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Report Summary – ORS 192.423 
 

At the request of Portland Public School (“PPS” or District”), Superintendent’s Office, 
the General Counsel entered into a personal services contract for the purpose of conducting a 
fact-finding investigation into claims regarding the Chief of Communications and Public Affairs 
for the District until April 2016 (“Respondent”).  The investigation was conducted at the 
direction of the General Counsel and the investigation is protected from disclosure by the 
attorney-client privilege.  This document is a summary of the full investigation consistent with 
ORS 192.423.1 

 
Allegations 
 
1) Whether Respondent awarded a personal services contract in a manner that appears to be 

a misuse of public funds.  
 

2) Whether the scope of the contract was to include work related to the Boundary Review. 
  
Background and Specific Findings 

 
1. The Portland Public Schools Public Contracting Rules allow for contracts to be procured 

through a “direct negotiations” if the contract is $50,000 or less.  (PPS-46-0525.)  The 
direct negotiations procurement process does not require employees to solicit 
responses/proposals from at least three qualified contractors offering the required 
services, in contrast to the general “informal selection process.”  (PPS-46-0510.)   

 
2. In the fall of 2014, Respondent decided he would conduct voter research to be used in a 

potential campaign in 2016, and the work would be performed by an outside consultant.  
 
3. Respondent relied solely on his experience in setting the contract amount of $12,000 for 

the project; however, Respondent did not have the experience necessary to perform the 
project.  Respondent did not solicit responses/proposals from any qualified Contractor to 
determine a reasonable amount for the contract, in spite of the fact that Respondent was 
aware of at least six individuals in the local area who were qualified. 

 
4. Respondent awarded the contract to Contractor pursuant to the “direct negotiations” 

procurement process.  
 
5. Contractor worked from Portlander’s for Schools during the 2014 levy campaign.  The 

2014 levy was passed by over a 70% majority.  Portlander’s for Schools did not pay 
Contractor for all of his work on the 2014 levy, and Contractor is still owed money by 
Portlander’s for Schools.   

 

                                                 
1 ORS 192.423 allows a public body, without waiving any privilege under ORS 40.225 to 40.295, to prepare and 

release a condensation from the record of significant facts that are not otherwise exempt from disclosure under 
ORS 192.410 to 192.505. 



 

2 | P a g e  
 

6. Respondent selected Contractor to do the work within about a month of Contractor’s 
work for Portlander’s for Schools ending, and Respondent was motivated by Contractor’s 
involvement in the successful 2014 levy campaign.  There is no evidence that Respondent 
knew Contractor was owed money by Portlander’s for Schools at the time a personal 
services contract was awarded to Contractor by Respondent. 

 
7. Contractor worked hard on the project for PPS and he created a significant record of data 

for PPS.  He followed directions provided by Respondent, and Contractor was paid the 
amount of his contract with the District.  
 

8. Respondent failed to review the invoices submitted by Contractor, and Respondent failed 
to question the work performed by Contractor.  Respondent did reject any request for 
payment beyond the amount of the contract. 

 
9. In April 2014, Contractor sent Respondent an unsolicited offer to perform services for the 

District in connection to the District’s Boundary Review.   
 
10. Respondent saved the solicitation, but rejected the offer.  
 
11. Respondent did not draft Personal Services Contact #61434; instead, he directed his staff 

to draft the contract between the District and Contractor.  Respondent’s staff drafted the 
contract based on saved communications between Contractor and Respondent, including 
Contractor’s unsolicited, rejected offer from April 2014. 

 
12. Respondent signed the contract, spending $12,000 of the District’s funds, without 

reviewing the contract sufficiently to ensure the scope of work was accurate.   
 


