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Frequently Asked Questions: FY 2026-2027 
Proposed Budget 
Updates for Work Sessions 5/12 through 5/14 

City Administrator 

1. Requested information on what is being funded in PEMO with PCEF funds, particularly 
the funds being moved from BES and PBOT. 

a. What specific services/contracts will Portland Solutions (PEMO) pay for with these 
dollars? 

 
SP22: Green Stormwater Infrastructure & Watershed Health  

 Supports contracts that perform sidewalk/public space cleaning that reduces 
micro trash, biohazards, and pollutants entering bioswales and stormwater 
systems.  

 Supports contracts that protect green street vegetation, carbon 
sequestration, and urban cooling assets.  

 Contractors: Central City Concern, Cultivate Initiatives, Ground Score, Rapid 
Response, Graffiti Removal Services.  

o Textile/Wash House IRP (SP22)  
 Funds Clean Start waste removal, micro-trash collection, and the Wash 

House laundry facility.  
 Prevents waste from entering waterways; directly supports watershed 

protection, particularly for communities living outdoors where access to 
wash facilities for textiles is not possible, increasing waste.  

 Contractors: Central City Concern Clean Start, Ground Score Wash House, 
East Portland contractor via RFP (TBD). 

o Workforce Development Nexus  
 Preserves low barrier, climate relevant jobs for people exiting homelessness.  
 Supports economic stability and climate resilience through employment. 

 
SP31 – Community Programming, Education & Encouragement  

o Installs pedestrian focused activations along Safe Routes to School and business 
district corridors, among others, using contractors, city staff, artists, non-profits, and 
other vendors.  

o Includes micro murals, public art, wayfinding, and route identity treatments that 
encourage walking and biking.  

o Contractors: City Repair, Downtown Portland Clean & Safe, Old Town Community 
Association, Portland Street Art Alliance, Traffic Wrapz, City Printing & Distribution. 
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SP32 – Street Lighting  

o Installs pedestrian level LED safety lighting in high-crash corridors, among others, 
using contractors, in response to continued survey data on sense of safety after dark 
when walking, particularly in downtown and east Portland.  

o Supports nighttime safety and mode shift toward walking, biking, and transit. In an 
analysis, our pedestrian level LED safety lighting in trees increased lumens on average 
to 3x the standard on sidewalks.  

o Contractors: Dasher Lights, EC Electric, Liberty Electric, Prairie Electric, Tross 
Building & Maintenance. 

b. What specific services were previously provided by BES/PBOT (or any other 
applicable bureaus) with these dollars?  

BES: The PEMO decision package includes approximately $4M that is currently allocated to BES in 
PCEF Strategic Program 22. SP22 includes a suite of BES programs and services focused on 
protecting and enhancing Portland’s natural environment and watershed health via green stormwater 
infrastructure and natural systems. The programs include Watershed O&M (including Community 
Rating System), Natural Systems O&M, Green Stormwater Infrastructure O&M, Stormwater O&M, 
Community Partnerships, Private Property Retrofits, and Biological Sciences. See 2025 amendment 
(passed March 2026) of the Climate Investment Plan for descriptions of each program and breakdown 
of the sub-allocations. 
 
PBOT: PCEF funding to PBOT currently pays for the streetlight power bill, maintenance activities, debt 
service, streetlight infill, and funding a set-aside for LED bulb replacement (which is scheduled to 
begin in FY 2027-28). 

c. Will those prior services be ceased in FY2026-27, or will they be funded with 
other reprioritized dollars or programs?  

BES: BES is not proposing to reduce SP22-funded services in FY2026-27. Reallocation of $4M to 
PEMO in FY2026-27 will reduce the remaining total SP22 allocation available to be budgeted in the 
final two years (FY2027-28 and FY2028-29) of the five-year CIP period (FY2024-25 through FY2028-
29). In the FY2027-28 and FY2028-29 budgets, BES could choose to shift some SP22-funded 
programs/services back to sewer/stormwater rate funding. To bridge the $4M budget gap over those 
two years, BES could either 1) increase rates higher than currently forecast to generate additional 
revenue or 2) reduce expenditures (or combination of those two options).  
 
PBOT: PBOT would likely reduce the LED set-aside to implement the cut (same set-aside being 
reduced by the $7m transfer to the GF). The combined impact of $7m transfer (reducing GF LED 
replacement reserve from $20.1M to $13.9M) and $1.4M PCEF realignment (reducing PCEF LED 
replacement funding from $7m to $5.6m) is a $3.1M shortfall for LED replacement in FY28-29.  

d. If they will be funded with other dollars, what were those dollars previously 
intended to be used for? 

 

https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/record/17749612
https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/record/17749612
https://www.portland.gov/bps/cleanenergy/climate-investment-plan
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BES: Because BES could shift SP22-funded programs/services back to rate funding, expenditure 
reductions could be made in SP22-funded programs, rate-funded programs, or both. BES has not yet 
made any decisions about potential FY2027-28 or FY2028-29 budget changes. 

 
PBOT: PBOT would need an alternative funding source in FY28-29 or could delay replacement of 
some bulbs to the following year, pushing the cost into the 2nd allocation of PCEF (current PBOT 
projections for 2nd PCEF allocation window are $61.7M, for LED replacement, maintenance, debt 
service, etc.) 

Community & Economic Development 

Bureau of Planning and Sustainability 
2. Requested information on what Strategic Programs are in the CIP for the Portland Clean 

Energy Fund (PCEF) that get impacted by the support to new areas in the City like the 
Public Environment Management Office (PEMO)  
 

The following PCEF Climate Investment Plan programs would be impacted. Please see City Administrator 
question #1 for more details.  

• Strategic Program 22: Green Stormwater Infrastructure and Watershed Health (BES): $4,042,969 
• Strategic Program 31: Community Programming, Education, and Encouragement (PBOT): $0 
• Strategic Program 32: LED Streetlighting (PBOT): $1,350,000 

 
3. Requested information on the impact of the transfer of two FTEs from CEDSA into the 

COSA Data and Privacy Office. 
 
DP 27007 discusses service impacts from transferring the two FTE's from CEDSA to the Citywide Data 
and Privacy Office, which will reduce resources in BPS's Smart City program. This transfer may lead to the 
Smart City program's ultimate dissolution and reduce connections to long-range planning, digital equity, 
and the CEDSA Tech Services Team. However, this data governance, privacy, and accessibility expertise 
will be transferred to the burgeoning Citywide office and could be applied more strategically with 
appropriate resourcing and span of control to continue partnerships across the City to promote 
technology innovation and support for asset management, public safety, transportation, and economic 
development. 
 
 
4. Can PCEF be allocated to support fire suppression efforts in natural areas? 

To date, fire suppression in natural areas has not been treated as an eligible use of PCEF 
funds. 
 

While fire suppression may be connected to broader climate resilience goals, climate resilience is a very 
broad concept and, by itself, does not provide a clear eligibility standard for PCEF investment. Unlike 
climate mitigation investments, where greenhouse gas reductions can generally be quantified, resilience-
related investments require a more defined policy and eligibility framework to determine whether and how 
they align with the PCEF Code. 
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The Climate Investment Plan (CIP) outlines how PCEF investments align with the eligible uses of funds 
established in the PCEF Code. As a matter of best practice, new concepts for funding consideration, like 
fire suppression, would be elevated for development and analysis through the CIP amendment process. 
While a budget decision package that has not gone through the CIP amendment process may include 
enough information to provide reasonable assurance that a proposed use is eligible, the level of detail is 
often insufficient to fully determine alignment with PCEF eligibility. As a result, adopted decisions should 
ensure that all uses of PCEF funds are reviewed for and aligned with PCEF Code requirements prior to 
implementation. In some cases, legal analysis will be warranted.  
 
 
5. What was the count of BPS FTE 10 years ago? Does the current BPS FTE number include 

PCEF? What would it look like without PCEF? 
 
BPS had a total of 110 positions in 2012 and 94 in 2017. In 2019, staffing for PCEF began, and the 
Community Technology program moved into BPS in 2019. The growth to 165 in 2026 is largely from PCEF 
expansion, as BPS's General Fund programs have faced cuts almost every year since 2017. For example, 
Planning had 56 staff in 2012 and 43 in 2017, compared to 28 in the current proposed budget. Waste 
Team position numbers have been fairly stable. 
 

 2012 2017 2026 2027 
Planning 56 43 30 28 
Solid Waste and Recycling 30 26 26 30 
Community Technology* 0 0 10 7 
Climate/Energy** 12 13 12 11 
PCEF 0 0 43 48 
Bureau Admin*** 12 12 44 15 
TOTAL 110 94 165 139 

 
Notes: 
* Community Technology was absorbed into BPS in 2021. At that time, it had 12 employees, 4 of which 
were paid by MHCRC. The current budget cut 3 and re-aligned 1. 
** Two Climate/Energy FTE were re-aligned to the CA's Office in 2025 (the CSO and 1 other). 1 other FTE 
was lost in current budget due to expiring grant. 
*** Bureau Admin has 44 FTE in 2026. The current budget cut 3 FTE and re-aligned 27 FTE. The growth 
from 12 to 44 was largely driven by budget growth from PCEF and the administrative needs related to 
having more bureau staff overall and handling much larger contracts and grants. And we centralized Equity 
and GIS staff into Bureau Admin, which had previously been in Planning. 
 
 
6. PCEF — Renewable energy and energy efficiency in CIP are grouped together. Can you 

break out the amounts for each? 
 
Based on awarded projects and currently defined strategic program scopes, at least $180 million of the 
$853 million Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency allocation in the CIP includes confirmed renewable 
energy generation.  
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That figure should be understood as a confirmed minimum, not a final total. Many project-level scopes 
have not yet been awarded or finalized, including future community grant rounds and a handful of strategic 
programs. We expect most of the remaining allocation to support energy efficiency, but additional 
renewable energy investments will also be made as future awards and scopes are finalized. While most 
laypeople consider clean energy to be things like solar panels and wind turbines, the cleanest kilowatt 
hour is the one you never use. Energy efficiency is the most cost-effective clean energy resource in the 
world, something the PNW has long recognized by prioritizing energy efficiency in every clean energy plan, 
policy, and framework adopted in Oregon and the region. 
 
 
7. Franchise utility program has 3 FTEs in the group. With such a small team and such a 

large revenue stream, should the City be apprehensive? With such a small staff, can it 
accommodate rate-setting hearings? 

 
The Franchise Utility Program (FUP) team of three is supported by a BPS financial analyst (the same 
staffing as it was when it moved into BPS). The team collaborates with the Revenue Division to perform 
their highly regulated work and is partnering with the CEDSA technical services team to modernize the 
payment portal for the FUP. The existing team, with these supports, can explore different rate proposals. 
The team will be indirectly impacted by other changes in Community Technology, which is part of the 
same general program. As budget decisions are finalized, BPS will work to understand the impacts of 
these potential cuts and the various realignments (Core Services and the Citywide Data and Privacy 
Office) and how we can best prioritize and collaborate to achieve strategic outcomes for the FUP and 
citywide. 
 
 
8. What's the data on how often we remediate graffiti and then redo it again? 
 
In the first six months of FY 2025-26, BPS contractors cleaned 2,147 graffiti reports that had 
specific addresses. Of the cleaned graffiti reports, 12% were repeat cleanings. Of the 259 reports 
that were cleaned multiple times, 70% of them were cleaned twice, 19% three times, and 11% 
were cleaned four or more times. 
 
BPS' primary role in graffiti abatement is to oversee the database of graffiti complaints and 
coordinate with partners like PPB for investigations and clean-up. Graffiti abatement funds largely 
go to small businesses to support their clean-up efforts to maintain business viability and meet 
code requirements to clean graffiti on private property.  
 
 
9. Area/District Planning is cutting 2 staff. How many are retained? What are we losing with 

this cut? Can the team work on multiple projects at the same time?  
 
The current proposed budget eliminates two of six positions, one third of the team. Two other 
positions will be funded by grants, which will limit the scope of what they can work on. Only two are 
funded by the General Fund. This loss of capacity and flexibility in funding limits the team's ability 
to take on new projects outside of what is already underway. Losing General Fund in previous years 
and paying via grant makes staff less available for other projects that Council may want to 
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prioritize. An example of one such project is the potential future Hayden Island local plan update, 
which will be delayed until there is available staff capacity. Existing projects may also take longer 
with reduced resources. 
 

Prosper Portland 
10. Requested of Prosper where Recreational Cannabis Tax dollars go and allocations in FY 

2026-27. 
 
The Mayor’s Proposed Budget includes an allocation of $3,150,834 of Recreational Cannabis Tax (RCT) 
for Prosper Portland in FY 26-27 consistent with the current year. Programming for these funds will remain 
consistent with the current year with approximately $2,044,760 allocated to the Reimagine Oregon 
Program and $1,049,994 supporting the Inclusive Business Resource Network (IBRN) and $56,080 
supporting My Peoples Market. 
 
Reimagine Oregon is focused on economic and business development for those disproportionately 
affected by the cannabis prohibition. This fund offers grants to both for-profit and nonprofit entities, as 
well as social service organizations, that operate within the City of Portland. Fund use is flexible to allow 
for innovative proposals for growth and capacity-building initiatives. 
 
IBRN is a citywide program that brings multiple services for small businesses into a single network for 
entrepreneurs. Each year IBRN serves more than 600 businesses. From the initial idea to a growing and 
successful business, entrepreneurs can receive one-on-one advising from trusted business advisors, 
training, and other resources. Several partners in the Network provide loans and matched savings grants. 
Additional professional services are available such as legal services, accounting and bookkeeping 
support, and credit coaching. 
 
The Cannabis portion of IBRN supports those disproportionately affected by cannabis prohibition. Funding 
is spread across several partners, with the majority going to Nu Project which offers funding pathways and 
technical support for cannabis-industry entrepreneurs facing capital access challenges and navigating 
regulatory/legal system impacts. 
 
Held twice a year, My People’s Market is an immersive marketplace featuring local BIPOC makers, 
performers, musicians, food, and beverages. My People’s Market is a collaborative event organized by 
Travel Portland and Prosper Portland. Launched in November 2017, My People’s Market grew from a 
desire to create pathways for entrepreneurs of color to connect with the travel industry and new market 
opportunities. 
 
 
11. Requested clarification on the swap of one-time versus ongoing General Fund support 

and programs continuing under that support. 
 
In FY 2024–25, Prosper Portland received an allocation of $2.1 million, which was used to support 
staffing, overhead, and Workforce Development programming. In FY 2025–26, these funds were 
converted to one-time resources, requiring the agency to plan for the phase-out of FY 2024–25 uses by the 



7 
 

end of the current fiscal year. As a result, staffing and programs supported by the $2.1 million could only 
be sustained through FY 2025–26. 
 
Accordingly, expiring funds total $2,113,000, including $1,080,000 for staffing and operations supporting 
multiple General Fund programs (representing approximately 5 of the 10 positions included in the 
reduction in force), and $1,033,000 associated with Workforce Development programming. 
 
In the Mayor’s Proposed Budget, there is an add-back totaling $2.03 million, designated for the following 
purposes only: 

• $1.03 million restricted to workforce development and staffing for new programming related to 
the storefront program; and 

• $1 million for grants to businesses participating in the storefront program. 
 
The combination of ongoing reductions and these targeted add-backs results in a net decrease of 
$410,000 to Workforce Development. After adjusting for program delivery funding and one-time Strategic 
Investment Fund (SIF) backfill in FY 2025–26, the net programmatic impact to Workforce Development is 
a reduction of $448,000. 
 
 
12. What did we spend last year on repair grants? Is the FY 27 amount enough? Is the 

reimbursement model discouraging businesses to apply? 
 
FY 2024-25:  
Total amount spent was $1,419,859. This includes:  

• $1,149,960 in GF 
• $60,985 in TIF 
• $208,914 in ARPA 

  
FY 2025-26:  
Total amount spent as of April 30 is $742,318 (projected to spend $1M by June 30). Full budget 
comes from Strategic Investment Fund (SIF). 
 
As clarified during the work session, Prosper can directly reimburse the work of hired contractors, 
thereby not requiring businesses to spend money first and seek reimbursement, and staff regularly 
offer this to grantees. Furthermore, as reflected by the awards in FY 2024-25, the need in the small 
business community for these grants remains high. Prosper remains committed to making 
whatever dollars are allocated by Council promptly available to small businesses experiencing 
issues with vandalism or other infrastructure needs.  
 
 
13. For the Downtown Marketing Initiative Program, the Clean & Safe contract outlines its 

core functions, which include advertising. Are there metrics that show success from 
advertising efforts? 

 
In FY 2025-26, administration of the contract moved to Prosper Portland. The contract requires periodic 
reports on the efforts of the initiative. In the current fiscal year, FY 2025-26, Prosper Portland administered 
the Downtown Marketing Initiative through a contract with Downtown Clean & Safe. This contract includes 
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several different activities under the Visit Downtown campaign, including the Portland Staycation 
promotion, holiday shopping as well as summer and winter events campaigns. Specifically, this funding 
enabled paid and earned media to drive foot traffic and small business spending downtown.  
 
Last year, the initiative’s funds were spent on activations, social media, research and reports, and the 
Portland Brand & Reputation project. 
 
Activations include sponsorship and production of:  

• Portland Winter Lights Festival and Glow Up Workshops – metrics included engaging over 400 
children in the Winter Lights festival, more overnight stays in downtown, and economic impact 
estimated at $9.3 million, 368 media mentions, and a reach of 434 million views.  

• Dumpling Week – 60 participating restaurants and food trucks, over 1 million online impressions, 
18,000+ clicks. 

• Street Tree Lighting – increased number of trees from 764 to over 2,000 
• Director Park activation – 13 events, including additional lighting installations like Disco Ball and 

Fable Passage, and Glass Kiosk with Sidewalk Ambassadors. 
 
Social media continues to be one of the most powerful tools in the Visit Downtown Campaign. Through 
targeted posts and influencer partnerships, social media audience grew to 200,826 followers across 
platforms like Facebook and Instagram. The initiative published 204 posts in 2025, which generated a total 
of 1,094,081 impressions and 59,630 engagements. This performance underscores the effectiveness of 
our campaigns in reaching and engaging our target audiences, driving awareness of Downtown Portland 
and its cultural initiatives.  
 
One of the key successes of this period was the 109% increase in video views, which reached a total of 
306,310 views. Video content proved to be highly engaging, showcasing Portland's winter beauty and 
highlighting key events like the Portland Winter Light Festival and Glow Up Workshops. The increase in 
video engagement indicates that the audience is responding positively to dynamic content that showcases 
the vibrancy of Portland. 
 
 
14. Is Travel Portland one of the partners in the Downtown Marketing initiative? 
 
Travel Portland managed the Downtown Marketing Initiative from 2009-10 through 2015-16, receiving City 
transportation funds for that purpose. In 2015-16, the contract shifted from Travel Portland to the Portland 
Business Alliance (now Portland Metro Chamber). Travel Portland remains supportive of the program but 
is not involved in management or implementation. 
 
15. What is happening with the Workforce program and its financing? Some of the one-time 

funding is being backfilled by other revenues. What do the changes look like for 
Workforce, and will there be more or less staff? What are the impacts to service 
delivery? Are we sending less money out in grants?  

 
The Mayor’s Proposed Budget results in a net $448,000 reduction to ongoing Workforce Development 
programming after accounting for both funding reductions (both in the General Fund allocation, and SIF 
resources), and partial restorations. While the mayor’s budget proposes to add back $1 million in ongoing 
funding to support Workforce Development and related programs, the proposed budget still reflects the 
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expiration of significant one-time resources and reductions to ongoing General Fund support. Therefore, 
the current allocation supports existing staff capacity at a reduced proportional percentage to maintain 
operational capacity and to manage contracts, oversee grants, and implement programs. The primary 
impact to service delivery will occur in the Adult and Youth Workforce Development programs, including 
NextGen, the Community Workforce Navigator Program, and the Economic Opportunity Program, 
resulting in fewer Portlanders being served annually. Depending on how reductions are distributed across 
programs and leveraged with outside funding sources, an estimated 310 fewer workforce participants will 
receive services.  
 
One-time funds dedicated to SummerWorks are also expiring, decreasing participants by 55 youth. 
Prosper Portland will continue working with workforce partners to minimize impacts where possible. It’s 
important to note that SummerWorks is not funded only by Prosper Portland. SummerWorks has an 
ongoing EMS budget of $235,600 that is included in the City’s base budget. The program received $500K in 
one-time EMS in FY 25-26 but there isn’t anything currently in FY 26-27 budget to add it back. For staffing, 
the addition of the carryover for FY 26-27 will be included during the approved budget stage. This will fund 
the position for one year. 

Spectator Venues and Visitor Activities Program 
16. Can you provide more information on what the program does on the non-spectator venue 

side because the name of the program is Spectator Venues and Visitor Activities? 
 
The Visitor Activation side of the program serves as a strategic hub for tourism and economic growth. 
Program staff serve as the contract administrators for the City’s relationships with Travel Portland and 
Sport Oregon. These contracts provide promotion and marketing services to bring visitors to Portland and 
help attract signature events such as the 2030 Women’s Final Four. Staff participate on the governing 
boards for both organizations helping to track activities and progress consistent with the contracts. 
Through these relationships, program staff act as liaisons to the sports, travel and tourism industry. Staff 
also assist in managing regular reporting requirements and presentations to City Council. The program 
also manages the City’s participation in the Visitor Facilities Intergovernmental Agreement (VFIGA) for the 
City. This City-County-Metro partnership funds strategic investments in tourism facilities, operations, and 
promotional activities using 2.5% of the transient lodging tax and 2.5% of the vehicle rental car tax. 
Through these efforts, the program helps drive regional travel and coordinates large-scale visitor initiatives 
across bureaus and private-sector partners. Staff also manage the essential work that happens behind the 
scenes, including contract administration, debt service management associated with the venues, and 
destination promotion, all of which support a strong tourism industry estimated to have generated $5.5 
billion in direct spending (2025). 
 

Arts and Culture 
17. P5 is in the Arts Office, right? What's the timeline for the move? 
 
The Office of Arts & Culture currently has oversight of Portland’5 Centers for the Arts, which includes the 
Antoinette Hatfield Hall, Arlene Schnitzer Concert Hall, and the Keller Auditorium. Once Metro transfers 
management of the venues back to the City, the Office of Arts & Culture will continue to provide oversight 
in any future operating scenarios. The timeline for transition as currently planned is as follows:   
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• December 31, 2025 - Metro formally notified the City of its intent to withdraw its role as operator 

of Portland’5 venues in 18 months   
• January-April 2026 - New operating model and plan in development  
• April/May 2026 - New operating model and plan determined   
• December 2026 - New venue operator(s) identified  
• January-June 2027 - Transition planning for new operating model(s) and operator(s)  
• July 1, 2027 - Portland’5 management transfers from Metro to new operator(s) 

 

Portland Housing Bureau 
 
18. What is the Housing Bureau’s FTE count before the 2016 bond, during the peak of the 

bond, and today? 
 
 

 
 
 
Before the 2016 Housing Bond (FY 2016-17): PHB had 58 regular FTE and 4 limited‑term FTE, for a total 
of 62 FTE.  
 
At the peak of Bond implementation (FY 2019-20): PHB reached 74 regular FTE and 7 limited‑term FTE, 
totaling 81 FTE. This reflects the staffing level during the period when the 2016 Bond, Metro Bond ramp up, 
Rental Services Office, and Inclusionary Housing program expansion overlapped.  
 
Portland and Metro Bond dollars will be fully spent in FY 2026-27 and FY 2027-28, respectively. A building 
can open before the project is financially closed. Final costs (retainage, invoices, developer fee 
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installments, and permanent loan conversion) occur during post occupancy stabilization, so 
disbursements continue for 6-18 months until all financial and compliance requirements are met.  
 
COVID-19/ARPA impact: PHB did not add permanent FTE for ARPA or COVID‑19 emergency rental 
assistance programs. These programs were administered using existing staff capacity, supplemented by 
community-based organizations, not new PHB positions.  
 
Today (FY 2025–26): PHB has 80 regular FTE and 11 limited term FTE, totaling 91 FTE. Of the 11 LTE 
positions, 9 are grant‑funded.  
 
The FY 2026–27 Proposed Budget eliminates 2 regular positions and realigns 3 positions to the service 
area, for a total of 75 regular FTE and 11 limited-term FTE, totaling 86 FTE.  
 
During the same period, the bureau’s regulatory portfolio expanded significantly—from 13,000 regulated 
affordable units in FY 2016-17 to 19,000 units in FY 2025–26, increasing workload even as staffing 
remained relatively stable. 
 
 
19. For the Home Share program, is another $500K being put into the budget? Why didn't the 

program get off the ground this year? How many renters will be helped with the $500K? 
Who is the coordinator of the program? Would like a report on who is using program. 

 
The program launched on February 24, 2026. The first part of FY 2025-26 was dedicated to program 
design and running a competitive process to distribute capacity building funds to community-based 
organizations to support home sharing activities. Additional time was needed to identify and vet platforms 
and ensure legal review of leasing documents. The program is now up and running. The mayor’s goal is to 
activate 250 home sharing opportunities during the pilot by providing grants to homeowners who open 
their spare rooms to renters. The separate capacity building grants also support home sharing facilitation 
for potential home sharing tenants. 
 
The home sharing pilot program was initially funded with $500k in the FY 2025-26 budget. As a new 
program the drawdown of funds has been hard to predict. Rather than using a rough estimate for the FY 
2026-27 Proposed Budget, we plan to request an appropriate amount of "carry over" funding in the next 
Fall TAO. We plan to use discretionary General Fund dollars to cover the period between FY 2026-27 start 
and finalization of the fall TAO. This should give us uninterrupted service and the opportunity to more 
accurately communicate how much of the total planned $500k will be needed as FY 2026-27 dollars.  
 

Realignment Project 
20. What criteria were used to select positions for reduction? 

 
In fall of 2025, service areas were asked to complete position inventories for all bureaus, offices, and 
programs. These inventories provided details by positions on the functions performed relating to human 
resources, procurement, and/or technology services as well as the percentage of time each position spent 
performing those functions. Those inventories helped create an estimate of the total footprint of human 
resources, procurement, and technology positions across the enterprise.  
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Once the footprints were identified, core service Directors and Shared Service Managers met with service 
area Business Operations Leads, Directors, Managers, and staff to refine and update those tables where 
they identified discrepancies and deepened understanding of siloed service structures across the 
enterprise. In many cases, available data about request volume and permissions or license types in 
technology systems was also used to help understand service demand. Simultaneously, core service 
Directors and Shared Service Managers were assessing functions with the greatest service delivery risks in 
preparing for realignment and produced reduction concepts that took reductions in areas of lesser risk 
and/or areas with a greater number of positions and worked to maintain or add support to mitigate the 
biggest risk. Human resources, procurement, and technology services were directed to assess managerial 
and supervisory footprints to identify reductions and ensure the remaining management footprint would 
hold reasonable spans of control. 

 
21. Of the recruitments that have been posted for realignment, how many of those are 

representative positions that are being recreated as non-represented positions?  
 
The project team is working on a separate memo with data to break down reclassifications for HR, 
Procurement, and IT, including up-classes, down-classes, and lateral moves. 
 
22. Could technology services provide some ideas on how to approach centralization 

differently on a longer timeline? 
 
A few ideas are provided below from the lens of the technology-related realignment. However, more 
broadly, creating a more centralized service delivery model requires citywide cultural, governance, and 
process changes. Consistent support from City leaders and Council for making those changes and 
investing the skillsets and staff capacity to do them well are key themes that will help these overall 
transformations succeed. 
 
Nearer term: 

• The Bureau of Technology Services (BTS) has worked with DCA Warren on a set of risk mitigation 
and correction proposals that will provide both more capacity for work that service areas have 
identified as critical as well as corrections to help the budget match intended outcomes. The 
proposals include: 

 
Critical Mitigation 
Adjustment Type Description Net Cost Impact 
Error Correction Reduce 1 Administrative Specialist II position  ($144,464) 
Error Correction Removing 1 reclassification $0 
Risk Mitigation Restore 1 GIS Tech II position (Urban Forestry) to Public 

Works GIS & Asset Mapping Team to support Grant and 
Compliance requirements 

$91,456 

Risk Mitigation Restore 1 GIS Tech II position (BES) to Public Works GIS & 
Asset Mapping Team to support critical Public Utilities asset 
data maintenance 

$97,294 

Risk Mitigation Move 1 Engineering Technician III position to technology 
Footprint to support Public Works Data Services team 

$0 
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Risk Mitigation Move 1 Analyst II position to technology Footprint to support 
Public Works Data Services team 

$0 

Critical Mitigation Total: $44,286 
Additional Mitigation 
Risk Mitigation Add 1 PISA to BTS Core Data Services team $250,000 
Risk Mitigation Add ongoing Data Platform Tool Funding $200,000 
Risk Mitigation Add 1 PISA to City Operations Service Area Technology team 

to support building security, Zendesk and other key systems 
$250,000 

Additional Mitigation Total: $700,000 
All Mitigation Total: $744,286 

 
• 54% of the technology reductions in the Mayor’s Proposed Budget are from non-personnel 

sources – including reducing endpoints (cellular phones, laptops), increasing replacement 
lifecycles, and consolidating software systems. BTS has started working with partners to achieve 
these savings and will need leadership support for prioritizing governance, culture, and process 
changes as well as the staff capacity that will be needed to work differently with technology.  

 
The realignment implementation work will continue long after the budget process concludes. Doing this 
differently in the future includes more discovery and engagement, continuing to build service and funding 
models more thoughtfully and transparently, providing capacity for change management, and a 
continuous improvement approach. As the FY 2026-27 realignment and budget decisions are 
implemented, there is another opportunity to be deliberate about phasing.  

• While changes to structure and process are implemented, service delivery will slow down or 
potentially experience interruption and, in the future, will be delivered in a more standardized way. 
For some bureaus, that may feel like less service and for some it will feel like new service. 
Technology Services, along with the other realigning functions, will negotiate service level 
agreements using a phased approach based on service priorities set by Service Area leadership. 
BTS will need support from leaders citywide to prioritize their needs and support these 
culture/process changes.  

• Technology Services, along with the other realigning functions, will continue to learn, engage, and 
iterate on the operating and service delivery model. As service needs change and/or service 
challenges arise, there will need to be further process and organizational updates. BTS will need 
leadership and Council support to make these updates, particularly where there are budget 
impacts. Reinvestment of future savings from more efficient use of technology could be one 
source to fund future changes. 

• BTS is funded via an internal service fund model. For the FY 2026-27 budget, the City Budget 
Office established a funding model for realigned teams that will need to be refined in the future. As 
organizational and service level changes are made, this is also an opportunity to improve the 
transparency and administrative complexity of BTS’s rate model. This will result in initial cost 
allocation changes during future years but should lead to a better and more sustainable model in 
the longer term. BTS will partner with governance processes and the City Budget Office in this 
work. 

 
 
23. For the Engagement Realignment, what are the non-represented and 3 CPPW position 

reductions? 
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The non-represented position is a supervisor II. The three CPPW positions are all vacant 
positions, two are coordinator I classifications and one is a coordinator III classification. The 
supervisor and coordinator I positions are in Civic Life and proposed to be replaced with one 
newly created coordinator III position.  
 
24. For the Equity Realignment, what are the 2 position reductions within Public Safety? 
The positions in public safety are vacant analyst III classifications, one is CPPW represented and 
one is unrepresented.   

 
25. How much of the realignment savings are in the General Fund? 
 
Core Services Realignment savings total $19.5M, of which $4.1M are General Fund Discretionary savings 
and $15.4M are savings in other fund sources.  
 
26. What percentage of our workforce is represented as of today?   
 
As of April 1, 2026, 82% of the City’s Non-Casual Workforce is represented, which translates to a total of 
5,476 represented positions out of 6,710 total non-casual positions. 

Span of Control 

27. How many bureaus and offices are in the City? 

There are 32 bureaus and offices (including Council and Service Area Offices) within the City currently. 

Contracting  

28. Does the City have a standard practice to invite representatives from relevant labor 
groups to be a part of panels to review bids? 

 
No, it is not a City standard practice to invite labor representatives to serve on panels to review bids.  

 

29. Is there more detailed data available on contracted vs paid amounts and how often 
change orders exceeded the initial bid amount, especially for capital projects? 

 
As Realignment takes place, Procurement would be able to provide more detailed data with more precise 
parameters (e.g., time, project completed/not completed, etc.) and time to perform the analysis since this 
data primarily exists in Bureau systems today (e.g., e-Builder) as staff and data standards are set. 
 
 

 
Updated for Work Sessions through April 30, 2026 
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General Budget & Personnel 

30. Requested detailed breakout of budget data in spreadsheet format. 
 
See the "View Proposed Budget as Excel File” link in the “Mayor’s Proposed Budget” section of the FY 26-
27 Proposed Budget page here.  

31. Requested a breakout of budgeted contracts for planning, contracted work like what City 
employees provide, other types of consulting and contracts, and the rationale for their 
use. Are we saving money in the short term but spending more over time compared to 
retaining staff to do the same work? 

See Work Session materials for the Realignment, Span of Control & Contracting Work Session (City 
Council Work Session | Portland.gov) 

32. Requested information on span of control ratios and layers of management between 
staff teams and the City Administrator 

See Work Session materials for the Realignment, Span of Control & Contracting Work Session (City 
Council Work Session | Portland.gov) 

33. Does the Proposed budget propose to cut any positions that bring in revenue and that 
might result in greater revenue losses than cost savings? Are there other areas where the 
City could bring in more money if it were to add resources and/or positions? 

There are no known FY2026-27 reductions proposed to positions that directly generate revenue to the 
City. 
 
In the FY2025-26 Adopted Budget, two positions were eliminated in the Revenue Division. These two 
positions contributed to tracking and collection of delinquent Business License Tax (BLT) accounts. The 
City has a backlog of delinquent BLT accounts. Restoring these two positions would increase capacity to 
pursue those accounts and would be expected to produce increased annual BLT collections above the 
cost of the personnel. It has previously been estimated that the additional annual gross revenue collection 
attributable to these two positions is estimated at $550K to $1.25M per FTE, or $1.1M to $2.5M for both. 
Metro and Multnomah County (both of whom receive taxes collected by the Revenue Division under 
Intergovernmental Agreements) would also receive some amount of additional annual revenue. 
 
While additional staff increases (beyond the two described above) would likely produce some amount of 
incremental revenue collections, additional analysis would be required to more accurately determine at 
what staffing level the value of incremental ongoing revenue would continue to exceed the costs of 
additional staffing increases over the long-term. 

34. Requested FTE information by Program Offer 
The Proposed Budget Dashboard includes this information on the “Positions Report” tab and can be found 
here: FY2026-27 Mayor's Proposed Budget Dashboard | Tableau Public. This data can be more easily 
downloaded here: FTE by Program Offer | Tableau Public.   
 

https://www.portland.gov/budget/2026-2027-budget/development/proposed
https://www.portland.gov/auditor/council-clerk/events/2026/5/8/city-council-work-session
https://www.portland.gov/auditor/council-clerk/events/2026/5/8/city-council-work-session
https://www.portland.gov/auditor/council-clerk/events/2026/5/8/city-council-work-session
https://www.portland.gov/auditor/council-clerk/events/2026/5/8/city-council-work-session
https://public.tableau.com/app/profile/portland.city.budget.office/viz/FY2026-27MayorsProposedBudgetDashboard/DBAllFundsHighLevel
https://public.tableau.com/app/profile/portland.city.budget.office/viz/FTEbyProgramOffer/Dashboard1?publish=yes
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Note that in some cases, particularly in the Public Works Service Area with capital-heavy bureaus, not all 
staff are allocated out to program offers in the budget. This is due to capital-heavy bureaus use of staff 
allocation models to spread staff time across capital projects, which appear in different program offers.  

35. Requested a crosswalk of FY25-26 General Fund & Total Operating budget to FY26-27 
CSL Budget to FY26-27 Proposed Budget, to include: 
The attachment below reports the FY25-26 Revised Budget, FY26-27 Current Services Level Budget, 
and FY26-27 Proposed Budget by Service Area and Bureau for: 

1. General Fund Discretionary Resources 
2. General Fund Discretionary and Overhead Resources 
3. General Fund (Fund 100) Resources 
4. All Funds Resources 
5. General Fund (fund 100) Personnel, EM&S, and IM&S Expenses 

 
FY26-27 Proposed Budget Crosswalk.pdf 

36. Requested an itemization of the proposed “new” General Fund additions ($8.7M) 
See the attachment below.  

FY26-27 Proposed Adds Above CSL.pdf 

37. Requested an itemization of programs or services for which one-time GF resources were 
swapped for GF ongoing support.  
The spreadsheet below shows all the General Fund allocations and grant amounts to General Fund 
bureaus that are either one-time in the FY 2026-27 Proposed Budget or were previously funded on a 
one-time basis but have been converted to ongoing.  
 
GF onetime vs ongoing FAQ Response.xlsx 

38. Summary of the bureaus and programs supported by Recreational Cannabis Tax 
revenues, particularly in Prosper Portland 
The Mayor’s Proposed Budget includes $1.5m in Recreational Cannabis Tax revenues to support 
Portland Street Response, $3.2m to Prosper Portland, and $2m in contingency potentially needed to 
offset continued declines in Recreational Cannabis Tax revenues in the next fiscal year. See below for 
the breakout of Prosper Portland’s allocation: 
 

Prosper Portland FY2026-27 Proposed RCT Allocations 
Inclusive Entrepreneurship (Inclusive 
Business Resource Network - IBRN) 

                                                           1,049,994  

Office of Events and Film (My People’s 
Market) 

                                                                56,080  

Reimagine Oregon                                                            2,044,760  
 

39. Requested information on the represented and supervisory status ratios for all proposed 
changes if the combined 40 FTE increase in Council and OCPA is excluded, to include a 

https://portlandoregongov.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/GT-CityBudgetOffice-Staff/IQAFyBEKby8yRqOJvZ1F_zt3AZWjhlLwc0IVpSUd2n_-zEQ?e=QFXl5v
https://portlandoregongov.sharepoint.com/:b:/s/GT-CityBudgetOffice-Staff/IQBvoil803TcSpr2hk1DpiddAVYymRhL4C3QQ_wWzlcxdZ0?e=mnfLiJ
https://portlandoregongov.sharepoint.com/:x:/s/GT-CityBudgetOffice-Staff/IQBhieu0HcZyRqKzdLFEpC3yAdP0ymgzXKHrQsiWxeXUn-I?e=Bcn1QD
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more detailed breakdown of manager and supervisor classifications and levels of 
management. 
The tables below contain updated data to show the breakdown of supervisory and represented status 
within the budget changes. These contain some changes to the categorization of decisions in the 
Proposed Budget, including moving the 40 FTE that were created to reflect existing funding levels into 
“Current Service Level.” Additionally, the core services realignment packages are split out differently 
to clarify that reductions from the additions and realignments within those packages.  
 
Additionally, there is a spreadsheet below that contains more detail about the classifications of each 
of the budgetary changes in the Proposed Budget.  

Position Changes from CSL by Supervisory Status 

Status CSL* % of 
CSL Add Reclass Reduce Proposed Net 

Change 
% of 
Net 

Change 
Non-
Supervisor 6,204 85% 39 -1 -198 6,045 -160 89% 

Supervisor 1,094 15% 9 1 -30 1,074 -20 11% 
Total 7,298 100% 48 0 -228 7,118 -180 100% 

Position Changes from CSL by Represented Status 

Status CSL* % of 
CSL Add Reclass Reduce Proposed Net 

Change 
% of Net 
Change 

Represented 5,929 81% 26 3 -184 5,774 -155 86% 
Non-
Represented 1,369 19% 22 -3 -44 1,344 -25 14% 

Total 7,298 100% 48 0 -228 7,118 -180 100% 

Position Changes from CSL by Bureau, Classification, Supervisory Status, and 
Represented Status 
See the attachment below.  
FY26-27_Position_Changes_by_Class.xlsx 

40. Requested information on structural decisions to avoid ongoing cuts year after year.  
The most financially impactful reasons for needing to make ongoing cuts in the FY 2026-27 budget 
were: 1) General Fund revenue falling short of the forecast, largely due to federal legislation reducing 
tax collections for Business License Tax; 2) expenditures growing faster than inflation, most 
significantly health benefits costs; and 3) one-time funding being used for ongoing programs. Question 
8, above, discusses the use of one-time funding in the FY 2026-27 budget.  
 
Overall, the Proposed Budget backfilled roughly $90 million of programs that had expiring one-time 
funding and used roughly $75 million of one-time funding that may need to be backfilled in FY 2027-
28. This follows the pattern of the past several years since FY 2022-23 in which there has been 
persistent but declining reliance on one-time funding. This trend was discussed during a work session 
on October 22, 2025 (see the relevant slide below).  

https://portlandoregongov.sharepoint.com/:x:/s/GT-CityBudgetOffice-Staff/IQANXYfjKaE3R5gQK6l-8d8XAbePhYnZCNyrOzlcQNCDu5A?e=avo3zj
https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/record/17575709
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Avoiding ongoing cuts in the future will likely require some combination of revenue improvement 
above forecast, additional cost containment, and continuing to move away from reliance on one-time 
funding.  

 

41. Requested explanation of the rationale for seeding the Business License Tax (BLT) 
Revenue Stabilization Reserve at $8.7 million while the Mayor's Proposed Budget also 
drawing $7.0 million from the Citywide Obligations Reserve Fund (CORF) for Portland 
Harbor. 

The $8.7 million proposed for the BLT Revenue Stabilization Reserve was sourced from the prior City 
Compensation Set-Aside (CSA) account. While CSA was classified as “contingency” in the City's 
financial documents, a meaningful share of the CSA balance had been relied upon by bureaus in 
recent years (since the pandemic) to support ongoing operations. Funds cannot serve as both the 
City’s contingency and a recurring source of operational support, and the Proposed Budget's transition 
to a current service level budgeting approach resolves that by budgeting those operational uses 
directly within bureau budgets, producing a more accurate budgetary picture. The $8.7 million reflects 
the portion of CSA was allocated to fund the new BLT Revenue Stabilization Reserve, leaving the 
remaining roughly $16 million of former CSA to be repurposed within the budget on a one-time basis. 
Shifting $8.7 million into the BLT Revenue Stabilization Reserve does not increase the City's overall 
contingency position; it separates out and better defines the contingency that already existed.  

The BLT Revenue Stabilization Reserve is modeled after the County’s BIT Stabilization Reserve and is 
intended to buffer the General Fund against volatility in its most volatile major revenue source. BLT 
collections have historically declined by 15–20 percent in a single fiscal year during downturns, and 
the FY 2025-26 shortfall illustrated the General Fund's exposure in the absence of a dedicated 
reserve. The $8.7 million seed is equivalent to approximately 4 percent of projected FY 2026-27 BLT 
collections, below the 15 percent target to be achieved over multiple budget cycles, as referenced in 
the accompanying budget note.  
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Holding back the CORF resource could be an alternative strategy to meet the FY2026-27 General 
Fund gap. However, based upon recent demonstrated history and the known volatility of the City’s BLT 
collections, the near-term risk of an unexpected BLT revenue reduction is believed to be significantly 
greater than the near-term risk of potentially needing to use the portion of the CORF balance that is 
being utilized in FY2026-27. 

42. Requested information on the relationship between contingency and reserve drawdowns 
and deferred maintenance, where it exists. 
Two factors connect contingency and reserve drawdowns to deferred maintenance:  

1. The Proposed Budget reallocates two pots of funding that served as resources for capital 
maintenance in whole or in part: $7 million of General Fund resources that had previously 
been transferred to the Transportation fund for future LED light replacement, and $0.8 million 
of funding in the Parks Memorial Fund for work that includes capital maintenance. Using these 
fund sources in the Proposed Budget as one-time resources to fill General Fund gaps means 
that they will not be immediately available to support capital maintenance in those bureaus. 
However, staff completed analyses on both fund sources to determine that there would be no 
immediate impact on capital maintenance from reallocating those funds. That said, both 
Transportation and Parks have capital needs and may require reserve replenishment in future 
fiscal years. 
 

2. In prior years, the City had a practice of allocating un-used one-time funding, both 
underspending from program expenses and contingency that was not needed, to a capital set-
aside contingency allocated for capital maintenance needs. Using unspent one-time funding 
for capital is a best practice in that the one-time nature of the funds is aligned to one-time 
needs for capital projects and maintenance. Small amounts of underspending can 
accumulate over time to leverage for larger capital needs.  

43. Requested budget on BF&F program offers and others where there are substantive 
swings from prior years’ actuals and/or the FY25-26 revised budget to the FY26-27 
proposed budget, and recommend these swings be explained in the corresponding 
narrative of the budget book in the future.  
The swings in the BF&F are a result of the impact of the Cutter Garage project and the $40.3 million 
bond, which will be repaid over 20 years. The City Debt Manager began marketing these revenue 
bonds in April and anticipates sales finalized in May. The CBO has noted the need to better explain 
such shifts in the fund summaries in future budget narratives.   
 

City Administrator 

44. Requested information on the scopes of work completed by the five FTE realigned from 
311 and CBO into the Performance Office.  
The Mayor’s Proposed Budget realigns 5.0 FTE from the City Budget Office (CBO) and the 311 
Program into the Performance Office. This change brings together work currently spread across 
bureaus to improve how the City measures performance, identifies improvement opportunities, and 
makes collaborative changes. The realignment will not create significant gaps in the City Budget Office 
or the 311 Program, as the positions’ current responsibilities will migrate and are already oriented 
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toward citywide functions rather than bureau specific workloads. The City Budget Office has 
separately requested 1.0 FTE to address broader capacity needs related to multiple realignments, 
priority-based budgeting, and alignment with future citywide strategic planning. 
 
The realigned City Budget Office positions include Analysts (2 FTE) who maintain the City’s Budget 
Performance Measures and the Performance Portland Dashboard and provide training and support to 
City staff on process improvement methods. These responsibilities will continue within the 
Performance Office, though specific deliverables may evolve as the City refines its overall 
performance management approach. 
 
The realigned 311 Program positions include a) Coordinators (2 FTE) that manage citywide service 
improvement projects, such as the migration of customer service functions to 311 and the initial 
development of new customer service tools and workflows – work that is now nearing completion, 
and b) an Analyst (1 FTE) that informs, analyzes and visualizes customer service and service delivery 
data associated with service improvement projects. Realigning these roles to the Performance Office 
will allow the City to leverage their citywide partnerships, capabilities, and institutional knowledge to 
support more comprehensive service and performance improvement efforts. Existing partnerships 
with 311 and City bureaus will continue. 

45. Requested information on the additions to the Office of the City Administrator to include 
the change management role and the impacts of NEX Strategies consultant contracts on 
producing work the City could use instead or in tandem.  

Reporting to the City Administrator, the Strategy & Change Management lead would serve as the City’s 
enterprise alignment and transformation lead and ensure that Mayoral and Council priorities, fiscal 
realities, operational execution, and workforce culture are aligned into a cohesive, high-performing 
enterprise. The role combines strategic planning with disciplined change management to ensure 
strategy is translated into value. 

This position would lead in the areas of citywide strategic planning, fiscal sustainability, workforce 
strategy, organizational transformation initiatives, and change management efforts necessary to 
support Portland’s evolving governance model and long-term budget realities. As a member of the 
leadership team, they would be able to convene, coordinate, and align bureaus around shared 
outcomes. They would develop citywide change programs and change management discipline, 
actional able roadmaps, and stakeholder engagement and culture change frameworks and serve as 
internal strategist for complex policy execution. 

NEX Strategies consultants have partnered with the city on projects such as the Charter Transition 
work, One Water feasibility study and MHCRC strategic planning work and are now providing 
facilitation on the long-range financial planning efforts. Other consultants have also engaged in 
strategic work. While the contracts often extended over several fiscal years, the engagement was 
limited to discrete time periods, was focused on discrete projects, and sometimes was focused on 
facilitation as opposed to change management and organizational capacity building. This work will 
certainly be relevant in citywide strategic planning and change management efforts, although alone is 
not sufficient.  
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As Portland is navigating a new form of government, ongoing and structural budget pressure, 
workforce moral challenges, a complex and robust labor environment, bureau silos and heightened 
public expectations around transparency and service delivery, the strategy and change management 
position will ensure success of transformational changes in the way the city operates. To be 
successful, the role needs to be embedded and have the ability and authority to convene and partner 
with other leaders and to engage in budget development and citywide strategy development and 
implementation.   

46. Requested information on the impact of reductions to the Office of Government 
Relations, particularly the lobbying contract and the International Relations program.  

Reductions to the City’s contract with a professional government relations and lobbying firm will limit 
the firm’s role and ability to provide strategic and political assessment with no direct advocacy. 
Reductions will severely limit access to real-time intelligence about legislative and executive activities 
that contract firms have unique access to and the quality and depth of strategic guidance available to 
staff when developing legislative targets and approaches and in reacting to real-time changes in 
legislative dynamics. This will shift even more of the strategic burden onto the program manager, 
thereby further reducing capacity for direct advocacy and coordination, decreasing the City’s ability to 
identify political opportunities, anticipate risks, and adjust strategies in response to dynamic political 
conditions. 

The International Relations Program reduction would eliminate the program’s only FTE and 
discontinue the Office of Government Relations’ management services for the Sister City Program 
oversight, annual certifications, application review, and coordination of international requests and 
engagements, support for visiting delegations, exchanges, and international and trade relationship-
building activities.   

Portlanders may see less international visitor spending, fewer tourism-related activities, and less foot 
traffic downtown. Impacted activities likely include reduced coordination of Sister City-related 
events—like Cinco de Mayo, Dragon Boat Races, and the Sister City Reception -- and less support for 
international visits, trade and cultural exchange activities, and related ceremonial functions.  This 
decision also creates a risk that ordinance-required responsibilities would not be carried out 
consistently and that the city would have less capacity to coordinate diplomatic protocol and 
partnerships with external agencies.  

47. Requested information on the note in the Office of Community and Civic Life section of 
the Proposed Budget book on RFPs who run neighborhood coalitions. 

The City's new form of government, with four City Council districts, provides an opportunity for 
community partners to apply for contracts to serve as District Coalition Offices (DCOs) for the four 
new districts. A request for proposal (RFP) will ensure that the City maintains a transparent, equitable 
process for selecting DCOs. It will also provide guidance to help our partners amplify all the voices in 
their community. 

This transition to RFP process was originally planned to coincide with the new charter but was 
delayed. We are planning to launch a Request for Proposals in early 2027, so that the selected DCOs 
can begin work starting in July 2027. More information about the RFP and related updating of rules for 
Neighborhood groups (i.e. ONI Standards) can be found on the City’s webpage Updating Rules for 

https://www.portland.gov/civic/rules-neighborhood-groups
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Neighborhood Groups | Portland.gov It's too early for us to predict the funding for the RFP. But we 
anticipate that it will be like current allocations. 

Portland Solutions 

48. Which strategic programs in the CIP for the Portland Clean Energy Fund (PCEF) would be 
impacted by the proposed realignment of funds from BES and PBOT to the Public 
Environment Management Office (PEMO)? Which PEMO services will be supported by 
the realigned PCEF resources and where those services previously covered by PCEF 
revenues prior to the realignment? 

The proposed realignment of Portland Clean Energy Fund (PCEF) resources would shift existing 
allocations from BES and PBOT into two Portland Solutions programs - the Public Environment 
Management Office (PEMO) and the Impact Reduction Program (IRP). PEMO and IRP PCEF funded 
programming would support the same three PCEF Strategic Program Areas already in use: SP22 for 
green‑stormwater infrastructure and watershed health, SP31 for community programming and 
encouragement of walking and biking, and SP32 for LED street‑lighting improvements. These funds 
would maintain current PEMO and IRP PCEF‑eligible services, including PEMO sidewalk and 
pedestrian‑route cleaning, micro‑trash and non‑camp debris removal, bioswale and green‑street 
protection, pedestrian‑level lighting installations, and corridor activation work that supports safe 
walking, transit access, and small business vitality. It would also support IRP partnerships with 
Ground Score Association that include micro-trash collection and operation of a laundry facility 
serving people experiencing homelessness. The realignment does not reduce community grants or 
redirect funding away from any existing community PCEF projects. Instead, it consolidates work 
already performed by PEMO, preserves service levels as one‑time dollars expire, and ensures the City 
continues to meet climate‑aligned goals related to cleaner waterways, safer pedestrian routes, and 
reduced reliance on vehicle trips. 

49. What is the total reduction, in dollars and as a percentage of Current Services Level 
(CSL), to PEMO across all revenue sources? 
$197K, or -2.5% (CSL: $8M, Proposed: $7.8M) 

50. Are PCEF dollars being used to backfill the General Fund for Portland Solutions and 
circumvent the community-led process to allocate PCEF dollars? 

No. PCEF is a voter approved, community-led program with a clear mandate, and this proposal does 
not change that. The activities described: lighting for sidewalks, greenspace and stormwater adjacent 
cleaning, trash pickup, activations and laundry service are already aligned with PCEF’s Climate 
Investment Plan and fall within existing PCEF‑eligible program areas. 

PEMO and IRP proposed work using PCEF dollars strengthens the public realm in ways that directly 
support PCEF’s mission and strategic plan areas — improving access and environmental conditions in 
the places where people walk, bike, and take transit. 

City Operations 

https://www.portland.gov/civic/rules-neighborhood-groups
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51. Requested information on all facilities that the City owns and rents.  

Please see below for a breakdown of properties the Bureau of Fleet and Facilities (BFF) leases and 
owners. There are several entities within the City of Portland, outside of BFF, that own and lease 
property, so there is no central list to share currently. However, there is an effort underway to collect 
and centralize that data. We will follow up with a timeline for reporting that information. 

BFF Owned and Leased Portfolio Status 5.1.26.xlsx 
 

52. Requested (3-year) call volume and call type data for PDX 311 and information on how 
the hour reductions were informed by that data, to include information on changes in call 
volume, if any, as public awareness of 311 has increased, and the impact on BOEC calls.  
Please see below for a presentation that provides information on the relationship between 311 and 
911/BOEC call volumes, the reasoning behind a reduction in hours between 6-8PM, and what impacts 
reduced evening hours would have.  
311 Call Data - FY26-27 Council Budget Questions 

 

53. Requested information on the impact of the small donor election cuts, and ceiling per 
candidate per cycle, and how much the ceilings used to be. 

Please see below for two memos that provide details on impacts and ceiling data. 

Small Donor Elections Budget Letter from PEC to Council April 2026.pdf 
 
Small Donor Elections Historic Match Cap Data.pdf 

Public Safety 

54. Which contracts or services within the Office of Violence Prevention (OVP)/Ceasefire 
will be reduced? 

To be addressed during May 13 work session. 

Public Works 

Parks & Recreation 

55. Requested information on how Parks views the circumstances that would result in a 
parks or facility closure due to liability issues. 

This question is best answered in a broader City asset management conversation, or in the context of the 
upcoming PPR long-range financial plan. Our current approach is grounded in data and risk management 
and seeks to proactively identify maintenance needs and minimize the risk of park or facility closure. 

  

https://portlandoregongov-my.sharepoint.com/:x:/g/personal/hayley_blonsley_portlandoregon_gov/IQD8qHKxcj2gQZFfpkVFjkXxAQnuCkeJn4IeJ9ebRJ-B2zs?e=fiWTOd
https://portlandoregongov-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/hayley_blonsley_portlandoregon_gov/IQDiFM_pepykR46eJu-uiRKzAazbdE27Cij5fqtogkVXey8?e=k0fMJN
https://portlandoregongov-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/hayley_blonsley_portlandoregon_gov/IQCgwvq5ho8URJSoUXH3q-yZAeqc26sKcIVIj-r-XpaZ7Vw?e=GtgQnB
https://portlandoregongov-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/hayley_blonsley_portlandoregon_gov/IQCFQRiFPApBQ62OZAPnkXAUAV_8fDwrP1I9aaFWwC-OIdk?e=ja86bT
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56. Requested information on how Parks is developing more entrepreneurial relationships 
through volunteerism, philanthropy and sponsorships. 

We are expanding volunteer capacity and systems, leveraging philanthropic partners like the Portland 
Parks Foundation to attract and manage private funding, growing sponsorship programs such as Summer 
Free For All with outcome-based benefits, and activating public-private partnerships to deliver and 
maintain park assets and programming.  

57. Requested information on reductions in natural areas and spaces, and if they will drive 
costs due to deferred work in the short or medium term. 

We do not yet know the specific impact of these reductions but will monitor outcomes and be prepared to 
speak about any impact we’ve observed over the course of the year during the next budget development 
process. We are confident that the identified options represent the ‘least immediate impact’ approach. 

  

58. Requested information on the rolling closures days (one day a month in the off season) 
and if they impact afterschool and preschool programs, or just classes and drop-in 
hours.  

Holiday programming is currently limited to regional community centers, and to drop-in activities such as 
open and lap swims, and gym and fitness center use. Regional centers are closed on 3 of 11 federal 
holidays and offer reduced programming for the 8 they are open. Neighborhood and arts community 
centers are closed on all holidays, as are City offices. In addition to staff-level observations, TeenForce 
pass use is one proxy for use. Over the last two years we have seen roughly 200 scans for a regular 
Monday operation. For holidays that fall on a Monday and community centers that are available for drop-in 
activities, attendance has shown on average 10 pass scans, about 5% of typical daily average. Generally, 
we do not observe that community centers provide specific, essential service on federal holidays. 
Multnomah County Preschool For All programs have in-service days built into the program, and closure 
days would align with these to minimize impact. 

 
City programming, including Afterschool and TeenForce programs, will not be offered on these days. SUN 
Community School programming will be offered.  

  

59. Requested information on the proposed reduction of a volunteer coordinator role and 
what the anticipated impact is on momentum.  

The referenced position is one of two doing this work. The position coordinates internal operations to 
support volunteer activity and does some direct liaison work with Friends and other neighborhood groups. 
The remaining position’s workplan includes both east and west Portland, and we will work within existing 
resources to support these community groups. We are working with Friends groups now to understand 
what’s working, where we can improve our partnership, and how we can offer successful strategies and 
expertise to neighborhoods without established networks of Friends groups. 

  

60. Requested information on the park site identified for reduction in the Lunch and Play 
program, outside of the mobile sites.  
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We plan to reduce locations from 23 to 22 but have not yet identified the site. We will consider 
attendance, location, proximity to other locations that could be available, and engagement with other 
partners, to identify a location that minimizes service impacts. 

  

61. Requested information on the USTA partnership in the Proposed, what the plan is, if cost 
access will change, and if the City requires they honor City staff union agreements and – 
if not – what their compensation at USTA will be.  

The Proposed Budget anticipates transition of Portland Tennis Center operations and programming to 
USTA PNW. We are working closely with City Attorney and Human Resources colleagues to align to 
contracts and other obligations, and to understand how we can best support affected staff if a transition 
occurs. Leadership interest in Access Pass or equivalent being part of future programming is clear. In our 
conversations we are emphasizing that continued, accessible tennis programming for longtime, new, and 
future tennis players is a priority. 

 

62. Requested information on how Parks evaluated reduction decisions through an equity 
and access lens.  

Our process was developed by our Equity Manager, who co-facilitated the information-gathering, 
evaluation, and decision-making with our Finance Manager. It centered the outcomes and approach of the 
Healthy Parks, Healthy Portland strategic framework. Each program offer in our General Fund budget was 
categorized, reviewed, and ranked using a co-created equity lens and prioritization criteria that considered 
impacts on disparities in access and outcomes; alignment with levy commitments, legal requirements, 
City leadership direction; and responsiveness to community needs and employee feedback gathered 
through surveys. Bureau leadership evaluated reduction proposals using a values-based lens vetted by 
PPR’s three public advisory bodies and shared with employees through two all-staff gatherings during the 
budget development process. 

  

63. Requested information on how Parks' reduction decisions impact different 
neighborhoods or districts.  

There are some place-based programs offering reductions, and others that are systemwide. We did a 
screen of all reductions to identify where we could focus on impacts in certain areas to avoid it in others, 
and we do have some flexibility. This is most true with external materials and services resources – as they 
are spent through the year, we would be able to prioritize certain geographies. 

  

64. Requested information on community garden fee increases and why the program was 
targeted for fee increases.  

Program staff determined that this rate could be adjusted to bring in more revenue, relieving pressure on 
levy and General Fund resources without creating a barrier to participation. With the Access Discount as a 
continued option, the lowest price would go from just under $7 to just under $8. 

  

65. Requested information on the cost-benefit analysis of the partnership with USTA, 
bridging a loss in revenue and ongoing maintenance responsibilities. How are we 
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ensuring this remains a public serving asset and not a privatized entity utilizing public 
spaces for profit?  

Partnership with USTA PNW could bring new capital investment to a City facility (the Portland Tennis 
Center) and reduce or eliminate ongoing operating costs for the City. City staff are currently in discussion 
with USTA PNW, and City leadership will ultimately determine whether to proceed with a partnership. A 
report from the Chief Financial Officer in response to the FY26 budget note can be found here: 
https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/record/17645350/file/document 

 

66. Requested information on how the USTA transition is included in the budget and how the 
budget works if the partnership is not pursued. 

The budget assumes transfer during FY27, with a specific date TBD. If a partnership isn’t established, we 
will find an equivalent reduction elsewhere. 

  

67. Requested information on mountain biking partnerships with a local partner called 
Northwest Trails Alliance. Are there resources in this budget to explore opportunities 
near Riverview cemetery?  

While this budget does not include new resources to expand off-road biking, PPR has a longstanding 
relationship with NWTA and there may be ways we can partner in the upcoming fiscal year to move off-
road biking opportunities forward. 

  

68. Requested information on fee projections in Parks  
Yes, in recent years we generally hit our revenue target. Below is a table of Service Charges and Fees in the 
General Fund; actuals and current year projection. 

  
Year Budget Actuals 
FY21 $4.4 $5.7 
FY22 $11.3 $12.1 
FY23 $11.8 $14.2 
FY24 $13.0 $13.1 
FY25 $12.6 $13.4 
FY26 $13.1 $13.4 (projected) 

 
 

69. Requested information on use data outside of the TeenForce program data related to 
how Federal Holiday closures will impact different strata in Portland. Asked what other 
options we could look at.  

Currently, neighborhood centers are closed on federal holidays. Regional centers are open on some 
holidays with limited hours and programming. Regional center is drop-in only – activities like open and lap 
swims, and gym and fitness center use. Because programming is on a drop-in basis, TeenForce pass 
scans offer the best available detail about who uses our centers on federal holidays. Generally, we do not 

https://efiles.portlandoregon.gov/record/17645350/file/document
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observe that community centers provide specific, essential service on federal holidays. It is also not likely 
that there is a lower-impact way to achieve the same level of savings. 

  

70. Requested information on the access pass and how it may be honored through the USTA 
partnership  

Leadership interest in Access Pass or equivalent being part of future programming is clear. We have 
shared this with USTA PNW and continue to emphasize that continued, strong access is a City priority. 
Information about the Access Discount program can be found here. 

  

71. Requested information on the plan for the Parks public-private partnerships role and 
team.  

This budget adds a position (within existing resources) focused on partnerships and volunteerism, 
conforming to 2025 Council direction. Work has been underway since last July, and the small team is 
supporting existing partnerships, exploring new opportunities, and updating bureau practices, systems, 
and processes to be more responsive to community ideas and partners. 

  

72. Requested information on changes to permitting in the proposed reductions for Parks 
access and reservations. 

There are no reductions to Reservations & Payments (customer service) staff in the Mayor’s Proposed. 
The only permitting reduction is a 0.5 FTE processing and supporting work under Non-Park Use Permits 
(permits for third parties performing work in PPR parks or facilities). 

  

73. Requested information on how the work of the 10.5 FTE reductions in operational 
realignments and efficiencies will be done in the future without those staff.  

Of the 6.5 community center positions, 4.5 are site-specific across 3 sites, 1 supports multiple sites, and 
1 is vacant (never filled). We are confident we can sustain service levels with those limited changes. Three 
positions provide central support to urban forestry, administrative and engagement functions, and one is a 
high-level management role. We will work to sustain service levels with those changes. 

  

74. Requested information on the summer lunch program and if this is a partnership with 
USDA.  

Yes, this is a partnership with USDA and others including Portland Public Schools, Centennial, David 
Douglas, and Centennial School Districts. Free Lunch + Play provides free lunch and programming for 
youth ages 18 and under. The program is held late June through mid-August, Monday through Friday from 
10 am to 2 pm. Additional information about Summer Lunch + Play can be found here. 

  

75. Requested information on the timeline for decision making and updates for the USTA 
deal to come to committee.  

We are in active discussion with USTA PNW and will be prepared to provide a status report to City 
leadership later this month. The budget anticipates transition of building operation and programming in 

https://www.portland.gov/parks/discount
https://www.portland.gov/parks/arts-culture/summer-free-all/free-lunch
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FY27 with a precise date TBD. Transition of building operations may occur before transition of 
programming, as the building could close for improvements before re-opening with USTA PNW 
programming. 

  

76. Requested information on the relationship between Y.O.U.TH PDX and Parks.  
PPR partners with Y.O.U.TH PDX, and other community organizations, to deliver free or low-cost arts 
programs at their sites around the City. For the past four years the Community Music Center has offered 
after-school group classes and individual instrument instruction at the Center Powered by Y.O.U.TH (SE 
162nd and Stark) for students in outer East Portland. Y.O.U.TH PDX is part of the Recreation Services 
Community Network and receives regular communication and updates about PPR programs and 
partnership opportunities, as well as invitations to attend in-person annual partner network meetings.   

  

77. Requested information on the distribution of tennis courts and how many are in East 
Portland.  

There are 8 outdoor tennis courts in District 1, 21 in District 2, 35 (including Portland Tennis Center 
outdoor courts) in District 3, and 31 in District 4. There are two additional historic courts in Glenwood Park 
(District 1) that exist but are not fully set up (missing posts/nets). 

  

78. Requested information on the proposed reduction to services at the garden at Cully Park 
and if communication has been sent to inform community partners. Kanal requested the 
dollar amount associated with the SMW capacity portion of the reduction.  

This package includes a $25,000 reduction to a $65,000 base budget for seasonal staff in the Community 
Gardens fund center. $25,000 is the amount budgeted for the seasonal maintenance worker serving the 
Native Gathering Garden. The remaining $40,000 serves the other 60 Community Gardens. We will 
continue to have 2 full-time staff dedicated to the 7-acre Native Gathering Garden. We have ongoing 
engagement with Indigenous communities to understand and align priorities, but we have not done 
independent outreach to community stakeholders about potential budget reductions.  

  

79. Requested information on the total percentage of cuts to Parks within the General Fund 
and how cuts beyond the ten-percent proposals were sought following original Mayor's 
Guidance.  

 
There are multiple ways to calculate the total percentage cut within Parks General Fund because Parks 
uses a blended funding model in which the operating budget is budgeted entirely in the General Fund but is 
funded through both General Fund Discretionary revenue and Parks Levy Revenue. In addition, Parks also 
has non-General Fund, non-Levy resources (e.g. Portland International Raceway, Golf, Capital Fund, etc.) 
The slide presented in the work session (copied below) focused on General Fund Discretionary (GFD) 
revenue within the General Fund, which is what was subject to the 3% and 10% scenarios. Looking only at 
GFD reductions excluding realignments, the reduction percentage is 10.4% from a Current Service Level 
baseline. 
 

https://www.youthpdx.org/
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If you were to include the Parks Levy transfer into the General Fund, the total budget would be a reduction 
of 7.2%:  

 Base Proposed Change % Change 
All Parks 
General Fund  

$185.0 million $171.7 million $(13.3) million -7.2% 

 
Note that this amount does not include PCEF or the Parks Memorial Fund, which also fund general Parks 
operations.  
The reduction concepts that were included in the Proposed Budget were a result of several weeks of back-
and-forth discussion with the Mayor, City Administrator, bureau staff, and other leadership. As with other 
bureaus, the discussions began with the original budget concepts that were submitted but changed based 
on new information and direction.  

 

80. Requested information on why more reductions are not proposed for natural resources, 
compared to programming, in association to interpreting the Levy renewal language.  

The new levy was sized to sustain FY26 service levels across a broad variety of programs and activities. In 
this budget cycle we prioritized functions that supported levy commitments, listed below, and worked to 
minimize immediate impact. 
  
Ensure neighborhood parks maintenance and cleanliness 

• Daily restroom cleaning, trash pickup 
• Routine maintenance, minor repairs 
• Repair or renovate facilities like playgrounds, restrooms, pools 
• Park ranger safety patrols, incident responses  

Protect nature in a changing climate 
• Plant, maintain trees 
• Preserve natural areas, trails, water quality, wildlife habitat 
• Clear brush, maintain emergency access routes to reduce wildfire risk  

Preserve program access 
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• Continue free, discounted recreation programs for families experiencing poverty 
• Preserve classes, community center hours, arts and cultural centers, parks, pools 

  

Transportation 

81. Requested information on PCEF PBOT funds transferred to PEMO and what cuts are 
anticipated related to this transfer. Also requested information on the near-term impact 
of the reduction to the streetlight replacement reserves in PBOT and the anticipated loss 
in streetlights replaced. 

The reduction in PCEF funding will take place in the Streetlight LED bulb replacement project. The LED 
bulbs are scheduled to be replaced starting in FY 2027-28. As a result of this reduction, some of the bulb 
replacements scheduled for FY 2027-28 would either need to find an alternative revenue source or be 
delayed until FY 2028-29 when a new allocation of PCEF resources would become available. There would 
be no overall reduction in bulb replacements, just a potential delay in the timing of those replacements.  
9,040 streetlight fixtures are expected to reach end of life between 2027 and 2032. Without bulb/fixture 
replacement, 1,808 streetlights (one-fifth) are at risk of burning out either partially or fully each year.  

  

82. Requested information on the funding swap of RCT for IAs for the Vision Zero role in 
PWSA and the support within PBOT itself.  

The Citywide Vision Zero staff member currently residing in the DCA’s office and supported by RCT funds 
will be supported by interagency transfers from the four public works bureaus starting in FY 2026-27. The 
Vision Zero program work currently supported in PBOT with RCT funds will be supported by Transportation 
Utility Fund revenues starting in FY 2026-27.  

83. Requested information on a possible amendment related to SIPP for planning funds and 
how the TUF lands in that program in the upcoming fiscal year.  

The recent ordinance passed by Council to approve the TUF allocates 75% of the resources to 
Maintenance, 12.5% to SIPP, and 12.5% to Vision Zero work. It also states that the funds need to be 
allocated to a separate subfund for tracking purposes. A technical budget amendment will be needed in 
the Approved or Adopted Budget to ensure the budget is allocated to the subfund to reflect this directive.   

  

84. Requested information on the GTR reserve fund and how it can be replenished.  
PBOT has a Transportation Reserve Fund, which requires 10% reserve of General Transportation 
Revenues to be available for natural disasters (5%) and as a countercyclical revenue reserve (5%). The 
Transportation Reserve Fund will be fully funded in FY 2026-27. If used, these reserves must be 
replenished within three years. In addition to this required reserve fund, the bureau is projecting additional 
ongoing revenues to start appearing in year 6 of the forecast. These additional funds can either be 
programmed to new services or kept in Transportation Operating Fund reserves to balance out any 
unforeseen revenue shortfalls in future years of the forecast window. 

  

85. Requested information on pothole filling counts in the program offer metrics and 
anticipated changes with the revenue investments in the Proposed.  
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Approach to pavement maintenance has changed.  Pavement maintenance includes preventative 
maintenance activities – crackseal, slurry seal, grind/pave, overlay and reactive maintenance – pothole fill, 
pavement repair, base repair, grind/pave, full reconstruction.  Ideally, our percentage of work reduces in 
the reactive category and increases in the preventative maintenance category.  Regarding potholes, the 
Bureau has moved from ‘filling the pothole’ to performing pavement repair approach.  This pavement 
repair strategy started approximately 18-20 months ago and has resulted in smoother pavement in ‘repeat 
offender pothole areas’ and has resulted in fewer filled potholes in 2025, a 17% reduction.   

  
Year  Filled Potholes 
2020                       7,648 
2021                       8,096  

2022                       10,924 

2023                       13,273 

2024                       13,004 

2025                       11,068 
  
  

86. Requested information on the estimated mileage of neighborhood, local roads - not main 
roads - of paving assumed in present programming and future programming, and how 
paving is prioritized.  

In FY 2009-1010, due to fiscal constraints post-Great Recession, the Bureau revised its policy of 
pavement maintenance and moved towards performing very limited repairs on local roads. With this new 
funding, we will be able to stabilize our crack seal and slurry seal for local roads which has recently only 
been funded with very limited Fixing Our Streets dollars. Over the next year, Bureau staff will be performing 
an overall pavement maintenance strategy which includes the pavement maintenance strategies and 
identify and publish a five-year pavement maintenance strategy, including identifying pavement segments.  
The Bureau will prioritize Streets of Citywide Significance. These are streets that play a critical role in 
moving people and goods.  These streets support high-volume travel, transit service, freight movement, 
emergency response, and prioritized biking and pedestrian routes, also known as neighborhood 
greenways.   (Neighborhood greenways are local streets that are included in the Streets of Citywide 
Significance.)  With the addition of the Street Damage Restoration Fee and Transportation Utility Fee we 
have an opportunity to revisit our allocations to local streets.  However, even with recent increased 
funding we will need to prioritize our investments and will likely retain our emphasis on Streets of Citywide 
Significance since these are the most critical streets for citywide mobility.  
  

87. Requested information on the life cycle assumptions of new paving miles, and slurry 
sealing.  

For new paving on a local road, a life cycle assumption is 20-25 years; fewer years on a heavily trafficked 
street. For slurry seal – 8-10 years before another pavement maintenance option.  This treatment prevents 
water intrusion and extends the life of the existing pavement. 
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88. Requested information on the PBOT budget and portions for contingency, as well as the 
CIP amounts and actual disbursements.  

Of the $584.9M budget, $82.6M is budgeted in contingency for expenditures expected in future years. 
$211.9M is budgeted for various capital projects. The bureau does not fully expend its capital budget in 
any given year, so it is not expected to be fully spent in FY 2026-27 either. 

  

89. Requested information on improvements to parking citation collection revenues.  
The bureau is working collaboratively with the State and City Administrator on various options to collect a 
greater share of citation revenues. As these options progress, we can return to Council with an update. 

  

90. Requested information on towing and booting as penalties in existing enforcement 
programming.  

The bureau utilizes several tools for parking enforcement including towing and booting. We will follow up 
with additional information soon. 

  

91. Requested information on Core Services Realignment and the impact on PBOT 
operations if they have individual resources now to fund those positions.  

The Core Services Realignment work session will take place May 8, and we look forward to continuing the 
conversation with Council on that date. 

  

92. Requested information on staff growth from 785 employees to 1,002 FTE over the last 
decade and associated new services or purposes for those new staff.  

At a summary level, there are a few changes that have led to the increase in staffing. The most notable is 
the increase in capital projects. In FY 2015-16, the bureau had 52 budgeted projects totaling $79 million. 
In FY 2026-27 the bureau has 108 projects totaling $212 million. Within the capital program the bureau 
has added new ADA ramp requirements per the CREEC settlement agreement, received additional State 
Funding in 2017 via HB 2017, and started receiving Fixing Our Streets funding in 2016. There was also a 
sizable increase in Parking Enforcement Officers in recent years to address parking compliance, the 
implementation of bike lane sweeping via PCEF resources, and an expansion of the Vision Zero and Safe 
Routes to School teams.   

  

93. Requested information on types of paving work completed by PBOT maintenance and 
construction staff.  

PBOT performs pavement maintenance activities with city staff and contracted services.  PBOT staff 
perform the following asphalt pavement maintenance activities: crackseal, pothole repair, pavement 
repair (varying depths depending on the repair required), 2” grind and pave, and 2” pavement overlay.  
PBOT crews also perform concrete pavement repairs.  In the recent past, PBOT has contracted for slurry 
seal. We look forward to sharing more information with Council and their offices on the difference 
between these pavement treatment options and the efficacy and longevity of each. 
 



33 
 

94. Is there an income-based program for parking meters for storefront workers? Could we 
provide relief to restaurants/employees on working-class wages? 

There is currently no income-based parking meter program for storefront workers, nor is there an 
employee parking permit program in downtown. This reflects long-standing policy, starting with the 
Parking Meter District Policy in 1996 and refined in the Central City 2035 plan adopted in 2020, which 
prioritizes on-street turnover to support customer access in commercial districts. Any consideration of 
downtown, on-street employee parking permits would require a broader policy review to understand 
potential impacts on adjacent land uses. Under current practice, long-term employee parking is intended 
to occur off-street, as on-street spaces in our highest-density areas like the Central City are limited and 
managed for short-term use and economic activity. This differs from districts such as Northwest Portland, 
where mixed land uses and residential spillover led to a different set of tools, including a permit program. 
The Central City land use pattern and business needs have not aligned with a similar approach. Please see 
question #3 for more information about SmartPark offerings and changes currently being pursued.  

95. At what point do meter rates hurt businesses vs bring in more revenue? Is there 
economic analysis on this trade-off? 

In terms of economic trade-offs related to pay-to-park rates, PBOT has not analyzed the specific impact of 
employee parking experience on business closures citywide, including the impact on business licenses or 
other city revenue streams. Conducting these types of analyses would require substantial data inputs and 
a broader set of information on business and employee perceptions and activity that PBOT does not 
currently collect or have access to. On a micro level, PBOT aims to be price-sensitive when evaluating 
how pay-to-park rates affect businesses. As such, we focus on occupancy as the key indicator. Parking 
demand is price-elastic, meaning rate increases can reduce demand, so we aim to maintain 70-85% 
occupancy to ensure healthy turnover and customer access. Revenue generally increases when rates 
keep occupancy near this target, but if prices rise too high and occupancy drops below roughly 70%, both 
revenue and business activity can be negatively affected. We assess occupancy in pay-to-park districts to 
inform the hourly rate. Research also shows that free or very low-cost parking doesn’t necessarily improve 
business outcomes; in many cases, moderate pricing paired with good access supports stronger parking 
turnover for retail businesses. 

96. Have we ever come up with a special employee permit (e.g. monthly permits at less than 
meter cost) for employees in metered districts or city garages? 

Regarding on-street employee parking permits, please see the response to question #1. Regarding 
garages, SmartPark now offers swing shift monthly passes at a reduced rate of $35 per month. This 
program was previously income-restricted but is now available to any downtown swing shift employee. 
Daytime monthly permits are currently restricted by Central City Code, which prevents PBOT from selling 
these permits at the three core SmartPark garages (10th and Yamhill, 4th and Yamhill, and 3rd and Alder). 
The Parking Meter District Policy (1996) established that on-street parking in commercial districts should 
support economic vitality by encouraging turnover, improving circulation, prioritizing short-term parking, 
and managing long-term or commuter parking through pricing and supply. Over time, evolving land use 
priorities have shaped how we manage both on-street and off-street parking. As part of the Central City 
Code Amendments Project, PBOT will be asking the Planning Commission to consider removing the 
current restriction on daytime monthly parking in the downtown core. 

 

One Water 
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97. Why are the One Water bureaus (BTS + Water) not taking deeper cuts proportionate to 
other city bureaus, rather than raising rates? 
While the total budgets for BES and the Water Bureau are $1.5 billion and $2.0 billion 
respectively, most of these funds are legally and operationally restricted. For BES, most of 
these funds are already obligated for personnel costs, operation and maintenance costs, and 
other required payments. About one-half of that is fund management and debt service, one 
third of the remaining funds are for the Capital Program to support CIP projects, making sure 
we don't defer any of the risk to the future generations. So, the true operating budget that BES 
can adjust is slightly over $200 million. For the Water Bureau, funding follows a similarly 
constrained framework. The operating budget that Water can adjust is about $115 million. For 
both bureaus, operating budget includes chemicals, energy cost, and all day-to-day operations 
and maintenance activities. Because our adjustable operating budgets are already minimized 
to cover core public health and safety requirements, deeper proportionate cuts to these 
specific funds would directly compromise essential daily service delivery and federal regulatory 
compliance. 

98. What are we doing now to protect future affordability and correct course for ratepayers? 
We are taking a holistic approach. First, we are using a risk-based asset management approach 
to prioritize our CIP projects. We know we won't be able to address all the capital assets—
between both BES and Water, we have over $50 billion of assets above and below ground. 
However, there is substantial investment needed and aging infrastructure we still must 
maintain. Prioritizing and using a risk-based approach for these assets will help us be more 
cost effective and reduce the impact on communities. Second, we are continuing to explore 
new business opportunities and diversifying our revenues, through attracting more industrial 
and commercial partners to Portland. Third, we are continuing to seek external funding 
opportunities, including low-interest loans and grants. We are actively looking at different 
incentives and other methods for lowering costs.  Finally, we are actively evaluating current 
operations and identifying opportunities for operational efficiency between the two bureaus 
and will work on rate design over the next couple of years. All of these initiatives play an 
important role in managing and improving affordability for our customers. We will continue 
providing regular updates as these efforts progress.    

99. How are leaders thinking about rate design moving forward? How soon could these 
conversations start? 
Water and BES have included funding in the FY 2026–27 budget to conduct a comprehensive 
rate design study.  We have already started the conversation within the utilities over the last 
couple months. While implementing utility rate design requires a phased, often multi-year, 
approach in many utilities, the first phase of the work is to engage with Council and others to 
identify objectives and outcomes, beginning in the new fiscal year.   We are looking at holistic 
rate strategy to make sure we have affordable, equitable rates for everyone. Right now, for the 
Water Bureau, everyone has the same volumetric rate. The rate design needs to align with the 
outcomes we are looking for. Some cities are looking for conservation, so they would want a 
rate structure that would incentivize people to conserve the water. Other cities are looking for 
economic development.   
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100. How do we get the significant drop-off in rates around 2030 (from 9.8% down to 
~6.2%)? Don't we have constant debt service through 2060? 

There are a lot of dynamic things changing up and changing down. And so, the bureau's 
forecast considers all of those, and a big piece of that is the debt service costs. Because of the 
capital investment happening right now in the project, we're adding debt.  As we're doing 
additional bond issues over the next few years, to meet the obligation that debt service is 
increasing over time. And then around 2030 the issuance will be much less after filtration is 
complete.  We will return to issuing bonds every 2 years, with lower debt service payments.  
Therefore, the rate of increase is lower as a result.   

101. What would it mean — in service levels, customer service, operations — to stop 
increasing rates in out-years (e.g., cut rate of increase by ~25%)? 

A 25% reduction in the projected rate of increase for out-years would necessitate an 
immediate, fundamental shift in our operational and capital models. Because a substantial 
portion of our long-term budget is committed to non-discretionary debt service and regulatory 
compliance, compounding revenue reductions would directly impact on our discretionary 
service levels, customer operations, and maintenance schedules. Forcing a reduction in out-
year revenue would require the bureaus to defer critical lifecycle replacements across our 
aging asset base, where many components are 50 to 100 years old. Shifting from a proactive, 
risk-based asset management approach to a reactive maintenance model, such as slowing 
down the water main replacement program, significantly increases the frequency of high-cost 
emergency repairs. Emergency responses are inherently more expensive, highly disruptive to 
the public, and do not improve long-term system resilience. If rate increases are set below 
cost-of-service levels on an ongoing basis, the financial impacts compound. Sustained rate 
suppression would necessitate ongoing operating and workforce reductions which lead to 
reduced service levels, deferral of preventative maintenance, slows down distribution pipe or 
forcemain replacement, service disruptions, such as more water main breaks, and regulatory 
compliance risk. For reference, reducing the rate increase by 1% for 1 year would require about 
$2.6 million in Water operating budget reductions and about $4.4 million in BES operating 
budget reductions.  Over multiple years, this continued-reduction model shifts cost increases 
to the future. It increases the probability of system failures, likelihood of regulatory non-
compliance, and the frequency of emergency repairs, which typically carry higher costs than 
planned maintenance. Furthermore, deferring work may create additional upward rate 
pressure in later years due to increased borrowing costs and increased replacement costs. 
While we are actively pursuing long-term mitigation strategies, such as expanding our 
commercial partners, grants and loans, to better distribute fixed infrastructure costs, this 
significant reduction in projected rate structures creates a direct trade-off with system 
reliability. We look forward to providing Council with detailed risk-modeling data to guide these 
critical policy and service-level determinations. 

102. Is there a public health expert who can explain what would happen health-wise if 
water is contaminated by wildfire or earthquakes? 

Current Multnomah County Health Officer, Dr. Richard Bruno, talking about the health benefits 
of filtration https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QCynFAiXYIA. Dr. Myra Khushbakht is an 
emergency medicine physician at OHSU who also talked about the why removing crypto is 
important at the PUB meeting last year https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z-Mpz-
pVmJE&t=3707s 
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103. Is the groundwater backup good for up to 180 days? 
Our Columbia South Shore Well Field is designed as an emergency and supplemental supply 
not a long-term replacement for our Bull Run system. Based on our current modeling and 
assuming there are no well failures, the groundwater system could provide approximately 78 
million gallons per day for about 30 days, and the amount available declines with sustained use 
of the well field. For context, Portland's average annual daily demand is about 75 to 90 million 
gallons, so the well field doesn't meet that sustained demand. During the summer, demand 
can be over 120 million gallons per day. Groundwater will meet demand for about 30 days 
before mandatory curtailment would be needed.  By the time we get to the end of the summer, 
groundwater would likely only meet about 50% of normal demand at that time, so likely to not 
be sufficient even with mandatory curtailment. 

104. How does cutting the engineering standards review position affect that work? 
We will continue to uphold the engineering standard that guides project design practices; 
however, the Analyst-led effort to create more consistent documentation and standards for the 
Engineering Group will be de-prioritized. Work related to standards will remain distributed 
among staff within the bureau, while engineering staff stay focused on delivering projects 
through planning, design, and construction. We will also explore shared services and resources 
across both Water and BES to support the development of more consistent standards. 

105. Of the positions being cut, which are managerial vs administrative vs service level? 
Two of the 6.3 BES positions are managerial. Two of the 14 Water positions for reductions are 
managerial. 

 
 
 
PSSA #2 – May 13 

106. How much ongoing money was put into the community safety programs? 

One-time funding for OVP ($1.4M) and Ceasefire ($5.9M) was converted to ongoing funding. 

107. With closure of east precinct, do we track how many people come in and how many 
people are served at a precinct? 

Individual visits are not tracked, but people come for a variety of reasons such as: 

• Community members wanting to make an in-person police report 
• Community members wanting to use the Kiosk to enter a police report on-line 
• Community members wanting to know what to do if they have been scammed 
• Community members seeking information or direction for non-police services 
• Community members frustrated not being able to reach a police officer or wanting to speak 

to a supervisor 
• Multitude of deliveries/mail for the building, shop, individual members 
• Non-PPB members visiting to utilize the community room 
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• Community members coming into the precinct as a safe place for custody exchanges or 
refuge for violence 

• Local children/families coming in to get police stickers and engagement with Police Bureau 
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