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Agenda: 
 

Time Item Presenter 

1. 10:15-10:20 Introductions  Sean/All 

2. 10:20-10:25 
June meeting notes 

• Comments/corrections 
• Subcommittee approval 

Sean/Ross 

3. 10:25-11:10 

Process Administration Discussion – Permitting 
Services 

• Debrief conversion with Jill Grenda of 
P&Z 

• Brainstorm questions for David 
Kuhnhausen  

Sean/Ross 

4. 11:10-11:20 Permitting Task Force update Suzannah/Wilfred/Mieke 

5. 11:20-11:30 
Next steps: 

• Action Items 
• Items for next meeting agenda 

Sean/All 

Link to Customer Process Improvement Suggestion Form for the Commercial New Construction 
Permit Process. 
Link to customer suggestion form for non-Commercial New Construction suggestions 

 
 
Summary of Topics Discussed:  
1. Introductions. Sean began the meeting and introductions were done. 
2. June meeting notes. Sean asked subcommittee members if there were any necessary revisions to the June 

meeting notes. There were none and the notes were approved. 
3. Process Administration Discussion – Permitting Services. Sean began the process administration discussion 

by asking the subcommittee for their thoughts on the previous month’s discussion with Planning and 
Zoning manager Jill Grenda and what could be done differently with the next discussion. 

 

https://airtable.com/shrqebWpTkzZdTYeQ
https://airtable.com/shrqebWpTkzZdTYeQ
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/BDS/80332
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3.1. Krista said she thought the conversation was useful and would be interested to hear about SOPs and 
adjustments that have been made to permitting processes as occurred in DRAC. She noted that the 
subcommittee is a good group to dive deeper into these topics. Ross agreed and said he would look 
over the presentation that was given to DRAC. 

3.2. Suzannah also agreed the subcommittee could do a deeper dive into these topics, adding that she is 
excited to hear about how the Development Services Center (DSC) will evolve and the simple permit 
track that has been established. Sean agreed and said the highlights from the DRAC presentation were 
the shift from walk-in appointments to scheduled appointments and the goal of 2-day approval for 
simple permits.  

3.3. This led to a conversation about the 15-minute appointments that are available for applicants to talk 
with BDS staff and more about the simple permit path. August 9th is the scheduled roll-out date for 
the “Small Project Permit Track”. There will be one track for residential permits and one for 
commercial. Krista stated that getting a better understanding of the simple permit process would be 
great.  

3.4. Sean shared information provided and questioned why small permits exclude anything with new 
plumbing fixtures. Suzannah said she would send questions and ideas about the small permit track to 
Rebecca, but questioned if that was the correct path. Ross responded that he wasn’t aware if a 
specific lead has been identified for the small permit track. Sean added that some clarification of the 
criteria to qualify for the small permit track is necessary. 

3.5. Wilfred asked why the two paths for small permits need to be associated with the DSC opening. Sean 
clarified that they are not contingent on each other. Sean reviewed some “other initiatives” that were 
presented to DRAC – the subcommittee was already aware of all of them. 

3.6. Suzannah moved back to the debrief of the conversation with Jill Grenda. She said it was good to hear 
from a section manager and that it would be good to also establish a feedback loop. Sean added that 
the conversation with David may not jump from topic to topic like the one with Jill, but having 
someone who is closer to the actual work being done is helpful. He said that getting quick feedback 
can help get a project ready to submit for permits. 

3.7. Sean asked how others felt about the lack of structure in the discussion with Jill. He gave an overview 
of the work Permitting Services (David Kuhnhausen’s division) does.  

3.8. Ross noted that David had already provided a high level perspective on the topics that subcommittee 
members may want to discuss, noting that those may help provide better structure for the 
conversation. The high level topics include: Intake, Corrections, and Pre-Issuance. 

3.9. Sean shared a note he took about the conversation with Jill and narrowing the pipeline of reviewers 
so that multiple planners or reviewers aren’t working on the same projects. Suzannah agreed that the 
example Sean provided was the same as what Jill had described.  

3.10. Another comment Sean shared had to do with how some different interagency review groups 
are very small such as the Water Bureau which only has one person. A comment was also added that 
Portland’s system of government adds complexity.  

3.11. Moving back to the high level topics the subcommittee discussed, Sean mentioned he would 
like to know about the process of doing intake, noting that it has improved since the pandemic began. 
He also noted that the scheduling timeline for the 15-minute appointments is only about 1-2 days so 
those meeting happen fairly quickly. 

3.12. Sean asked about the corrections item in the list David provided. He said that currently 
applicants are told when they can submit corrections and questioned whether it would be better if 
applicants could just upload their corrections when they are ready. 

3.13. Sean reviewed pre-issuance with the subcommittee and noted that check sheets are being 
used differently by different review groups and that can cause confusion. 

3.14. Krista stated that different groups and subcommittees give presentations to DRAC and asked if 
there was a general process for how that occurs. Sean responded that the presentations are generally 
scheduled when a particular subcommittee asks for agenda time. Ross mentioned the Process 
Improvement and Technology subcommittee tracking chart and how items are added to that list. 
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3.15. Krista noted that the subcommittee has mostly been in an “understanding” phase where 
group members are learning, but that the subcommittee hasn’t made a lot of recommendations. She 
also asked about the status of the Business Process Improvement (BPI) project. Ross said that an 
August agenda item can be to hear from the BPI consultants. He also said that the subcommittee will 
be involved in the recommendations that come from the BPI project. Krista noted that the 
subcommittee is at a good crossroad between the overall City permit process and the BPI project.  

3.16. Sean asked if ideas for division managers as part of the Process Administration Discussions 
should be added to the subcommittee suggestion tracking chart should include the subcommittee’s 
suggestions for those managers. Matt said they can be added in a separate fashion and will check 
with Sean to see if that works. 

4. Permitting Task Force update. The conversation moved to the permitting task force update. Ross 
noted that Mieke Keenan from BDS is attending. Mieke has been the city manager of the 
Permitting Task Force. 
4.1. Mieke shared a presentation titled “Permit Improvement Task Force – Work Plan” and said 

the task force has landed on one current objective which is to improve the quality of permit 
submittals noting there are about 8 project ideas related to it and those still need to move 
forward through a work plan review process. 

4.2. Mieke shared a slide about the current permit application process which broke it into two 
categories: Intake and Technical Screening. Intake currently takes 14 days and Technical 
Screening adds another 4 days. The slide broke down the components involved with both 
intake and technical screening more and highlighted 4 areas where additional information 
was often needed, noting that these are parts of the processes where applicants are getting 
stuck. 

4.3.  Mieke shared another slide titled “Objective #1 Projects” which focuses on improving the 
submittal process. She noted that a lot of work needs to be done by the City to better 
communicate submittal requirements. An examples is that the Water Bureau doesn’t  
currently have their submittal requirements documented and available. Mieke also noted that 
the Portland Bureau of Transportation is preparing information so applicants can better know and 
understand their dedication requirements, including improvement requirements, prior to submittal. 

4.4. Mieke noted that Objective #1 also includes training for applicants and customers on DevHub 
and better tailoring DevHub to meet customers’ needs. She noted that technical screening is 
currently only done by the BDS Life Safety group and Planning & Zoning and technical screening will 
expand to other review groups as well.  

4.5. Mieke noted that communications policies need to be improved and property owners should 
be included in all project communications, adding that it is also important to establish better 
protocols across bureaus for how communication occurs. Finally Mieke noted that a check sheet 
intervention process could be examined. 

4.6. Wilfred asked about better coordination when a new code or policy is adopted so that 
potential conflicts between review groups’ code could be examined ahead of time. Mieke 
responded that the permitting sections of City bureaus get the proposed code and policy 
language to review ahead of time, but analysis of potential conflicts is left to the bureaus. 
Wilfred responded that creating a feedback loop for bureaus to coordinate and discuss 
potential conflicts would be helpful. Ross added that the 7 City bureaus involved in 
permitting are part of a separate Government Structure Initiate where these types of topics 
are being discussed. 

4.7. Wilfred noted that every failed permit submission is actually a failure of the whole process. 
Mieke noted the Water Bureau issue where failed permit submittals could be a result of lack 
of submittal requirement information available. Improving the availability of submittal 
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requirements will improve predictability. Wilfred added that technology could help with that 
effort using an example of tax submittal software. 

4.8. It was noted that a City survey is currently being created to ask customers about submittal 
requirements and process. The survey will come out around the end of July/beginning of 
August. 

5. Next steps. The subcommittee discussed action items and next steps. Action items include adding 
supervisor suggestions to the subcommittee suggestion tracking chart. Agenda items include the   
Process Administration Discussion with the manager of Permitting Services, David Kuhnhausen, an update 
on the Business Process Improvement project from Delaris consulting, the permit submittal feedback 
survey, and updates on the reopening plan for the DSC. 

 
Meeting chat: 
 
10:18:01 From  Josh  to  Everyone : FYI, I'll need to jump out of the meeting around 10:30 for about 
20-30 minutes. 
10:29:03 From  Ross Caron - he/him  to  Everyone : It doesn't look like the PPT can be dropped into 
the chat board. We can email it to the group. 
10:44:09 From  Ross Caron - he/him  to  Everyone : •Intake (INTK folder process and permit set up, 
fee collection, reviewer assignment) 
•Corrections (SinglePDF) 
•Pre-issuance 
11:03:58 From  Sean Green  to  Everyone : Bringing back information service that BDS can provide 
virtually or in the Permit Center (e.g. intake meetings to review submittal package) 
Narrow pipeline of permit techs working on getting permits in the system and helping customers 
Inter-agency partners that have small staff (e.g. Water Bureau, PBOT)  
Moving to a city manager form of government 
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