were challenged by shrinking tax revenue. 21% shrink, if you will, from 

when the rfp went out to the to when the decisions were made. Simply put, it 

meant less money to fund the community organizations serving children and 

families. And of course, the need has gone up much more than 21%. Having 

accountability as part of the application process should be required. And again, this 

is what people have been asking for. I must say, I find it interesting that the 

lobbying from the equitable giving circle in particular, who scored last among 23 

applications in the hunger category, is behind some of this pushback. No 

applications scored last were selected for funding, and the non bipoc identity orgs 

that have been causing a stir among many also have a real commitment 

demonstrated to service to the bipoc residents. Here's the facts. Sunshine division 

75%. And they are the only provider who serve homeless youth. Oregon food bank 

72% and 60% of those homes were were. English is not primary language. Meals on 

wheels. Meals for kids 83% of their services go to the bipoc community. I get the 

same calls from friends that you get. It's part of our job. We all know this. We're 

elected to make tough decisions, and I would hope that we do our best to respect 



the tough decisions that staff in the many, many volunteers in their hours that went 

into this community effort. They provided the information to make these tough 

decisions. Also, the psu evaluation made it clear that parachuting and rescuing 

practices a pattern that they called out since it prevents new organizations from 

receiving funding. The children's levy leadership anticipated there would be 

questions and reached out to each offices, all of our offices over the past weeks to 

offer briefings. Unfortunately, only one council office took up that offer for a 

briefing under a remand. The applications to each program, as we heard, will not 

receive funding until the process of reevaluation distribution is conducted again, 

meaning there will be a gap in funding to children and families they serve. I want to 

really give a lot of thanks to director pellegrino and their team for their diligent 

work, their patience, their flexibility to provide us with this set of funding, 

thoughtful recommendations to approve. I would urge the council to respect the 

two years of hard work from these professionals and the more than 90 volunteers. 

Clearly, I’m against a remand. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor, councilor smith.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. And I have a question of lisa. If she could 

come up, because it is my understanding that the Oregon food bank award was, 

was awarded and appointed, not scored. And how did you come up with the 

decision to give them such a high number of the children's levy's resources without 

scoring them?  

Speaker:  Every single application was scored each.  

Speaker:  Could you please introduce yourself?  

Speaker:  Lisa pellegrino? I’m director of the children's levy. She and her pronouns. 

I’m sorry. I speak a little louder. Sorry. A little frog in my throat. Every single 

application in this process was scored, and we provided the all the counselors here 



access to a folder that shows the scores for every organization, and a summary of 

each scoring each score by the four reviewers that scored that application. So there 

was no application in this process that was not scored. Oregon food bank was 

previously funded to provide school pantries. That's the program that's funded 

through Oregon food bank with the Portland children's levy dollars, and they are 

providing school food pantries at about 20 schools. The amount of funding that was 

recommended by the allocation committee for that grant is substantially reduced 

from what they are currently being funded at this year. As I think someone said at 

the beginning, our revenues are down considerably, and so every grant that has 

been refunded to continue offering service is being refunded at a lower level. I 

don't I don't know if I’ve got the percentage right at my hand, but I would say 

between 20 and 30% less for the Oregon food bank than what they have this year 

to provide services.  

Speaker:  Were there any any awards that were discretionary that you were 

allowed to pick to help, you know further the mission of the children's levy that was 

not scored? You're saying every single.  

Speaker:  Every single. Single grant.  

Speaker:  And I would be happy to produce those documents for anyone who has 

any questions about it?  

Speaker:  The two things that I point out, long standing organizations that are in 

district two like self enhancement inc, their book of business is mentorship, and 

they were not identified as an organization to receive that. They were not given any 

discretion within the system to show that they served a lower number of families 

and children because of covid. And then we had applicants who came and started 

programs after covid, who didn't have to meet those same criteria. And it is no 

secret that they serve a great majority of the black families in underserved kids in 



our community. And to have them not be looked at or given any consideration. I 

hear what psu is saying, but you know, some of their recommendations are ill 

advised, and I’m not clear that they have a true picture of community and that their 

history does not go back to where it needs to go. So for me, that's that's very clear. 

And I think with organizations who do multiple things like a self enhancement inc, 

they should have been given the benefit of the doubt about the numbers. During 

covid, everybody's numbers went down. So for me, that's that's a problem. And 

what's more problematic when reap has previously been a grantee and they were 

not awarded any funding and they are one of the premier african American 

programs that serve kids east of 82nd. And to bring in new people to help 

supplement what's already done. I appreciate that, but you can't take away the 

people who are doing the work and who are recognized for doing that work.  

Speaker:  Well, if I could respond to I don't think that self enhancement inc was not 

funded in mentoring for the reasons that you stated. I believe that they were not 

funded in mentoring. So there was they don't currently have a mentoring grant. 

That was a new program proposed for pcl to fund. They were recommended for 

funding selected by the committee and after school for a very sizable more than $1 

million plus grant.  

Speaker:  And they lost $1.2 million in this process. And I and if you're going to talk 

about that with with great clarity, I would like to see if rahsaan could come up here 

and respond. Is rahsaan mckelvey.  

Speaker:  Councilor councilor.  

Speaker:  Let's allow lisa to speak, and then we can see if there are questions for 

others.  

Speaker:  Okay. Thank you. But I still I mean, you say that and you said it before, 

and I told you before, they lost $1.2 million as a result of this new process, even 



though they were awarded monies, they lost moneys. And what I think really what I 

want you to understand, just because an organization says they serve black 

children who are white organizations, does not mean that wholesale black families 

and children are going to move to that organization to get support. People who 

need culturally specific services, they go to organizations that they trust. They may 

not know that all this money has been moved to a different organization to serve 

them. They're not going to move over there. And so some of the some of that 

direction needs to be provided to the folks who are interviewing and scoring. They 

need to understand that.  

Speaker:  If I could respond, I would just say mentoring in the mentoring funding 

category, the committee selected for organizations that scored higher than psi, that 

are culturally specific black led organizations, and they and they selected three 

others that scored slightly less than psi to provide a range of services for the black 

community and the african led communities. So it was not the case that they did 

not select black.  

Speaker:  There were.  

Speaker:  Three specific.  

Speaker:  That were below them that that that received monies. And what I’m 

saying to you is because they scored low because of covid, there was no 

mechanism within the system for them to for you all to consider. Everyone scored 

lower during covid. Some of these newer programs didn't even they weren't even 

serving folks at all.  

Speaker:  We did not consider any data during the covid years. We only looked at 

data for the last two and a half years. So the current year, half year and then the 

two years previous, we did not look at any of the data that was given before 

because all organizations, as you say, correctly, suffered in being able to do their 



services during a pandemic. So we didn't even consider that data. All the data that I 

provided to all the committee was from 23 and 24 and then the half year this year.  

Speaker:  Lisa councilor smith, did you have an additional question for somebody 

else, or do you have the information.  

Speaker:  That you could respond because he's not I mean, we're talking about an 

organization that he represents, and he can say for sure what he thinks. Rahsaan, 

could you come up, please.  

Speaker:  Please come forward?  

Speaker:  I would ask that we not turn this into a broader discussion or debate 

between our guests at the table, and that we just have folks answer the question 

before you.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Thank you, madam president. I appreciate that to keep order, 

but it's just unfortunate. It's you have an unintended consequence when you allow 

the children's levy to say their words and don't allow the community to say theirs. 

But I do appreciate it. I won't do that again.  

Speaker:  What's the question that i, I don't want to I don't want to go out of 

context.  

Speaker:  So I need you to explain how you felt like this process did not recognize 

or account for what happened over covid, and that there there were there were 

areas that you were you scored higher than people who actually received the 

resources through the children's levy.  

Speaker:  So two areas that I applied for, we did not receive funding, were 

mentoring and child abuse prevention. Mentoring director pellegrino correctly 

stated is not a contract that we had. So our. Our disagreement with the process and 

the mentoring category was not because our performance was was misrepresented 

because of covid, it was because we were a new provider and we weren't given the 



benefit of the doubt that new providers who didn't provide any services, but 

because we provided services, another category, we weren't given an opportunity 

to get the priority treatment that a new provider would get in the mentoring 

category. The other issue that we have with mentoring was that there were 13 

african American agencies that applied for mentoring dollars. Six of those were 

awarded, and there were multiple mainstream agencies that were awarded in 

mentoring specifically to serve black kids. And any of us who have been involved in 

mentoring services in african American community in Portland know that that has 

been a struggle for decades to find black mentors for black children and seeing a 

situation where white agencies are being awarded to provide mentorship for black 

kids, when black agencies are not being awarded to do that. That was our issue and 

mentoring.  

Speaker:  That part.  

Speaker:  I could keep going. I just.  

Speaker:  I don't I don't want.  

Speaker:  To go. I don't need a I don't.  

Speaker:  Need a volume of words. I just need you to say what you what you're 

saying and what your concern is, because that is the concerns that many in the 

community have said to me. I think that we need to take into account again what I 

was saying, just because a person checks the box that says they serve bipoc 

children don't mean all the bipoc children are going to move to where the new 

money has gone. So we need to take that into account. Thank you, thank you.  

Speaker:  Also. I’m sorry, council president. I did not say my name and I want to 

make sure I do say sahan mckelvie, director of advocacy and engagement for self 

enhancement inc.  



Speaker:  Thank you for catching that. Councilor did you have additional questions? 

Okay. Thank you all. Councilors. I put myself in the queue. I just want to say for the 

record, i, I hear all of the concerns that are being raised, and I share a lot of the 

concerns with the process that was developed. I also was disappointed to see that 

organizations whose work I value weren't funded, and organizations who are 

critical to supporting families in my district weren't funded. But from what I saw 

with the additional information that we received, it looked like the process was 

followed. And while I disagree with some of how the process was laid out, I believe 

that the question of remand is about whether or not the process was followed, and 

I am concerned that if we remand to have the process followed differently, but the 

process was followed appropriately, that we could get back very similar results 

without the changes that folks are asking for and a delay in funding getting out for 

all of the organizations, including those who we do think were appropriately 

funded. So I just want to share that what's weighing on me right now is that I think 

the concerns being raised are with the process, not its application. Councilor 

morillo.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. Yeah, I would just say on that note that I 

do have specific concerns about the process. I think if we've heard from 

organizations that they sent in corrected information, they were working with 

employees to correct that on their application, and then that didn't go through. And 

so they got a different score than maybe they should have. Then that means that 

there's an issue with the process itself, which means that a remand would be valid 

in my opinion. Overall, I’m just hearing so much discrepancy between what these 

orgs experienced through this application process and what the children's levy is 

saying. And so, you know, with organizations like reep that are long standing and 

critical in the black community in Portland, I just I don't feel satisfied that the 



process was followed to a t. So I you know, if councilor smith wants to move 

forward with potentially remanding this, I would be supportive of that.  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal.  

Speaker:  Yeah, I so.  

Speaker:  I think when I asked about specific organizations, I got the score sheets 

back. And i'll note that, you know, there are a lot of score sheets that have no 

comments to explain it. That's normal. That's not a sign of a good process, a bad 

process, or the degree to which it's followed. But it does leave some questions that 

I still have specifically in hunger relief is the category that has that has been of the 

most concern to me. For me, what was concerning is that I got information saying, 

you know, i'll give you a specific example here. When it said that sunshine division 

was the only application that was to exclusively serve k-8 houseless children, and 

then you go to the hunger relief. There's a table here that doesn't note that, in fact, 

checks boxes saying that that there's that they would serve all age ranges. So the 

two different documents, whereas a latino network, it does specifically state it's a 

few lines above it that that there's a narrowing in terms of which age ranges are 

served. So I was a little confused by some of that. And it created concern for me 

because, you know, this is coming up and I acknowledge what councilor Ryan's 

saying about an offer of a briefing. This is coming up very late in the process. It's 

high stakes because we only do this every couple of years. It's not an annual thing 

every few years, I should say. And it's coming up, you know, at a time where we're 

going to be blamed. I’m sure if we do remand it for the delay, that wouldn't be our 

fault if we remanded it be the fault of not filing it earlier. And I just want to bring 

that up. Right. Because I think that the administration has not yet built timelines 

that build in anything other than a council rubber stamp for a lot of different issues. 

And so what we're being asked to do is neglect our responsibility to evaluate things 



fully. And this is not about the children's levy. This is so much broader than that. 

With relation to this issue. I am deeply uncomfortable with the idea, and I’m not 

sure if this is what's happening here, but it is what's being alleged that city staff is 

trying to tell communities of color who who serve them better, who would serve 

them better than organizations that they've built a trusting relationship with over 

years or decades, that that is a concerning possibility to me. And so I’m trying to 

understand where people are at on that interpretation. At the same time, I 

recognize a lot of work has gone into this, and both from the staff and from the 

reviewers and the committee. And so I’m trying to weigh that here and avoid 

substituting my judgment. But I do think that it would be a process concern for me 

if city if indeed the city staff was trying to tell communities of color, I know you like 

this group, and I know you've worked with them, but this other group would be 

better. And I’m also deeply concerned about the idea that the leadership of these 

organizations is not a part of the conversation, and the degree to which that 

leadership comes from the communities, at least in part, comes from the 

communities that those organizations would serve. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor. Councilor smith, are you back in the queue?  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Councilors. I don't see anybody else in the queue, which would lead us to 

a vote on whether or not to pass on second reading. The funding recommendation 

recommendations for the children's levy allocation. Councilor morillo.  

Speaker:  Just a process question. So if we were to vote to remand it, would it 

would we vote this down and then move to remand it or how would that process 

work?  

Speaker:  Either we would vote on approval and if it failed, somebody could offer 

up an alternative motion to vote to remand, or somebody could offer that up now 



or at any other time. But right now, the motion that is before us would be a vote to 

approve. Are you still in the queue?  

Speaker:  Okay. Thank you. I would like to move to remand the children's levy.  

Speaker:  Are you moving to remand the entire set of recommendations?  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  Is there a second?  

Speaker:  Second?  

Speaker:  Believe. That was councilor smith by a hair councilor green. Is there any 

discussion on the motion? Councilor morillo, are you in the queue for discussion?  

Speaker:  Zimmerman I was hoping that director pellegrino could come back up. I’d 

just like to better understand what a remand back, what the implications are, kind 

of how you might manage that as well as if that has occurred before. I’m trying to 

understand for content on second and third order effects here.  

Speaker:  It has never occurred in the past. And what I’m hearing is it sounds like 

people want the entire process redone. So I would assume we would start all over 

again. It would probably take us about a year.  

Speaker:  And so if it takes about a year. Does that is the indication there then that 

the programs who if this was to pass today would receive funding and start moving 

forward on July 1st, that we're looking at up to a 12 month delay in those.  

Speaker:  Well, all current all current grant contracts end on June 30th, 2025. So 

they're coming to an end shortly. There are options we could explore. We could we 

could renew every try to renew every grant for that we have right now for a year, 

and meanwhile run another process to redo the whole thing. That's one option I 

mean, I would need I’m just speaking from, you know, like I’m asking, I would need 

to check with many people and get a lot of input before we made any decisions 

about what we would do here. But that's an option I could see.  



Speaker:  I appreciate that because I am actually asking for your best experience 

and best advice that you can give. If this was to actually go forward, because i, I 

have been listening for, for real purpose in this discussion because i, i, I don't know 

where i'll be on this question, but I want to be very informed if my vote is going to 

have longer lasting effects here. Can you remind us a little bit in terms of who the 

other community pcl type committees are before it got to us, where where decision 

or or acceptance of these recommendations have come before they got to our 

level. Director.  

Speaker:  Well, I mean, the process starts with community engagement at its base. 

So we did I think we talked about in the work session, we do a very broad based 

community engagement process to try to understand what kinds of services does 

community want and how do they want those services delivered. So that's the piece 

that's done. First, we work with our community council. We have a 13 member 

community advisory board that was begun as part of this funding process. And they 

helped design what that community engagement process would look like. So who 

would we talk to? What questions would we ask and then hear the report of the 

community engagement folks come together to give the report and decide, okay, 

we've listened to what you've said. Now here's how we're going to shape that into 

what we're asking the community to give us applications for so that they work with 

us all along the way to design the application, the questions, the scoring criteria, 

those folks, those 13 folks worked in tandem with us to do that. And the allocation 

committee approves all of the work that gets done. So they hear it again. The 

recommendations are brought forward from the community council. The allocation 

committee considers and they give their input and it gets further modified. In 

addition, you know, we do a lot of work with organizations and reach out to them 

for input on. Here's the draft application. Here's the draft scoring criteria. Here are 



the draft funding priorities. What do you think of your feedback. So we're trying to 

reach out to multiple different parties during this process to try to get, you know, 

communication back from them about what they want to see. So that's the process 

kind of before the application is published. And then after the application is 

published, we, you know, we do information and kind of answer questions. We 

have an ongoing question and answer so people can ask us questions about the 

application and how do they respond or if they have any specific issues. And then 

we recruit community reviewers and train them. So that's a whole nother set of 

people. That's about just under 100 people that come in for that. And so they're 

giving their input in the sense that they're scoring their application. Then all the 

scores. And what we did with the community council was give them two 

unidentified portfolio options they could choose from, with different emphases at 

the kind of top level variables. So we're not we're not giving portfolios to the 

community council with specific applications in them. We're saying this portfolio 

looks more like this, this portfolio looks more like that. And they chose between the 

two. And then we took that recommended portfolio. And we sent all of our 

recommendations out to the applicants. So they got the list that we shared with you 

of all the applicants and the data on the applications and all of the score sheets, 

that's then shared with the applicants. So they get to see all of that and then they 

can respond. They're allowed to give testimony. We do that as we described the 

testimony that is written or video to the committee, so that they have time to hear 

it all. With 168 applications, it's very difficult for people to take in information from 

168 organizations in one sitting. So we had people submit that. So the committee 

members have time a couple of weeks to give them a couple of weeks time to do 

that. So they're taking all that into consideration before they come and make their 

decisions. So that's the basic process. There are a number of groups and people 



that consult with this. You know, obviously if we're going to redo it, we can take the 

community and your all's input about how we should do it.  

Speaker:  So the last group that approved this before it came to City Council is the 

allocation committee. I will make sure of that. And that's charity crider, dan floyd, 

dan Ryan, felicia folsom and megan moyer. Correct. That's that group. Okay. Just in 

terms of the spirit of discussion on this question about whether or not I that seems 

like a very heavy vote to me. And I’m looking at this list. Right. It's a it's a list of 

people who are on it to receive money. And that seems, frankly, like quite the list of, 

of, of do gooders in our community. I’m feeling cautious about stopping that that 

flow for another year. I am open to ideas about either. Maybe we maybe we say 

this is a one year instead of being a full stop for a year to catch up, or we continue 

current for another year to do this. But, you know, I look at nea, morrison, child 

family services, latino network, impact northwest, irco. Oic black parent initiative. I 

mean, we're going down and there's a lot of folks who did make it in the list. And I 

I’m pretty concerned about stopping that. Come for those who are already in our 

book of business, stopping that on June 30th without a return date. So i, I want to 

be respectful to the councilors who are calling into question whether this process 

served well, but also respectful to the fact that when we pull something like this, it 

has cascading effects. And I would be open, perhaps to a less abrupt option if other 

councilors who have strong feelings about the remand are willing to offer those. 

Thanks, councilor.  

Speaker:  I just want to clarify, you gave a specific example which was to approve 

the current recommendations for one year instead of three. Was that an 

amendment or an additional motion, or was that a suggestion to your colleagues 

but not a motion?  



Speaker:  Thanks. I’m not making it as a formal amendment now because I’m I’m 

really kind of looking to those who seem to be more in depth involved, which are 

on both sides of this topic. I am indicating that it would be hard for me to take a 

vote that is a firm stop on June 30th for all these funds, but I I’m socializing it to see 

where my colleagues are at. If there are less abrupt options.  

Speaker:  Thank you. I’m sorry. I just wanted to make sure I didn't miss a process 

piece there. Councilor Ryan.  

Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. And yeah, I will say a couple more things. I 

just want it to be known that the Portland children's levy staff did try to get on our 

calendar earlier. We heard earlier how difficult it's been to get on council agendas. 

And you also did a work session that was sadly not attended by everyone. But that 

was our opportunity to also dive in and ask questions. And that did take place. And 

just know when you make comments about staff that I would argue are not totally 

accurate in my opinion. You're also commenting on what councilor zimmerman 

made clear, which is there's a community council, there's a volunteer readers, then 

there's allocation committee. So I wish our city had such a thorough process for all 

of our giving, and we simply don't. So again, it's our best practice that we have in 

the city. And I just want to make it clear that it's more than just the Portland 

children's levy staff that you're making comments about. So I want to make those 

comments for the record, because I do think they're all accurate. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Councilor morillo.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Yeah. This is I think I guess I have a question about why it 

would take a full year to redo the process. Would it be possible to instead take a 

look at some of the discrepancies that came up and address those, rather than 

redo the entire thing?  



Speaker:  Well, I hear a lot of different comments from you all about how the 

process went wrong, and I think I would need to get a good understanding of what 

it is you're looking for in the process. And what we didn't do that we would need to 

do, and that would possibly mean you have to reopen it and let people apply again. 

If you don't think it should be competitive and it should not be scored or it should 

be scored differently, or it should be scored by different kinds of reviewers. I’ve 

heard many comments here that suggest you want it done very differently, and if 

that's the case, I don't know how we could use this process as it stands. Because I 

hear objections to the process that that that's what I’m understanding. So I’m open 

to hear what you want to do us to do differently. But I think it would require us to 

do it differently.  

Speaker:  Yeah. I mean, I definitely do think the process needs to be addressed 

long term, and I’m concerned about the impacts that would happen if these 

organizations didn't get their funding for an entire year. But I also think that from 

what I’ve heard, it sounds like there are going to be negative impacts to the other 

organizations regardless, some of which are more focused on specifically black 

Portlanders who maybe need these services the most.  

Speaker:  If I could offer, we could extend. This is another option. I’m not saying 

that anybody approves of this idea, but if you could extend the existing contracts 

for a year so that money would not stop, if you would like us to do that and redo 

this whole process, we could do that so people would not lose money. Then on June 

30th, we would extend the existing agreements with additional funds. We'd have to 

come to you with a set of. It's another, it's another ordinance, and it's another 

whole thing that we would have to do to get that done. But we could do that.  

Speaker:  Okay. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Councilor green.  



Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. President, and I appreciate the discussion. 

You know, councilor zimmerman raises some really important points. I think I have 

a question to the city attorney on what is in scope for council to do here so we can 

remand, but how much direction on how that happens are we allowed to do here? 

Under the act that adopted the children's levy? You're the council has the authority 

to remand by category. So if the decision is to remand all of the categories, that 

would be consistent with the act. And then the you cannot direct funding to a 

particular recipient, it would be a it would essentially be a direction to the children's 

levy. We don't think you followed the process, and we don't think that it met the 

standard laid out in the act. To foster a balanced and integrated citywide system of 

services. So if that's the decision of council that you've received this information, 

you don't feel the process was adhered to and you don't think it met the standard 

laid out in the act, then you would remand remand it for the children's levy to go 

through the process again.  

Speaker:  Madam president, point of order.  

Speaker:  Point of order.  

Speaker:  Yes. In trying to identify how we can do this, is it possible to say, like miss 

pellegrino said, keep the current level of funding where it's at and have them go 

over the new a new process over the years so that not necessarily the new folks get 

money, but whoever is in the system right now, they get funded for another year so 

they can do the process over. So is can that be done with this?  

Speaker:  Councilor I want to make sure councilor green doesn't have follow up. 

Also on what was said.  

Speaker:  Councilor smith, you you actually point of order. The follow on question. I 

was going to ask so that we're all good there, but that's the that's the question to 

you city attorney, is, do we have the authority in this process to do what director 



pellegrino I good question. New question. I believe that you do. And I believe miss 

pellegrino is correct, that if you wanted to extend the existing contracts for one 

more year, that would take some additional council action to do it. You couldn't do 

it through this vehicle before you today, but that would be an option that council 

could take.  

Speaker:  And I and I do need to clarify. As we explained, we have 21% fewer 

resources next year, so we cannot fund people at the same amount that they are 

currently being funded at. But we could give everybody the exact same cut across 

the board.  

Speaker:  That's helpful. So would then the action be motion to table? Is that what 

would be appropriate? You could lay this on the table. You could refer it back to a 

committee okay. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Robert don't run away because I have a question. When I get to myself in 

the queue that's related. Councilor kanal.  

Speaker:  So I’m very conflicted on this as I think I might be indicating here. I’m, I’m 

curious if anyone has heard any specific concerns related to categories other than 

hunger relief and mentoring. And or should there not be a specific concern about 

one of those other four categories which are after school child abuse prevention 

response, early childhood, or foster care? If there are broad enough concerns that 

would require those to potentially be remanded as well, because I think it is 

possible, and the reason for my inquiry here is because I think it is possible that we 

at least can get some of these categories through as is today. I’m not sure if that is 

the case, but I wanted to at least float that idea because, as robert mentioned, 

there are the category by category options exist as well. So just wanted to float that 

for now.  

Speaker:  Counselor smith.  



Speaker:  I hear what you're saying, councilor kanal but when you're talking about 

institutional disproportionality, it doesn't stop with one category. I think it would. It 

would cover all categories. And if we're saying that the process was broken for one, 

and if miss pellegrino is saying that we did the same process across the board, then 

we need to see if that's so. And I would if we have to go forward, you know, even 

with the 20% cut, I would like to extend the existing the existing grants and extend 

the existing grants and do a process all over again. And that would we have we 

would have done our due diligence.  

Speaker:  Thank you, counselor robert, when you read the remand language, it said 

was the process adhered to. And then there was another piece and I’m trying to I’m 

trying to think about what our options are here, and I want to make sure we all 

understand what remand is, as opposed to laying this on the table and extending 

for a year and asking the children's levy to start over completely. I am also 

wondering if the children's levy starts over completely, if they set up a brand new 

process. What control counsel does or does not have there? Because the children's 

levy is specifically set up with a lot of community control over it as opposed to 

council control. And I want to make sure that everybody is very aware of what we 

can and can't influence before we take any of these votes. Two part question I 

apologize.  

Speaker:  Yeah. Good question. Thank you. The children's levy was passed by the 

voters levies a tax. It also provides a process to allocate the funding. And so council 

should follow that process in the act. Or we can do the analysis to determine how 

much flexibility council would have to amend the funding portions of that. The. I’m 

reflecting on councilor green's question about should we lay it on the table or send 

it back to committee? I mean, I think if the decision of the council is we, we, we want 

this all to go back to the children's levy to go through a new process with this or run 



the process. Again, I do think a remand would be the appropriate thing, because 

then that does formally send it back to them. If you table it or refer it to a 

committee, then you're just hanging on to it. So I do think a remand is probably the 

appropriate way to send this back.  

Speaker:  But that's if.  

Speaker:  We want to run the current process again.  

Speaker:  If, if you want to run the, the, the current process, i, I think you I suppose 

you could lay it on the table or send it to the committee where council will just hold 

the decision. And then perhaps bring a separate set of items to council to extend 

existing grants for a year. Take that year and council can perhaps try to amend 

some of the provisions in the allocation to provide a different process for the 

children's levy to go through. I do think that there I do think that process further 

extends the time, because council needs to take the time to revise the process. 

Once council has decided on the process, they want the children's levy to use. Then 

the children's levy has to execute that process. So I do think it's possible, but I do 

think that extends the timeline.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor. You know what, councilor clarke? You have not 

spoken at all today.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam chair. I guess I’m wrestling with what's the middle 

path here? And I’m a middle path that respects both the concerns of my colleagues 

and the incredible amount of community engagement that the children's levy folks 

have gone through. I want to respect that as well. It's a lot of people have been 

involved in this process, a lot of community engagement. So I’m looking for that 

middle path. And I also want to just make an observation that the children's levy is 

in the same position that we're in, in diminishing resources, and we're struggling 

with that. And those are very difficult decisions to deal with. And I’m also concerned 



that I don't want us to micromanage all of these processes that come forward, 

because this is not the first or the last. I really respect all the people that have been 

involved here, as well as the concerns expressed by my colleagues. So I just wanted 

to make those observations and very interested in finding a middle path. If there is 

a way to respect the process that's happened now, fund the people that have been 

funded in the past, do some sort of redo, but not not completely. Stop the process 

now. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Councilor green.  

Speaker:  Yeah, I it's going to be hard for me to vote to accept a package that says 

that black led organizations cannot be the mentors for black people. It's going to be 

hard for me to do that. At the same time, I don't want to delay funding for a year. I 

think the middle path that councilor clark is speaking about does look like bringing 

a new council or bringing a new action before this body to extend the existing 

contracts for a year. So there is an opportunity to revise this process, which has 

been which some some questions have been raised about it. I would support that, 

that approach.  

Speaker:  Councilor canal.  

Speaker:  The curse of following councilor green is often that the it's laid out in 

detail, the way that I might suggest it. I just wanted to clarify because of funding 

constraints, if we were to extend contracts by a year, it would need to be at a 21% 

reduction. Is that correct?  

Speaker:  Of course.  

Speaker:  Okay. And I think. One of the things that is worth saying, I think we all 

know it up here, but is hypothetically, there could be a situation where maybe we 

like or have a familiarity with or trust in a specific organization that didn't get 

funding, and we remand it back, and they still don't get funding, even with a better 



process. That's a possibility too. Right? And I think that's the question that we're 

being asked is about process. It's not about the outcomes. And i, I want to 

acknowledge that I don't want this to be about, oh, this group didn't get it or did get 

it, because also, you know, i'll point out that that I don't think that groups, individual 

groups are I hate this word, but I can't come up with a better one entitled to 

funding through a process. They earn it. And I think what we're talking about is 

groups that that may have earned it through a fair process in our minds, and not 

necessarily in the process that we had. And I think that's a fair conversation to have. 

Would it be an emergency ordinance in pairing with we could do a remand now and 

then an emergency ordinance to continue that funding, because the funding we 

don't have 30 days, so we need to do it as an emergency. So does that is that the 

process we'd have to do for that second half of it? In that scenario?  

Speaker:  I think you could do it. An emergency ordinance or a nonemergency 

ordinance. The emergency ordinance is effective immediately upon passage, and 

you would not have to wait 30 days. Sorry. You could do it either way through an 

emergency ordinance or a nonemergency ordinance. The benefit of an emergency 

ordinance is it is effective immediately upon passage. A nonemergency ordinance 

takes two readings, so two council meetings, and then it is effective 30 days after 

passage.  

Speaker:  So in order to prevent a gap on July 1st, it would need to be an 

emergency. Because of that 30 day delay, an emergency ordinance requires nine 

votes. So I would love to know where the colleagues, because I think we haven't had 

nine of us speak up on this yet. I’d love to know from the colleagues that haven't 

spoken up where you're at on that, because what I don't want to do is remand it 

and then not have nine votes to extend the funding. And that's my reason for 

asking.  



Speaker:  Councilor I just want to clarify, you're talking about remand and remand. 

I believe robert doesn't start a new process. It requires a new review of current 

applications under the currently laid out process. Is that correct?  

Speaker:  I think that is correct. What I’ve heard miss pellegrino say is she's heard 

concerns and feedback from council about perhaps areas of the process that 

should be reviewed and fine tuned. And I’ve heard a willingness to do that. And 

perhaps it might take some time to, to get a process that's satisfactory. So I think 

there's some flexibility. I don't know that it's just run it all through the same 

process, rinse and repeat. But in terms of you'd still have to be bound by the 

standards in the, in the act.  

Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  To clarify, regardless of whether or not this is a remand for just that last 

step in the process or remand for the full process or something else. In parallel to 

that, we would have to have an ordinance of either an emergency or non-

emergency kind to continue current funding at a 21% reduction. And my question 

was about whether or not there is support at the 9/12 level necessary for the 

emergency version of that which would be required to ensure there is no gap of 

funding for whatever period of time there is until the remand process or whatever 

other process is going on completes.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor.  

Speaker:  Can I just make one clarifying question? I understood the next council 

meeting not to be until July 16th. After this, that might be the earliest I could get on.  

Speaker:  There is a June.  

Speaker:  18th council meeting.  

Speaker:  Okay.  



Speaker:  Tight agenda because it's an evening meeting. But we do have we haven't 

I haven't finalized that agenda. So if we need to do something quicker than this 

conversation, colleagues there that is possible. Councilor novick.  

Speaker:  Yeah, I just wanted to throw out another possibility. I am concerned 

about the idea of with no real process at all, simply saying we're going to extend all 

the existing contracts -21%, and it seems to me another possibility might be if 

people think the process should be revised. But and actually, this question is for 

miss pellegrino, would it be at all feasible to say we're going to approve the funding 

for the as the committee has, has approved it, but for to the people that's approved 

it for but for two years instead of five. So the we could proceed with funding for two 

years for those chosen through the existing process, but then have the council 

come up with recommendations to change the process so that maybe we, you 

know, have a we do a new a new process for the last three years.  

Speaker:  Go ahead.  

Speaker:  Does that make any sense?  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  I think I understand what you're saying, just to be clear, what the 

ordinance that is on the table is for three year grants, not five years. Just just to 

clarify.  

Speaker:  Sorry. Well, what if you what if you cut it down to a year and a half? 

Would that be logistically impossible?  

Speaker:  Half years are difficult in general. At the city, we try to keep things on a 

fiscal year for a number of reasons, but I can't say off the cuff. It's impossible. No.  

Speaker:  Councilor zimmerman.  

Speaker:  Thanks. First, just to colleagues who are considering sending this back, I 

guess it would help me to have clarity. If you think that the current process is 



flawed and needs to be rewritten, or if you think it was applied incorrectly, that's a 

little unclear for me right now. And then secondly, for city attorney, I’m hoping you 

can help describe your opinion a little bit more clear why you think we couldn't in 

this action, just make an amendment to the extension of the current funding, and 

then whatever the second half of that sentence will be, will be about my first part 

here, about whether it's a new process or a rebrand of the current process. But you 

mentioned that you think it has to be a separate ordinance for us to continue the 

current funding, even if we added the 2,020% reduction to it. I’m I’m pretty used to 

amending things in the moment. Why would that require a new amendment and a 

new meeting, please?  

Speaker:  Yeah, that's a great question. The a couple of reasons. One is. Every 

ordinance that comes before council has to be confined to one subject. That subject 

is defined by the title. This title is concerning approving this set of grants for three 

years. We would recommend against just wholesale striking the whole title and 

doing something totally different. Instead, if you're going to make amendments, 

you should try to amend it consistent with the existing title of the item. I think that's 

one reason. I think the second reason is, is what miss pellegrino is talking about. 

Just practically speaking, we're going to have to go back, do the calculation on the 

21% and just bring it back as a as a new item and make sure everything is in place 

as soon as possible. So for kind of the legal issue about the title and just the 

practical reason of if we're going to do this, let's take a little bit of time and make 

sure it's all in order.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  I appreciate that. I’m not sure that i. Am too worried about missing the 

intent here of if this council were to, say, extend the current funding with the 

authority at the director's level to adjust allocations to a certain percentage point, 



that we would need to delay that any further. But to my first, I think intent matters 

with with ordinances. And I think our intent could be clear here if that's the 

direction this council is going. But to my first piece of whether or not this council is 

concerned about the actual process that needs to be rewritten, or if it was applied 

incorrectly, would help me understand where I would be on this vote for remand or 

not. And I’m I’m trying to hope I’m trying to understand if we are in the situation 

where we're trying to pick winners and losers, or if we are saying something was 

was applied inappropriately. And that's not quite clear to me in the discussion here. 

Thanks.  

Speaker:  Councilor. Councilor koyama lane.  

Speaker:  Hi colleagues.  

Speaker:  It's great to see you all. I was just a few blocks away at the courthouse, 

fulfilling my civic duty of jury duty. It's much more fun to see you all in person. I 

share many of the same concerns raised by community members and my 

colleagues about. I think. I appreciate your question, councilor zimmermann, 

because I do think it is a process that is being brought up. I will be clear, I think it's 

important that we get this right and we are. The expectation is that we are looking 

very closely. I also, at the same time, do not want to delay support for many 

organizations that are counting on it, and I am looking to my colleagues, especially 

councilor smith, who I’ve had some conversations with. I think we have various 

options here, and I if we do choose a path, I am absolutely willing councilor canal to 

sign on to an emergency ordinance to make this as expedited as possible. But I will 

be honest that I am looking to some of my colleagues for where they're wanting to 

head.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor. Councilor smith, I saw you trying to jump in there, 

and I thought your hand here was a legacy hand, not a current hand.  



Speaker:  It's a current hand.  

Speaker:  Go right ahead.  

Speaker:  Thank you. I think it is both, miss pellegrino. I think it is process and how 

it's applied. And I think it's about, you know, the devil is in the details. And who 

actually are the reviewers and the scorers and where they come from, what side of 

town they come from. So I believe if you believe that you have a good process, that 

folks that you bring to the table to score these, that's where it's not necessarily at 

the top, always where the long standing institutional kind of things happen. It's 

right here in the middle. They are the folks who are scoring, referring to the 

allocation committee. The allocation committee is a rubber stamp to what the 

middle did. So that I’m really clear on what I see as a 30,000 foot look into who were 

actually making these decisions. So we have taken it one step further down below, 

you know, below, skin deep, we're saying, look at those who reviewed. Where did 

they come from? Did we have a good cross-section of folks who could adequately 

and historically look at programs in the longevity of programs that have been in 

communities of color, producing good work for a very long time. And that's where 

I’m sitting. I could see a space in a place where we could remand, go back, do your 

process, but you need to figure out how to take some of that middle and make sure 

that you have the right people at the table scoring and making sure that they 

understand every side of the community, not just the side that they're familiar with. 

Because I think we have an unbalanced group of folks, and that's where you can 

change the trajectory of things, is when you identify a particular group to review. 

And if they don't have a historical knowledge of what and who. Organizations are, 

then they're not going to be able to reflect that in their reviewing process. So that's 

what I’m saying. I’m not doubting your process, but I’m doubting how it came out. 

And who's doing the reviewing.  



Speaker:  We offered that we could instead hire contractors as reviewers instead of 

use community volunteers, because the ability to ask community volunteers to 

spend more time than it takes to score the applications is difficult because they're 

doing it as a volunteer. So that's one option that we could if we redid our process, 

we could.  

Speaker:  But I think it's important to have the community voice. I think it's 

important to have the community voice, but you need to make sure that there is a 

comprehensive community voice, not just young people, not just people of color, 

but a cross-section of people who have a history of understanding communities 

who have long standing reputations of doing work and serving bipoc communities. 

And so we just have to be a little bit better about who we choose. If you believe that 

this process works, but we have a problem with how it's being applied, and we have 

a problem with the process. So for me, I that's that's where I’m sitting. I don't want 

to take anyone's money away. I don't want to take their wholesale money away for 

100%. I think that I have talked to a few organizations, and they said that when the 

last time that we talked, you said it would only take a few months to redo this and 

to rescore.  

Speaker:  If you're if you are sending back the all the decisions that the allocation 

committee made, and you're asking the allocation committee to go back and relook 

and decide whether their original allocations were merited or not. Given the 

considerations you've raised here, that's different than if we need to change the 

process by which this was done. And I heard many comments today that suggested 

the process was not done correctly. And you want to redesign.  

Speaker:  And I’m not trying to pick winners or losers, because cream always rises 

to the top when you're doing the work, and you can do it no matter who's 

evaluating you. If you've done the work in the community, it should rise to the top. 



But what I’m saying is, let's give ourselves some breathing room. And they said 

those organizations that I talked to, they said they would be willing to wait a few 

months. If it was only going to take a few months. But now we're talking about a 

whole year. I would be supportive of a whole year extension of existing services. So 

that July 1st people could serve their communities.  

Speaker:  And I think we could do that as the.  

Speaker:  And in saying that to in talking to community organizations, I’m saying 

this to them. If we remand this and we do a different process, if it turns out the 

same, then you have to accept it.  

Speaker:  You. Okay?  

Speaker:  That's what I’m saying.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor.  

Speaker:  Councilor Ryan. No, I’m sorry, councilor dunphy. That's who I’m looking 

at. Who hasn't spoken to this yet?  

Speaker:  Thank you. A couple of things. First of all, colleagues, I just want to 

acknowledge that my wife sits on the pcl community council as just. I want to 

declare that it's not a conflict, I don't think. But as I understand it, the community 

council evaluated all the applications blind. But I did want to just note that my wife 

is one of the community council folks. It's clear that I mean, to me, a lot of work has 

been done here and. Whether or not the process was followed, right, or whether or 

not the process is the right process, the outcome seems to be. Not hitting where we 

want to. And I don't hear any council colleagues excited to approve this as written 

right now. And now we're all sort of scrambling to try and find out what else. I do 

want to acknowledge that under city code in the I’m sorry, section six of the act that 

actually enacted the children's levy, it says specifically the allocate quote, the 

allocation committee shall make funding decisions in a public meeting based on 



application scores and other community conditions to foster a balanced and 

integrated citywide system of services. So, based off of that, the. Would it actually 

require a full reconsideration of the whole all of the applications or could we have I 

mean, would it would would it actually require a full redo of the process, or is there 

an opportunity where we could reevaluate faster than a year? I’m very concerned 

about the idea of delaying funding of this, and I also am really concerned about us 

trying to find an answer to how to fund these organizations today. So is there more 

that we could be doing in that specific understanding, that specific framing? And 

what part of the scoring process would have to be redone if we do remand? I’m 

struggling to ask what the right questions here. I’m sorry.  

Speaker:  I’m not sure what I mean. The my understanding of remand is it's usually 

done with instructions of some kind to. So if you are asking the committee to go 

back and look at all of the existing applications and review their decisions and make 

decisions that are consistent with your instructions here today, they could do that, 

but that would. I just want to be clear, that would not be a different process in 

terms of people's concerns around reviewers or around who was selected or how 

the review was done, or how the application was written, or how the outreach was 

done, or how any of these other things that I’ve heard raised. It would not solve 

that. So I just want to be clear that you you can do that. I just I’m not sure that's I’m 

not sure that's what you want. I don't I’m not sure I know.  

Speaker:  I guess could you clarify.  

Speaker:  You know, based on that, the section that I read specifically, do you think 

that we're community conditions as it's put in the act, were community conditions 

adequately considered as by the allocation committee, or is that part of the process 

as community conditions explicit as part of the criteria.  



Speaker:  There, looking at balancing to make sure, I mean, the allocation 

committee's job when they're looking at the at the final decisions, I think what 

they're they're trying to balance all of the competing goals that a process has. So for 

instance, they're interested in making sure they continue to provide stable funding 

for organizations that are performing well and delivering services to community. 

The community seems happy about. They're also concerned about making sure 

that new organizations or organizations that have not had access to pcl funding 

also have an opportunity to get funded. And in a year, I mean, I would just say that 

was perhaps the most difficult competing thing that I saw the allocation committee 

wrestle with was trying to trying to make sure they were supporting existing 

organizations, doing good work and also making room for new organizations that 

the community council specifically highlighted. They wanted us to do. They wanted 

the pcl to let in new organizations. When you have fewer resources than you have 

this year, that means that any existing grant that is continued would necessarily get 

less money. If you are also trying to free up resources to be able to fund new 

programs that are not currently funded. And it also meant that the committee 

wrestled with performance issues of trying to figure out which programs, keeping in 

mind that an organization may not deliver all programs equally. They may be doing 

one program. Excellent. They may having really struggling with another program. 

So I saw the committee consider performance in that context to understand. Some 

organizations are doing a great job with this program, but maybe not with this 

other program that they're also requesting continuing funding. So they made very 

hard decisions to balance competing interests and needs. And that was the 

struggle. And so balanced. Yes, they they did their best, I think, to try to balance 

things that they wanted when they wanted things that don't go together.  

Speaker:  Councilor are you.  



Speaker:  Complete councilors? I just want to point out that everybody left in the 

queue has spoken, I believe, multiple times, and we do have a motion on the table. 

Agreed. On the floor is yours.  

Speaker:  Very briefly. I just wanted to answer councilor zimmermann's question 

and also councilor kanal question. So to your question, councilor zimmerman, from 

the feedback I’ve heard, I think I’m mostly worried about application process. You 

know, councilor smith has raised questions where that it might be difficult to 

disentangle those. But my motivation today was really worried about applications 

of process to include the things that council, dunphy said, that, you know, comma 

also considering community conditions. So that to me would be application the 

process. Councilor kanal if this was an emergency ordinance in June, I would I 

would be one of the nine that would be necessary to extend it. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal.  

Speaker:  So let me ask a question first. Where if any particular place do you think, 

director pellegrino, that the leadership and whether or not an organization is led in 

part or in whole by members of the community that it seeks to serve, where does 

that figure in to the evaluation process, if at all? At this moment.  

Speaker:  It is currently one of the criteria that is literally written into the scoring 

criteria. And organizations did provide that information mostly. In some cases it 

was unclear, but about 75% of the organizations that are on this, or 75% of the. Let 

me hang on. Let me just check. I don't want to misspeak. Okay. Yes. So of the 94 

applications that are currently on the list that you have for approval, 74% of those 

are from organizations that have more than half of their clients, board and staff, 

people of color.  

Speaker:  Can I ask.  



Speaker:  People of color? So that's that's the that's how it falls out. So it was 

considered it was asked. It was evaluated. In some cases people don't apply don't 

respond specifically. So we don't always have complete information on every 

applicant.  

Speaker:  Can I can I follow up on that? You know, I’m asian American. I think that 

it's great that I’m represented on, on boards or that that people from my 

community are represented on boards. I don't think that me being on a board 

necessarily makes that organization better suited to serve black people. So can I ask 

if you disaggregated that further with relation to the parts of these applications that 

are designed to serve specifically black people.  

Speaker:  You're asking we did used to ask in the application in the 1920 process. 

We did ask for very specific data about that question, where people filled out a 

chart and gave, you know, literally disaggregated data on all of their clients, their 

board and their staff, broken down by direct and management. We heard feedback 

in the last process that that was too much of a lift for a particularly smaller 

organizations and newer organizations to provide that level of data on an 

application, and it's too much information. So we took that piece out and in terms 

of that level of detail, and we asked for people to just in a narrative, tell us what the 

composition of your clients, staff and board are. And we wrote into the scoring 

criteria, specifically give percentages of the different communities that you serve 

and that what your on your staff and on your board. So some people did that and 

others did not give a specific information, but we don't have that level of 

disaggregated data that we did used to have. But that was in specific response to 

critique. We had about too much of a lift on our application.  

Speaker:  Yeah. So I appreciate that you've clearly been responsive to the feedback 

you got from the previous process. And I imagine it could be frustrating. And I’m 



not going to ask you to confirm or deny it to, to be sort of responded to for the 

changes you made in response to previous community feedback. I will say that it's a 

little different because it is hard to gather data on your clients, and I could see that 

being a lift, being able to say who the members of your board are is something any, 

any nonprofit organization should be able to do fairly easily, though, and be able to 

say, you know, my board is x percent women, x percent lgbtq, x percent black x 

percent whatever. And so I think maybe the separation there might be relevant.  

Speaker:  We do have that data. Many people did provide it, but it's not it's not 

disaggregated at the same by the same variables.  

Speaker:  And can you the second I only have two questions on this. The can you 

speak so in reading not just I mean there's one of the applications. We've talked 

about this organization a lot, but I saw it in a couple where it was observed that the 

application itself, the writing in the application, was perhaps not, as I think words 

like professional were used or there was spell check issues, things like that. And 

that seems because not everybody gave comments on every box in the score 

sheets. That seems to have negatively affected some of the scoring. How does that 

square with the idea of having newer organizations be favored in this process? 

Given? And this is the point I brought up earlier, but I didn't give you the chance to 

answer. How does this square with the idea that new organizations should be 

favored if new organizations are less familiar with how to write a grant for the city?  

Speaker:  I understand what you're asking. I think I think the community council 

was very concerned about that. And so one of you know, we tried there are, first of 

all, there are four scorers for each application. So and we take the median. So we're 

dropping off people who are the extremes you know from that calculation. So that's 

one way that we helped kind of correct for that. The other issue is score is not 

everything. So that was kind of to people's point. The committee really looked at 



score is very important. We want to lean toward high scoring applications for sure, 

because our application did heavily weight equity in the kinds of questions you're 

talking about, commissioner councilor kanal. But we don't want to only go by score 

because of those reasons that you just stated. And so we did succeed. About half 

the organizations on that list of 94 are new to pcl, have not been funded in the past. 

And so that was, you know, they reached down the list and did choose lower 

scoring applications for those reasons. And so there are cases where they have 

done that. I would say they did not reach down to the last application in any 

category. So if you scored last, nobody who scored last was was pulled up.  

Speaker:  So then i'll close by saying, I think this is a little bit of both. To councilor 

zimmermann's question, I would argue a little more. The latter application versus 

the process itself from my perspective, and also that I don't the part of the process 

that relates to the community council does not appear to be concerning to me at 

this moment. I that that is not the part that is more concerning to me. I think it's the 

development of it prior to that, of the questions, which does relate a little bit, but 

it's also how that was taken, the feedback and then the, the allocation side appears 

to be where I’m hearing colleagues talk about it. So that's, that's and I say that not 

only just to clarify, but also to say thank you to the people on the community 

council, because you did do a lot of work. And over many, you know, months and 

years. So thank you. I'll close there.  

Speaker:  Councilors, I will again remind us that we have a motion on the table. 

Councilor novick.  

Speaker:  Yeah. I just wanted to quickly say that looking through the process, it 

starts with volunteers reviewing and scoring each proposal. Volunteers have 

experience in all program areas organizational, program management, racial 

equity, diversity, etc. And then after the volunteers do the scoring, then there's the 



pcl community council and then there's the allocation committee. And I really have 

not heard an explanation of what part of the process people don't like. We think 

we're picking the wrong volunteers. Do we think that there's a problem with the 

community council or the fact that they do a blind evaluation? Do we think it's the 

problem with the allocation committee? And in light of that, I actually would be 

prepared to vote to approve the allocation that has been made, because I don't 

really understand the objections to the process.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor. Councilor smith.  

Speaker:  Thank you. I think there's a structural problem because you wholesale 

changed the process from 2020 to 2025. And if folks can't identify percentages of 

the of the folks who are their clients, then why are we giving them money?  

Speaker:  People did do that.  

Speaker:  But you said that you didn't. You stopped digging deeper because they 

could not disaggregate data.  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal asked me if we could disaggregate that data, and we did 

used to ask for it in a format that would allow us to disaggregate the data. We 

stopped asking for it in that in order to disaggregate data, you have to have the 

variables defined the same by every organization, so that you need them to fill out 

a chart that puts people in the in the same categories. If people choose to give that 

information in different categories, you can't disaggregate it. And also some 

organizations did not provide percentages. Most did, but some did not. So you can't 

say that for every single applicant. And sometimes it is the smaller and newer 

organizations that struggle to give the exact data, or they don't ask their board or 

they don't ask their staff.  

Speaker:  That's right. And again, I said, it's a structural problem. You can't reward 

people who don't answer the question. And you rewarded folks who couldn't 



answer the question who you thought were new. That should be in the queue and 

gave them more opportunities to be one of the grantees, as opposed to doing what 

you did in 2020. Now let's go back to 2020. We were in a different time. That was 

the george floyd era. And so you all recognized where we were in that moment in 

time. And you had folks identify if they were black leading organizations that served 

over 50% or more of black clients. You understood that we were in covid and that 

bipoc communities were disproportionately being disadvantaged in that economic 

time frame. And so you adjusted your application to that moment. So since the 

application has been adjusted in a way that it has pushed away. Existing grantees to 

favoring. And I’m saying this to you, councilor novick newer applications, I would 

say that's a structural issue.  

Speaker:  That was in response to feedback. Councilor smith.  

Speaker:  So I think there is a motion on the table, and we should address it, 

because I believe that we should go back in. We should remand fund the folks who 

are in the system, figure out how we can go back to a place and a time where 

there's nothing has changed since 2020. Only who's in the white house. And it is 

making it very difficult for the people that we serve who are in the bipoc community 

to even get funded. So folks are taking cuts all over the place. And so for me, I see 

several places on how we applied it, what we did with the application. If these 

organizations had 50% or more bipoc communities, and specifically black leaning 

black boards and some we kind of favored because they couldn't they were small 

and they probably not able to answer the question. We gave them a response and 

why they didn't do it. They didn't put a note there and say, this is why we didn't do 

it. They just didn't do it. So I can't hold. Up the entire process accountable because 

we felt that we needed to get new people into the system. We need to make sure 

that we have the most effective people in the system. And I don't see that practiced 



that. We have the most effective people who have a history of doing the work in a 

history of being a grantee of the Portland children's levy. They were kind of. 

Awarded and reduced so that you could bring new folks on. But that's the way I see 

it. If that's not the way others see it, I think we really need to discuss a little bit 

more, but that is the way I am viewing it and how you responded to the questions. 

So I would like to see us take a vote on this to remand it, extend the current 

grantees and see if we can figure out what's happening in the middle and redo this 

and come back a year from now. Okay? I know that councilor avalos wants to speak 

as well.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor, councilor avalos.  

Speaker:  Thanks. I have been listening and trying to understand the direction that 

we're trying to head in. I think that what my colleagues have raised around 

concerns about process or things that I share, I also am concerned about what I’ve 

heard is, I guess, your interpretation of what would happen if we remand that it 

would take a year or so. I think there's an in-between here. I’m trying to process 

what I’m hearing from our city attorney, as far as what kind of direction we can give 

to make, you know, whatever it is that you all do more clear and also expedited 

because definitely I don't think any of my colleagues want to see any organizations 

go without funding. While, you know, this kind of hangs in the balance, I certainly 

don't. Let me start by just asking you, are you how are you now that you've heard it 

from everybody? What is your interpretation? Do you feel you have enough 

guidance right now to reevaluate this process effectively?  

Speaker:  I guess I would I would be helpful for me to understand. Do you want us 

to redo it from the application forward, like ask people to submit new applications, 

have them rescored using different review process with different criteria. Or do you 

want us to use the results of the last process, which is the applications that we 



received that were scored in the way that they were scored, and have the allocation 

committee go back and look among the applications that are currently in the 

system and make different decisions or make the same decisions if they choose. I 

guess.  

Speaker:  It's my personal preference that it would be the latter. I think that a lot of 

the things we're hearing from community, and why so many of us came into this 

feeling concerned, is that there seemed to be some discrepancies in the process. 

There was miscommunication going on between how applicants were talking with 

staff, whether information was getting relayed effectively. And it the feeling is that 

because there were those miscommunications, the outcomes didn't reflect updated 

information that needed to be taken into account. So I would like to see us, you 

know, definitely not start from the beginning. I don't think that's what we're asking, 

but it's not what I’m asking. I think it would be more. So can we look at these claims 

and see how they fit into the current system that we have? I think that a new 

system is going to require some time, and I want us to have a thorough discussion 

about that. But I think in the interim, we can look at what's currently what are some 

of these concerns that we're all hearing and assess that via your process. Maybe 

there's new information that needs to be taken into account and go from there. 

That's where I’m landing on it. But I think you're i, I can see how this is very 

confusing for you. And so I’m also trying to figure out a solution for how can we 

make a decision to at least pause this, not indefinitely. To give you some more 

clarity, I don't know if that requires some kind of ordinance. If that's a discussion 

that's offline and then be able to, within a reasonable time frame, come back with 

updated information on, you know, what is how are you applying this new 

information? How is that applied to your process? While we then have a broader 

discussion over the next year on maybe adjusting the process based on some of 



the other overarching concerns that I hear from my colleagues? So that's what I’m 

currently taking away. I obviously don't speak for everybody. I’m not sure where 

we're landing here. I know the motion that we have on the table is for a remand. 

And so I guess my last question would just be just to clarify from you, city attorney 

taylor, if we do remand, do we need to put some kind of language in how we want 

to see that be done within this motion, or is that something that can happen offline, 

or is it something that needs to come in a formal way via some other kind of 

ordinance or council action, like how do we relay the information of what we're 

asking for in the remand in a formal way?  

Speaker:  Good question. I think council has options. I think you could remand it 

with specific instructions. You could remand it pending further instruction from 

council. You could remand it to start at a specific point, tell them to start from the 

beginning or tell them to start after the scoring, but do the allocation process again 

so you have some options. If you can reach a decision on on that today.  

Speaker:  Okay. Then I guess my do you have a response?  

Speaker:  I was just going to say that I do that. We have an allocation committee 

meeting set for June 18th. If the entire decision making process is remanded, and 

depending on your instructions, if you want people to be able to come and speak to 

the allocation committee about the, you know, for in every funding area, every 

program area, I don't know that we can accomplish that in one meeting. So I did put 

information in the information that people asked for about what would be the time 

frame if the entire set of decisions is remanded. I’m not positive that if you want a 

process that includes people coming in to give verbal testimony to the allocation 

committee, that has to be planned and will take longer than one meeting, probably.  

Speaker:  Okay, well then I based on everything I’m hearing, I think my 

recommendation to my colleagues would be that we do remand it, because that 



seems like it's the formal way that we can halt this process in the way. And in order 

for us to have these larger discussions, I think that we need to have an expedited 

timeline. So I’m looking to my colleagues to assure that we are going to find a way 

to have those discussions soon, and I think we can provide some further instruction 

in some formal way, it sounds like. So yeah, that's where I’m landing. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Councilors, again, we are almost an hour over time now. And everyone in 

the queue has said a lot, and many of your colleagues are holding on to comments 

that we have, myself included, to try to move us along. Councilor smith.  

Speaker:  Do you have more.  

Speaker:  That needs.  

Speaker:  To.  

Speaker:  Be added?  

Speaker:  That's new. I.  

Speaker:  I agree with councilor avalos. We need to remand pending instruction.  

Speaker:  Councilor canal. Do you have something new?  

Speaker:  Move to limit debate to the existing stack. The existing. Everyone has got 

their hand raised.  

Speaker:  Ryan, do you have something new?  

Speaker:  It's a point of order question. Actually, we never voted on if we were 

going to prove these or not, so we just assumed we weren't, I guess. And we're 

going to an amendment to remand. Is that what's on the table? I’m not used to this 

process.  

Speaker:  A motion put on the table to vote to remand.  

Speaker:  Okay. So it's like an amendment.  

Speaker:  It's like a.  

Speaker:  Go ahead.  



Speaker:  Blowing up the one that's here and adding a new one.  

Speaker:  It's in the think of it in the nature of a motion to refer back to committee. 

So it would be a procedural motion to remand it back to the Portland children's 

levy.  

Speaker:  Seeing as there's no one in the stack, I will withdraw the motion.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Councilors, with nobody else in the queue and a motion before us. 

Rebecca, can you please call the roll on the motion to remand, which sends this 

back to address concerns with how the process was applied.  

Speaker:  Order. Though before you do that, based on what I was asking, city 

attorney, do we need to change the amendment or the motion to be remand 

pending further instruction? Is that necessary in order to ensure that we have the 

capability to follow up? Because if we, as I’m reading it right now, if it's just a 

remand, then.  

Speaker:  I think.  

Speaker:  If there's a remand, lisa could ask us for more details after the fact if she 

chose.  

Speaker:  And I’m happy to do that.  

Speaker:  I think that I think effectively that would be the same thing as remanding 

it pending further instruction from council.  

Speaker:  Rebecca.  

Speaker:  Please call the roll canal.  

Speaker:  I'll keep this brief. I’m conflicted. I’m concerned. I appreciate all the work 

that's been done on this. I want to keep talking about this. I will vote yes on the 

motion to remand Ryan.  



Speaker:  Yeah. I think what I got out of this conversation, I’m disappointed it didn't 

come up earlier. We've had a couple other opportunities, but it did happen today. 

And I think we got to some of the heart of the matter. So the weight of the new 

organizations that was recommended by psu and what was discussed with the 

community council and the allocation committee, that weight is now going against 

the not having waited legacy organizations that we're hearing about today. So that's 

where the rub is, I think. And that'll be fascinating to figure out how to manage that. 

I thought that this entire process has been so much improved from the past, but 

that was the one issue that seems to have put this out of proportion. And so i, I 

stand with I was going to vote yes, of course, on what was brought forward. So on 

the remand, I will vote no.  

Speaker:  Koyama lane.  

Speaker:  Yes. Morillo i.  

Speaker:  Novick.  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Clark.  

Speaker:  I just want to say I think this is really micromanagement. I said that 

earlier. I think it's very much like the former form of government. And I’m voting no.  

Speaker:  Green.  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  Zimmerman.  

Speaker:  I am clarifying that there was no adjustment to this. So by this voting and 

passing, it will stop funding on June 30th. So i. I think I made myself clear in, in my 

willingness to entertain an idea that didn't. But because of that, the current 

amendment stands. I'll vote no.  

Speaker:  Avalos.  



Speaker:  I'll just go back real quick to a comment that councilor kanal made 

earlier. That is a larger concern, which is this is not a rubber stamp body. You know, 

we have a duty to ask questions. We have a duty to respond to constituents who 

are concerned about process. And I think that's what we're doing here. I get that it's 

complicated. I know that we're trying to respect the process that a bunch of people 

were a part of, and I think it's our responsibility to be responsive to constituents 

that have concerns. And I think that's why I’m voting.  

Speaker:  I don.  

Speaker:  Dunphy.  

Speaker:  I,  

Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  Smith.  

Speaker:  I would like to remand and to make sure that existing contracts go 

forward as well. Can we do that?  

Speaker:  Right now we're in the middle of the roll call vote. So you can't you can't 

amend it in the middle of the roll call.  

Speaker:  Okay, i.  

Speaker:  Pirtle-guiney.  

Speaker:  Out of fear for.  

Speaker:  Out of fear for ensuring that we have funding for these important 

services moving forward. And also with respect to the many organizations in my 

district and district one who asked us to support these, I vote no.  

Speaker:  With seven ayes. The ordinance is remanded.  

Speaker:  Council president.  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  I’d like to make a motion from the floor.  



Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  That. We adopt an ordinance to extend the current levels of funding in 

the Portland children's levy, with authority granted up to the 25% mark to the 

director for reductions. Given the reduction in revenue for the upcoming 12 

months, not to exceed one year.  

Speaker:  Mr. Taylor, I assume that that's a motion that could be in order right now. 

That is a motion to add a new item to the agenda from the floor.  

Speaker:  Second.  

Speaker:  It it would be in order to suspend the rules with nine votes to add an 

item to the agenda that's not previously posted. If in that instance, it would be 

helpful if that item was if we had it in writing so we knew what it was.  

Speaker:  Well, mr. Attorney, I encourage you to start typing because I just had to 

come with it with on the fly here.  

Speaker:  I think that the motion that has been made from the floor is to suspend 

the rules, to add an item to the agenda, to be heard immediately. At this point on 

the agenda, I’m paraphrasing. So if I’m paraphrasing incorrectly, cut me off here, 

which would state that the children's levy is directed to, for the next year, fund the 

current. The organizations who are currently funded at a level of up to 25% below 

their current funding level in order to give them time to work on the remand. Is 

that.  

Speaker:  Accurate.  

Speaker:  Madam president? Thank you. My intent here is to make sure that there 

is no significant change on July 1st and to acknowledge the fact that the revenues 

that are coming in from the levy are diminished to their from their current levels, 

and to put some trust and authority in the director's level to apply those as best 

they see fit. But to ensure that the last action that just took place does not have a 



cascading effect on a number of community providers. Thank you. And, mr. 

Attorney, I recognize that this is in the moment and. I still think it needs to happen 

to avoid an action that I think we're unclear about. So where your team or my team 

or anybody's team from this council can help put verbiage around that. Happy to 

help. But I think the intent is enough to be able to vote on.  

Speaker:  I appreciate that it is helpful to staff, including attorneys, to have a little 

bit of time to do that. If I might suggest that I believe there's a council meeting 

tomorrow, it would be in order tomorrow to vote to suspend the rules with nine 

votes, to add that to the agenda. And have that heard in that that order.  

Speaker:  No, no, no, no.  

Speaker:  Mr. Taylor, may I ask a question? We have a motion made and seconded. 

Could we could we offer a friendly amendment to the motion that it be added to 

the end of the agenda tomorrow, and a vote taken to do that, which would give you 

time to see this in writing before we voted.  

Speaker:  But I have a point of order, because I guess I’m not understanding why it 

has to be a separate agenda item at all. I think that it's within this item and it's, you 

know, we did a remand, but this.  

Speaker:  Councilor.  

Speaker:  Is that not like, why does it have to be a separate.  

Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  Don't have an item to vote on to do this. There is nothing on the agenda. 

An agenda item isn't just a broad discussion about a topic. Generally, an agenda 

item is a concrete thing that we vote on, and we don't have an agenda item right 

now to do what counselor zimmerman has suggested. So we would need to add an 

item to the agenda to do that. I’m reading the room that folks would like to consider 

adding an agenda item to do that immediately. And I think we have two options to 



add it to the agenda to discuss and vote on right now, or to add it to the agenda to 

discuss and vote on later in the agenda.  

Speaker:  Point of order. We have a motion on the floor. We are prepared to do 

this vote. To. To, you know, relaxing the rules. To do this. We can do it. And we don't 

have to wait to do it. Let's let's just do the vote and quit. Always extending stuff 

when we know what the vote is. And I think we can vote on it right now.  

Speaker:  Counselor zimmerman, we have probably an hour's worth of other 

things on the agenda. Would you be willing to place this at the end of today's 

agenda and spend ten minutes while we debate the next item, working with our 

legal counsel to get this in writing for everybody?  

Speaker:  Thanks, i. I am reading the body language and I am unsure of why. It 

seems like there may be some opposition to this. It seems like the intent is quite 

clear, but I’d be willing to take this up as the last agenda item of this meeting. But I 

think that an ordinance I would just say, I think. Direction of a thing that currently 

exists to continue does not require many pages of an ordinance written. I think 

single sentence ordinances would be a joy if we got more to those, because in 

ordinances about an action and an intent, I think I’ve read that into the record. I’d 

be willing to take this up at the end of this meeting, but I would not be willing to go 

any further. I think today's action could be alarming for a number of organizations 

in the community, and I’d like to set a tone directly today before we adjourn. Thank 

you.  

Speaker:  I would be happy to accommodate that. If you would be so kind to send 

me an email with the language that you're hoping to see that will help me serve the 

council's desires.  

Speaker:  Councilor zimmerman. Are you willing to accept the friendly amendment 

that this be placed immediately following?  



Speaker:  Item?  

Speaker:  12 on the agenda? Actually, immediately following item six on the 

agenda? Because right now our agenda goes 12, five, six.  

Speaker:  Today.  

Speaker:  Naturally.  

Speaker:  Members do.  

Speaker:  Yes. Okay.  

Speaker:  Counselor smith, are you in the queue for debate or should we move to a 

vote? Okay. Seeing no one in the queue for.  

Speaker:  Information, I’m sorry. When items are removed from the consent 

agenda, they normally go to the bottom of the agenda for that meeting. But this 

meeting continues till tomorrow. It's recessed. So my understanding is five and six 

are at the end of tomorrow's agenda, not today's. Okay, I might be mistaken on 

that, but I believe that's the standard practice.  

Speaker:  They go to the end of the regular agenda.  

Speaker:  And the regular agenda for this meeting continues.  

Speaker:  Regular agenda.  

Speaker:  Item 14.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  I think the normal practice is that they go to the bottom of the agenda for 

this meeting, so they wouldn't go to tomorrow.  

Speaker:  If we don't get.  

Speaker:  Technically, you are technically accurate. Tomorrow is the same meeting 

and mr. Taylor is accurate in that the practice at the city has been that it goes to the 

bottom of the agenda that day, as opposed to that meeting.  

Speaker:  Thank you. There is a vote.  



Speaker:  To amend the agenda. We need a three quarters vote, a 9/12 vote to add 

this to the agenda.  

Speaker:  We need a separate motion.  

Speaker:  We have a second from councilor clark. So, rebecca, can you please call 

the roll.  

Speaker:  Canal? I.  

Speaker:  Ryan, i.  

Speaker:  Koyama lane i. Morillo i.  

Speaker:  Novick i.  

Speaker:  Clark. I.  

Speaker:  I zimmerman. I avalos I dunphy. I smith.  

Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  Pirtle-guiney i.  

Speaker:  12 ayes.  

Speaker:  Thank you rebecca, can you please read the next agenda item? Item ten.  

Speaker:  Authorize. Authorize the bureau of transportation to acquire certain 

permanent and temporary rights necessary for construction of the northeast 

columbia cully boulevard and alderwood road intersection improvements project 

through the exercise of eminent domain authority councilors.  

Speaker:  This is a second reading of agenda of an agenda item. Generally, second 

readings are voted on. Do we have any discussion before we move to a vote? 

Councilor zimmerman, is your hand up for this agenda item?  

Speaker:  No. Still typing in on this.  

Speaker:  Okay, rebecca, seeing no discussion, can you please call the roll?  

Speaker:  Canal. Ryan.  

Speaker:  Aye. Koyama lane i.  



Speaker:  Morillo i.  

Speaker:  Novick i.  

Speaker:  Clark. I.  

Speaker:  Green hi.  

Speaker:  Zimmerman i.  

Speaker:  Avalos dunphy. I smith. I pirtle-guiney. I and with 11 ayes the item is 

passed.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Can you please read agenda item 11?  

Speaker:  Adopt committee rules.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Rebecca. Councilors. This is a resolution. Resolutions are 

heard once at council. This was previously worked on in the governance committee. 

This my notes say there's no committee staff report. But I’m wondering if. Okay I 

thought we had something for this. So we will start with committee staff report 

from ashley hernandez. Please go ahead.  

Speaker:  Okay. Madam president councilors. For the record, my name is ashley 

hernandez. I serve the governance committee. The this the resolution document 

number 2025 166 was considering the governance committee on April 21st and 

may 5th, where it was referred as amended to council with recommendation that it 

be adopted. This established rules for committee for City Council committees. The 

committee rules provide a procedural framework for committee operations, 

including. Quorum, the rules of presiding officer. Public notice, access, testimony, 

and recording meetings. The resolution includes guidance on general rules of 

procedure, deliberation, conflict of interest, and rules of order. The resolution 

described how items are referred to a committee, specifies committee actions and 

clarifies documents that must accompany an item that is referred from out of 

committee to a full council. The committee adopted amendments prior moving the 



item to full council. The effect of amendments on the original resolution draft are 

summarized in the committee staff summary. The full impact statement on this 

item includes committee impacts and community involvement. One person 

testified during the committee meeting on April 21st and the same person 

submitted written testimony. The testimony focused on council deliberation, 

quorum requirements, and committee meetings. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you, ashley councilor koyama lane you chaired the committee 

during this discussion. Do you have anything you'd like to add?  

Speaker:  Just that we're bringing a resolution on committee rules that was passed 

unanimously out of the governance committee. The amended version you see 

before you as attachment exhibit a, as amended. We worked as quickly as possible, 

but diligently to meet a council wide sense of urgency around the need for set rules 

to ensure that we have a shared understanding of the role and responsibility of 

committees. My gratitude to my committee colleagues, as well as councilor avalos, 

who joined us and brought thoughtful amendments and engaged in collaboration 

and discussion as we work toward an amended version that had unanimous 

committee support, we consider the options around bringing this to a council work 

session. But we all know that meeting time is extremely tight, and we have a 

backlog of a lot of different things coming before us. I look forward to hearing your 

thoughts and answer answering your questions as we discuss this resolution.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Councilor, and either councilor koyama lane or councilor Ryan. Do you 

have anything to add by way of a carrier report? Okay, I’m seeing a no from both of 

our colleagues. Are there any colleagues clarifying questions before we move to 

public testimony and then our broader discussion? Seeing none. Rebecca, do we 

have public testimony?  



Speaker:  We do.  

Speaker:  Could you.  

Speaker:  Please call folks up in groups of 3 or 4 so that we can move through 

people seamlessly?  

Speaker:  Refreshing this. We have ten people. Our first three are. Joe jackson, 

ahmed al-shamrani and craig bethel.  

Speaker:  Thank you for being here.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank.  

Speaker:  You. And forgive me if we've kind of entered the wrong format for what 

we're here to discuss.  

Speaker:  In public testimony right now on the agenda item around adopting 

committee rules. Is that what you're here to discuss?  

Speaker:  We are here to discuss. Rideshare drivers in Portland and the budget that 

increases the per trip fee to $2.  

Speaker:  That's not what is on the table before us, rebecca, what is our process 

around getting folks signed up for testifying on the right things?  

Speaker:  The sign up for the budget testimony is going to happen later. If you 

want to approach the clerk, we can get you signed up for the appropriate testimony 

time.  

Speaker:  Which agenda item is that?  

Speaker:  That's not on the agenda today.  

Speaker:  It's not on the agenda today. Okay. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Mr.  

Speaker:  Did I see?  



Speaker:  Any other folks who are signed up for this agenda item are here to speak 

to adopting the committee rules, or if we need to get other folks signed up for the 

agenda items.  

Speaker:  Our next three were muhammad ali and yusuf fakih.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Did I hear sheikh ahmed, karen, shira and debbie iona?  

Speaker:  So we are here. Yes.  

Speaker:  Anyone who's here to testify about the rideshare and budget, come over 

here to the clerk, and we'll get you signed up for the proper item. Anyone who is 

here to testify on item 11, adopt committee rules. Document number 2025, dash 

166. You may approach the testimony table.  

Speaker:  And if.  

Speaker:  You were here to testify on the rideshare item on the budget, do you 

please make sure that your colleagues come back in so we can get you signed up? 

We still want to hear from you at the time when we're considering that. Rebecca, 

had you called debbie iona.  

Speaker:  I did debbie iona, terry harris, and karen. Shira.  

Speaker:  Debbie, go right ahead.  

Speaker:  Okay. Thanks. I’m on zoom. In case you haven't figured that out yet, I’m 

debbie iona, representing the league of women voters of Portland. In your meeting 

packet, there should be a copy of a league memo we sent to the governance 

committee. Although we appreciate their work, we have suggestions. And in 

addition to section c in the committee rules on public access and public testimony, I 

want to highlight our addition of a sixth point to require timely availability of 

meeting materials. This is a cornerstone to facilitating informed public tracking and 

testimony. We urge that the deadline for sending exhibits and other materials to 



the council clerk for posting online should be no later than 48 hours before 

committee work sessions and meetings. Our understanding is that the clerk 

requests this timing, but we can see on the website that this request is not always 

honored. The clerk can't set a deadline mandate, but the council can and should. 

And since committee materials are frequently prepared by city staff, City Council 

should request that the city administrator impose this 48 hours in advance 

deadline for their employees. Specific language for the league's point number six is 

in red font. In our memo, with background information in bold. Point four pertains 

to testimony at a subsequent committee meeting. We urge that when time runs 

out, before all public testimony has been heard, the people who signed up but 

weren't able to give their comment be allowed to speak at a subsequent committee 

session, instead of just being asked to submit written testimony. Point five relates 

to requiring testimony on substantive amendments, which is an excellent rule. 

However, a red line version of such amendments needs to be available in advance 

for timely review. Clarity is also needed regarding when and with what public notice 

will testimony on substantive amendments occur. Thank you for considering these 

suggestions, especially adding point six requiring timely online availability of council 

meeting materials in advance of committee proceedings. Thanks again.  

Speaker:  Thank you so much for being here.  

Speaker:  Mr. Harris.  

Speaker:  Hi, terry. Harris from hillsdale.  

Speaker:  Thanks for this opportunity. I’m not sure that you have rules to.  

Speaker:  Govern this particular opportunity.  

Speaker:  And so that's kind of why I’m here to talk a little bit more generally, I 

support what you have in front of you. I appreciate the governance committee's 

work on on the resolution and the amendments that it took. But here you are, 



about half about almost halfway through a year, and you're about halfway through 

the rules that I think you need to operate. And I think it's also important to 

recognize that each rule resolution you pass needs to work with all the other.  

Speaker:  Rules.  

Speaker:  Resolutions that you're going to pass, and it needs to work with code 

3.02 that I think you committed in your very first meeting to revisiting by the end of 

this year. So you still have a lot of rules work left to do. You have public input in to 

the full council what that looks like. And when it's up, it's taken staff summaries, 

impact statements, rules of decorum, rules of conduct, rules, clarity between the 

clerk, the council operations and council leadership, and rethinking your committee 

jurisdiction for standing committees, but also special committees. The budget 

committee. You're getting a brand new experience with that. I’m sure you're going 

to want to change. A committee of the whole would have been nice to have earlier 

today to refer things to and again, code 3.02, I don't think works very well. I think 

you're going to you're recognizing that now and are going to need to change it. So 

anyway, I still support the package as, as as it's been presented. Quick comment on 

the canal amendments that are filed early enough for us to see them, which I 

appreciate. The first amendment appears to try to do some of the blending, but I 

worry that it calcifies code 3.02 in the process. So I would say maybe it's not 

necessary. The second one amendment having to do with transcripts I think is 

unnecessary overkill, but I think it's really important that you all have access to the 

testimony that was given, and you can find the written testimony that I’ve 

presented, which I would challenge you to be able to do right now, because I’m sure 

you can't find it. And so resolving some of those problems, I think are really 

important. And I wish you luck, and i'll see you in a few minutes.  



Speaker:  Thank you, mr. Harris. I rebecca, we had one other person signed up. Is 

that correct?  

Speaker:  Karen? Karen is not here. That concludes testimony.  

Speaker:  Thank you. I turn my mic off. Counselors, is there any discussion on this 

resolution? Councilor canal.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. I’m going to move the amendment that is 

pre filed as canal amendment one. This would change the section of the exhibit 

which reads council president may delegate a committee agendas b one. B council 

president may delegate a proposal to be heard by a specific committee. The 

amendment would add, as defined in subsection 3.02.020, b one, a, one, and b. And 

I can speak to that as well.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor. Is there a second?  

Speaker:  Second? All right.  

Speaker:  Councilor avalos has seconded. Councilor canal, would you like to speak 

to this before we take broader discussion?  

Speaker:  Yeah, the testimony is completely accurate. It would calcify code 3.02. 

That is the intent. So right now a person reading the committee rules might think 

the way it's written right now, that proposals are delegated by the council president 

to a specific committee. That is not actually what code says. And code supersedes 

resolutions. This aims to clarify and make sure that a person reading this document 

could understand that there is a process that's already laid out in significantly more 

detail in that code, by which a council president does, in fact delegate a proposal to 

be heard by a specific committee in the event it's filed by the mayor or auditor, or 

that the filing councilor does not request a specific committee. It's a relatively this 

would not change any practice whatsoever. It would just make it clearer and ensure 

no divergence or difference between the two, that we would need to call robert 



taylor up to ask repeatedly, does a resolution supersede code? Because that's the 

question that I would avoid. Bye bye. I’d like to avoid by amending this in.  

Speaker:  Councilor green. Are you in the queue to speak to this amendment?  

Speaker:  I was just going to ask councilor kanal to respond to terry harris's 

complaints, but I think you're already part way there. I am in the queue though, for 

a different amendment, but that can come after this amendment.  

Speaker:  Okay, okay.  

Speaker:  Councilors, I am not seeing anybody else in the queue to speak to canal 

one. Rebecca, could you please call the roll?  

Speaker:  Call? I.  

Speaker:  Ryan.  

Speaker:  This one is. Yeah,  

Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  Koyama lane know.  

Speaker:  Morillo i.  

Speaker:  Novick know clark.  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Green.  

Speaker:  All right.  

Speaker:  Zimmerman. Avalos. I dunphy. I smith.  

Speaker:  I pirtle-guiney no. With seven ayes. Motion carries.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor green.  

Speaker:  I have an amendment I’d like to introduce on the floor. I’m sorry that I’m 

chewing. I’m very hungry.  

Speaker:  Okay, let's.  



Speaker:  Wait until. However, I’m willing to wait until canal two is heard. I would 

just like to know if these are going to be amending the.  

Speaker:  Should we give you time to chew?  

Speaker:  And thank you. Please.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  I believe councilor kanal is back in the queue. Councilor canal.  

Speaker:  Yeah. So i'll move canal to. So this under committee actions b1 a1. It 

currently reads a number of testifiers and themes from public testimony received. 

This would change the word themes to transcripts and I am happy to speak to this. 

I'll just do it now because that's more efficient. The two reasons I give are we're 

actually very well articulated as well by by mr. Harris. The first one is that having the 

testimony in all, all in one place, especially with that convoluted way in which our 

website sorts written testimony, will make it significantly easier to read it. But I 

think the other best example is from the staff summary for this exact document 

itself, asking staff who did a great job at summarizing it's not about the job they're 

doing, it's about the request we're giving them in the first place. Asking them to 

summarize it led us to hear that the testimony was on, quote, council deliberation 

and quorum requirements, that committee meetings end quote, this testimony was 

from mr. Harris at was at the governance committee on, I believe, April 21st. And 

during that time, there's no reference to the fact that it talked about councilor 

avalos amendments in committee. And that's because when we ask staff to 

summarize testimony, we are deliberately asking them to remove the context, the 

color and the detail. And again, they did a great job of it because that was the ask. 

My concern is not with the job they're doing. My concern is that the act of asking for 

staff to summarize public comment is putting a filter between the public and what 

the seven councilors that are not on the committee are hearing. It's unrealistic with 



eight committees to expect us to go watch every video of every testifier, on every 

item in committee. The best thing we have is these documents that come with 

attachment. And so having a replacing the idea of having staff summarize public 

testimony with the idea of just giving us the testimony, will make it easier for the 

seven councilors that are not on the committee to act in a way that's informed by 

the public.  

Speaker:  Second.  

Speaker:  Councilor koyama lane, are you in the queue for this amendment?  

Speaker:  I am.  

Speaker:  Go right ahead.  

Speaker:  Yeah. I want to thank councilor canal for your interest and support of 

good governance and coming to our committee. I also want to thank mr. Harris. 

You are our frequent flier. You're at every governance conversation. Thank you. I 

am listening to what you said, mr. Harris, about this being unnecessary, possibly 

overkill, but that we do need to do some work on making sure that finding the 

written testimony, finding that testimony is something that we have access to and 

that it is clear. I am wondering what it would actually look like for our council 

operations to do this preparation. I’m wondering if it would make sense for laurie 

brocker to come speak to that, or someone else from council operations.  

Speaker:  Laurie.  

Speaker:  Are you here understanding what that what this means exactly.  

Speaker:  We're going to have our council operations manager come up and speak 

to what this would look like for.  

Speaker:  Just a point of order.  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal. Can you just because I had to step away, can you point 

me to which one we're on right now? Which amendment you proposed?  



Speaker:  Canal two. Thank you for.  

Speaker:  The record, laurie bracher, council operations. Ashley hernandez is up 

here with me as well. I think it kind of depends on what the councilor, madam 

president and councilors, what councilor kanal is meaning when he says 

transcripts. I think if it was a link to what is already, I think, available on the council 

clerk's site, I’m looking to the council clerk. That would be one item, one then 

digitally, then the committee staff summary would be available to you in that form. 

I think if it is literal transcripts, we are talking potential significant hard copy of 

testimony depending on how many people show up. So I think that's the best I can 

do in off the top of my head. You may have councilor something else envisioned.  

Speaker:  Councilor koyama lane.  

Speaker:  Yeah. Councilor kanal can you clarify?  

Speaker:  Yeah. So there's two types of testimony. We have the written and we 

have the, the oral we have for the written. It would involve taking what is in the 

system but is buried. And as you may see, it's separated out. So you can see that it's 

not by item. When you look at the written testimony and putting that basically at 

the back of the file, which is not printed out. So I don't think there's a hard copy 

concern, by the way. And then for the written or sorry for the oral testimony, yeah, 

it would be just the transcript which comes off of either zoom or youtube and the, 

the zoom ones, we don't have direct access to except live as the committee meeting 

is happening. But if you weren't at that meeting, you wouldn't have it until after the 

fact. But the clerk's office would. So just getting that all into one place, and then it 

would take the work off of council operations plate to go through and summarize 

as well.  

Speaker:  So would a link to the transcripts to the youtube suffice, or you are 

asking council operations to go a step further and compile.  



Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  I think a link to the youtube one would suffice. I think for the written one 

it would be helpful to compile because the website is not sufficient for it right now. I 

would love to change that. I would love to work with and I know this is not just me. I 

know a lot of us have had frustration with the way that the written testimony for 

several items gets broken up, where you can see like three of them on a page. Go 

to page two. Two more. Page three has the rest. And it kind of it doesn't split it 

across all 12 pages or whatever, but it does split it across some of them. And so 

that that would be helpful. And as soon as we can resolve that with, I think the 

clerk's office, then that wouldn't be required either. Yeah.  

Speaker:  Madam president, may I enter in? I lori, again, for the record, I would be 

concerned about the workload for the analysts in this process, depending on and I 

absolutely defer to you as far as the knowledge of how the transcripts would be 

accessible off of the youtube recording. So that piece I think we would need to look 

into as to what it would require as far as time for the council analysts who serve 

each of the committees.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Councilor koyama lane, do.  

Speaker:  You.  

Speaker:  Have.  

Speaker:  Any follow up?  

Speaker:  Just to clarify, councilor kanal, you're asking for a link to the youtube 

recording of the committee meeting. So councilor could go back and find the 

transcripts and then also to have the written testimony for this item pulled out and 

uploaded separately, just that written testimony. So you're not looking through all 



of it in what's related to that item? The hope is that that is also attached. Yes, 

correct.  

Speaker:  It could be in a separate document or could be later pages, and that's 

irrelevant to me. Either way works.  

Speaker:  Councilors I’m next in the queue. I wanted to note a few things. First, the 

types of website changes that councilor kanal is talking about are things that I have 

mentioned to the clerk's office that we need to address. I think eventually we will 

need to have a broader conversation about what we want our online system to do 

for us, but we need to know what our practical systems, our workflows, look like 

first. And so I’ve been talking to the clerk about what we can change now and what 

we need to wait to change to ensure that we don't ask them to do duplicative work. 

They are working with bts, though, now in in real time, not this very moment, but 

have been over the past few weeks to improve the written testimony web page and 

make that more user friendly. If you'd like details on that, I’m sure we can get 

either. Maybe rebecca's clerking, so maybe Keelan to speak to that. The reason that 

when I asked council operations to start putting these reports together for us, 

because we've had these for a while now, even though we haven't passed these 

rules, I asked them to give us the themes is because I know that we are all busy, 

and I know that we can access these transcripts. We have staff who pull many 

materials from us to prep for, for us rather to for meetings. And there have been 

times where I’ve asked staff to pull in some of the more specific things that 

councilor kanal is referring to in canal amendment two. But I also know that for 

many of us, there are times where what we need is a summary of what happened 

so that we can understand if we want to dig deeper or not. And I am going to 

oppose this amendment because I actually believe that that summary is very 

critical, especially when we have hearings and committees that have dozens of 



people who testify or submit written testimony to be able to have a sense of what 

was said and know, again, if we want to dig deeper or not. I think that that's a really 

important tool for all of us as we manage having as much information as possible 

and also not having a huge amount of time. I also do really worry about the burden 

on our staff of pulling together our council operations staff, of pulling all of this 

together. Councilor avalos.  

Speaker:  Thank you. I totally agree with the spirit of what councilor kanal is doing 

here, and I think what I would probably prefer is that we keep both transcripts and 

themes, and here's why I agree that having, you know, the council ops do the being 

able to extract the themes and having that in the council report is good. But I also 

agree that it it is hard for us to navigate and find, you know, where am i, where am I 

getting the written testimony, which, as everyone has noted, is just a nightmare to 

try to find. But also, yes, all of the links for the meetings are online. I think it would 

be helpful not only to provide a link in that summary, but also you can in youtube. 

You can set it up to give you a link from a starting place. And I think this is just 

about us needing more comprehensive things in one place. I don't think it would be 

too much of a burden to say, from the link of this meeting to have, you know, the 

testimony for this item starts at one hour and 26 minutes and put in the report that 

link that goes directly to that spot. I think that could deal with the fact that, you 

know, actually drawing the transcripts, you know, might be too onerous for council 

ops, but also giving me an easy opportunity to be able to listen to the testimony. So 

I think this is just about having a comprehensive package that is meeting all of 

these needs. And I think I would actually want it to be both. And we could talk about 

that. Councilor kanal if you're interested in, maybe we add transcripts instead of 

removing themes, because I do agree that having the themes is helpful, but the way 

I envision it is that we would get the report right. It's got the language of the bill, it's 



got the links to everything where it is on the on the websites, including the link 

directly to the written testimony. That was the other thing I was going to say. I don't 

know that I would I feel like it might be enough for you to just give me the direct 

link to that written testimony. I don't know that you would need to pull that and put 

it in a separate document, but maybe you could talk about what that how that 

would work. So then it would have a link to the, the written testimony, a link to the 

youtube that starts at the place where the oral testimony is, and then it still 

includes a summary that is provided by staff, so that that could be more at a glance. 

So that to me, would give me all of the options so that if I need to go deeper, I can. I 

have the themes, which is helpful because I agree that, you know, our staff do 

those things for us, but it's helpful to have that extra capacity from ops to be able 

to do that theming out. But yeah. Can you respond to what I’m suggesting? Like, 

does what I’m saying make sense as far as your capacity to be able to add 

essentially, I think just some links.  

Speaker:  Madam president. Councilor avalos, I think if I’m understanding the link, 

the link piece seems, you know, and I’m speaking for the analysts here, but it seems 

manageable. I think the depending on the number of people who provide written 

testimony, I’m wondering if you're thinking that there would be a digital committee 

staff summary, not something that is simply presented to you here, that you would 

then be reviewing all that written testimony that may, you know, maybe one person 

or it may be 25 people.  

Speaker:  That's a good point. Yes, because we don't get that staff summary right. 

Like we don't have that written. It's usually just reported out.  

Speaker:  It is.  

Speaker:  Councilor I believe it's posted on the clerk's site. Yeah.  

Speaker:  Okay. So then what are you saying? I guess.  



Speaker:  I’m wondering about with the written testimony being part of that would 

it is written testimony I believe is already posted. If I’m correct and accessible. So 

this would just be another place in the same on the on the clerk's site. Am I 

understanding correctly where there would be written testimony compiled?  

Speaker:  What I’m saying is in the summary report that we would get that, that 

that link would be in that summary report. That's it. So it would just be a direct link 

to the written testimony, a direct link to the link to the youtube with the oral 

testimony. What was the third thing I said? Oh yeah. And then the themes.  

Speaker:  Yeah, I understand that. I’m wondering about the written testimony piece 

of it that you added, because I think that's already included on the clerk's.  

Speaker:  Keelan is available online to speak to these items specifically.  

Speaker:  Is that.  

Speaker:  Councilor avalos, would you like to have our chief clerk speak to some of 

these questions?  

Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  Keelan are you able to come off mute? Thank you.  

Speaker:  Yeah. Hi. Council president I councilors happy to be joining you today to 

answer some of your questions. Councilor avalos, to your question, the written 

testimony is available on the website. And as the council president already 

mentioned, we are working to improve how to navigate that site so that it is more 

user friendly. And we are able to provide a link directly to specific items and the 

written testimony that has been submitted for those items.  

Speaker:  Yeah, that's all I’m asking for, is just to put it in that summary so that I 

don't have to go looking for it, because I don't think you need to extract it and put it 

in some other format. It's really just it's just an ease of like, I can click this and it's 

going to go directly to the page that has it all listed, is what I’m saying. But yeah, I’m, 



I’m curious, councilor kanal what you think about my opinion on having both. Like 

instead of removing themes and adding transcripts? I agree with your general 

sentiment. You know about, like the worry of the filter, right, of the people to us. 

But I think it's I’m okay with them providing that theme, as long as I still have access 

easily to the other, to the actual transcripts. What is your opinion on that?  

Speaker:  May I respond?  

Speaker:  Go ahead, councilor.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Yeah. So to the first part, I’m with relation to how the written 

and oral testimony is given, links and all that, that that's fine. I do think having it the 

thing about the written testimony is just the way it is pulled out along with the 

attachments. I’ve never received the printed out copy of a of a staff summary. So 

again, I’m not. It is filed. I have no concern about digital document length. Just to 

clarify that, I think I do disagree on the themes aspect of it. I think the primary 

purpose of this amendment is to avoid having someone else tell us what is 

important of what the public said. I think I trust my staff to summarize, you know, 

for me, if I need to. That's why I have staff to help prep me for all these meetings. 

And I am very confident in that. I think the risk that we have is either we're going to 

have a imposition of a lens on it, or we're going to get something that's so vague as 

to not necessarily be helpful. I'll point to the next item on the agenda currently, and 

the staff summary there. The title of the document is adopt a procedure for the 

appointment and confirmation of Portlanders to city boards, commissions, and 

committees. Public testimony themes included how the appointment should be 

structured and presented to the council. That is effectively a restatement of the title 

of the document. And so having that level and that's that's good because that's a 

neutral. Right. Again, this issue is not with what how the work is being done by staff. 

It's the it's the question we're asking them. And I want to get out of the habit of 



asking third parties. And this also relates, by the way, to a conversation we've had 

about the financial summaries on some of our ordinances being written by prosper 

for us and or the finance and operations area. This is it's about having the direct 

information given to us and using our own staff, not a third party to. Summarize.  

Speaker:  Then my question to council president and maybe council ops would be 

if, let's say this amendment passes as is and we do replace themes with transcripts, 

does that necessarily forbid you from adding themes?  

Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  I mean, presumably any any of our staff can add more in a council 

president could direct them to add more than what is written here. So it would not 

preclude that.  

Speaker:  Yeah. Okay. Well I respect where you're coming from. Councilor kanal. I, I 

do think that part of having the themes is helpful just for capacity sake. Like, yes, I 

agree, my staff do a lot of work to prepare me, but I’m not necessarily opposed to 

it. I guess maybe just because I don't feel like that's like if I have access to all the 

other information, like I can make my judgments accordingly. I can look at the 

themes that were presented and be like, cool. That's one perspective. I’m going to 

do my own digging now that i'll have those other links, and I can have my staff do a 

further dive. So I’m not opposed to keeping both, but I am down to approve this 

amendment just because I do agree that we need to have more of the transcripts 

available, and we should codify that. And it seems like we can still provide the 

themes anyway. So I don't know, we could maybe work that out, but that's kind of 

where I’m landing.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor laurie, did you have a response before we move to 

councilor morillo?  



Speaker:  Yes, if you don't mind. I just want in in just putting it out there on the 

table. As far as the language, the lawyer in me, madam president and councilors 

would request at least a consideration of clarity about what is being asked. If it's a 

link to a transcript, then that be the reference. Lawyers are used to court recorders. 

You know, doing full transcripts. And so I would be concerned about some 

language going forward with a later interpretation would be that it is a full 

transcript. That is a part of it. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Claire morillo are you speaking to canal to.  

Speaker:  Yes. I also appreciate the intention of this and wanting more clarity. And I 

understand the concern about, you know, the staff summaries being somewhat 

biased, just depending on each person's own perspective. But this also feels like 

aggressive spoon feeding. I feel like I if I need more information after a staff 

summary, I can simply click back on the committee meeting and watch it at 0.5 

speed and call it a day. I don't. This seems like a lot of additional work for our 

council ops, given that the rewards don't seem high enough for the level of work 

that it will produce for our staff, who are already struggling to keep up with the 

workload of all the council meetings and committees. And i'll note that we are 

sitting here an additional extra hour, because we had some tough discussions to 

have have earlier. So. I don't think this is strictly necessary, I suppose.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor. Councilor green.  

Speaker:  I was going to make a point similar to what councilor morillo said, so I 

won't repeat that. I just I don't think we have the resources to request staff to do 

transcripts at this time, but i, I appreciate the spirit from where you're coming from.  

Speaker:  Councilor.  

Speaker:  Ryan.  

Speaker:  Yeah.  



Speaker:  I’m just calling the question. I’d love to vote on this.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Are are you moving to call the question? Would you like us to take a vote 

on that?  

Speaker:  Yeah, call the question.  

Speaker:  Okay. The question has been called.  

Speaker:  So this is the vote on the motion to accept canal two.  

Speaker:  We are we have to vote on whether to end debate. Actually, do we need 

a second on calling the question?  

Speaker:  Do we need yes, yes.  

Speaker:  I believe we need a second. Do we have a second to call the question? 

We'd like to finish? Does councilor Ryan have a second to call the question second.  

Speaker:  Okay. Rebecca.  

Speaker:  Canal.  

Speaker:  Because there's going to be a friendly amendment suggested to this. I 

am going to that that councilor koyama lane and I are working out here. I will vote 

no.  

Speaker:  Ryan.  

Speaker:  I koyama lane. Know morillo.  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Novick. Sorry, I can't see over there. Clark. Clark. No. Green.  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Zimmerman.  

Speaker:  All right.  

Speaker:  Avalos.  

Speaker:  No.  



Speaker:  Dunphy.  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Smith.  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Pirtle-guiney I in hopes that we get to a vote soon.  

Speaker:  With three eyes and eight nays, the motion to call the question fails.  

Speaker:  We are back to debate. Councilor Ryan, did you have anything else for 

debate?  

Speaker:  Absolutely not. Ready to vote when we're. When we're ready.  

Speaker:  Councilor zimmerman, are you in the queue for debate?  

Speaker:  Thanks.  

Speaker:  I appreciated the there's some difficulty in the way we get staff reports. I 

will acknowledge that because we're asking for editorializing, that I don't know that 

that's always positive to put staff in that position. But I did actually say that I think 

all of section b here is problematic. I really don't know exactly how this body wants 

to use committees, and I don't exactly know how this body expects committee rules 

to prepare them individually for, you know, the dais. And so I think I largely agree 

with councilor morillo in this, and I’m not I’m not particularly understanding what 

I’m reading in a number of the amendments that got made on this, which. Is a little 

bit concerning, because again, i'll go, what is the role that we want committees 

doing when I think there are at least five councilors who submitted amendments 

just to this one thing, but we've asked the governance committee to do some work, 

and we asked them to do the deep dive. And they they did, and we might not love 

everything there. So I think I’m inclined to be a node for the sake of, of keeping the 

process that I think they put together a fairly decent document, even though I 

disagree that we even needs to exist. And then. I’m also very cautious because 



some of the again, using the word theme here, some of the amendments are 

defining how people want to work stylistically versus I think ordinances and 

procedures should be the bare bones in terms of how to make sure.  

Speaker:  My way to a maternal health workshop and robin.  

Speaker:  Somebody scrolling their story over there and not listening.  

Speaker:  I know I’m listening to you, darling.  

Speaker:  I my point in that is I want committee rules to be about fairness, and I 

want committee rules to be to be to not be about how we do our work. Right. Those 

are different things. We all bring different styles. And I’m sensing in a number of 

these amendments that a personal style is being projected for by certain people's 

amendments, and this is how they expect me as a committee chair or as a 

committee member to conduct my work. And I’m going to be kind of resistant to 

that. And so i'll just be curious where we all want to go. There's a number of 

amendments to discuss here, and that's all I have here.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor.  

Speaker:  Councilor green, you're in the queue for the next item, right? Okay. 

Councilor canal.  

Speaker:  Yeah. Thank you. I will be proposing a I guess. Can I just do this as a 

friendly amendment? If it's me proposing it.  

Speaker:  As.  

Speaker:  A friendly amendment, you just need to have your seconder agree.  

Speaker:  To it.  

Speaker:  Okay. That was.  

Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  So it would be to change it to I’m just going to make sure I read this 

correctly. Number of testifiers and links to all oral and written testimony received. 



And I think that addresses the concern that our director of council operations 

raised and I’m okay.  

Speaker:  Councilor avalos, you're agreeing to that friendly amendment.  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  So councilor kanal amendment two would now say number of testifiers 

and links to.  

Speaker:  All oral and written testimony received.  

Speaker:  From public. Okay. So you're crossing off themes and from public 

testimony received. Yes.  

Speaker:  All the from the all the end of that's replaced two.  

Speaker:  Okay. Councilors. Councilor avalos are you still in the queue okay. 

Councilor avalos.  

Speaker:  Yeah I appreciate that friendly amendment because I ultimately think 

that it is about just ease. I mean, frankly, like, sure, I could go and look up the links, 

but I don't have a lot of time. And I think I don't think that's asking too much of 

council ops because you're already in those links. You know, you're in there to, to, 

you know, do the summary. So I think just adding those would really cut a lot of 

searching time for me. And I don't think it's an unreasonable ask. So that's why I’m 

supporting it. I just wanted to clarify.  

Speaker:  Councilor clark.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam chair. I appreciate the links, but I would like to keep 

the themes. Councilor.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor.  

Speaker:  Is there any other debate on this amendment?  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Seeing none. Rebecca, can you please call the roll?  



Speaker:  Okay. Calling the roll on the motion to amend canal two.  

Speaker:  This is calling the roll on the amendment itself. We are voting on canal 

amendment two as changed. So what we are voting on is the language number of 

testifiers and transcript. No number of testifiers and links to all written and oral 

testimony received.  

Speaker:  Canal.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  To thank you to the vice president for helping with that language. 

Workshopping.  

Speaker:  I vote yea Ryan. No. Koyama lane.  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  Morillo.  

Speaker:  I don't really understand the purpose of taking out the themes, although 

I like that it's been adjusted to have the links, so I’m going to vote no.  

Speaker:  Novick. So gone. Clark.  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Green.  

Speaker:  Yeah, I don't support taking the themes out. I really need that summary.  

Speaker:  No zimmerman. No avalos.  

Speaker:  I get where people are coming from. I you know, I don't want this 

momentum on this to go down. So that's why I’m going to vote for it. But maybe we 

could follow up with another amendment to add themes back. I would be 

supportive of that. So I’m going to vote yes for now.  

Speaker:  Dunphy.  

Speaker:  I agree with my colleagues that the themes I’m going to vote no.  

Speaker:  Smith. No pirtle-guiney.  



Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  That's eight nay votes. Three I the amendment.  

Speaker:  Fails, amendment fails.  

Speaker:  Councilor green, you are in the queue.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. I'll get right to it. I’m moving to amend. 

First of all, I appreciate the good work that the governance committee did on this. I 

know it's hard work. It's really important work. Thank you for the testimony of terry 

harris and helping us be excellent. But in that spirit, I’m going to offer an 

amendment from the floor. I’ve emailed all of you and the clerk my draft, my copy, 

but it would be amending exhibit a. Committee action, section b, dash two d, and it 

is a.  

Speaker:  B1 or b2. There is no b2.  

Speaker:  D okay, my strikethrough was confusing. It is b1 d. Thank you. So the. So 

colleagues what this does this section is sort of specifying what documents suggest 

that an action is complete and how it should leave committee, which I do think we 

need. I take issue with the area on impact analysis and i'll explain why. So an impact 

analysis has a very specific meaning when you're talking about economics and real 

estate. So an impact analysis is not a summary of your sort of narrative opinion 

about what happens in the event of an action or not an action. It is literally a 

quantitative exercise that requires taking a model and running it against two 

scenarios to look at what the impact is on economic growth, jobs and income 

distribution and prices. That is not something that I think we can ask our bureaus to 

do by compulsion. And so I’m offering an amendment that does the following 

impact analysis. And so it would read this. It strikes shall and replaces that with 

may. So its impact analysis accompanying an item may be completed by the bureau 

service area or city agency as directed in city code. And it also strikes council rules. 



And the reason for that piece there is that only city code can direct bureaus to do 

an action. This is a resolution. This resolution cannot carry the force to direct a 

bureau, to conduct an economic impact analysis, which may run 30 to $60,000, 

depending upon the question at hand. And so for that reason, i, I’m very concerned 

that if we adopt this as written, it places us in a world where we don't get to move 

our actions very long, very quickly, because we have to find the resources to 

consider a full blown economic analysis. I'll I think I know where this comes from. 

It's sort of speaking to resolution 37 664, which was passed last year, which which I 

think rightfully does provide the cbo sort of the requirements to do a full blown 

economic and fiscal impact analysis, or I should say, just a fiscal impact analysis 

when considering matters for a new tax or a new fee. I think that's a good thing. But 

then later on, it then provides an unfunded mandate to prosper Portland to do 

economic and real estate analysis, which I think was ill conceived and prosper. 

Portland does not have the resources to do an impact analysis, and they are not a 

bureau. So for all these reasons, I think that this is a problematic piece of the 

resolution. And I think my code I think my amendment here. Places us more 

squarely within council's role vis a vis the other agencies of our government, and 

allows us to move forward with our actions. And so at that point, I will take any 

questions.  

Speaker:  Yeah. My point of information is just can you point me exactly? I didn't 

catch where you are adding this.  

Speaker:  So if you look at exhibit a, as amended in the briefing documents for this 

action, there is a strikethrough. Or you can look at the complete version, but it is 

council actions item b dash 1-d.  

Speaker:  Council a new.  



Speaker:  Okay so we have a second from councilor kanal. Thank you. And the new 

item in count committee actions a sorry committee actions b1d would say impact 

analysis accompanying an item shall be completed as directed in code. Is that 

correct?  

Speaker:  No it's it strikes shell and replaces with may. Okay be completed by the 

bureau service area or city agencies at directed in city code in caps and then full 

stop.  

Speaker:  I’m sorry.  

Speaker:  I wrote that down wrong okay. So impact analysis accompanying an item 

may be completed by the bureau service area or city agency as directed in city 

code.  

Speaker:  That's it. Okay.  

Speaker:  We have a motion and a second on the table. Councilor avalos, are you in 

the queue to speak to this amendment?  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal, are you in the queue to speak to this amendment? 

Councilor clark, are you in the queue to speak to this amendment?  

Speaker:  Yes. I just like to ask my colleague here, wouldn't you achieve the same 

or virtually the same thing if you just took out impact?  

Speaker:  Analysis?  

Speaker:  It is a good question. I think the reason why we need to be clear there is 

that I think the as I understand the intent from what the committee considered is 

they wanted to speak to very specifically to the section on economic and real estate 

impact analysis, because that's different than the impact statements. There's a our 

items have an impact analysis and impact statements. And so I think keeping those 

two words together is very important. If you if you if you were to strike impact 



analysis then we need to we need to ask the, the auditor to adjust the 

administrative rules that govern the elements that go into complete actions. And so 

I do think that's why I’m opposed to sort of separating those two terms.  

Speaker:  Thank you. I wanted to ask the chair of the committee, councilor koyama 

lane, as well as our vice chair of the committee. Oh, wait.  

Speaker:  Councilor Ryan.  

Speaker:  Is vice chair of the committee.  

Speaker:  Do you remember any of the history behind why we put in impact 

analysis? I’m trying to go into my memory cells and try to figure out why do we do 

this?  

Speaker:  I believe for.  

Speaker:  The reasons that councilor green has stated.  

Speaker:  Yeah, it was always a requirement in the bureau's staff, provided that 

work oftentimes. And then sometimes prosper would weigh in. I think what's 

important to me is that we're transparent about who's doing it. So if a council office 

does it and they're using what you often call experts and consultants, that that 

becomes really clear where that analysis is coming from. What I appreciate about 

civil service, about the public servants, is that they tend to do the best they can to 

weigh out everything in a very objective way.  

Speaker:  Well, can I ask you then, do you do you have a sense for councilor green's 

proposed amendment?  

Speaker:  I’m disappointed. I would vote no mostly on all of this, but I would hope 

that there's transparency in in councilor green's amendment. But I don't see that at 

the moment here.  

Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  Councilor koyama lane.  



Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  I’m supportive. If I of this amendment of these small changes. So 

changing the shall to may. Yeah.  

Speaker:  Point of information. So I’m finally in the document. But then I forgot 

how you said it. Can you just say again. So I’m looking at this exhibit a as amended 

I’m under committee. Committee actions b1bb1db1d. Impact analysis 

accompanying an item may be completed by the bureau, service area or city agency 

as directed in city code. Removing the word shall and replacing with may, adding 

the word city before code and removing the three words or council rules at the end 

of the clause.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor.  

Speaker:  Clark, will you. Complete councilor smith?  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. I think that the goal of this and I and I 

agree with councilor green, the goal of the impact analysis is to inform better 

decision making by identifying and quantifying potential risks, benefits and ripple 

effects associated with the change. And so if we're proposing to make changes in a 

decision on a decision or project or action, it evaluates how the change may impact 

various aspects such as the environment, the economy, community, stakeholders, 

or specific systems, and helping in the decision making process. And I think that 

those processes can come from our offices or from other bureaus, and we should 

be allowed to have that happen.  

Speaker:  Councilor Ryan.  

Speaker:  I, I had a question for you, councilor green. I I’m missing the transparency 

in this.  

Speaker:  Yeah. I would love to direct response to respond.  



Speaker:  Go ahead councilor.  

Speaker:  I wanted to do after clark. I put my hand back in. I would be very willing 

to copy forward the second sentence in part c, which says all impact statements 

must indicate the author's source for each section for transparency. And I would 

just sort of, I just, I guess I implied that that carried to the next clause.  

Speaker:  You can imply that fair.  

Speaker:  Thank you for raising it. What I would do is I would amend my own 

amendment, if I may. You second it. Okay. I'll just i'll just paste that sentence on 

after my amended part d and i'll change statement to analysis. And then that 

should get to. So it would be it would read in full impact analysis accompanying an 

item may be completed by the bureau, service area or city agencies as directed in 

city code. All impact analysis must indicate the authorship sources for each section 

for transparency. In other words, city department, council, office, service area. Does 

that does that address your question?  

Speaker:  That's exactly what was missing. Thanks.  

Speaker:  Then I will type that up and I will update that. For the record.  

Speaker:  Can you please make sure that when you update that you send it to the 

council clerk?  

Speaker:  I will i'll do that right now.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor canal.  

Speaker:  As the seconder. I’m good with that friendly. Just to put that out there. I 

agree with this. Obviously I’m seconding it. I did have a question for councilor green 

on one part of it, which was in the event, given the removal of or council rules, 

given the as directed in city code. Does the shall to may can you explain why that 

part is still necessary if. Because my understanding is if it's directed by city code, we 



shouldn't. This is my effectively my argument for my first amendment that if it's 

already directed by city code, we should just say we're doing it.  

Speaker:  That's a good question.  

Speaker:  I maybe I missed something.  

Speaker:  I think that resolution 37664 last year should have been a code change. 

And I think that going forward, we should change that and modernize it and make it 

a code change. And so in this spirit, I really want this to be referring to city code. So 

when we do decide to make those changes it's robust against that. The reason why 

may is important here is I want to be clear that this does depend upon the question 

at hand and whether it's really appropriate for the bureau to spend those kind of 

resources on that. And so it provides a little more discretion, like, I’ve gone through 

and reviewed some of the council actions over this last year while we've been in 

there. And there's many points at which the economic and real estate impact 

analysis section says Portland has reviewed this pursuant to resolution 37664. 

Prosper Portland believes this is not relevant or no no response is required or 

request at this time. I don't know why they came to that conclusion. So this is part 

of the issue there. So I want, I think may removes a little bit of the directive there, 

but it's still sort of links it to city code.  

Speaker:  That that answers my question. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Councilor clark, are you back in the queue?  

Speaker:  Yes. I am sorry to belabor this, but why would i? I understand that council 

rules don't have the force of law, but why would you take it out?  

Speaker:  I think it's to address the confusion that we are wrestling with in our 

broader set of rules right now, where if you've got a, a sentence here where the 

clause that says as directing the city court or city code or council rules, then we're 



stuck with sometimes arguable which is superseding the other. And if you just cut it 

off at city code, that makes it crystal clear.  

Speaker:  But it's also more cumbersome. I mean, if we wanted to get a message 

out quickly, we could do a resolution or rule.  

Speaker:  But I think in the in the context of an impact analysis for an item, I think 

we can't be. I mean, there are significant resources at play when you do that. And I 

do think that if we're going to say bureaus need to do or should do or be expected 

to at times provide impact analysis, we need to be pretty, pretty direct in what that 

means and resource it properly in our budget setting process.  

Speaker:  Counselor. Anything further?  

Speaker:  Councilor avalos, I believe you are not in the queue on this item. Correct? 

Seeing no one else in the queue. Rebecca, could you please call the roll on councilor 

greene's amendment? Which councilor green, can you read it one more time for us?  

Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  The full.  

Speaker:  Thank you. My amendment is council actions part d one d as in delta 

impact analysis accompanying an item may be completed by the bureau, service 

area or city agencies as directed in city code period second period. All impact 

analyzes must indicate the authorship authorship sources for each section for 

transparency. In other words, which city department or council, office or service 

area.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor rebecca, could you please call the role.  

Speaker:  Canal on the amendment? I.  

Speaker:  Ryan i. Koyama lane i. Morillo i.  

Speaker:  Novick clark.  

Speaker:  I.  



Speaker:  Green i. Zimmerman i. Avalos i. Dunphy i. Smith i.  

Speaker:  Pirtle-guiney i.  

Speaker:  11 eyes and one absent the amendment is accepted.  

Speaker:  Counselors before we move on in the debate. And i'll note that councilor 

avalos is next in the queue. But give me just one minute here for a point of 

privilege. I need to leave for a few hours. I have a kid thing that I absolutely cannot 

miss. I am turning the gavel over to councilor koyama lane, who will run the rest of 

this meeting and depending on timing, likely start the work session this afternoon. I 

will call in once I get to my car to try to be available for voting, but I just wanted to 

note that to everybody and let you know. I was turning over the gavel before I 

walked out and folks wondered what was happening. So I’m going to hand this right 

here and councilor koyama lane the show is yours.  

Speaker:  Point of order. Will you be voting on the last agenda item for the Portland 

children's levy?  

Speaker:  I hope to be able to. Once I get to my car, I will call in and I will stay on as 

long as I can. But I am going to be watching bands in a parade, so at some point I 

may not be able to hear anymore.  

Speaker:  Okay. Okay.  

Speaker:  Continuing council discussion on this item, councilor avalos.  

Speaker:  Thank you. I would like to move an amendment. Essentially, I’m bringing 

back canal amendment to the way that we friendly amended it, adding the links 

and then keeping themes. So again like I said, I didn't want us to lose that because I 

really need those links personally. And yeah, I think we can just keep themes. So 

that's the new I’m moving that amendment. Is that okay to just as is or do I need 

more? Do you need more clarity? Clark?  

Speaker:  You're good.  



Speaker:  I think that's clear. You'll need a second.  

Speaker:  Okay, second.  

Speaker:  I think we've exhausted the debate on it, so. Yeah.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Seeing no hands in the queue. Rebecca, will you please call the roll?  

Speaker:  Canal on the amendment? I.  

Speaker:  Brian.  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Koyama lane. I morillo. I novick apologies, clark. I green. I.  

Speaker:  Zimmerman no. Avalos i. Dunphy i. Smith i.  

Speaker:  And pirtle-guiney is absent. We have nine eyes. The amendment is 

adopted.  

Speaker:  Okay. So we are back to the resolution as amended. Is there any further 

discussion of committee rules, counselor avalos.  

Speaker:  Oh, no.  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal i'll just say.  

Speaker:  I think that we need to have a conversation. I appreciate the amendment. 

I do think it's an improvement. I do want to have a conversation about our 

relationship as individual counselors with council operations. I think that's 

important. We have an interim director, and as we move into the new system, I 

think that's an important thing to talk about so that it's clear the degree to which 

the other 11 or 10 of us, I guess, that are not president or vice president, the way in 

which we engage. And I just want to flag that it's not going to affect my vote on this, 

but I think it is sort of an underlying question that that this has brought back up. So 

I hope we get a chance to talk about it more later.  

Speaker:  Thank you counselor. Okay. Rebecca, will you please call the.  



Speaker:  Roll to vote on the resolution, as amended?  

Speaker:  As amended.  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal on the resolution as amended, i.  

Speaker:  Ryan.  

Speaker:  Yeah, i'll vote yes on this. I, I just have to put this out there. Maybe we can 

talk about it in this retreat that that you've organizing. Why do we have 

committees? I just thought I’d put that out there. Thanks. But yes, on this 

amendment.  

Speaker:  Morillo.  

Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  Clark. I green. I zimmerman. I avalos. I dunphy. I smith.  

Speaker:  I koyama lane.  

Speaker:  I with ten eyes. The resolution is adopted as amended.  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam vice president. I move to amend the agenda to move 

item 12 to the bottom of the agenda so that we can get to the new, I believe it's 

item 16, which is the emergency ordinance filed by by councilor zimmerman as it 

relates to pcl.  

Speaker:  Second.  

Speaker:  Okay, so we are voting on unanimous. Okay. Can we move forward with 

unanimous consent to move item 12 to the back of the agenda?  

Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  The back.  

Speaker:  To the.  

Speaker:  To the end of.  

Speaker:  The next.  



Speaker:  All right. Looks like we have unanimous consent. So we will now review 

items five then six, then 16. Right.  

Speaker:  Next slide okay.  

Speaker:  I move to move items five and six to after item 16. Or I guess it's 118. So 

i'll just say i'll ask to move them to the back of the agenda as well.  

Speaker:  Okay. Do we have unanimous consent to also move items five and six. 

Thank you back. We do. Okay. So we are now on item 16. The clerk please read the 

item.  

Speaker:  Apologies I’m pulling the item. A moment. I need one moment to get this 

item. I don't have it yet.  

Speaker:  All good. Thank you.  

Speaker:  So, colleagues. Well, that's been pulled up. I’ve sent to all of you and your 

staff the language that was drafted after the intent that I read into the record of 

half hour an hour ago. So the attorneys drafted that, and it sounds like we have it 

now. And so that's also in front of you in your email box.  

Speaker:  Item 16 approve one year extension of funding for Portland children's 

levy that reflects lower revenues for fy 20 2526.  

Speaker:  Do we have any council discussion?  

Speaker:  Yeah, yeah.  

Speaker:  Just a quick clarifying question. Make sure. What we're saying right. Is 

that fy 24 five grants are what we're going to move to that for one year. Right. It's 

not the new grants. It's the last year's grants. Okay. Just wanted to make sure that's 

it. Thanks.  

Speaker:  Thanks. Very good clarifying question. It basically extends the current 

situation and it gives authority to the director to make reductions as necessary, 

given the fact that they're going to receive less revenues as a program. But it it it 



prevents a stoppage coming on July 1st. I'll also just note for everybody because 

this is coming as an ordinance that, excuse me, an emergency that to pass will need 

nine affirmatives for this.  

Speaker:  Is your hand up?  

Speaker:  No. Councilor Ryan.  

Speaker:  Yes. I’d like to have director pellegrino come up just to make sure that 

this will. This is operational. I just want to hear from you that this is operational, 

that you'll be able to work.  

Speaker:  With.  

Speaker:  This, I believe. So we can we would normally if we do an ordinance like 

this, we would normally have a list of every organization with every grant and the 

exact funding that you're authorizing for it. But I think the language that the 

attorneys drafted with making the adjustment to the amounts will take current 

funding, -21% for everybody to reflect the decreased revenues. So barring any 

other change to our projected revenues, I think that should work fine.  

Speaker:  Okay. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Any other questions?  

Speaker:  Seeing no. Hands up. Rebecca. Councilor kanal.  

Speaker:  Yeah. Sorry.  

Speaker:  I’m just making sure I understand correctly. This is maybe a question for 

the attorneys. Do we need to clarify the answer in writing to councilor avalos? 

Question about because I see the word current in a. Is that sufficient to cover this?  

Speaker:  I don't have access to the language, so.  

Speaker:  I'll just.  

Speaker:  It says with all grantees on the current pcl allocation schedule, and I 

think.  



Speaker:  It's sufficient. I think it's sufficient.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Then I will I’m good if someone wants to, they can, but I’m good.  

Speaker:  Rebecca, we did need to open this item for public testimony. Do we take 

that now or continue our discussion?  

Speaker:  You can do either. Let me check and see if anybody has signed up. I don't 

believe we had anyone. If there's anyone in the room or online.  

Speaker:  I can't hear you.  

Speaker:  They would have.  

Speaker:  To be. I’m checking to see if anyone has signed up. I don't believe we 

have anyone signed up, so unless there's anyone in the room or online. We don't 

have anyone signed up.  

Speaker:  Counselor smith.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam vice chair. And just to clarify that we don't have to say 

for fiscal year 2425 that we continue with the current 24, 25 grantees on on your 

amendment. I mean, the attorney said it was okay, but I want to make sure that it's 

okay that we don't have to put fiscal year 2425 is going forward for 25, 26.  

Speaker:  I think the intent has been read in. I think the intent is how 

interpretations go. We got to remember that these things are executed by humans 

who are in the room, who are going to hear us. And I think that that satisfies, okay, 

currently, there's only one pcl allocation funding that is currently in existence. And 

it's just a continuation of that. Okay. And I and I recognize it's a little different I think 

these are muscle memories we'll get used to. But extraordinary times may 

sometimes provide us the opportunity for extraordinary actions. And I think this is 

one of them, where director pellegrino has everything she needs to keep things 

rolling while we go through the remand.  



Speaker:  Excellent. And I just wanted to know if there are any grantees in the room 

that hasn't signed up that would like to say that they support this ordinance. To give 

them an opportunity to speak.  

Speaker:  And all that would be needed is approaching the clerk's desk, correct?  

Speaker:  Yes. If someone wants to speak, who is a grantee, who will be continued 

if they support this new. Ordinance? Okay. I’m looking at folks. If you want to 

support this new ordinance, please say your name and where you're from and that 

you support this new ordinance to continue.  

Speaker:  Excuse me, are we are we hearing this as public testimony or invited 

testimony?  

Speaker:  Either way, that makes it.  

Speaker:  Public testimony is time limited.  

Speaker:  I think. 30s yes.  

Speaker:  Come on up.  

Speaker:  Good afternoon again. For the record, suzanne mckelvey, director of 

advocacy and engagement at psi self-enhancement, inc. A current grantee, I would 

say that we would support this. I don't think this is the ideal situation, but I think 

this is where we are. And I know that we did push for remand, and this is the place 

where that has landed us. And looking at different scenarios in order to ensure that 

services are not paused or halted for populations that need them. This is 

something that we would support as a path forward from where we are right now.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you very much.  

Speaker:  Sorry.  

Speaker:  Right. Any other hands up clerk, can you please call the roll on item 16?  

Speaker:  Canal.  



Speaker:  Thank you to counselor zimmerman for writing that up so quickly. And to 

everybody who reviewed it. Yeah, I think this is the sort of necessary second step 

that accompanies the remand. I don't think there's much of an argument against it 

that I can see. I do want to just note that, and this may be fit better under the other 

thing, but the other vote on remand. But I think it could fit here to this process that 

is going to be reinitiated may yield a result that you are more comfortable with. 

Each person will have their own take on it and may yield the exact same result, and 

it may yield a result that you're less comfortable with. And I want to be clear that 

that this vote for me and on the remand as well, is not based off of the outcomes 

that the previous process yielded or that the new 1st may create. But whether or 

not we have a good process and followed it. So I just want to note that up front. 

And if you see that the outcomes of this second process are not ideal for you or 

your organization, and I vote for it anyway, that that's going to be. Why? Because it 

will be based off of that on this emergency ordinance.  

Speaker:  I vote yea brian.  

Speaker:  Yes, thank you, children's levy staff, for your professionalism and for your 

adaptability.  

Speaker:  I vote yea morillo. I think everything's been said that needs to be said. I 

vote i.  

Speaker:  Clerk.  

Speaker:  I voted against the remand but this softens the blow and I vote i.  

Speaker:  Green. I zimmerman. I avalos.  

Speaker:  I. Dunphy i. Smith i. Pirtle-guiney i.  

Speaker:  And koyama lane. I and with ten ayes the ordinances passed the 

emergency ordinance is passed 1111 ayes, one absent.  



Speaker:  Colleagues, I’m getting different messages in the chat about how we are 

able to go as long as 2 p.m. If we would like, and then our work session would start 

about 30 to 45 minutes later, depending on what we would like. I have the staff 

agreement to continue our work, and then we would reconvene for the work 

session. Our folks willing to push through until 2:00.  

Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  We should go fast.  

Speaker:  Well, okay. Two of them i.  

Speaker:  I move to table item 12 second. Do we have to vote on that?  

Speaker:  Is that a second from councilor kanal.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Let's get some.  

Speaker:  Unanimous consent to do that through unanimous consent. Or do we 

have to.  

Speaker:  Vote for.  

Speaker:  This conversation on.  

Speaker:  Maybe we need a ten minute recess? Yeah. So yeah. Just what? Yes.  

Speaker:  Can we proceed with item five? Or do we need to take any actions to be 

able to do that?  

Speaker:  Item five reappoint jill krop and peggy moretti to the development review 

advisory committee for terms to expire March 29th, 2028.  

Speaker:  Okay. Councilor kanal.  

Speaker:  Do we have staff here for this.  

Speaker:  And do are we going to get a committee summary and all.  

Speaker:  The.  

Speaker:  Staff summary?  

Speaker:  Is that what you're here for? Okay.  



Speaker:  Yes. Do you. Hello. I am ros crone. I’m with Portland permitting 

development, and I am the liaison to the development review advisory committee. 

Does council want me to do the presentation that was done to committee, or was 

it? No. Okay.  

Speaker:  I think simply the overview.  

Speaker:  Oh, okay. I could do the overview. As was already stated, we have two 

members that we are putting forward for second three year terms. Those members 

are jill krop, who serves in our home builders position. The second member is 

peggy morita, who serves on our historic landmarks or historic preservation 

position. Both of these members are active contributors and bring valuable insight 

and perspective to the development review advisory committee. And so today, we 

are recommending that council confirm their second three year terms, which would 

serve from. March 30th, 2025 through to March 29th, 2028, that we're going back 

retroactively to March 30th, because that would be the March 29th was the end of 

their first term.  

Speaker:  Okay, great. Thank you for being here.  

Speaker:  You're very welcome.  

Speaker:  Colleagues, do you have any questions?  

Speaker:  Councilor kanal.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Ross. Could you speak to why there are.  

Speaker:  Still four vacant positions after this? These reappointments.  

Speaker:  There are 17 members of drac. And so we're kind of constantly going 

through recruitment processes, and sometimes we don't get the number of 

candidates. So we've had to redo a couple of recruitments. And then while we're 

doing that, because of the way that the their terms serve, we're kind of almost 

always going through recruitment. So it isn't uncommon for us to be carrying some 



vacancies, but we are actively recruiting to fill those existing vacancies right now. So 

we hope to be coming back to you very soon with some recommendations to 

appoint new members to fill those vacancies.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  I’m curious as we go through this. Because this is a very unique one in 

that there are 17 positions and there are 17 different categories of member, of 

which there's one each for it. And so my question is, are you effectively doing some 

number of 17 different types of recruitment at a time. Because these are different 

demographics or pools of people, right.  

Speaker:  They're they're all done through civic life for all of the committees. But 

then outside of that, as appropriate, we're working on trying to engage specific 

groups, current members to get help in identifying organizations and groups that 

represent one of those 17 different categories.  

Speaker:  Okay. I have two.  

Speaker:  More questions. One, can you speak to the gaps in the design? Because I 

think that's where our role may be in the medium or long term. In terms of these 

positions, who's being missed? Because I’m looking through and seeing a lot of 

people in the in the building industries. And, you know, in terms of the different 

qualifications here, major facilities, landowners, small businesses, and are there 

people that you're hearing often in public comment or who have opposition to the 

decisions, who are not themselves represented in the membership categories for 

this committee?  

Speaker:  I have not and I do not believe we are receiving that type of feedback 

about the 17. Different industry and community categories.  

Speaker:  Okay.  



Speaker:  I’d love to follow up on that because in looking through this, there 

appeared to me to be a couple gaps, but I’d love to hear more. And then last 

question, it's not necessarily it's not directed your way necessarily, but if you have 

thoughts, I’d love to hear it.  

Speaker:  There's a.  

Speaker:  Suggestion I think proposal might be further along than I than it is to 

waive some of the development review requirements. And I’m curious how you 

think that might affect this committee.  

Speaker:  Design review.  

Speaker:  Okay. I withdrawn the question.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Thank you so much.  

Speaker:  Councilor avalos, as the chair of the homelessness and housing 

committee, would you like to speak to the process in your committee for these 

appointments?  

Speaker:  At all? No, i.  

Speaker:  Don't know. I don't know.  

Speaker:  If there's.  

Speaker:  Unanimous support.  

Speaker:  Yeah. Okay. It got unanimous support. We discussed it. I don't know that 

there's anything else I can say.  

Speaker:  That's fine. Sorry.  

Speaker:  Great. And I believe there's no public testimony. Is that correct?  

Speaker:  There is none.  

Speaker:  And it does not look like there's any more council discussion. I would 

entertain a motion to confirm the appointment.  



Speaker:  So moved.  

Speaker:  Second.  

Speaker:  Rebecca, can you please call the role?  

Speaker:  Canal?  

Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  I’ve given my reasoning and previous meetings why I pull these off 

consent agenda. So I won't repeat it here. But I will say thank you to the appointees 

re appointees for being willing to continue serving. I vote.  

Speaker:  I Ryan.  

Speaker:  Yeah, thank you, jill and peggy, for stepping up again. Your veteran 

leadership experience is so needed and wanted I vote aye.  

Speaker:  Maria i.  

Speaker:  Clerk. Hi green. I zimmerman avalos. I dunphy. I smith. I pirtle-guiney. I 

koyama lane.  

Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  11 ayes one absent. The report is accepted.  

Speaker:  Clark, could you please read the next item?  

Speaker:  Item six appoint assad. But for a term July 1st, 2025 through June 30th, 

2028 and reappoint leslie goodloe for a term to expire June 30th, 2028 to the 

mount hood cable regulatory commission.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Do we have a presentation? We will have no committee staff report, 

right?  

Speaker:  Up. Point of information. Vice president i, I was on the committee where 

we heard this. I would absolutely love to just do the summary as efficiently as 

possible and explain why that committee was unanimous in it.  



Speaker:  Wonderful. That would be helpful, as I’m getting a script written into 

teams. To me, right in this moment. Councilor green.  

Speaker:  Appreciate that. I just wanted to get ahead of the broader thing we heard 

from the citizens utility board. I believe that recommended these appointments. 

These appointments strengthen the mount hood cable regulatory commission, the 

but brings a diversity to the commission that I think is sorely lacking. And I think 

we'll strengthen the kind of voices that we need, particularly during this period of 

time where I think there's a lot of islamophobia phobia going on in the media 

space. And so that was one of the reasons why I thought it was a pretty strong 

recommendation. Also, he brings a lot of experience just in the industry. And so I 

found this to be a very compelling recommendation.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor. Councilor clark, as the chair of the transportation 

and infrastructure committee, do you have anything else to add to councilor 

green's comments?  

Speaker:  I would just say that we were very impressed with these two people and 

very excited about their willingness to serve or continue to serve to.  

Speaker:  And it looks like we have no public testimony. Signed up. Is that correct?  

Speaker:  That's correct.  

Speaker:  Okay. Councilor smith.  

Speaker:  Legacy.  

Speaker:  Seeing no hands in the queue. Rebecca, can you please call the roll?  

Speaker:  Is there a motion to confirm the appointments?  

Speaker:  Second.  

Speaker:  Now, rebecca, could you please call the roll.  

Speaker:  Canal?  

Speaker:  Yeah.  



Speaker:  Once again, I gave my reasoning earlier for the removal from consent. 

Had nothing to do with the appointees. Feel free to refer back. Thank you for being 

willing to serve some more in one of so many different ways. To leslie, and thank 

you for being willing to serve to assad as well. And I vote.  

Speaker:  Aye.  

Speaker:  Ryan.  

Speaker:  That's a good low. I saw your name when I was early in the morning that 

you were on the agenda. It reminded me that it's rose festival because you put so 

many hours in as a volunteer there. Hence the roses in front of me today. So 

anyway, I vote aye. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Leslie morillo.  

Speaker:  Yeah, these people are wonderful. I’m definitely going to vote. Aye. And I 

just have to say, councilor kanal, we do not need to hear your reasoning on the 

consent agenda every single time. On a day where the agenda has gone over for so 

long, we you have made your point. We understand it. I vote i.  

Speaker:  Clerk. I green. I zimmerman. I avalos. I dunphy. I smith.  

Speaker:  I pirtle-guiney.  

Speaker:  Pirtle-guiney go ahead councilor. Pirtle-guiney councilor pirtle-guiney. We 

can't hear you.  

Speaker:  Koyama lane i.  

Speaker:  We have ten ayes two absence. The report is accepted.  

Speaker:  Counselors. We will recess the meeting today and reconvene tomorrow 

at 2 p.m. To review the remaining items on the agenda.  



Portland City Council Meeting Closed Caption File 

June 5, 2025 – 2:00 p.m. 

 

This file was produced through the closed captioning process for the televised city 

Council broadcast and should not be considered a verbatim transcript. The official 

vote counts, motions, and names of speakers are included in the official minutes. 

 

Speaker:  Good afternoon. Counselors, I believe we have a quorum. It is 201 on 

Thursday, June 5th. I am calling back to order this week's City Council meeting. We 

have three items on our agenda today. One is a time certain at 230. So I’m hoping 

these other two do move relatively quickly. And I just want to note colleagues, both 

for all of you and for the folks who are here with us today. We have a few councilors 

with a conflict who will have to leave at about. What is that? 445 so when a few folks 

get up and leave toward the end of our conversation, please know that that's not 

related to the conversation in the room. It's a pre-scheduled commitment. Rebecca, 

could you please call the roll? Canal here.  

Speaker:  Ryan here. Koyama lane. Here. Morillo here. Novick here. Clark. Here. 

Green. Here. Zimmerman. Here. Avalos. Present. Dunphy. Smith here. Pirtle-guiney.  

Speaker:  I am here. And could we please get the rules of order and decorum read? 

Excuse me.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Good afternoon. Welcome to Portland City Council. To testify 

before council in person or virtually. You must sign up in advance on the council 

agenda at w-w-w. Agenda. Information on engaging with council can be found on 

the council clerk's web page. Individuals may testify for three minutes unless the 

presiding officer states otherwise, your microphone will be muted when your time 

is over. The presiding officer preserves order disruptive conduct such as shouting, 



refusing to conclude your testimony when your time is up, or interrupting others 

testimony or council deliberations will not be allowed. If you cause a disruption, a 

warning will be given. Further disruption will result in ejection from the meeting. 

Anyone who fails to leave once ejected is subject to arrest for trespass. Additionally, 

council may take a short recess and reconvene virtually. Your testimony should 

address the matter being considered. When testifying, please state your name for 

the record. Your address is not necessary. If you are a lobbyist, identify the 

organization you represent. Virtual testifiers should unmute themselves when the 

council clerk calls your name. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you very much. Rebecca, could you please call agenda item 13 our 

first agenda item today?  

Speaker:  Excuse me. Agenda item 14.  

Speaker:  I believe we have 13, 14 and 15. I’m sorry, I was one number behind. Yes, 

14 I apologize.  

Speaker:  Of course. No worries. Item 14 pay settlement of carlos ibarra bodily 

injury lawsuit in the sum of $350,000 involving Portland parks and recreation.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilors. We have representatives from our city attorney 

and our claims offices here to present this item for us. Go right ahead.  

Speaker:  Good afternoon. My name is anne milligan, and I’m a senior deputy city 

attorney. She her pronouns. And on zoom we have david ferro, a senior risk analyst 

with risk management. In April of 2022, carlos ibarra was driving his 2018 nissan 

rogue in icy conditions on the southwest barbara boulevard on ramp to interstate 

five on April 15th, 2022, when he encountered a stalled vehicle along the left curb 

around a blind corner. He slowed or stopped in the travel lane, depending on 

whose testimony you would believe between the two people who testified where 

he was rear ended by a city owned large vehicle truck driven by a parks employee 



en route to the first assignment of the day. Our driver did not have any prior traffic 

issues, citations, wrecks, or any kind of complaints about his driving history. Plaintiff 

filed a lawsuit against the city and the individual parks employee in Multnomah 

County circuit court in March of 2024, seeking damages in excess of $1.9 million. 

Trial is currently set to commence on June 23rd. Plaintiff claimed medicals in excess 

of $428,000 and over $80,000 in lost wages. The city attorney's office and risk 

management recommend resolving this case for $350,000.  

Speaker:  Mr. Ferro, do you have anything to add?  

Speaker:  No. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Rebecca, do we have anybody signed up for public testimony?  

Speaker:  We do not.  

Speaker:  Okay. Councilors. If anybody has questions for miss milligan and mr. 

Ferro or comments more generally around this agenda item, please go ahead and 

put yourself in the queue. I am councilor canal.  

Speaker:  Thank you for all this information. I guess my and including the claims 

data over 1 in 5 years in the attachment as well. Can you speak to policy changes or 

direct us to someone who can speak to policy changes that that may result in not 

having this come up to us again for a different incident in the future at pd?  

Speaker:  Yeah, I think that this was an unavoidable collision on an unusually icy 

day. I don't think anyone expected icy conditions at the end of April. It was also on a 

flyover. And so it was. It was frozen while the rest of the road conditions were not. It 

was around a blind corner. It was low speed. This is an unusual situation with an 

eggshell plaintiff.  

Speaker:  I'll add to that. Just a quick correction that this was a parks vehicle, an 

employee and not pb.  

Speaker:  I said ppe and d meaning, but I meant ppe. And thank you.  



Speaker:  And mr. Ferro, I’m sorry. Can you introduce yourself formally?  

Speaker:  Yes. David farrell, risk management.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilors, any other questions or comments? Okay. 

Rebecca, could you please call the roll?  

Speaker:  Canal?  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  Ryan. I koyama lane. I morillo. I novick.  

Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  Clark. I green, I zimmerman.  

Speaker:  No.  

Speaker:  Avalos i.  

Speaker:  Dunphy i.  

Speaker:  Smith i.  

Speaker:  Pirtle-guiney i.  

Speaker:  11 ayes and 12 noes. The ordinance is passed.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Could you please read agenda item 15 for us, rebecca? Okay.  

Speaker:  Item 15 pay workers compensation claims of robin shaeffer in the sum of 

$75,000 involving Portland permitting and development.  

Speaker:  Thank you. And counselors again. We have representatives from the city 

attorney's office, and I believe a worker's compensation disability analyst with us 

for this agenda item. Go right ahead.  

Speaker:  All right. Thank you. My name is lynn vu. I am a chief deputy city attorney. 

With me today via zoom is sue quinonez, who is the manager of the city's worker's 

compensation program. We're here to discuss the proposed settlement of the 

worker's compensation claims for robin schaeffer. To provide you with some 

background, miss schaeffer is a plumbing inspector. With permitting and 



development, formerly bureau of developmental services. Miss schaeffer has two 

worker's compensation claims. The first is for a may 2016 date of exposure, based 

on the medical evidence at the time risk management accepted the claim, 

processed it, and provided benefits, miss schaeffer was able to go back to regular 

work. She worked for a period of about four years without any incident. In 

September 2022, she had a recurrence of symptoms based on the medical experts 

opinions. They initially thought that she had experienced a new discrete injury. Risk 

management proceeded with accepting and processing that claim as well. Miss 

schaeffer has since failed to improve and remains off work on time loss benefits. 

There is a disagreement among the medical experts at this point about what is 

exactly is causing her symptoms. The parties participated in a mediation on April 

7th with an administrative law judge mediator selected from the Oregon worker's 

compensation board. The parties agreed to settle the settlement terms before you 

today. Those terms would involve a global settlement, which means that there will 

be no more benefits paid on the claim, and miss schaeffer will separate from city 

employment. In consideration for this agreement, the city will pay the sum of 

$75,000. The settlement also includes a direct payment of about $4,800 to one of 

miss schaeffer's medical providers, for services that were disputed. The city 

attorney's office, risk management and permitting and development recommend 

this negotiated settlement because it will allow both parties a complete resolution 

of all pending issues. That concludes my presentation. But sue and I are happy to 

answer any questions you might have.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Sue, do you have anything to add before we move on?  

Speaker:  Susan quinones here, risk management? No, I do not.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Rebecca, is there anybody signed up for public testimony?  

Speaker:  There is not.  



Speaker:  Okay. Councilors. Any questions? Okay. Seeing no one in the queue. 

Rebecca, can you please call the roll?  

Speaker:  Canal.  

Speaker:  Thank you for answering everything in advance. I vote aye.  

Speaker:  Ryan.  

Speaker:  Hi. Koyama lane i. Morillo i. Novick i.  

Speaker:  Clark. I green.  

Speaker:  I. Zimmerman i. Avalos i. Dunphy i. Smith i.  

Speaker:  Pirtle-guiney. I with 12 ayes. The ordinance is passed.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you very much, rebecca. We listed the next item as a time certain 

for 230, which means I think we are not allowed to start before then. Colleagues, I 

apologize. I thought that these would take a few more minutes each. Do we need to 

take a brief recess?  

Speaker:  We do.  

Speaker:  Okay. I know this is rare for us.  

Speaker:  Any questions? Canal. I answered them all.  

Speaker:  We are going to take a brief recess until 229. That's 17 minutes. That 

gives us one minute to actually get back here in time for a 230 start. Colleagues.  

Speaker:  Point of.  

Speaker:  Point of information.  

Speaker:  Is it possible to do one of the appointments in the time that we have?  

Speaker:  Do you one of the.  

Speaker:  Don't we have like okay.  

Speaker:  Did you get to the appointments yesterday after I left i. Agenda items five 

and six.  



Speaker:  Yes. My mistake. Okay.  

Speaker:  You you might have been gone at that time. I’m not sure. I think you and I 

were both gone. Councilor. Yes. So I don't think we have anything else on our 

agenda for today. So we will recess until 229. We will come back here then, and we 

will call agenda item 1516. In the reordering at 230.   

Speaker:  Yeah.  

Speaker:  Good afternoon and welcome back. We are reconvening this afternoon's 

Portland City Council meeting. I apologize all for that small break, but hopefully 

folks were able to take good advantage of it. When we schedule something for a 

time certain we don't like to start before then, because we want to make sure 

everybody who is planning on being here for that agenda item has had a chance to 

arrive, and we thought we would need a little bit more time for the things before 

this on our agenda today, we are back. We have quorum. I don't believe we need to 

call roll again. So, rebecca, could you please read? This is now agenda item 16.  

Speaker:  Authorize city attorney to settle lawsuit related to the historic central 

albina displacement and pay settlement of named plaintiffs claims in the sum of $1 

million.  

Speaker:  Thank you very much, colleagues. We have a number of folks from our 

attorney and claims offices here to present to us today. Mr. Taylor, would you like 

to begin?  

Speaker:  Thank you. Council president robert taylor, city attorney, for the record. 

This is a very important day for us. It's a it's a case involving 26 plaintiffs. It does not 

resolve all of the historic wrongs that happened because of the displacement in the 

1950s through the 70s. But it is one part of what the city can do to try to right some 

of the wrongs that have happened in our city. Beth woodard will provide a 



description of the facts and a description of the settlement, but I want to thank you 

all for taking this under consideration today. Beth.  

Speaker:  Good afternoon, council. For the record, my name is beth woodard. I’m a 

senior deputy city attorney, and today with us is also rose radic, a senior claims 

analyst with ricks management. And rose specializes in civil rights claims. Today's 

proposed settlement resolves claims brought by 26 survivors and descendants of 

families historically displaced from the central albina neighborhood, beginning in 

the 1950s and continuing through the 1970s, many homes surrounding emmanuel 

hospital were destroyed under the auspices of urban renewal. The city and 

Portland development commission, which is the predecessor of prosper Portland, 

assisted emmanuel hospital in these efforts. Plaintiffs, many of whom are with us 

today, are 26 individual survivors and descendants of homeowners in the central 

albina neighborhood. In 2022, the plaintiffs filed a lawsuit in federal district court 

and named the city prosper Portland and legacy as defendants. The suit alleged 

claims of a civil rights conspiracy, unjust enrichment, and public nuisance. The 

parties began a series of judicial settlement conferences in 2024, culminating in the 

proposed settlement agreement before you today. Separately, plaintiffs have 

reached a settlement agreement with legacy, and the terms of that settlement are 

confidential. As a brief outline of the proposed settlement agreement before you 

today, it requires the city and prosper Portland each to contribute $1 million for a 

total lump sum payment of 2 million. This is separate from any sum paid by legacy 

under their confidential settlement. It also includes a number of non-monetary 

terms that plaintiffs requested and negotiated. Those are. Plaintiffs may acquire up 

to two vacant properties from prosper Portland at no cost. Prosper Portland will 

also provide a permit to plaintiffs to use the mlk heritage marker site up to four 

times a year, at no cost. Beginning this year, the city will honor a descendants day 



proclamation for at least five years. Additionally, the city and prosper Portland will 

provide letters of support for any grant funded documentary about the central 

albina displacement for ten years, and finally, several of the items will become 

effective to the extent the keller auditorium renovations proceed. Those include an 

interior display created by plaintiffs, opportunities for descendants of displaced 

families to participate in the design and planning committees, and a ten year hiring 

preference for city jobs related to the keller auditorium. For context, keller 

auditorium was renamed in honor of richard keller, who provided a substantial 

donation in honor of his father, ira. Ira keller was the director of Portland 

development commission during the time of the central albina displacement. 

Because of the constraints of this litigation, this settlement can only resolve the 

claims of the 26 plaintiffs. The city recognizes and acknowledges the harms to the 

entire neighborhood and broader community because of these displacements. To 

that end, the city and prosper Portland have been working for several years to 

address the impacts of the systemic displacement. The city and prosper issued 

formal apologies in 2017 and are presently working through the community and 

collaborations such as the williams and russell project and the albina vision trust 

partnership. The city is also working through its initiatives such as the north 

northeast housing strategy and north northeast community development initiative. 

The north northeast neighborhood housing strategy was created with an initial 

allocation of 20 million to support affordable housing. That allocation has grown 

over 70 million in recent years. This strategy is intended to address legacy 

displacement in north and northeast Portland through investments in new 

affordable rental housing, opportunities for first time home buyers, and home 

retention programs for longtime residents. The city and risk management 

recommend approval of this settlement agreement. And this concludes our 



prepared remarks. But we are happy to answer any questions you may have. Thank 

you.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Does anyone else have anything to add? Okay, rebecca, is 

there public testimony signed up?  

Speaker:  There is. We have 13 people signed up.  

Speaker:  Let me ask you to come back for questions, but we'd like to hear from 

community members. Thank you.  

Speaker:  First we have ed johnson, followed by diane nguyen and jonathan ader. 

And you may all approach the testimony table.  

Speaker:  And for anybody who is new to testifying at City Council, when you begin 

your testimony, please go ahead and introduce yourself. Just your name. We don't 

need other information right now. You'll hear a first beep, which or a ding which 

tells you you have 30s left and then a second ding, at which point we'd ask you to 

just finish the sentence that you're on. So we have time for everybody. Please go 

right ahead.  

Speaker:  Good afternoon. My name is ed johnson. I’m the director of litigation at 

the Oregon law center. I’ve been a legal aid lawyer in Portland for 30 years. I 

represent the emmanuel displaced persons association, two and all 26 individual 

descendants and survivors who whose families lost their homes that they owned 

and their entire community. When central albina was demolished, all 27 of my 

clients urge you to vote yes and support the settlement of this lawsuit. The. The. It's 

difficult to summarize in three minutes everything that happened here, but as a 

white Portlander, I will admit that I lived here a long time before I had any idea what 

happened in northeast Portland. And I think that's true of a lot of white Portlanders. 

The last five years, I’ve learned a lot of details about what happened, and it's much 

worse than anything I’d been told or led to believe. The to start with, the emmanuel 



hospital expansion project is fundamentally different from other racist urban 

renewal projects, because most of that expansion did not happen. And in fact, this 

neighborhood is thriving. Neighborhood was destroyed and replaced with nothing. 

A lot of that land, as we sit here today, remains vacant or is used for parking. I 

encourage Portlanders to learn more about what happened, to read our complaint, 

to read the written testimony of our clients, you're going to hear from some of our 

clients today, and I think that right now is an important time for our city to move 

forward. There are people in our country right now who are trying to whitewash 

our history books of our most shameful chapters, and when people who live those 

chapters have the courage to step forward and speak the truth, it is more vital than 

ever that we listen to what they have to say. The. You're also going to hear from 

some of our clients in person. You're going to hear from some people who will 

testify that this settlement doesn't right all the wrongs. It doesn't go far enough. It 

doesn't include everyone who was harmed. All of that is completely true. But this 

lawsuit was never designed to do those things. This was not a class action lawsuit. 

These are 27 specific plaintiffs who stepped forward and fought for two and a half 

years. And we reached a compromise after two and a half hard years of litigation. 

Like most compromises, no one is 100% happy with the result of it. But that is the 

order of business in front of us today. If this body and this city wants to do 

something better and bigger and more inclusive, you can and you should and we 

will help you. But for today, we urge you to vote yes. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Go right ahead.  

Speaker:  Good afternoon. My name is diane nguyen, and I’m here to ask the 

council to vote in favor of this settlement. I am an attorney with legal aid services of 

Oregon, along with Oregon law center and our pro bono partner, susan stark. We 

represent the plaintiffs in this case. I am also a born and raised Portlander, but until 



I got involved in this case, much of the history of central albina was completely 

unknown to me. Since then, I have heard stories from this group of plaintiffs that I 

still can't help but recall. Each time that I passed through that neighborhood, I have 

learned about ailing grandparents who were forced out of retirement and back into 

the workforce because the home that was supposed to provide them with stability 

and security was suddenly taken away from them late in their lives. I learned about 

the sacrifices of parents who worked hard to build home ownership foundation for 

their children, only to have it stolen away. Only to have it stolen away, and for them 

to know that their children would have to repeat and endure some of the very 

same hardships that they had wanted to spare their children. They shared how it 

felt as children to witness their parents, their heroes and protectors struggle to not 

break down, even as they tried to shield their children from the harshest of the 

injustice. There are also stories of childhood exposure to racism that is no less than 

cruel for the lasting, deep scars that it left on their psyche. But beyond these and 

other pains, what came out in their stories was their pride in their elders, in 

persevering, fighting back and rebuilding. In bringing this lawsuit, this group of 

survivors and descendants have channeled the power, love and spirituality that 

they share with their displaced elders. And unlike their involuntary removal from 

central albina in the past, the settlement before the council now is these 27 

plaintiffs choice and is unanimous for the last five years. And going back even 

further, they have made untold sacrifices of time, intellectual labor, emotional well-

being, health, and even their physical safety to bring this litigation to this point and 

to keep along with it, to keep alive the stories of central albina from those who lived 

it. This lawsuit was brought by two and these 26 individual community members 

who came together and showed up repeatedly over the years, even as others have 

considered it to be a lost cause. The settlement of this lawsuit does not foreclose 



any other action that the city may take to right all the wrongs that it caused in the 

name of urban renewal. Similarly, the potential to do something more later does 

not in any way detract from the city's ability to take concrete action today, to 

acknowledge that these plaintiffs have already fought, sacrificed, and waited too 

long to be told no yet again, please vote on this settlement and moving forward, 

find ways to provide adequate redress and restitution for all the affected 

community members.  

Speaker:  Thank you very much. Did you call a third person?  

Speaker:  I did, jonathan ader is online. Jonathan, you can unmute and begin 

testimony.  

Speaker:  Hello, City Council members, I’d like to express my strong opposition to 

the proposed ordinance to authorize the city attorney to settle the lawsuit related 

to the historic central hub, minor displacement for the sum of $1 million. The 

settlement is inadequate, fails to address the injustices faced by the black 

community. It also is profoundly insulting, as it does not even admit liability for the 

harm caused by municipal defendants. The razing of nearly 200 homes and 

businesses, and what was once the heart of the city's black community, represents 

a trauma. The average value of those properties today, each conservatively, is over 

half $1 million, suggesting at least a total value of 100 million in assets. In contrast, 

the proposed settlement translates to approximately $38,000 for each of the 26 

plaintiffs and does not adequately compensate for the broader community. 

Compounding the injustice of the settlement is the fact that it's taken 75 years to 

reach this point, and yet we're presented with a settlement that fails to reflect the 

magnitude of the harm inflicted, the absence of the comprehensive audit or 

assessment of the properties taken further complicates the matters. And without 

such an evaluation, it's impossible to determine whether the settlement accurately 



represents the true losses incurred by these families. Moreover, the total amount is 

significantly lower than the estimated property value. The settlement addresses 

only a small number of plaintiffs. There is a lack of comprehensive evaluation of the 

properties, requiring the parties to bear their own attorney's fees is 

disproportionately affects the plaintiffs, and is improper. There are no binding 

guarantees, so that the agreement does not ensure that the promised property 

transfers and benefits will be fulfilled, and the settlement mentions prosper will 

convey up to two of the above properties to 1 or 2 limited liability companies. The 

properties are also in as is condition, leaving the plaintiffs to accept properties 

without guarantees about their condition. The agreement states. Plaintiffs will have 

examined investigated the properties. There is a weak dispute resolution process. 

The settlement outlines that parties shall mediate in an effort to resolve the matter. 

It does not have an admission of liability, undermining the acknowledgment of 

harm to the community, and it promises for future hiring practices. Community 

involvement are not binding commitments. The settlement mentions the city will 

provide a ten year hiring preference for disabled families, but they're not binding, 

so I urge the City Council to reconsider the settlement and engage in a meaningful 

dialog with the affected community. And let's not repeat the mistakes of the past. 

True justice requires a commitment to addressing historical wrongs in a manner 

that respects the dignity and the value of those affected. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Next is yvette roberts. Yvette is online.  

Speaker:  Hi, I’m yvette roberts, and I would like to say that there still exists the 

injustice that there were so many other descendants and families that were 

purposely excluded from this lawsuit. Why was this not a class action suit? On 

behalf of all the families and descendants that were affected? Is the city suggesting 



that the rest of us who were purposely excluded filed individual or group lawsuits? 

Why is this group of 27 allowed to take from the rest of us? There was a gatekeeper 

who limited the plaintiffs to friends and allies, and the rest of us were told that they 

were not taking any more plaintiffs, and some were even removed from the list. 

There's also that ad hoc group, the edp two. That's nothing more than a front or 

pretense that it represents some larger group of us that is managed by the same 

gatekeeper who has no intentions of extending fairness to the rest of us. What is 

the City Council going to do to include all the families that are not represented in 

the lawsuit? Even when I contacted legal aid, the attorney specifically stated he only 

represented the 27. When I mentioned that you represent the rest of us as edp two, 

he made it clear that he did not. I would like to further further contact the City 

Council on the plan to include the rest of us. Should I call to schedule a meeting? 

Should we file our own lawsuits? How long is this going to go on? I agree with mr. 

Elder, who just spoke, that it's not enough for what's done, but this group of 27 

knew full well that there were so many more of us. There were people who 

attended those meetings and they were purposely excluded. That is not fair. So I 

would say to the city, I don't like the settlement because it excludes so many of us 

who actually lived in those homes. Of the 27 who never lived in those homes, who 

never even lived those neighborhoods. So it is not fair to us. Thank you. I’m yvette 

roberts.  

Speaker:  Thank you very much.  

Speaker:  Next is gregory ramble and james earl crittendon and rahsaan 

muhammad.  

Speaker:  Hi. My name is james creedon, founder of aedpa three. Aedpa three was 

formed to seek answers and justice in response to aedpa two Oregon law refusal to 

response without dismissal and at times hostile attitudes toward individuals 



excluded from aedpa two. There were 27 families taken from the plaque. It was 

excuse me, were 27 families taken from the plaque posted on emanuel's, located at 

501 north graham. If so, why weren't the families or persons on the plaque 

contacted? Over all the years the settlement has been in process, there was ample 

time to make the effort to contact every name on the list. If aedpa aedpa two was in 

true pursuit to correct this injustice, it seems that the selected representation was 

engaged in it. If this is not the case, aedpa two would like. We would like an 

explanation. Why were the homeowners only represented when renters were 

displaced? Also due to eminent domain? What was the vetting process in to ensure 

those who receive settlements actually lived in the properties claim? Were 

settlement based merely on aedpa two and Oregon law center, or has third party 

verified that all claims are legitimate? There is a specific case where a person state 

were displaced from an address, where another family resided, and the person did 

not reside there. Now it could be the person's family home, but the person stated 

they were displaced from the time the actual family resided at this address. So if so, 

it is fOregone fact the person did not reside from the address. Yes, a grave injustice 

was done, but in need to correct an injustice of the past. Do not facilitate an 

injustice of the present that will impact the future of the generation. Thank you very 

much.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Please go right ahead.  

Speaker:  I would first like to thank the City Council for the time that you have 

taken to hear this. I’d like to thank the 26 other litigants, plaintiffs in this case. But 

above all, except for the creator himself. I would like to thank. The engine behind. 

This movement that is taking place in this crucial time. My name is rahsaan 

muhammad. I’m one of those plaintiffs in this case. I had a written statement 



prepared, but I would like to speak a little bit from the heart and the spirit today, 

and I’d like to speak mainly to the subject matter of the private public partnerships 

that are created to do things that public entities cannot do. And so they contract 

private entities to do this for them. And in this case, this has been probably one of 

the most egregious examples of that. We have watched the name changes of these 

entities so as to throw off the trail that they have left. We have watched three 

generations pass before an announcement was made to build on the property that 

had been left as a. Reminder of what was taken. My family's home sat right across 

from the church that I was baptized in. I’ve watched. Many of these movements fall 

by the wayside because of time, because of place, because of the loss of those who 

kept track of the records. But we have our records, we have kept track and watched 

this all the way up until 2018, when an announcement was made to do something 

to expand the surgical unit of the hospital. We have been battling with this hospital 

ever since this hospital invaded our community. So I would like to urge all of you to 

vote yes for this particular settlement that we worked tirelessly to come to this 

conclusion that I might add that. I'll just say that you all may not have wanted this to 

see the light of day, but it was a long shot that was hit right on target. And so I urge 

all of you to vote yes for this particular piece of this settlement today.  

Speaker:  Thank you very much for being here.  

Speaker:  Joe mcferrin, the second. Thank you, royal harris.  

Speaker:  Good afternoon. My name is royal harris and I am a survivor of this 

experience. I was born in emanuel hospital April 17th, 1969, and from there I 

moved with my great aunt and great uncle, alberta and general skipper, to 3103 

north Vancouver. I still remember the summer of 1973 when we moved. My aunt 

was 64. My uncle was 70. From there we moved to the walnut park neighborhood. 

Vancouver avenue church was my cousin eloquently spoke about. I’ve attended my 



whole life, so I’ve never physically left the neighborhood. I have been displaced 

from my home. At 56 years old. And today I decided to do a little computation. 

Looking at the number that that gentleman used earlier, a rough estimate of $100 

million worth of property over 52 years at 5% return. That is $260 million. So what 

I’m here to talk about is not the fact that we're talking about infinitesimal or 

minuscule numbers. We are talking about significant numbers that change the 

trajectory of communities and families. What we are here for is redress, the 

acknowledgment of harm. That includes a reversal from that practice and includes 

the true and proper compensation for that victimization. I agree that number is 

woefully underrepresented of what we deserve. And to that point, that 1 million 

based on that 260 million is 0.038% of what was taken. I am not here to do anything 

other than to acknowledge that this is true and that, unlike in a lot of spaces, 

descendants still exist. I lived in that house with my mama and my papa, and at that 

time, what made that cool was in my family. In my community, home ownership 

was a tangible way to cement legacy. I have a grandson who is one year older than I 

was when I was displaced. One of his great joys, as it will be the day after I pick him 

up and we go to starbucks, will be to go to his grandparents house. I am the child of 

this situation. I am not ethereal. I am a tangible face in front of you. To say this 

needs to be redressed in a most proper way, whatever that is deemed to be. Thank 

you.  

Speaker:  Thank you very much for being here.  

Speaker:  Karanja cruz.  

Speaker:  Welcome.  

Speaker:  Thank you, karanja cruz. For the record, I just signed up for public 

testimony. I didn't I didn't know I was testifying for this particular item. So for the 

record, my name is karanja cruz. I’m a licensed elementary school teacher by trade, 



and I’m a cannabis retail business owner in Portland. Before I address the cannabis 

industry needs, I wanted to express my strong support for the central albina 

displacement settlement being considered. Today, this settlement represents a 

long overdue justice of survivors and descendants of families. I know everyone has 

not been included, but again, I believe this is a start of something of that needs to 

be repaired. Many businesses were removed during this displacement, and the 

settlement acknowledged the historical role that was made. I just want to give a 

special shout out to byrd. I know she's been working on this for many years. I want 

to give a special thank you to councilor smith for proposing an allocation for 

200,000 for from the contingent funds to support the grandview's workforce 

development initiative. This proposal directly aligns with the equity goals that both 

measure 26 180, and this settlement represents in personal context, on the war on 

drugs impact. I also speak today not as a business owner, but also as a person 

personally harmed by the war on drugs. My father struggled with addiction, which 

meant I grew up without him in my most precious adolescent years, surrounded by 

poverty, gangs and a negative lifestyle that unfortunately became promoted 

through the aspects of. Even in my hip hop culture, this experience is shared by 

countless people in my community, particularly black families who bore the brunt 

of discriminatory drug policies. Measure 26 180 was created to repair that harm, to 

invest cannabis tax revenue back into the community. Most impacted by this 

criminalization. Cannabis pays the bills a lot of city bills, but our industry does not 

get a seat at the table. Cannabis tax dollars revenue now funds multiple city 

programs, yet our industry remains excluded from the economic opportunities we 

help to create. We faced the highest security, cannot bank with other industries, 

and operate under immense regulatory pressures, all while making millions for the 

city. Cannabis is not the cause of Oregon's addiction crisis, yet we're being 



penalized as we are. We're not eligible for measure 110 funding. We're not eligible 

for the traditional economic recovery from clean energy funds. Workforce training 

support. Despite employing thousands. A solution cannabis health tech program is 

what I’m asking for you all to support. As councilor smith is going to submit an 

amendment to support this program. The city had used cannabis dollars before, 

called the seed program, and I just want to reignite that. And hopefully you guys will 

consider this amendment. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you for being here.  

Speaker:  Claude bowles.  

Speaker:  Good afternoon, claude bowles here. I’m one of the 26, 27 or 1 of the 27. 

I just came in just wanting to speak support on a yes vote to approve this 

settlement. I’ve been most fortunate to be able to retain all of the receipts. I have 

the original pdc contract of the estate option right down to purchase price of the 

new home. That was the relocation subject and. It's been a it's been a ride. My 

grandmother and grandfather, my grandfather was a motor and my grandmother 

was a homemaker. Of course, they relocated to albina as vanport flood victim. My 

grandfather, you can imagine, was approximately 60 years old at the time of his 

relocation. Retirement benefits. During that time, early retirement benefits could 

have been claimed at age 62. So I know that he was probably planning on retiring 

very shortly after paying his home off. Linly practices at the time were not favorable 

to blacks, which meant that he ended up having to purchase that albina home on a 

contract, which I have from payment number one all the way until that entire 

property was paid off. Original documents. The memories of the time and the 

albina home. I mean, I just growing up there, I remember the fresh bread aroma 

from the wonder bread, wonder bread bakery. Excuse me, the neighborhood 

accountant that lived down the street. The other business owners. My dad was a 



business owner. That right around the corner that operated a tavern where the 

foundry workers would bring in all of their checks on Fridays and cash their checks 

and play pool and visit everybody in the neighborhood knew everybody. They also 

knew stranger danger when it wandered in the neighborhood, and it was policed by 

those that were around there. The allowed that that home in albina allowed many 

of my relatives to migrate from alabama to escape the racially challenged south. 

They allowed them to reside until the migrant gained employment and was able to 

self support themselves. The house was over 3000ft². The relocated house was 

966ft². The home that once stood that was that was splendidly strategized to help 

others has now been reduced to a parking lot that houses many, as many as ten 

cars a day. I do urge you to please pass this this resolution. Those memories, 

they're haunting. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you for being here.  

Speaker:  Miss byrd.  

Speaker:  Miss martin.  

Speaker:  Ashlee albies is going to go first, followed by miss byrd.  

Speaker:  Good afternoon, mayor and City Council members. Thank you for being 

here today. My name is ashley albies. I use she her pronouns and I am a pro bono 

attorney for the plaintiffs in this case, along with the Oregon law center and legal 

aid services of Oregon. It has been an absolute honor and a privilege to be a part of 

this legal team. I want to make a few points in closing before miss byrd speaks. 

First, as everyone has acknowledged, this is not a class action. It was brought by 

individuals descended from people who owned houses and were forcibly removed 

from their homes by the actions of the city, by prosper Portland, and by legacy 

emanuel hospital, as part of an expansion that never happened, these individuals 

organized. They worked hard for years. They showed up early. They showed up 



often meeting after meeting and during negotiations on the resolution of this case. 

They were creative, they were hardworking, and they pushed and pushed for the 

resolution. That is before you here today. The second point I want to make is this is 

not a city initiated process for restitution. This is the product of negotiations 

between the plaintiffs and the city and prosper's attorney attorneys. And this 

resolution result is a direct result from the harm to and the commitment of the 

plaintiffs in this case. The third point I want to make is that all plaintiffs in this case, 

these directly impacted families, are asking you to pass this ordinance and support 

it here today. The fourth point I want to make is that this resolution is historic, 

beyond financial restitution, the settlement includes visible commitments by the 

city that reflect our values of equity. It provides for preferences for descendants in 

roles in the care renovation when it happens, a designated space in the keller to 

express themselves, and annual descendants day to commemorate the history and 

support for storytelling through a documentary. These are overt steps towards 

reconciliation and acknowledgment. These 27 plaintiffs joined together with 

tremendous dedication. Against great odds over many years, they worked to 

overcome legacy prosper Portland and the city's attempts to dismiss this case. They 

have been fighting for 60 years for restitution and acknowledgment. And this is one 

step to addressing these wounds. This historic resolution is important in this 

moment where the federal government is currently being led by people who deny 

our country's long history of racism and its impacts. An administration that uses its 

power to celebrate, elevate and institutionalize bigotry and racism. This settlement 

explicitly rejects the idea that our past does not impact our present. It is a powerful 

acknowledgment that we can provide redress for the harms of history, and gives 

hope that we can and should do better for the future. As james baldwin said in 

1962, not everything that is faced can be changed, but nothing can be changed until 



it is faced. The plaintiffs in this case have offered you powerful written and oral 

testimony here today about the impact of the city and the legacies forced removal 

of their families. They've lost so much, yet remain incredibly resilient. Listen to 

them, honor them, honor their stories and their experience. Please approve this 

resolution. Some of our clients are elderly and have health issues. They deserve 

closure to this case, a closure that they have chosen and that they have defined for 

themselves. This resolution is what the plaintiffs want. And please approve this as 

an emergency ordinance. These community members have waited long enough. 

Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Please go right ahead.  

Speaker:  My name is bird by. Madam president. It's my understanding. There's 

been 2.5 hours set aside for this particular item. I’m going to beg your forbearance. 

I know there's a three minute limit, but this has been 60 years in the making. I 

would like I would like to take my time. Not too much time. But you all need to 

know how we got here at some point. Before I start, though, there's some people I 

need to thank. I need to thank miss thelma glover, who's no longer with us. I need 

to thank bobby and miss cash, who cannot be here today. But most importantly, 

there were five people when I first got started on this and I was being called out my 

name. I was being called everything but bird. There were five people who heard me. 

Not only did they listen, they stayed. Most of them are in this room right now and 

y'all know who you are. I thank you because you turned the tide. We would not be 

here if it were not for you, I thank you, I am humbled. Allow me to take my time. I 

started studying this history after I met miss thelma glover. I am a librarian. I should 

let you all know that I hold a master's degree in information and library science. I 

am a certified researcher and historian. I started studying the history of central 

albina because that's what we do. Librarians study stuff. We love to read. We just 



do stuff like that's just what we do. As I studied more, I came across my 

grandmother's name that propelled me even further. I kept studying, I kept reading 

the history. I kept accumulating documents. I studied enough to where I discovered 

a few things. The original aedpa, which stands for emmanuel displaced persons 

association, the original aedpa filed a complaint against pdc, the city of Portland, 

during the 60s and 70s when their homes were being demolished. Hud found merit 

in that complaint and paused the so-called expansion of emmanuel hospital and 

basically told city entities, you need to make it right by these people. When I 

discovered that. They stopped funding and this was right around the time the land 

acquisition and uniform relocation act of 1971 was passed. In order for the city pdc 

to continue resume funding, they had to do a few things. They had to pay 

relocation fees for the families that were forcefully removed. That money wasn't 

readily given. You had to apply for it. The insult. Some people received letters 

saying, and keep in mind, these were elderly folks. They were established. They had 

been in their homes 25, 30 years. They were on fixed incomes. Imagine coming 

home to your house and there's a letter on your door telling you you got 30 days or 

60 days to move out. If you can't do it, you have to start paying real market rent on 

a home you've owned for 30 years. This is what happened in this community. So 

along with the relocation payments, there was also something I came across that I 

deem a 1 to 1 federal restitution agreement. But the federal government told city 

agency and pdc is for every home you all demolished. You have to replace that. 

We'll resume funding if you agree to this. And that's what happened. We still 

waiting on that 1 to 1 ratio home replacement. So when I discovered this 

information I used my own resources I got on airplanes. I visited national archives 

so that I could acquire documents you can't get right now. Retention schedules do 

expire. I knew I had to capture documents and I did that, but the next thing I did, 



again using my own resources, I started having community lectures. You've heard 

from people who spoke today, who attended those community lectures early on. 

My number one goal was to inform as many people as I can. I held lectures at the 

elks club. I talked to neighborhood associations, I talked at universities. I did 

everything I could do to get the information out to people. And if everyone in here 

were being honest. If everyone in here was being honest, they would agree that to 

what I just said. I went on a one woman mission to inform as many people as 

possible. Then I took it a bit further. I created a psa. We had a video that went viral. 

This is the real Portland. Some of y'all might be familiar with it. Not only did we do 

that once, I was able to get attorneys interested in this, we put out a survey and we 

blasted it everywhere. If your family's home was demolished, fill out this survey and 

attorney will get in contact with you. We followed up with every single person who 

filled out that survey when I initially went to my family, when all this was starting, 

and I told them what I wanted to do, the patriarch of my family, I was cussed out. I 

have been the victim of facebook scorn. My name has been put on facebook, my 

phone number. I am being accused of fraudulently using addresses. This is not 

true. I had to. This thing is so huge. Not only were we homeowners, we were 

business owners. There were renters. At some point, I’m one person I had to make 

this manageable for me and my resources. So what I did, candace, I had to put 

some parameters around it. Okay, I can only focus on homeowners. So the reason 

when people say, oh, it's only narrowly focused on these people, maybe those 

people should have jumped in and helped me. Instead of making up fake reasons 

to be mad at me, why didn't they roll up their sleeves and say, bird, how much is 

this costing you? So here we are today. We're looking at this. Agreement as a way 

for redress, to harm that continues. And allow me to say this. And this is to the 

ignorant. I’ve heard people complain. Black people, why are black people getting 



this? There's other people and other people got theirs. The japanese garden didn't 

just happen. I could go into other histories, but I’m not going to. What I’m saying is, I 

just had to address the ignorant. We're here now, today. This is truly a magical 

moment because everything is here. We're faced with it, and it's up to this body to 

truly make this right. I’ve done everything I can do. I’ve sacrificed. I’ve sacrificed in 

ways that I can't describe. This thing is huge. And one thing I want to remind you all 

of this has never happened before in the history of humankind. What we all are 

looking at right now, in this moment. Eric, this has never happened. So what are we 

going to do? That's the question. What are we going to do now? We have the 

opportunity to truly do something real, not just kick the can down the road. I’m 

open to any questions.  

Speaker:  Thank you for that history and for being here today with us and for all of 

the work that you've put in.  

Speaker:  That concludes testimony.  

Speaker:  We now have an opportunity for discussion about the settlement 

agreement before us. Does anybody have any questions, comments for your 

colleagues, counselor green?  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president, and thank you to everybody who gave 

testimony today. Thank you for taking that time. I do have a question for the 

attorneys. Can we bring forward the attorneys or risk management?  

Speaker:  If we have questions for you, we'll make sure to call you back up.  

Speaker:  Thank you, mr. Jordan. It was, I think, said during the presentation or 

comment that this settlement does not admit wrongdoing by any of the parties. Is 

that the case?  

Speaker:  That is not the case. There is a statement of acknowledgment within the 

settlement agreement.  



Speaker:  Okay. One of the things that I’m curious about is. I'll just i'll just leave that 

alone. I'll process that. Thank you. Okay.  

Speaker:  Councilor. Is that it?  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  Okay. Colleagues, any other questions? Comments? Before we move to a 

vote, counselor smith.  

Speaker:  Thank you, madam president. And I want to thank everybody who has 

testified today and.  

Speaker:  Told us the history of how we got here today. The history is so important 

in the history is real, but I want to address the albina displacement lawsuit, 

proposed settlement agreement that is before us today. The issue of urban renewal 

displacement has deeply impacted the black community on many levels, as you 

heard here today, that has been done in the 40s, the 50s, the 60s, the 70s. While 

the settlement offers some relief, I don't believe it meets the gravity of the moment. 

And after reviewing the agreement and listening to the public. I do not believe we 

fully remedy or compensate for the totality of the losses and suffering experienced 

by those who are affected here today.  

Speaker:  Come on.  

Speaker:  While I support the settlement and respect the wishes of the plaintiffs, if 

they choose to settle at this time. But I must also acknowledge that in my heart and 

in my spirit, I am troubled that this agreement does not meet the moment or the 

standard of justice. It is a step, but perhaps not enough of a step in the right 

direction to fully address the historical and ongoing legacy of displacement rooted 

in the city of Portland's discriminatory policies that impacted black families who 

were pushed and made to leave the albina neighborhood. So before I decide on 



supporting this settlement, I would like to talk to some plaintiffs and ask a question. 

Bird, could you come up, please?  

Speaker:  I’m just going to.  

Speaker:  I’ve heard many things from a lot of people about this settlement. And 

first off, I want to set the record straight. I only found out about this settlement last 

week, Friday, when I was in alabama. So let me be clear.  

Speaker:  I thought they were briefed.  

Speaker:  I did not have anything to do with negotiating this agreement, because I 

would not have allowed it to be reduced to $1 million. Let me just say that. 

Secondly. You all have suffered. You all have taken this upon your back privately. 

This was not a suit or or a class that was put out there by the city of Portland, or 

anyone else. And for the record. Mayor keith wilson did take responsibility for what 

happened. He did not cause these egregious policies to be implemented and to 

take an entire community, an entire black community from albina. And before I ask 

you the question, and I thank the mayor for his work, because that was admirable. 

You didn't have to do that. But the reason why my heart is so full about this, when 

we take responsibility, we got to do more. We have to do more. Before we go any 

further with this. You gave us a history lesson, but I don't think people really 

understood the fact that black people were not allowed to reside in the city of 

Portland. Okay. We were out. We were put outside the city limits in a place called 

vanport, and in vanport in 1948, the levees broke, just like in new orleans blew. And 

then the financial and political and those stakeholders who control cities like ours, 

they came together and they said, we have to find a place for these black folks to go 

now. So they identified albina and black people in the black community resided in 

albina. And as you talk about the conspiracy between emanuel hospital and this city 

government, that was not us, we hear you up here. We hear you. They conspired to 



eliminate an entire community. And that is the reason why I believe the gravity of 

this case is not reflected in the settlement that has been presented to us. I wanted 

to hear more about people really, really wanting to do this settlement in this 

moment, at this time. But it didn't sound that way to me. And so I want to ask you 

this question, bert, do you think this settlement makes you whole?  

Speaker:  It does not. Commissioner smith, I have to speak my truth. I didn't come 

this far to not represent what I know is right. To answer your question, no, it does 

not.  

Speaker:  Okay. City attorney robert taylor. It appears to me that there are some 

apprehensions about this settlement. I need you to walk me down. What the 

process is. If we want to remand this and have you all go to the table and, and give 

us something that they can feel whole about within two weeks, that we can vote on 

this in two weeks. Tell me what the process is. Tell me, how do we do that?  

Speaker:  Thank you, counselor smith. For the record, robert taylor, city attorney. 

And I would just like to acknowledge. The scar that this has on our community. And 

it is a scar that may not ever heal. And I think what we are wrestling with here today 

is what do you do about a scar that will never heal? And I have really appreciated all 

the testimony today. I think it has given us a lot of things to think about. To your 

point, I think you have a couple of options. One is you could just lay this matter on 

the table, give us direction to go negotiate with the plaintiffs and their attorneys to 

try to bring something back to you as soon as possible, depending on what those 

changes are, we might be able to just simply amend that item that was laid on the 

table. If it's if the changes are broader than that, we may have to bring a new item 

before council, and we could probably get it on the 9/12 agenda if there's sufficient 

support to do that.  



Speaker:  If we're interested up here in having the dollar amount changed, because 

I think with the gravity and the weight of this $1 million, like the man said earlier, 

that's $38,000 a piece for 27 folks. And I think it's less because I calculated with 26 

votes and there's some there's some clarity issues that you need to let me know. 

Are there 27 plaintiffs or are they 26.  

Speaker:  26 individuals? And then the 27th is the organization.  

Speaker:  Okay, okay. So that's even less if there was a change in the dollar 

amount. What would we have to do.  

Speaker:  If that is the only change that council wants to make, then the agreement 

that's attached to the ordinance in front of you could be amended to change that 

dollar amount. If the council is interested in attempting to address that today, that 

is something they could do. I might request to have a moment to talk with the 

plaintiff's attorneys, and they, I think, would like an opportunity to talk with their 

clients. In fairness to them.  

Speaker:  Do we need a recess for that? Because we have 2.5 hours.  

Speaker:  We do.  

Speaker:  Councilor yes.  

Speaker:  Would you like to move that we recess for 30 minutes?  

Speaker:  Yes, madam president, is that what? Is that enough time, robert?  

Speaker:  Yes. So moved or seconded.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Thank you. Counselor.  

Speaker:  Counselors, do we have unanimous consent to recess for 30 minutes?  

Speaker:  Information.  

Speaker:  Point of information.  

Speaker:  I just ask, have we. Do we need to talk about the amount or is that 

something that that the lawyers are going to.  



Speaker:  They have.  

Speaker:  To know.  

Speaker:  Sorry, sorry.  

Speaker:  But in answer to the question which was do we need to talk about an 

amount? I think that if we are recessing for the lawyers to negotiate, we should give 

them maximum flexibility. Right now would be my recommendation.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Yes. You have counselors.  

Speaker:  Do we have unanimous consent for a half hour recess? Okay, counselors, 

we will meet back here at 4:01 p.m.   

Speaker:  Conference. Yes.  

Speaker:  Good afternoon. Welcome back. It is 402. We are reconvening today's 

council meeting. We have our attorneys colleagues at the table, and I think they 

may have some information for us. From the conversations that have happened 

over the last half hour. Robert, would you like to introduce yourself and go ahead?  

Speaker:  Thank you. Council president robert taylor, city attorney it's been a 

productive half an hour. We have received some information from the plaintiffs, 

and I think it would be useful to have a discussion with counsel and executive 

session so we can decide our path forward.  

Speaker:  Okay, counselors, do we have do we need a motion or can we just go into 

executive session.  

Speaker:  You can announce it.  

Speaker:  Great. Counselors. Is there are there any concerns with moving into 

executive session?  

Speaker:  Would this be a point of order?  

Speaker:  I will, I will, I will yeah, I will say that I just want to make sure that 

everyone is good to go into executive session. So I see that attorneys for the 



plaintiffs are just coming back in. Our attorney has recommended that we move 

into an executive session to hear a little bit more about what the conversations 

have been between the two of you over the last half hour. So the Portland City 

Council will move into an executive session pursuant to Oregon revised statute 

192.66 02h, which allows the council to meet in executive session to consult with 

legal counsel concerning the legal rights and duties of a public body with regard to 

current litigation. Representatives of the news media and designated staff are 

allowed to attend the executive session. Council will move to the rose room, two 

floors up, to hold our executive session. Members of the public are welcome to wait 

here in council chambers. During the executive session. Representatives of the 

news media are allowed to attend. However, they are specifically directed not to 

report on or otherwise disclose any of the deliberations or anything said about 

these subjects during the executive session, except to state the general subject of 

the session. As previously announced, no decision may be made in executive 

session and at the end of the executive session, council will return to our open 

session here in council chambers. I believe this executive session will last about 20 

minutes. Does that sound right, mr. Taylor?  

Speaker:  Let's give that a try.  

Speaker:  Okay. We're going to try to do this in about 20 minutes. Colleagues to our 

guests who are here in the room with us today. We will be back here. If we are not 

done in about 20 minutes, we will make sure to send somebody down to give an 

update both to the public watching online and to you all in the room on time. And 

with that, I will recess our regular council meeting.   

Speaker:  And.  

Speaker:  Everyone in chambers. Still, we just heard from the council president 

about 20 more minutes.  



Speaker:  Not surprising.  

Speaker:  I should.  

Speaker:  Yeah, she was just coming out when she was trying to figure out. So.  

Speaker:  Yeah, I was just about to.   

Speaker:  Hi, folks. Just another quick update we got. We just got an estimate of 

another ten minutes. Apologies. I'll keep trying to get more detailed and let you 

know as soon as I do. You're welcome.  

Speaker:  You have any snacks? I do.  

Speaker:  But not.  

Speaker:  Enough to share for everybody. I’m thinking about change to have.  

Speaker:  I’m not sure if I’m going to be able to do anything about that yesterday 

also. So maybe elana. I’m just standing around.  

Speaker:  That's.  

Speaker:  Can you mute us?   

Speaker:  Thank you all for your patience with us today. Council is reconvening in 

our council meeting. Looks like everybody is back. Councilors. When we left our 

meeting, we were in the middle of debate over agenda item 16, an emergency 

ordinance authorizing our attorney to settle a lawsuit related to the historic, historic 

central albina displacement. And councilor smith had the floor. Councilor smith, do 

you want to continue before we move on to somebody else in the queue?  

Speaker:  We can go ahead with someone else in the queue. I will be talking a little 

bit later.  

Speaker:  Councilor morillo did you have anything to add right now or was that 

hand no longer relevant?  



Speaker:  I think that was before we had the discussion, and I think it sounds like, 

you know, folks have been dealing with this lawsuit for a long time. So I suggest we 

move forward and give them the answer they deserve today quickly.  

Speaker:  Okay, councilors, we are still working on some text for some things 

behind the scenes. So if anybody does have comments that they'd like to make 

right now. Councilor kanal.  

Speaker:  Yeah, i'll just.  

Speaker:  Maybe rhetorically ask given who's in the room or not. But I was troubled 

by something that happened earlier when councilor smith noted that that we had 

not been consulted as a council on this, and I heard the reaction in the room and 

the idea that there would be an implication given and potentially more than an 

implication by anybody who represents the city. And I don't know if this is the case 

or not. That council was conveying an amount that was sufficient or not sufficient is 

simply inaccurate. I also did not learn about it. I think I can safely say you can read 

everyone else's body language up here if they don't say it explicitly in terms of how 

long we knew about it, I am troubled if anyone is speaking on behalf of council, and 

I just want to say that as well and appreciate councilor smith bringing that to light, 

because had we talked about this, it might have gone a slightly different way than 

it's going right now, and there might be a little bit less uncertainty that we're trying 

to clarify and clear up. But also, I think we may not have caused further harm by 

indicating that council had a lesser valuation of the previous harms done than 

those who are plaintiffs in this case. I just wanted to note that.  

Speaker:  Thank you, councilor.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  All ready for us to continue. Yes. Okay. Councilors, I’m not currently 

seeing anyone in the queue. Councilor the language that she needs.  



Speaker:  I don't have the language yet, but just from a general standpoint on 

some issues that we've we've talked about and, and we must also recognize our 

broader obligation concerning the other 300 families who are displaced by cities, 

including, you know, race based zoning laws, unconscionable urban renewal 

policies and ill advised use of eminent domain. These policies, although very tough 

to listen to, deliberately marginalize black communities and left lasting scars when 

residents were pushed out of albina without reparations, leaving an indelible mark 

on our city's history. And we have a new council today. We have new ears. We have 

new eyes in our response must be deliberate, comprehensive and rooted in 

fairness and justice so that both sides feel they they engaged in good faith 

negotiations. And this issue is not solely about monetary reparations. It is a moral 

imperative to restore dignity and to rebuild trust, and to foster resilience within 

affected communities as we deliberate. So I urge each of us to consider how can 

justice be adequately, inappropriately quantified, and what measures can we 

implement to prevent future displacements? So our collective responsibility is clear 

to advance efforts towards community recovery and healing, and to pursue 

restorative justice that lays the groundwork for a more equitable Portland for 

everyone. And that's what I hope that can come from. Today's proceedings, 

because this is not just an ordinary risk claim. This is about people, families being 

uprooted, moved from one community to the next, coming from a space where 

they were traumatized when they were flooded in vanport and moving to albina, 

and again moved again and again. And so for me, this is this is not ordinary. But 

extraordinary circumstances happen to ordinary people. And so we have to do 

extraordinary things to make the harm be lessened than what it is. I didn't expect 

today to be as big as it was. I wrote it because I knew that it was big, but it wasn't 

really felt until I listened to the testimony, until I really saw the faces of the people. I 



know some of you, but I know your parents and your grandparents, right. And. 

Knowing that it takes some savviness to get to where you are. And so I appreciate 

the leaders of this group, the leaders who who understood that they're going to 

have to spend some time and some money and resources, and you all did that. So 

for me, I think just waiting just a little bit longer to hear what we're going to say will 

be helpful. But understanding there was a third leg to this component that we have 

to restore to the community at large. We won't be able to help each and every 

person, but we definitely can identify policies and procedures that will increase and 

help communities who need to have down payment assistance, who need 

workforce development, who need to understand the policies of the cities. We have 

a number of things that we already have in place that we just need to let you know 

what we're doing. So I just want to thank all of you all for coming today and for 

persevering, because this was 60 years for sure. And the gravity of this moment is 

going to be historical. It is already historical. And I don't know when we all signed 

up for this. The 98 people who ran for council, if we ever thought that we were 

going to be in this kind of space. Making these kinds of decisions immediately. So 

thank you. If you just give us a little bit more time, I’m waiting for. I want to thank 

my chief of staff. That was elijah crawford. Madam president, councilor. I’d like to 

do a motion to amend the settlement agreement as follows.  

Speaker:  Okay. Okay.  

Speaker:  I’d like to strike the sum of $2 million on page one of exhibit a and amend 

exhibit a to read as follows. In the sum of $7.5 million from the city and $1 million 

from prosper Portland. Second. Section one payment will then read in exchange for 

the release of claims set forth in section eight below. Within 14 calendar days after 

the effective date, as defined in section 16, the effective date period, municipal 

defendants will make payments to plaintiffs plaintiffs payable by check or wire 



transfer to the abbeys and stark trust account in the sum of $7.5 million and $1 

million from prosper Portland. These payments, along with. The terms and 

conditions below, shall be in full and final settlement of plaintiffs claims that are 

being released in section seven below. Thank you. Can I get a second?  

Speaker:  Seconded.  

Speaker:  God's good.  

Speaker:  Counselors, we have a motion on the table and a second. 60 years, y'all. 

60 years.  

Speaker:  On the motion.  

Speaker:  I just have one thing to say. And that is, thank you for your leadership, 

councilor smith. And thank you for your leadership. Councilor avalos, I fully support 

this. I think this is the beginning of something that we must do better in our city.  

Speaker:  Right?  

Speaker:  Thank you loretta.  

Speaker:  Thank you, thank you, thank you, thank you. Councilors.  

Speaker:  My mic's not working. Does anybody else have any discussion on the 

amendment?  

Speaker:  Okay, well, I’m going.  

Speaker:  To take the opportunity for a little discussion because I suspect other 

folks are going to say a lot when they vote. And by the time we get to me, nobody 

wants to listen to anybody say anything anymore. As a councilor from district two, I 

feel a unique sense of duty to make sure that we own our history and colleagues. 

Our history has left a hole in our district and as we heard, it is a physical hole, a 

place that is not homes and is not businesses and is not parks or other intentional 

space. But it is also much more than a physical hole. It is a gaping hole in 

community. It's a shadow, a whisper of what was once family homes, neighborhood 



businesses, and a network of community who got to live in proximity to their family 

and friends and build something together. And that was taken. And it was taken not 

by accident. It happened through public policy, through urban renewal and eminent 

domain and rezoning and decisions made by government, including by our 

predecessors on this City Council. And it displaced black Portlanders and disrupted 

generational progress. And as we heard today, the redevelopment that was 

promised never even came in some cases. So I want to acknowledge the families 

who have carried this fight and this pain and this process through years of 

negotiations. And I want to be clear that this settlement is not a full restoration, 

because it never can be. But nonetheless, it is important when our attorneys 

colleagues bring us a settlement, I typically trust their careful balancing of our legal 

responsibilities and the limitations of what is possible. And I generally would not 

amend that. But this case calls for us to do something different, not just legally, but 

morally. So I want to thank our colleague, councilor smith, for putting forward a 

proposal that helps us to do more for these plaintiffs today. And I want to affirm my 

commitment to doing more, not just today, but as we move forward, not just for 

but with the black community in my district and across our city. If we're serious 

about rebuilding trust in our city, we must continue to act with transparency, 

accountability, and urgency to create a stronger, more just future for all of our 

communities. Thank you for bringing this forward and you will have my support.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Oh, and now I have to put on my council president hat and say please, no 

clapping during a council meeting. I’m sorry. Councilor avalos, would you like to 

speak to the motion on the table?  

Speaker:  Yes.  



Speaker:  I’m emotional. I’m angry. I’m so angry. And I didn't want to cry. I don't like 

to cry in public. But you deserve to feel my anger and my sadness for what? You. 

What? We were robbed from. And this is not enough. It's not enough. I would take 

every cent from the city if I could and give it to you I would, but this is the 

beginning. I’m so proud to be sitting here, because these rooms have not had 

people like me and councilor smith. But we're here now and we're going to fight for 

you. This is the beginning, and I want you to hold not only us, everybody on this 

dais to that you keep showing up, and I’m going to fight until you get back 

everything you deserve. Thank you.  

Speaker:  Councilors, is there any more discussion before we move to a vote? 

Okay. Counselor zimmerman.  

Speaker:  Miss berg. I, I want to tip my hat at you as well. I think that carrying a 

burden for 26 people is no easy task. And I think that any person who takes on a 

hard task also has detractors. And I know that you took on a big burden, and I want 

to appreciate your words that you shared with us today. I appreciate that the 

council president indulged us to allow that time to happen, because I think your 

words and your story and your devotion to history were things that resonated with 

me. Finding a grandparent's name in a history book, or I think the example you 

gave about asking elderly people to engage in a system that they'd been rejected 

from already was important for me to hear. As a lifelong Portlander, and I just am 

deeply appreciative for the work and the burden that you've taken on as a leader 

amongst peers. And so I want to cite that. And I think the importance of us 

recognizing that there are names on the settlement like prosper, Portland, city of 

Portland, Portland development commission. But the only thing that really matters 

is that everybody who was affected by this change 50 some years ago knew it was 

the city of Portland. They acted before the city of Portland and were acting for the 



city of Portland today. And that's what matters. And my. Continued appreciation for 

councilor smith, my longtime colleague, my longtime friend for guidance in part of 

the community that I look to for guidance, for aspects of our history is always 

valued. And I appreciate that so very much. So thank you, councilor smith, and 

thank you, miss bird.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Councilor. Councilors, would anybody else like to join the 

queue for discussion? Okay, mr. Mayor, would you like to say something before we 

vote? Yes, go right ahead.  

Speaker:  Certainly unusual. It's the first time I’ve taken this privilege, and I think it's 

an apt opportunity to do that. I just wanted to thank the attorneys in this matter. 

Both the Oregon law center, a lot of them worked pro bono. So it's an extraordinary 

time commitment that they made. And they made to miss byrd, to the city 

attorneys. Robert. And so I know it's difficult. They came in to me. I think it was the 

second or third week as a new mayor. And when they brought this forward, I was 

incredibly proud to have it at my desk. Having been born at emanuel and my mom 

went to boise. Eliot. So you can see it was important and emotional. But there is 

one thing that was said to me last year, and it was from michael alexander, one of 

our black communities leaders, and he had said that when it comes to leadership 

and leaders that elected leaders, local and national, aren't responsible for the past, 

but they're responsible for the actions they make today. And this is one of those 

actions that we made today from the council that I’m very proud to stand with all of 

you. So I admire you and thank you to all the people who are involved. I know the 

difficulties, but it's nice to get some positive momentum in this discussion and kind 

of taking those wrongs and turning them to rights, or at least not rights, but taking 

responsibility. So thank you. Thank you, council president.  



Speaker:  Thank you, mr. Mayor. Rebecca, could you please call the roll and 

councilors, as a reminder, we are voting on the amendment as put forth by 

councilor smith, seconded by councilor avalos, to increase the number in the 

emergency ordinance from 2 million to 8.5 million. I will note that while we don't 

yet have agreement over the split of that new number with prosper Portland, we do 

have nods from, I believe, the mayor and the city administrator that they will be 

working with prosper to figure out how prosper pays their fair share of those funds 

as we move forward. Rebecca.  

Speaker:  Madam president. But it will not stop us from next month giving them 

their check.  

Speaker:  Absolutely not. We are. We are voting on that amount of money today on 

the back end. I just want to note for the record that on the back end, we are having 

conversations with prosper. The city is making a commitment here today.  

Speaker:  Okay.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Absolutely. Rebecca, could you please call the roll?  

Speaker:  Canal?  

Speaker:  Canal?  

Speaker:  I'll keep my comments to the full ordinance. I'll just say on the 

amendment, I vote yes.  

Speaker:  Brian. I koyama lane. I morillo.  

Speaker:  The easiest yes I’ve ever given.  

Speaker:  Wow. Wow.  

Speaker:  Novick i.  

Speaker:  Clark.  

Speaker:  I green.  



Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  Zimmerman.  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  Avalos.  

Speaker:  I.  

Speaker:  Dunphy i.  

Speaker:  Smith i.  

Speaker:  Pirtle-guiney i.  

Speaker:  And the amendment is approved with 12 I votes councilors.  

Speaker:  We have before us the amended version of agenda item 16. Is there any 

discussion? Councilor seeing no discussion. We will move to a vote. Rebecca, could 

you please call the roll?  

Speaker:  Canal.  

Speaker:  So the median wealth for white households in America in 2024 was 

$285,000. For black households, it was 45,000. And the largest source of that 

difference is homeownership. When you take away people's homes and land, you 

take away the ability to build generational wealth. 26 survivors and descendants 

sued the city for the government sponsored displacement in the albina district, with 

3000 Portlanders were displaced from albina in the 1960s and 70s. And so let me 

say, for those that are not part of this group of 26, you are not forgotten. Renters 

are not forgotten. It's a little outside the scope of this, but we will happy to continue 

this conversation. But 3000 Portlanders were displaced in the 60s, 50, 6070s. I had 

the privilege last week of reading the vanport day of remembrance proclamation, 

and I thank the mayor for delegating that task to me. And in in the displays there, 

some of those who have been displaced from vanport in 1948, the footnote was 

that they were displaced to albina, and so vanport became one of one of the 



prequels to this displacement. This was a pattern, this was intentional. This was 

systematic. This is among the worst things we've ever done as a city. It should result 

in us paying out a larger settlement. $1 million does not buy us absolution. It 

wouldn't have replaced the homes that were lost for each of these individual 

plaintiffs, moving to 8.5 million total does not buy us absolution, either. But it 

begins the process of making people whole. I’m aware that this settlement opens 

the door to future lawsuits. I would also say we should not be waiting to be sued by 

26 people here, 28 plaintiffs there, four plaintiffs there. We do not owe justice only 

to the people who can afford an attorney. We should be proactively creating a plan 

for restitution and rectification of the harms done to everyone displaced as a result 

of the city's systemic, discriminatory zoning, housing and lending practices. And this 

is also an opportunity for our city to make a statement and be a model for what 

restorative justice can look like. The mayor of tulsa just announced $105 million 

tulsa massacre black wall street reparations initiative that will invest in housing 

assistance and homeownership, scholarships, small business grants and land 

developments, as well as cultural preservation and revitalization in the greenwood 

area. And we should look at an example as that as an example, we can do better. 

We must do better not because someone is forcing us to, but because equity and 

accountability are part of our guiding values as a city, because we acknowledge 

Oregon and Portland uniquely as history of exclusion. And we're dedicated to 

rebuilding trust through reconciliation and restorative justice. I am very aware of 

the immense responsibility placed on my colleagues and I to represent district two 

north and northeast Portland, with its legacy and unique history. I live in district two 

because when I was a teenager in the suburbs, I would come to albina and I would 

see people who look like me hanging out on alberta and mississippi and so many 

places that we all know. I live in district two because I fell in love with this 



community because of what is left of the black community in north and northeast 

Portland. I’m incredibly grateful for the opportunity to do the right thing here with 

my colleagues. I look forward to continuing to do it with all of you, I vote yes.  

Speaker:  Ryan.  

Speaker:  Thank you all for being here. Thank you for your perseverance. This is 

momentous. I vote i.  

Speaker:  Koyama lane. While this is a challenging situation, it's no more 

challenging than what was lost by the families represented here and those still 

unrepresented who lost their homes, assets and community as a result of white 

supremacy culture. The remaining question for our council up here today is how do 

we continue to do the work to repair the wrongdoing of past councils? It's not a 

question we can solve quickly or easily. It is one that I’m fully prepared to engage in. 

I believe it starts with this settlement today. I’m proud to serve with my colleagues 

up here on this dais who have shown up today ready and willing to listen and act, I 

proudly vote, i.  

Speaker:  Morillo I’m very grateful for everybody who came here today. Bird, you 

represented all of the people that you that came with this lawsuit, with such grace 

and such. Just you were just phenomenal. And I’m very grateful for everything that 

you've done to put all of that research and information together. And for everybody 

who came here to talk to us and City Councilors about what it is that you want and 

need. And this lawsuit does not restore everything that should be restored. This is a 

first step, and I want to say this is a first step. We are going to do a lot more. This is 

a different City Council than we've ever had before. We have fighters like loretta 

and candice up here who wear their hearts on their sleeves. Candice, don't look at 

me. You're going to make me cry. And just seeing everybody here in these halls 

today made me really happy. The energy shifted having you here, and I hope that 



you continue showing up and sharing your voices and know that you will be 

received with care and love and that we're going to listen to you and that things are 

going to be different this time around. And councilor kanal is correct. There's a lot 

more work to be done, and we are prepared and ready to do it with all of our 

hearts and our spirits. And thank you to everyone. I see the attorneys over there 

crying too, because you put all this work in. I know how much work it takes for the 

Oregon law center to get some of that stuff done, and I’m going to stop talking now 

because I think you deserve your money. So I vote, i.  

Speaker:  Novick we appreciate.  

Speaker:  Everyone who came here today. Appreciate all of your and my colleagues 

comments for the history that led us to this date. I do have to say one thing in 

response to councilor kanal though, which is councilor kanal says that justice 

should not be given only to those who can afford an attorney. So I just want to 

remind us all that the attorneys who worked in this matter worked pro bono and 

not for payment, and I want to acknowledge them as well. I.  

Speaker:  Clark.  

Speaker:  Thank you. Ditto everything my colleagues have said. It really is a historic 

moment, but it's also just very symbolic and I’m happy to be a part of it. I’m proud 

to be a part of it. I’m proud for Portland right now, but I also want to thank my 

friend, councilor loretta smith. There is I don't know if you ever watch the geese 

that fly by overhead the wild geese, and there's always a v formation and councilor. 

Loretta smith is the v in the v formation. So thank you so much. And I vote aye.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Green I might also cry but that's okay I want to thank you bird. I want to 

thank you all for being here today and seeing this fight across the finish line for this 

piece of the story. You all have borne a burden for a really long time. Far too long. 



Urban renewal was intentionally racist. Let's name that. The word blight, which is 

what Oregon revised statute 455 is built upon, is and was racist. Rising tides do not 

lift all boats in the institutional context of racialized capitalism, and that's the world 

we live in. So today does not solve those problems and those issues. We still have 

urban renewal because we have created six new tif districts. That work is not done, 

but I’m going to take the charge that I have heard from my colleagues councilor 

avalos, councilor smith councilor kanal my job is to uplift your fight because you 

guys fight hard for your communities, and I want to be there for you for that fight. 

So in my leadership role in the arts and economy committee, I’m going to make 

sure that we're intentionally, intentionally replacing and sweeping away what is left 

of urban renewal in this city and truly reimagine something that when we fire up 

those new tif districts, we're doing something that doesn't just reproduce history 

and create more displacement. So that is my commitment to you. To you, I vote yes.  

Speaker:  Zimmerman.  

Speaker:  Thank you. I think that often we hold up home ownership as a path to 

the American dream. And I think these instances let us know that, dear mr. Hughes, 

what happens to a dream deferred remains a question. Thank you. I vote i.  

Speaker:  Avalos. Thank you to all of you.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Thank you for your hard work. And with this vote, I want to affirm that I 

am here to fight for you. And I love all of you very much. I vote aye.  

Speaker:  Thank you.  

Speaker:  Candice dunphy.  

Speaker:  Yeah, I’m incredibly proud to stand with my amazing district one 

colleagues, councilor, smith and avalos, in advancing restorative justice for the 

displaced from those displaced from the albina district. Like my other colleagues 



have already said, I’m committed to ensuring that the city actively engages in a 

process that encourages more individuals to come forward and to participate in 

meaningful reconciliation. So I vote i.  

Speaker:  Smith.  

Speaker:  Many of you like bird and others who heard me speak at Multnomah 

County. You often heard me talk about my aunties. And you all know that I used to 

work for senator wyden, and he used to say, it's everybody, your auntie here. Yes, 

but I have a special group of aunties that I wouldn't have if it wasn't for arthur and 

fentrice smith. My grandfather moved here in 1944 to work in the kaiser shipyards 

from brooklyn, new york. He had seven kids, six girls and one boy, and that was my 

dad. And I wouldn't be here today in Portland if it wasn't for my grandparents. 

When we were displaced from cook street, and that was well before. I was born. My 

grandfather was a porter. After he left the shipyards and he retired as a porter. So 

during that time period, there were very few jobs that black men could get. They 

either worked in the shipyards, they were on the railroad, they were doormen for 

hotels. Worked, as you know, folks who showed people to their seats at the keller 

auditorium. And I’ve never told this story because I’m so very proud of my family. 

But I try to keep my personal and my professional separate. But I’m going to tell 

you today is a good day. And. They call my grandfather rock. And I was his favorite 

granddaughter. But don't say that to his other 50 grandkids. Rock and fannie would 

be so happy and proud of me today. The chance to see me in elected office. But my 

grandfather did get a chance to see me working for senator wyden. But if he was 

here today, he would turn over in his grave because he paid $15,000 for an old 

Portland style house on cleveland street that is still our family home. If he knew 

that his house was worth about $850,000, he would turn over in his grave. But he 

had the foresight, and he told us never to sell that house and we haven't sold it. 



And that is why my aunties today still can live in northeast Portland. So I thank my 

grandparents for coming to Portland, Oregon. And we did go through some things. 

But guess what? We are here on the other side. And I want to thank all of y'all for 

hanging in there, because this is tough stuff and we're for it. We're all here for it. 

And I want to thank my colleagues. You all. You surprised me all the time. Madam 

president, you're a star.  

Speaker:  Wow, wow.  

Speaker:  You are. I saw you from day one. I knew who you were, and I appreciate 

you. So. Thank you. Thank you so much. Thank all of you. And I say yes, yes, yes.  

Speaker:  Thank you, thank you.  

Speaker:  Pirtle-guiney.  

Speaker:  Yes.  

Speaker:  The ordinance is passed as amended with 12 I votes.  

Speaker:  That's unanimous folks.  

Speaker:  Councilors.  

Speaker:  That was the last item on our agenda. I’m sure folks have many 

conversations to have right now. Thank you all for sticking with us for a little bit 

longer than we thought we were going to go today, so we could get that extra work 

done. Thank you to our staff for sticking with us a little longer than we thought we 

were going to go today so we could get this very, very important work done. And 

with that, I adjourn. Our meeting.    




