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Meeting Attendees:

Jill Cropp, DRAC Chair

Peggy Moretti, DRAC Member
Elizabeth Gomez, DRAC Member
Mary-Rain O’Meara, DRAC Member
Bryan Montanio, DRAC Member
Ross Caron, PP&D

Meeting Notes:

General Discussion of Topic

The permitting liaison group reviewed and did not make any corrections to the May 28, 2026,
meeting notes that were distributed prior to this meeting. In this meeting, the group continued to
discuss the purpose, goals, and potential approaches of a permitting liaison / single point-of-
contact (SPOC) type function at the City of Portland.

Member feedback from today’s meeting has been summarized in this section of the notes and
has also been incorporated into the themes from the May 28 meeting notes. (see underlined
updates to “Meeting Discussion Topics by Themes” section form the May 28 meeting notes,
below.)

Based on member discussion and requests, the following next steps were agreed to by the group
to further develop recommendations:
1. Ross Caron, DRAC Liaison, will share June 11 notes with members for their review; and,

2. Caronwillinvite managers responsible for current SPOC type programs to a future
subcommittee meeting. These managers will include Alice Neilsen and David Tebeau,
and other managers/supervisors they chose to include. Discussion topics for meeting
with managers, as discussed by members, included:

a. Outline of current program successes and gaps
b. Discussroadblocks and issues with expanding these types of services to broader
set of customers and/or permit types.



Meeting Notes - DRAC Permitting Liaison Subcommittee

June 11, 2024

How parts of existing SPOC type programs (FIR, Process Managed, GATR Letter
projects, etc.) could be expanded?

Were there SPOC type programs that existed before COVID (move to online
permitting) that could be brought back, and what it would take to bring them back?

3. Based on manager feedback, the group will develop a final draft recommendation and

ensure that all subcommittee members agree on what’s being put forward
4. The group will submit recommendations to DRAC for review, edits and approval

At the end of the meeting, members also shared some high-level thoughts on the shape, scope
and development of the subcommittee’s recommendation. Thoughts included:
e OQOutlining issues/problems with the current process and how a SPOC type program could

address them

e Focusing on efficiencies and benefits that are created for both customers and city

¢ Including the need to research SPOC type programs that exist in other jurisdictions

e Requesting that city move the recommendations forward and take them into
consideration in current and future process improvement efforts, as resources can

support

MEETING DISCUSSION TOPICS BY THEMES

The following themes were developed based on the subcommittee’s May 28 meeting discussion
and have been updated with feedback from the June 11 meeting, underlined.

1. Current Problem

a.

Applicants interact with multiple City staff throughout the permitting and
inspection process, often needing to repeatedly explain issues, questions, and
project context.

Coordinationis largely placed on the permit applicant, creating inefficiencies for
both applicants and staff.

Applicants spend significant time contacting multiple staff to resolve issues or
obtain answers, while staff spend time redirecting inquiries, researching issues, or
coordinating with others to provide responses.

Inconsistent information provided each time applicant speaks to a different staff
person can create confusion, delays and frustration.

Inconsistent information also creates mistrust of city employees and processes,
giving applicants pause when using information provided to them. For example,
information provided in a 15-minute appointment by one staff person may be
disagreed with by reviewer of a permit.

People feel lost in the permitting process and do not know who they should
contact with process related questions, issues, or disagreements. There isn’tone
person who is responsible for explaining overall permitting process or for
identifying when an issue should be escalated to a supervisor or manager.
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2. Permitting Liaison / Single Point-of-Contact (SPOC) Roles and Responsibilities
a. Purpose. Provide applicants with one staff point-of-contact throughout a project.
Some suggested areas of focus:
i. Applicant’s go-to person for questions or to assist with who is appropriate
staff member to ask.
ii. Resolve issues or connect applicants to staff who can resolve them.
iii. Help applicants understand general project requirements, process steps,
and the overall permitting process and timelines.

b. Scope. Can not be responsible for doing everything for applicant. Some
suggested parameters:

1. Helpingresolve roadblocks and communication gaps.

2. Coordinating information across plan review and inspections.

3. Assisting with understanding differing feedback or requirements
from review and inspection staff.

4. Helping staff better understand customer needs and project
context.

c. Service Approaches.
i. Some suggested ways work could be assigned and staff trained to be
experts on included:
e Specific permit/project type, or
e Applicant type (for example: large developer, homeowner, repeat
customer, one-time applicant).
ii. Clearroles, responsibilities, and scope of service would be needed to avoid
SPOC being bogged down and for setting applicant expectations.
iii. The term “liaison” may not fully reflect the intended function and could be
reconsidered.

d. Program Risks and Management. The following potential risks and mitigations
were discussed:
i. Apermitting liaison/SPOC model could be misused if applicant
expectations are not clearly communicated.
ii. Other jurisdictions use eligibility thresholds to access specialized services
and maintain expectations.
iii. Consider accountability measures or limitations for misuse of services.

3. Goals / Outcomes of Service
a. Expected Benefits. The following potential efficiency and benefits were discussed
for both applicants and the City by:
i. Reducing repetitive calls from applicants to answer questions/address

issues and the coordination efforts necessary for staff to take.

ii. Reducing frustration for applicants and staff by improving communication
and issue resolution.

iii. Helping applicants better understand timelines, requirements, and next
steps.
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b. Alignmentw/ City and Bureau Service Objectives. Support should focus on:

i

ii.
iii.
iv.

Reenforcing that the city is open for business

Reducing permitting timeline and delays

Simplifying the process

Improving consistency and reducing confusion throughout plan review and
inspections.



	Development Review Advisory Committee – Permitting Liaison Subcommittee
	Meeting Attendees:
	Meeting Notes:
	General Discussion of Topic
	Meeting Discussion topics by Themes
	1. Current Problem



