
Portland Clean Energy Community Benefits Fund (PCEF) Grants Committee 
May 21st , 2020 - MEETING MINUTES 

 
Committee members present: Andrea Hamberg, Jeff Moreland Jr., Megan Horst, Michael Edden Hill, Ranfis 
Villatoro, Robin Wang, Faith Graham 
 
Committee members absent: Maria Sipin and Shanice Clarke excused  
 
PCEF staff present: Sam Baraso, Cady Lister, Jaimes Valdez, Janet Hammer, Wing Grabowski (BPS staff on 
assignment to PCEF) 
 
MEETING DECISIONS/ACTION ITEMS 

• Committee accepted May 12, 2020 Meeting Minutes. 
 
MEETING SUMMARY NOTES 
 
Opening inspiration by Andrea Hamberg:  Poem “It Couldn’t be Done”, by Edgar Albert Guest 
 
Workforce and contractor equity presentation 

Sam provided overview of Workforce and Contractor Equity (WCE) plan. The PCEF code requires a WCE plan, as 
well as workforce and contractor equity agreements with grantees. Multiple stakeholder groups were engaged 
in the development. Many different types of projects are envisioned. There have been past programs with WCE 
agreements. Reminder to think of frontline community led projects and what cases we design around.  
 
Janet described the changes made between May 5th presentation to committee (incorporating feedback).  Main 
elements that were changed based on feedback included: 

- Projects of a certain size must have contractors identified 
- PCEF grant agreements will include deliverables about strategies and goals 
- Reporting will be required, and inform future programming and how an application is evaluated 
- Prevailing wage rates will be required for projects over a certain $ threshold of project at a single site. 

 
Committee member discussion: 

• Jeffrey: Threshold for prevailing wage is likely to be the most contentious – want to get a sense from 
other committee members about perspectives. 

• Sam: Threshold recommendation in the memo is $500K. Staff, however, is recommending lowering the 
threshold to $350k to send a clearer signal that we want to see prevailing wages on all projects over 
time. This will take an iterative process to explore how to make this work in alignment with PCEF goals 
for both workforce and contractor diversity. 

• Michael: Provided history of prevailing wage, and racist history of Davis-Bacon laws. Numerous states 
adopted prevailing wage to allow unions to exclusively bid on contracts and push out non-union (black) 
contractors. Unions have been, and still are, white-led male institutions, and have a history of keeping 
minority workers off of jobs. Bureau of Labor and Industries (BOLI) serves to enforce prevailing wage 
rules. Prevailing wage also has really good things, like proper pay for employees, wage theft protections, 
higher standard of living. Difference between prevailing wage and non-prevailing wage is about $10/hr, 
which is about $20k a year. That is the difference that allows someone to buy a home, support a family. 



Michael expressed the belief that all commercial projects at any size should be paid at PWR. 
Recommend that we use reporting tools for program, not certified payroll BOLI style reporting, for 
project between $350k and $750k. We want to avoid punishing contractors for paperwork mistakes. In 
IBEW, there are at least 100 small shops that pay out at union wages. The pay rate itself should not be 
an issue, and the biggest problem with prevailing wage is when it is used by BOLI to punish black and 
brown contractors.  

• Ranfis: Oregon Center for Public Policy reported that wage theft is a huge problem in construction 
industry, and workers are being misclassified, underpaid and undervalued. There are also issues with 
contractors being paid on time. Enforcement of workplace issues are complaint driven, need to make 
sure workers know what wages they should expect. Prevailing wages also help ensure that women and 
people of color are paid the same as their white-male counterparts.  

• Jeffrey: Pro- prevailing wage, everyone deserves a high quality of life, especially brown and black folks 
who have been left out of those jobs historically. Biggest issue is the history of prevailing wage, we don’t 
want to lock out the community we are trying to reach. A lot of contractors used to be workers and may 
not have all the back-office staff to do the BOLI compliance. The non-prevailing wage route is the way 
that a lot of people of color get into the industry. Would love to have this program be a bridge, we will 
need to work to make that happen.  

• Robin: Used to finance small contractors, many chose not to do prevailing wage jobs because they didn’t 
want to do the BOLI paperwork. Agree with Michael’s approach, to help build the back office and record 
keeping, getting them ready for BOLI-style jobs. 

• Megan: Hope that we have supports for organizations and contractors to participate. Need both 
monitoring, as well as help to get in compliance. Additionally, wanted to talk about the non-profit 
workforce, and how it might apply to them. Non-profit workers are often also underpaid, and we need 
to think about how to help them pay all their workers more. Should also be thinking about particularly 
vulnerable workers, including those formerly or currently incarcerated and those with disabilities. Want 
to avoid unintended consequences.  

• Ranfis: As we continue, we need to raise the bar. Agree with recommendation to develop a high road 
committee to take a data driven approach and look at successful strategies.  

• Faith: How do committee members feel about the staff proposal? 
• Andrea: Happy to see adjustment down to $350k, would like to push other public agencies to do more. 

Need to be asking a lot of questions about who is being left out, so we are not perpetuating barriers.  
What kind of staff resources would it take to ensure workers know what they should be paid, and how 
do we verify that? 

• Michael: We want everyone to succeed. We will be providing software, and training folks in the system. 
We need to reach out directly and let contractors know that our version is not the same as BOLIs 
experience. 

• Jefferey: OK with proposed $350k threshold, as long as we are ok with changing this in the future if it 
locks out minority contractors. Prevailing wage rates is everyone’s end goal.  
All committee member expressed support for staff to move forward with plan outlined in memo with 
adjusted $350K threshold to trigger the requirement to pay prevailing wages. Ranfis and Michael feel 
the threshold should be even lower, but support proposal.  
 

Application review scoring criteria 

Staff provided a presentation outlining the five different types of grants, including Mini-grants, Application 
Support Grants, Planning Grants, Small Grants, and Large Grants. Note that focus of committee discussion has 



been on large grants. Staff request that committee allow staff and subcommittee to finalize the draft documents 
for the applications for small grants, and planning grants, as well as scoring criteria for each to be released for 
public comment June 1. Full committee will be able to provide detailed guidance again after public comment. 
This is a matter of timing, as we are trying to get comment documents out by June 1st.  

Pause for temperature check about that proposed approach: All committee members expressed thumbs up 
support for staff and subcommittee work on finalizing the draft documents. 

Staff provided overview of scoring criteria for large grants with intention of creating a shared understanding of 
what it means to receive full points for each criterion. After the meeting staff will update scoring criteria memo 
based on feedback and ask that committee members use updated document to complete individual surveys 
rating the level of importance for each criterion and also each category. Staff will use ratings to create draft 
weights.  

Committee discussion - Organizational Capacity category 
• Michael: Are there are any disqualifiers, or is this a point system? 
• Cady: These are all points. 
• Robin: Are there minimum thresholds related to these categories? It has been raised in subcommittee. 
• Cady: There has been discussion of min score threshold for equity-related elements, which show up in a 

few different places. Have not talked about setting those thresholds. Asked if that needs to be done in 
year one.  

• Committee indicated that minimum thresholds do not need to be defined in year one. 
• Andrea: Requirement for No-audit finding seems like a high bar, there are sometimes minor findings. 
• Cady:  We are asking for 3-years of financials, and no audit findings to get full points. This is a fairly high 

bar, but this is only for large grants, smaller grants may have a different range. We also ask for three 
years so that we can look to see if findings are addressed which shows good financial practices.  

• Michael: Want to keep an eye on keeping application as easy and not burdensome as possible. 
 
Committee discussion - Environmental Benefit Criteria 

• Faith: This does cover a ton of content, hope that the public comment period will elevate additional 
elements of the climate action plan.  

• Megan: Reflecting on lifecycle embedded carbon. May be difficult for grant applicants to provide detail 
and assess equally. 

• Cady: Recognize the challenge about documenting supplies/ materials and workplace practices. We 
won’t be asking for a lot of complicated math.  

• Michael: One concern is around clear and accessible language, readability and technical details. 
• Andrea: Interested in air quality and ensuring non-toxic materials, from a health perspective.  
• Cady: We can tweak the language on criteria so that it is a little stronger on stating a commitment on 

the project and incorporate into full-points requirement. 
• Michael – Suggest adding “and other environmental and health impacts” are considered.  
• Agree to incorporate health into criteria for receiving full points for material and operational choices. 

 
Committee discussion - Social Benefits category    

• Andrea: Note that some orgs could just be doing the work of #4 in their mission. 
• Ranfis: For #5, if there is possibility to reverse displacement, and address history, it would be good to 

include. Know it is hard to measure and track but want to consider restoration and healing as well.  



• Megan: We don’t capture health very well in this section. Trying to get at the adaptation and mitigation 
related to current and future threats.  

• Andrea: note that resiliency covers health. 
 
Committee discussion – Workforce and Contractor category 

• Sam: provided rationale for “single site” language related to $ threshold triggering prevailing wage 
requirement. 

• Ranfis: Does the context change if it is the middle of a project, and there is already known what those 
hard goals are? Do we give maximum scores to certainty vs projections?  

• Janet: Full score would account for that track record.  You get more points if you have selected a 
contractor and plan, but it is not required to have that contractor identified.  

• Ranfis: does the context of multiple sites change if the landlord or owner is the same over multiple 
projects, where a set workforce may be used? 

• Sam: This would be a good point for public comment, and good question. 
• Michael: If a project is already active, and stacking PCEF funds, will there be exemptions for wage 

requirements for some of the workforce, if they are already working?  
• Cady: As criteria are currently written, they would be evaluated as if they were brand new.  
• Ranfis: If there is an ongoing project, is the wage standard retroactive? 
• Sam: This is potentially a question for public comment, but if there is a proposal, it would be funding 

something new, and specific to that work proposal.  
• Sam: A lot of those details will be resolved in future years, and worked out – these are good questions 
• Jeffrey: Where is the point where we look at staff/ ownership?  
• Janet: On item 11, we may need to state more strongly the guidance throughout the staff. 
• Ranfis: Don’t just talk about the strategy but demonstrate diverse utilization throughout the org.  
• Michael – Support full points for diverse employee utilization top to bottom 

 
Meeting adjourned 8:00 p.m. 


