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Bureau Summary
Bureau Mission
To promote open and accountable government by providing independent and
impartial reviews, access to public information, and service for City government
and the public.

Bureau Overview
The elected City Auditor provides accountability for the use of public resources.
City Charter requires the Auditor to be professionally certified and assigns the
Auditor a variety of responsibilities, including conducting performance audits,
administering City elections, maintaining all official records of the City, overseeing
the Council agenda and meetings, and other accountability functions. City Code
also authorizes the Auditor to provide civilian oversight of the Portland Police
Bureau, impartial hearings of appeals of City decisions, and independent
investigations of complaints.
The FY 2016-17 requested operating budget for the Auditor's Office totals $10
million, which provides funding for a wide range of programs and responsibilities.
The remainder of the budget appears in funds managed by the Assessments,
Finance & Foreclosure program, which finances both large and small local
improvement projects on behalf of other bureaus. These figures are displayed as
part of the Auditor's Office overall budget in addition to the operating expenses.

Strategic Direction
Protect the
Independence of the
Auditor's Office

The Auditor’s Office is a civic asset placed in the care of the elected Auditor. To
provide critical public oversight, it must be independent from the executive branch
bureaus it scrutinizes. The Auditor’s independence is compromised by some
internal policies and practices that require the Auditor’s Office to make requests or
seek approval from the very bureaus it must hold accountable. Portland’s Auditor
needs the same protection from executive branch intrusions that elected auditors in
other jurisdictions have. They rely on voters to ensure that the elected auditor
makes decisions that are in the best interest of the public. Other elected auditors
may seek guidance or advice on internal matters, but they do not ask permission
from those they regulate. It is a priority of the City Auditor to continue aligning
Portland with its peers to ensure the Auditor’s Office operates solely on behalf of
the public.

Promote
Transparency and
Accountability

The recommendations of a communications work group, formed by the Auditor in
2015, will be set in motion to improve the accessibility of information by the public.
The Auditor’s Office produces written reports, Council meeting agendas, public
records guides, and other documents each year that contain information vital for
the public’s ability to hold the City accountable. Plans are underway to distribute
information in different formats and make better use of the City’s website for
timelier reporting.
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Better communication will also raise awareness about the Auditor’s Independent
Police Review, City Ombudsman, and Hearings Office, which respond to
community complaints about City actions. The office will also continue its focus on
assessing progress toward the City’s equity goals. For example, Audit Services has
implemented a consideration of equity outcomes for every audit, which will ensure
that potential disparities can be flagged for further analysis alongside efficiency
and effectiveness issues.
Meet Expectations
for Timely Police
Misconduct
Investigations

4

A settlement agreement between the City and the U.S. Department of Justice
requires that administrative investigations of police misconduct complaints be
completed within six months, which marks a significant expectation for
improvement over past practice. The Auditor’s Independent Police Review has
taken steps to increase efficiency, streamline operations, and acquire additional
staff. City Council needs to ensure that adequate resources are provided to achieve
the settlement’s timeliness standard as well as other requirements that will
contribute to a growing caseload for the Auditor’s Office.
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Description

Audit Services
The mission of the Audit Services Division is to promote equitable, efficient,
effective, and fully accountable City government. The division conducts
independent audits in accordance with government auditing standards that
provide objective information and recommendations to City elected officials,
managers, and the public.
Performance and financial audit reports identify savings and revenue
enhancements, strengthen management controls, and improve the equity, efficiency
and effectiveness of City government operations. Since 1985, Audit Services has
issued more than 300 audit reports. Recent audits assessed the oversight of City
Council Grants; provided recommendations for City bureaus to improve
administration of red light cameras; reviewed implementation of a voter approved
arts tax; and examined City services and quality of life in Southwest Portland.

Goals

Audit Services supports the City goal of delivering efficient, effective, and
accountable City services and the Auditor's Office goal of improving City
accountability and performance by reporting impartial audit results and
recommendations to decision-makers and the public.

Performance

Audit Services issued 12 audit reports in FY 2014-15 to help improve the City's
accountability and to identify opportunities for increased efficiency and
effectiveness. The goal for FY 2016-17 remains 12 reports. In FY 2014-15, the cost per
audit hour was $114; the projected cost for FY 2015-16 is $122 per hour, and $125
per hour is the goal in FY 2016-17. The measure of cost per audit hour can be
reviewed against other audit providers' costs as well as used in forecasting the total
audit costs. The number of audits issued is an important measure of office activity
and productivity and can be compared year-to-year, as well as measured against
other offices and against the number of auditors on staff.
In FY 2014-15, City management implemented, or was in the process of
implementing, 85% of audit recommendations, a significant decrease after years of
93% implementation rate. The goal for FY 2016-17 remains the industry standard of
85%. As a long term strategic goal for the City, the division has set a 90% rate for
bureaus to implement or be in the progress of implementing Audit Services
recommendations by FY 2021-22. This is a long term measure the division will
track on behalf of the City. It closely aligns with the Portland Plan’s intention to be
measurable and accountable in all of its stated goals and benchmarks. A failure of
this long term goal reflects the fact that recommendations are made that the City
either decides against or cannot implement.

Changes to Services
and Activities

The division continues to provide high value to the public and to City government.
In FY 2015-16 one position was moved to the Ombudsman's Office to rebalance the
work of that division.
Recently, the Auditor introduced an equity lens to the auditing process by adding
an equity analysis of affected protected classes. Auditors will review geographic,
socio-economic, and cultural impacts, as well as disparities internally and
externally throughout programs and services. This process began in FY 2015-16.
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The cuts proposed to Audit Services as a part of the requested budget include
elimination of a support position, which would increase the administrative and
publishing responsibilities for each auditor. In addition, the cuts eliminate the
community survey. As a result, the division could see changes to two performance
measures: a decrease in the number of audits the division is able to complete within
a year and the cost per audit hour. The current number of audits published per year
is 12; the Auditor’s Office estimates these cuts would result in 10 reports per year,
including discontinuation of the community survey. The current estimated cost per
audit hour for FY 2016-17 is $125; it is unknown at this time how much these
changes could increase hourly audit costs.

FTE & Financials
FTE

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Requested No
DP
FY 2016-17

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested
FY 2016-17

12.12

12.12

11.80

11.40

10.40

1,693,833
332,313
96,972
2,123,118

1,679,307
328,003
112,733
2,120,043

1,690,365
396,723
101,963
2,189,051

1,772,134
408,625
105,022
2,285,781

1,606,102
408,625
105,022
2,119,749

Expenditures
Audit Services
CAFR Audit
Single Audit
Total Expenditures
Performance

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Yr End Est.
FY 2015-16

Base
FY 2016-17

Target
FY 2016-17

Key Performance Measure
Percentage of audit report recommendations implemented or in
process

93%

80%

85%

85%

85%

$114

$114

$122

$122

$125

13

12

12

12

12

Efficiency
Full cost per audit hour
Workload
Number of audit reports issued
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Independent Police Review

Description

The Independent Police Review (IPR) is an impartial oversight agency under the
authority of the independently elected City Auditor. IPR was created to improve
police accountability, promote higher standards of police services, and increase
public confidence. IPR receives complaints, conducts investigations, reviews and
participates in ongoing police administrative investigations, and monitors and
reports on complaint status. IPR participates as a voting member of the Police
Review Board, which is the body that reviews allegations of police misconduct and
recommends discipline. Through IPR’s code authority, the City Auditor hires
outside experts to review officer-involved shootings and in-custody deaths. Staff in
IPR provide assistance to the Citizen Review Committee, which reviews and rules
on appeals of investigation findings and advises the Portland Police Bureau.

Goals

The City Auditor's goal is to ensure that IPR carries out its civilian oversight
responsibilities in a manner that is professional, unbiased, responsive, and fair. The
work of IPR supports the City goal of delivering efficient, effective, and
accountable services.

Performance

In FY 2014-15, IPR received approximately 386 complaints; 400 complaints are
projected for FY 2016-17. In an effort to track the requirements of the City of
Portland’s settlement agreement with the Department of Justice, IPR has begun
tracking the percent of investigations completed within 60 days. As a part of the
agreement, the City is required to complete investigations of complaints against
police in 180 days total; IPR has 60 days to complete its portion. IPR has set a
preliminary goal for FY 2016-17 of 30% of cases complete within 60 days. Adding
investigators is critical to increase this percentage. IPR estimates that it would
increase the number to 45% with the staff requested in this budget. IPR has set a
long term strategic goal to complete 75% of investigations within 60 days by FY
2018-19.

Changes to Services
and Activities

Workload will continue to increase in response to the Department of Justice
settlement agreement and the passage of House Bill 2002, which requires
investigations of profiling complaints. The law also expanded the definition of
profiling to include several categories in addition to race. One limited-duration
complaint investigator position was added during the budget monitoring process
last year. A proposal in this budget makes that position ongoing and requests an
additional complaint investigator.

FTE & Financials
FTE

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested No
DP
FY 2016-17

Requested
FY 2016-17

11.50

11.50

12.08

11.50

12.50

1,357,233
1,357,233

1,522,715
1,522,715

1,645,602
1,645,602

1,653,334
1,653,334

1,708,870
1,708,870

Expenditures
Independent Police Review
Total Expenditures
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Performance

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Yr End Est.
FY 2015-16

Base
FY 2016-17

Target
FY 2016-17

Efficiency
Percentage of IPR investigations completed in 60 days

NA

NA

20%

30%

45%

421

386

388

400

400

Workload
Number of community complaints to Independent Police Review
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Ombudsman Office
The Ombudsman's Office is an independent, impartial program that receives
complaints from the public and City employees about administrative acts of the
City. The Ombudsman has the authority to investigate complaints to determine
whether the City has acted fairly and reasonably. If a complaint is substantiated, the
Ombudsman will work with the complainant and the bureau to find a fair solution
and may advocate for systemic changes to policies or procedures to avoid
subsequent problems. If a complaint is unfounded, the Ombudsman will explain
the reasoning and the implications to the complainant.

Description

The Ombudsman's Office plays a significant role in addressing public concerns,
thus avoiding more costly conflicts and increasing trust in government. The
Ombudsman promotes government accountability by conducting impartial
administrative investigations, identifying areas for systemic reform, targeting
outreach to historically underserved communities, and managing the Auditor's
anonymous tip line, www.opencitytipline.com, which receives reports of alleged
fraud, waste, abuse, and other governmental misconduct.
Goals

The Ombudsman's Office supports the City goal of providing responsive,
equitable, and effective municipal services and the Auditor's goals of improving
City accountability and providing meaningful oversight of City bureaus. By
resolving complaints and making recommendations to improve administrative
practices and procedures, the Ombudsman promotes fairness and justice in City
government.

Performance

The Ombudsman’s Office responds to more than 400 new contacts annually. The
Office focuses on investigating complaints that either suggest a system-wide
problem or that involve an important principle of good government. For FY 201415, the goal was for bureaus to accept at least 60% of the Ombudsman's
recommendations; the actual acceptance rate was much higher, at 87%. The
acceptance goal in FY 2016-17 has been increased to 75%.

Changes to Services
and Activities

In FY 2015-16 the Auditor restored the Deputy Ombudsman position, allowing the
Ombudsman’s Office to conduct more high-impact investigations and pursue
administrative and legislative reform based on the results of those investigations.

FTE & Financials
FTE

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested No
DP
FY 2016-17

Requested
FY 2016-17

1.50

1.50

2.50

2.50

2.50

179,016
179,016

205,790
205,790

340,467
340,467

380,270
380,270

380,270
380,270

Expenditures
Ombudsman Office
Total Expenditures

City of Portland, Oregon – FY 2016-17 Requested Budget

9

Office of the City Auditor
Elected Officials Service Area

Performance

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Yr End Est.
FY 2015-16

Base
FY 2016-17

Target
FY 2016-17

Key Performance Measure
Percentage of Ombudsman's Office recommendations accepted
by bureaus

90%

87%

85%

75%

75%

414

455

420

380

380

Workload
Number of complaints and requests to the Ombudsman
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Hearings Office
The Hearings Office provides a forum for public hearings and renders objective
decisions based on City Code on matters over which City Council grants it
jurisdiction. The office hears cases initiated by a government body against a person
or property and cases brought by parties who believe that a governmental
determination is not legally or factually correct.

Description

The office provides appeal hearings for City bureaus, conducts hearings on certain
types of land use applications, and hears cases pursuant to intergovernmental
agreements with other agencies, primarily TriMet.
Goals

The office supports the City goal of delivering efficient, effective, and accountable
municipal services and the Auditor's goal of improving City accountability and
performance by reporting its independent and impartial reviews, findings,
conclusions, and recommendations.

Performance

In FY 2014-15, the Hearings Office processed 637 cases; the estimate for FY 2016-17
is 700 cases. The number and types of cases brought to the Hearings Office is very
difficult to project.

Changes to Services
and Activities

The Hearings Office has recently undergone changes to improve access and service.
Last year, Council approved an ordinance to eliminate economic and other barriers
to community members who wish to appeal a City decision. Today, filing for an
appeal is centralized at the Hearings Office, a filing fee of $10 is established, and
notification requirements are in place. The Hearings Office has seen a small uptick
in the number of appeals being filed, but the additional volume of cases is not
enough to warrant additional staffing at this time. The Auditor's Office will
continue to carefully monitor workload.
The Hearings Office administers cases on behalf of the City Council and is located
within the Auditor's Office at the Auditor's consent. The requested budget includes
a package to change the funding model of the Hearings Office from its current
partial cost-recovery arrangement to General Fund funding. The Auditor has made
this request in order to provide a minimum staffing level necessary to maintain
operations, stabilize the budget, reduce revenue uncertainty, and limit the
administrative load on Auditor's Office staff. The current model threatens to put at
risk the limited General Fund resources dedicated to other divisions and services
within the Auditor's Office and is unsustainable. The Auditor's consent to continue
hosting the Hearings Office as part of her portfolio is contingent on fixing the
funding model for these reasons.

FTE & Financials
FTE

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested No
DP
FY 2016-17

Requested
FY 2016-17

3.50

3.50

3.50

3.50

3.50

513,116
513,116

581,318
581,318

687,125
687,125

652,376
652,376

648,974
648,974

Expenditures
Hearings Office
Total Expenditures
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Performance

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Yr End Est.
FY 2015-16

Base
FY 2016-17

Target
FY 2016-17

Workload
Number of code, appeal, land use, and tow Hearings Office cases

12

696

637

690

670

670
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Description

City Recorder
The City Recorder function consists of two divisions that develop and maintain
accurate and objective documentation of City business and records. These are the
Council Clerk/Contracts and the Archives and Records Management divisions.
Council Clerk/Contracts
As the administrator of Council sessions, the Council Clerk staff prepares the
agenda, processes ordinances and resolutions, compiles official minutes, and
provides easy access to these proceedings. The staff also produces the official
versions of City Charter and Code, gives final approval of City contract documents,
approves claims for payment against the City, and disburses payments.
Archives and Records Management
Archives and Records Management is responsible for records retention schedules,
records storage, confidential records destruction, preservation of historical records,
and reference and retrieval services for the public and City employees at the
Portland Archives and Records Center. The staff assists elected officials and
bureaus in managing their public records legally and efficiently. They help bureaus
to develop records retention schedules that meet their needs and give guidance and
instruction on public records issues. Archives and Records Management also
administers the Efiles HPRM/TRIM electronic records management and retention
system to ensure that the City’s electronic records comply with retention
regulations and are easily accessible.

Goals

These programs supports the City goal of delivering efficient, effective, and
accountable services and the Auditor Office’s goal of ensuring open and
transparent Council deliberations and access to records.

Performance

In FY 2014-15, the average time to provide Council meeting minutes to the public
was 6 months, an improvement of 3 months from the previous year. The division
expects to increase this turnaround to an average of 3 months in FY 2016-17. An
increase of a .5 FTE to 1.0 FTE in FY 2014-15 improved the ability of the division to
process all Council documents. In FY 2014-15, the Council Clerk spent 273 hours in
Council meetings. The estimate for FY 2016-17 is 250 hours, based on current
meeting lengths.
In FY 2014-15, the number of Efiles records viewed by the public was 2,908,457 and
the projection for FY 2015-16 is 4,449,742 representing an estimated 50% increase in
records viewed. The goal for FY 2016-17 is a 50% increase. In FY 2014-15, the
division assisted 993 researchers and expects 950 in FY 2016-17. The division also
tracks the cost per HPRM/TRIM transaction; costs continue to decrease as use of
HPRM/TRIM increases Citywide. Costs were approximately $0.10 per transaction
for FY 2014-15, and the goal is $0.09 in FY 2016-17.

Changes to Services
and Activities

City employees and the public continue to heavily access public documents
through HPRM/TRIM and EFiles (the public access portal of HPRM/TRIM).
Assisting employees and the public with public records requests and research
continues at a level that has more than doubled since the Portland Archives
Records Center moved to the Portland State University campus in May 2010.
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Working closely with the City Attorney's Office, Archives and Records
Management is working to develop more effective standards for managing email,
and continues its efforts to deploy HPRM/TRIM to additional bureaus. To improve
employees' knowledge and understanding of their public recordkeeping
responsibilities and expectations, Archives and Records Management is developing
online, interactive records management training and plans to have it deployed by
the end of FY 2015-16.
The Council Clerk/Contracts division oversees the closed-captioning of Council
work sessions, which is a requirement for all videos posted to the City's website
under a 2013 ordinance. The length of these meetings continues to rise, impacting
the costs the Auditor's Office must pay to the vendor to caption additional hours of
video. This budget includes a request to fund the requirement for closed-captioning
and continue to make the Council's work sessions available and accessible to all
Portlanders.

FTE & Financials
FTE

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested No
DP
FY 2016-17

Requested
FY 2016-17

13.50

14.00

14.00

14.00

14.00

2,437,263
749,887
3,187,150

2,556,349
779,798
3,336,147

2,665,925
857,222
3,523,147

2,664,971
870,945
3,535,916

2,640,971
883,445
3,524,416

Expenditures
Archives & Records Management
Council Clerk & Contracts
Total Expenditures
Performance

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Yr End Est.
FY 2015-16

Base
FY 2016-17

Target
FY 2016-17

Key Performance Measure
Annual percentage change in electronic documents viewed
through E-files (public portal)

18%

172%

80%

50%

50%

1,070,735

2,908,457

5,235,223

7,852,835

7,852,835

$0.12
9

$0.10
6

$0.08
4

$0.09
3

$0.09
3

937

993

920

950

950

203

273

265

273

273

Effectiveness
Number of electronic documents viewed through E-Files (public
portal)
Efficiency
TRIM transaction cost per record
Average number of months to make Council meeting minutes
available to public
Workload
Number of researchers assisted by Portland Archives & Records
Center staff
Number of hours Clerk spends in Council meetings
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Description

Assessments & Improvements
(Assessments, Finance, and Foreclosure)
The Assessments, Finance, and Foreclosure program provides a wide range of
services to property owners through special assessments. The program helps plan
and finance local improvement projects, such as sewer, street, and sidewalk
improvements. The program also assists with code enforcement efforts, such as
nuisance abatements and demolitions, assesses penalties, and provides property
owners with a variety of financing mechanisms to pay off assessments. The
program oversees the Local Improvement District (LID) Fund, the Bancroft Bond
Fund, and the Assessment Collection Fund.
The primary objective of the Foreclosure Program is to protect the interest of
bondholders and taxpayers by recovering costs incurred by the City. The program
staff works closely with the Portland Bureau of Transportation, Bureau of
Development Services, Bureau of Environmental Services, Portland Water Bureau,
and Portland Parks and Recreation in providing counseling and assistance to
property owners regarding their assessments. Staff investigates and conducts
research to see if individuals qualify for financial assistance, prepares individual
payment plans, and contacts other agencies for assistance as needed.
The funding source for this division is the LID Fund. Expenditures are for staffing,
management, and materials and services in the Auditor’s Office; an interagency
agreement with the Bureau of Revenue and Financial Services for lien collection
services; and internal services.

Goals

The Assessments, Finance, and Foreclosure program supports the City's goal of
improving the quality of life in the neighborhoods and the bureau goal of
providing accurate assessment recordings, financing, and information to protect
the interest of City bureaus, bondholders, and taxpayers.

Performance

In FY 2014-15, the Foreclosure program, which works with homeowners to collect
back-owed liens and other debts and to prevent foreclosure, collected $1.28 million
dollars. The goal for FY 2016-17 is lowered to $900,000, due to the decrease in
number of liens placed for housing maintenance cases. For the Assessment
Program, in FY 2014-15, there were 1,953 new assessments; the estimate for FY
2016-17 is 1,649. In FY 2014-15, there were 977 assessments per staff person; there
are 825 estimated for FY 2016-17. Activity level is based on the number, size, scope
and timing of projects brought by other bureaus for assessment. Large LID
assessments, such as for the Portland Streetcar project, are a primary driver of
workload.

Changes to Services
and Activities

Funding activity will continue to be moderate in FY 2016-17 with final assessment
of several medium size LID projects. Significant budget changes can occur with the
sale of the special assessment bonds to finance large LID projects and the increased
use of system development charges to pay for City infrastructure.
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FTE & Financials

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested No
DP
FY 2016-17

Requested
FY 2016-17

Expenditures
Assessments & Improvements
Total Expenditures
Performance

1,270,843
1,270,843
Actual
FY 2013-14

1,600,471
1,600,471
Actual
FY 2014-15

1,660,840
1,660,840
Yr End Est.
FY 2015-16

1,380,810
1,380,810
Base
FY 2016-17

1,380,810
1,380,810
Target
FY 2016-17

Effectiveness
Annual amount recovered in lieu of foreclosure by the Foreclosure
Program

$1,223,348

$1,284,942

$1,000,000

$900,000

$900,000

1,916

977

803

825

825

3,831

1,953

1,606

1,649

1,649

Efficiency
Number of assessments per staff person
Workload
Number of new liens assessed
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Administration & Support

Description

Direct Public Support
Management Services provides direct support to the public. This division houses
the City Elections program, which is responsible for managing elections processes
for the City. Management Services also administers the Lobbyist Registration
Program, which registers lobbying entities, receives and publishes lobbying
reports, and maintains the online reporting application. Management Services
administers and maintains the repository of the Portland Policy Documents. Staff
members review documents that add, delete, and/or amend Citywide policies and
makes them available online.
Administrative Support
The Management Services Division is the Auditor's executive office, providing
leadership, accountability, and support for all activities of the bureau. These
functions include policy analysis, budgeting, accounting, human resources,
timekeeping, maintenance of online presence, purchasing, and information
technology projects and systems. This division serves as a contact point for other
bureaus and offices in the City.

Goals

Management Services helps attain the City's goal of delivering efficient, effective,
and accountable municipal services, as well as the Auditor's goal of providing
leadership and accountability.

Performance

In FY 2014-15, administrative costs were 8% of the total operating budget, meeting
the goal of being under 10%. The FY 2016-17 target remains 7%. In FY 2014-15, the
Elections Officer processed 6 elections filings in an off-election year, including
several initiative petition filings. The Elections Office expects 25 filings by the end
of the FY 2015-16 and 6 filings in FY 2016-17 during an off election year.

Changes to Services
and Activities

The Auditor anticipates changes to the Management Services division in FY 201617 will include enhancements to the Lobbyist Registration program responsibilities
and improvements to the online registration system. Additionally, a number of
reorganizations within the Auditor’s Office are planned and will increase the
workload for planning, human resources, and administrative support.

FTE & Financials
FTE

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested No
DP
FY 2016-17

Requested
FY 2016-17

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.50

4.50

658,080
658,080

668,157
668,157

873,692
873,692

832,691
832,691

804,323
804,323

Expenditures
Administration & Support
Total Expenditures
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Office of the City Auditor
Elected Officials Service Area

Performance

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Yr End Est.
FY 2015-16

Base
FY 2016-17

Target
FY 2016-17

Efficiency
Administrative costs as a percentage of total budget: goal is 10%
or less

7.6%

8.0%

7.0%

7.0%

7.0%

13

6

25

5

5

Workload
Number of election filings
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Office of the City Auditor
Elected Officials Service Area

Performance Measures
In FY 2014-15, 80% of Audit Service's report
recommendations were implemented or in
the process of being implemented by City
bureaus. The goal for FY 2016-17 remains at
85%, which is within the industry standard.

Percentage

Percent of Audit Recommendations Implemented
or in Process

In FY 2014-15 the goal was set to have 60% of
the Ombudsman's recommendations
accepted by City bureaus. That year, the
office reached an actual acception rate of
87%. The goal for the acception rate for FY
2016-17 has been increased to 75%.

Percentage

Percentage of Ombudsman's Office
Recommendations Accepted by Bureaus

This measure tracks the percentage change in
the number of electronic documents viewed
in E-files, the online public portal for City
records. The percent change in FY 2014-15
increased by 172%. It is difficult to predict
trends in the number of documents viewed
by the public. Based on current views, a 50%
increase is projected in FY 2015-16 and a 50%
increase is the estimate for FY 2016-17. The
overall upward trend in public views of
documents through E-files shows a
continued increase in public access of City
records.
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Percentage Change

Annual Percentage Change in Electronic
Documents Viewed through E-files (Public Portal)
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Office of the City Auditor
Elected Officials Service Area

This new measure tracks a key deadline for
complaince with the City's portion of the
settlement agreement with the U.S.
Department of Justice. The 60 day deadline is
the Independent Police Review's portion of
time to complete an investigation. For FY
2016-17 the goal is set for 30% with current
level of staff and 45% with additional
investigators. The division's long term
strategic goal, with additional resources, is to
reach 75% of investigations completed
within 60 days by FY 2018-19.
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Percent

Percent of IPR Investigations Completed Within 60
Days
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Office of the City Auditor

Summary of Bureau Budget

Elected Officials Service Area
Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested No DP
FY 2016-17

Requested
FY 2016-17

Resources
External Revenues
Charges for Services
Bond & Note
Miscellaneous
Total External Revenues

1,135,810
8,448,802
19,858,161
29,442,773

1,319,553
0
10,127,372
11,446,925

1,076,341
5,370,065
7,542,520
13,988,926

1,390,998
9,027,599
8,487,937
18,906,534

1,146,230
9,027,599
8,487,937
18,661,766

2,636,954
4,999,159
60
730,140
8,366,313
19,330,207
$57,139,293

3,617,190
4,654,012
64,414
139,333
8,474,949
17,993,650
$37,915,524

4,181,431
4,742,122
0
67,190
8,990,743
16,598,989
$39,578,658

4,078,349
4,876,937
0
41,064
8,996,350
16,688,763
$44,591,647

4,210,415
4,876,937
0
0
9,087,352
16,688,763
$44,437,881

5,345,801
946,577
3,647,885
9,940,263

5,653,086
1,351,601
3,279,976
10,284,663

5,983,908
1,698,466
3,237,550
10,919,924

6,041,993
1,529,333
3,149,852
10,721,178

5,981,121
1,444,663
3,141,628
10,567,412

22,578,704
0
6,626,676
0
29,205,380
17,993,650
$57,139,293

10,319,764
0
13,334
0
10,333,098
17,297,763
$37,915,524

8,001,626
3,327,376
3,674,222
13,655,510
28,658,734
0
$39,578,658

12,375,028
2,376,170
3,787,317
15,331,954
33,870,469
0
$44,591,647

12,375,028
2,376,170
3,787,317
15,331,954
33,870,469
0
$44,437,881

658,080
1,270,843
651,709
2,123,118
(2)
3,187,150
513,116
1,357,233
179,016
0
9,940,263

668,157
1,600,471
249,997
2,120,043
0
3,336,147
581,318
1,522,715
205,790
25
$10,284,663

873,692
1,660,840
0
2,189,051
0
3,523,147
687,125
1,645,602
340,467
0
$10,919,924

832,691
1,380,810
0
2,285,781
0
3,535,916
652,376
1,653,334
380,270
0
$10,721,178

804,323
1,380,810
0
2,119,749
0
3,524,416
648,974
1,708,870
380,270
0
$10,567,412

Internal Revenues
General Fund Discretionary
General Fund Overhead
Fund Transfers - Revenue
Interagency Revenue
Total Internal Revenues
Beginning Fund Balance

Total Resources
Requirements
Bureau Expenditures
Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services
Total Bureau Expenditures

Fund Expenditures
Debt Service
Contingency
Fund Transfers - Expense
Debt Service Reserves
Total Fund Expenditures
Ending Fund Balance

Total Requirements
Programs
Administration & Support
Assessments & Improvements
Assessments, Finance & Foreclosure
Audit Services
Campaign Finance
City Recorder
Hearings Office
Independent Police Review
Ombudsman Office
Progress Board

Total Programs
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Office of the City Auditor

FTE Summary

Elected Officials Service Area

Class

Title

30000434 Administrative Assistant
30000433 Administrative Specialist, Sr
30002208 Archives & Records Mgmt Coord
30000542 Archives & Records Mgmt Spec
30000544 Archives & Records Mgmt Spec, Sr
30000545 Archivist, City
30000551 Audit Services, Director of
30000558 Auditor, Chief Deputy City
30000003 Auditor, City
30000448 Business Systems Analyst
30000546 Clerk to City Council
30000491 Community Outreach & Informtn Assistant
30000492 Community Outreach & Informtn Rep
30000553 Complaint Investigator
30000547 Council Support & Contracts Supervisor
30000568 Financial Analyst, Sr
30000552 Foreclosure Program Manager
30000028 Hearings Clerk
30000598 Hearings Officer
30000556 IPR Program Manager
30000555 IPR Program Manager, Assistant
30000451 Management Analyst
30000452 Management Analyst, Sr
30000450 Management Assistant
30000550 Management Auditor, Principal
30000549 Management Auditor, Sr
30000012 Office Support Specialist II
30000013 Office Support Specialist III
30000554 Ombudsman, City
TOTAL FULL-TIME POSITIONS
30000598 Hearings Officer
30000555 IPR Program Manager, Assistant
30000549 Management Auditor, Sr
TOTAL PART-TIME POSITIONS
30000553 Complaint Investigator
TOTAL LIMITED TERM POSITIONS
GRAND TOTAL

22

Salary Range
Minimum Maximum
49,275
45,885
65,957
45,885
59,800
72,800
94,931
94,931
113,131
62,795
62,795
49,275
59,800
62,795
69,285
69,285
69,285
47,694
94,931
94,931
76,294
62,795
69,285
49,275
76,294
69,285
34,445
44,075
82,098

75,899
70,637
87,963
70,637
79,726
97,386
128,627
128,627
113,131
83,720
83,720
75,899
79,726
83,720
92,498
92,498
92,498
62,733
128,627
128,627
102,544
83,720
92,498
75,899
102,544
92,498
49,462
58,406
109,346

94,931
76,294
69,285

128,627
102,544
92,498

62,795

83,720

Revised
FY 2015-16
No.
Amount
1.00
1.00
2.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
6.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
7.00
2.00
2.00
1.00
48.00
0.50
0.50
1.80
2.80
0.58
0.58
51.38

68,352
61,121
173,079
92,244
73,116
97,380
128,628
128,628
113,136
83,724
83,724
57,336
159,456
452,243
92,496
92,496
92,496
125,472
128,628
121,554
96,948
160,164
92,496
139,837
102,540
561,312
78,708
102,480
95,274
3,855,068
47,472
45,172
86,880
179,524
36,631
36,631
4,071,223

Requested No DP
FY 2016-17
No.
Amount
1.00
1.00
2.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
6.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
7.00
2.00
2.00
1.00
48.00
0.50
0.50
1.40
2.40
0.00
0.00
50.40

71,148
63,626
175,451
96,012
75,855
97,380
128,628
128,628
113,136
83,724
83,724
59,682
159,456
467,110
92,496
92,496
92,496
125,472
128,628
126,318
100,673
162,774
92,496
144,393
102,540
628,912
85,506
107,109
99,180
3,985,049
47,472
47,026
124,366
218,864
0
0
4,203,913

Requested
FY 2016-17
No.
Amount
1.00
1.00
2.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
8.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
0.00
2.00
1.00
7.00
2.00
2.00
1.00
48.00
0.50
0.50
1.40
2.40
0.00
0.00
50.40

71,148
63,626
175,451
96,012
75,855
97,380
128,628
128,628
113,136
83,724
83,724
59,682
79,728
603,118
92,496
92,496
92,496
125,472
128,628
126,318
100,673
162,774
0
144,393
102,540
628,912
85,506
107,109
99,180
3,948,833
47,472
47,026
124,366
218,864
0
0
4,167,697
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Assessment Collection Fund

Fund Summary

Community Development Service Area
Com unityDevlopmentServicArea

AsesmentColectinFud

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Requested
No DP
FY 2016-17

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested
FY 2016-17

Proposed
FY 2016-17

Resources
Miscellaneous

1,315

537

850

950

950

1,315
28

537
14

850
0

950
0

950
0

28
79,247

14
79,059

0
78,128

0
78,589

0
78,589

80,590

79,610

78,978

79,539

79,539

Internal Materials and Services

1,531

1,536

0

0

0

Total Bureau Expenditures

1,531
0
0

1,536
0
0

0
78,968
10

0
79,539
0

0
79,539
0

Ending Fund Balance

0
79,059

0
78,074

78,978
0

79,539
0

79,539
0

Total Requirements

80,590

79,610

78,978

79,539

79,539

Total External Revenues
Fund Transfers - Revenue

Total Internal Revenues
Beginning Fund Balance

Total Resources
Requirements

Contingency
Fund Transfers - Expense

Total Fund Expenditures

Fund Overview
The Assessment Collection Fund is largely inactive, with a minimal number of
accounting transactions posted to the fund. The City Charter allows for
replenishment of this fund by selling up to $1.5 million in bonds. Those resources
would be used to pay off delinquent accounts in other funds. Collection activity on
the delinquent liens, up to and including foreclosure, would then be handled by the
fund.
Managing Agency

Office of the City Auditor

Significant Changes from Prior Year
None
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Bancroft Bond Interest and Sinking Fund

Fund Summary

Community Development Service Area
Com unityDevlopmentServicArea

BancroftBndItersandSinkgFund

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested
No DP
FY 2016-17

Requested
FY 2016-17

Proposed
FY 2016-17

Resources
Bond & Note
Miscellaneous

3,687
8,357,718

0
9,393,197

0
7,236,170

0
6,792,668

0
6,792,668

8,361,405

9,393,197

7,236,170

6,792,668

6,792,668

0
15,189,064

0
11,883,223

0
12,321,803

0
13,952,574

0
13,952,574

23,550,469

21,276,420

19,557,973

20,745,242

20,745,242

0
11,667,246
0

0
7,382,952
0

0
5,902,463
13,655,510

0
5,413,288
15,331,954

0
5,413,288
15,331,954

Ending Fund Balance

11,667,246
11,883,223

7,382,952
13,893,468

19,557,973
0

20,745,242
0

20,745,242
0

Total Requirements

23,550,469

21,276,420

19,557,973

20,745,242

20,745,242

Total External Revenues
Total Internal Revenues
Beginning Fund Balance

Total Resources
Requirements
Total Bureau Expenditures
Debt Service
Debt Service Reserves

Total Fund Expenditures

Fund Overview
The Bancroft Bond Interest and Sinking Fund is used to achieve a proper matching
of revenues and expenditures related to financing public infrastructure
improvements requested by property owners. This fund accounts for resources and
the allocation thereof, to pay principal and interest on outstanding debt related to
financing these improvements.
Managing Agency

Office of the City Auditor

Significant Changes from Prior Year
None
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Local Improvement District Fund

Fund Summary

Community Development Service Area
Com unityDevlopmentServicArea

LocalImprovemntDisrctFund

Actual
FY 2013-14

Actual
FY 2014-15

Revised
FY 2015-16

Requested
No DP
FY 2016-17

Requested
FY 2016-17

Proposed
FY 2016-17

Resources
Charges for Services
Bond & Note
Miscellaneous

845,762
8,445,115
11,488,734

1,051,632
0
727,902

813,500
5,370,065
300,000

1,052,480
9,027,599
1,688,819

1,052,480
9,027,599
1,688,819

20,779,611
32

1,779,534
64,400

6,483,565
0

11,768,898
0

11,768,898
0

32
4,061,896

64,400
6,031,368

0
4,199,058

0
2,657,600

0
2,657,600

24,841,539

7,875,302

10,682,623

14,426,498

14,426,498

2,725
1,269,312

4,000
1,594,935

8,000
1,652,840

10,000
1,370,810

10,000
1,370,810

1,272,037
10,911,458
0
6,626,676

1,598,935
2,936,812
0
13,334

1,660,840
2,099,163
3,248,408
3,674,212

1,380,810
6,961,740
2,296,631
3,787,317

1,380,810
6,961,740
2,296,631
3,787,317

Ending Fund Balance

17,538,134
6,031,368

2,950,146
3,326,221

9,021,783
0

13,045,688
0

13,045,688
0

Total Requirements

24,841,539

7,875,302

10,682,623

14,426,498

14,426,498

Total External Revenues
Fund Transfers - Revenue

Total Internal Revenues
Beginning Fund Balance

Total Resources
Requirements
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

Total Bureau Expenditures
Debt Service
Contingency
Fund Transfers - Expense

Total Fund Expenditures

Fund Overview
The Local Improvement District (LID) Fund accounts for the activities of the
Assessments, Finance, and Foreclosure division of the Auditor's Office. The fund
finances local infrastructure improvements. The division records assessments,
including those for local improvements financed by the fund, sidewalk repairs,
code enforcement violations, and system development charges for Portland Parks
& Recreation, the Bureau of Environmental Services, the Water Bureau, and the
Bureau of Transportation. The division provides property owners with a variety of
financing mechanisms to pay off their assessments.
Managing Agency

Office of the City Auditor

Significant Changes from Prior Year
The size of the LID Fund budget is primarily driven by the number of LID
construction projects in process and under consideration at any one time. It is
anticipated that the budget will continue to be moderate in FY 2016-17 with final
assessment of several medium sized LID projects.
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Auditor’s Office Add Packages

Decision Package Summary
01

Bureau: Office of the City Auditor

Priority:

Decision Package: AU_01 - Hearings Office Funding

Program: Hearings Office

Type: Adds

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2017-18

FY 2018-19

FY 2019-20

FY 2020-21

Requested
1 Time DP

Requested
Ongoing DP

Requested
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

EXPENDITURES
External Materials and Services

0

15,598

15,598

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

0

15,598

15,598

0

0

0

0

0

REVENUES
Charges for Services
Interagency Revenue
General Fund Discretionary

0
0
0

(244,768)
(41,064)
301,430

(244,768)
(41,064)
301,430

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

TOTAL REVENUES

0

15,598

15,598

0

0

0

0

0

Description:
The Auditor’s Office requests a correction to the funding mechanism for the Hearings Office. This add package would fully fund the program through the General Fund Overhead Model,
bringing it into alignment with City financial policy, creating efficiencies, and stabilizing the resources necessary to operate the Hearings Office. The total package is $301,430.
City financial policy (FIN 2.08.02) contains criteria for inclusion in the General Fund Overhead Model, all of which the Hearings Office meets:
•If the service provides a benefit to all City bureaus,
•If the service provides an oversight or regulatory function for City bureaus,
•If the service exists within the General Fund,
•If the bureau demand for a service is difficult to predict from one fiscal year to the next, or
•If the costs of a service are difficult to charge to customer bureaus through a rate times unit model.
Currently, funding is provided through a mix of General Fund allocation, land use permit fees, and per-case charges to bureaus and outside agencies that contract with the Hearings Office.
This variable funding creates uncertainty for the Hearings Office budget and causes the Auditor to draw from resources intended for other programs during years when revenues do not
cover basic operations of the Hearings Office.
The Hearings Office requires a minimum staffing level to operate. One full-time Hearings Officer, one part-time Hearings Officer, and two Clerks are needed to cover basic operations,
including holding hearings and maintaining office hours for the public to file appeals or review records.
This package includes $75,104 to permanently eliminate interagency agreements between the Hearings Office and bureaus for appeals and code enforcement cases. Council approved
one-time General Fund dollars to suspend these interagency agreements for FY 2015-16 as part of the Auditor’s initiative to improve access and eliminate financial barriers for community
members seeking the Hearings Office’s services. This request finalizes that change.
Fee collection for land use cases, TriMet exclusion appeals and other contracted hearings will continue unless different arrangements are made. These revenues will be used to offset costs
associated with services provided. Revenue remaining in the Hearings Office budget will be returned to the General Fund at the end of the fiscal year.
The request contains an amount of $15,598 in external materials and services. This amount is the difference between existing General Fund support for the Hearings Office ($285,823) and
the 3-year average of additional funding needed ($301,430).
Expected Results:
This package allows for a base level of funding for Hearings Office services, provides certainty and stability to the budget, reduces administrative burden, and brings the program into
compliance with City financial policy.
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Decision Package Summary
02

Bureau: Office of the City Auditor

Priority:

Decision Package: AU_02 - Independent Police Review Investigators

Program: Independent Police Review

Type: Adds

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2017-18

FY 2018-19

FY 2019-20

FY 2020-21

Requested
1 Time DP

Requested
Ongoing DP

Requested
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

EXPENDITURES
Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

0
0
0

197,760
4,600
13,276

197,760
4,600
13,276

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

0

215,636

215,636

0

0

0

0

0

REVENUES
General Fund Discretionary

0

215,636

215,636

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL REVENUES

0

215,636

215,636

0

0

0

0

0

0.00

2.00

2.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.00

2.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

FTE
Full-Time Positions
TOTAL FTE

Description:
The Auditor’s Office requests $215,624 to fund two complaint investigators for the Independent Police Review. The request stems from the requirements in the City’s settlement agreement
with the U.S. Department of Justice and the passage of House Bill 2002, a new State law related to profiling by law enforcement officers. Both the agreement and the new law place
demands on IPR that cannot be met at the current staffing level.
The settlement agreement calls for IPR to conduct meaningful independent investigations and work with the Police Bureau’s Internal Affairs unit to reduce redundant processes that exist in
Portland’s officer accountability system. It also calls for all administrative investigations of officer misconduct to be completed within 180 days. The Department of Justice has made clear in a
number of meetings with IPR and others at the City that it wants a reduction in the number of complaints dismissed at the intake stage and for IPR to conduct more of its own investigations.
House Bill 2002, which bans profiling by law enforcement agencies, went into effect Jan. 1, 2016. It broadened the definition of what constitutes profiling to include age, race, ethnicity,
gender, gender identity, sexual orientation, political affiliation, religion, homelessness or disability. The law requires that all complaints alleging that an officer has engaged in profiling be
investigated. The provisions of House Bill 2002 go beyond existing Police Bureau directives prohibiting biased-based policing and will increase the number of cases subject to administrative
investigation significantly.
IPR has streamlined its intake process and is reducing areas of overlap with Internal Affairs. IPR also is in the process of reinvigorating a voluntary mediation option for some types of
complaints, which could free up investigators for other cases. Gaining efficiencies helps, but they alone are not sufficient to meet the anticipated workload demand.
This request changes the one-time funding for one new investigator approved by Council in the Fall Budget Monitoring Process to ongoing funding and adds a second new investigator
position.
Expected Results:
Two additional complaint investigators will enable IPR to conduct 25-35 investigations per year, complete the complaint intake process in a timelier manner, and continue to monitor cases
that are referred to Internal Affairs. The additional staffing will enable the division to reach its long term goal of 75% of investigations completed within 60 days. Without additional
investigative resources, the City would be in danger of failing to comply with the settlement agreement and House Bill 2002. The Auditor's Ofice estimates it will complete 30% of cases
within 60 days for FY 2016-17 without additional investigators. This target is estimated to increase to 45% if this package is funded.
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Decision Package Summary
03

Bureau: Office of the City Auditor

Priority:

Decision Package: AU_03 - Council Meeting Captioning

Program: Council Clerk/Contracts Division

Type: Adds

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2017-18

FY 2018-19

FY 2019-20

FY 2020-21

Requested
1 Time DP

Requested
Ongoing DP

Requested
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

EXPENDITURES
External Materials and Services

0

20,000

20,000

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

0

20,000

20,000

0

0

0

0

0

REVENUES
General Fund Discretionary

0

20,000

20,000

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL REVENUES

0

20,000

20,000

0

0

0

0

0

Description:
The Auditor’s Office requests an increase of $20,000 to cover the rising cost of captioning Council meetings and work sessions. In 2013, Council required that all public-facing video posted
to the City’s website be captioned. Prior to the policy change, the Council Clerk only captioned regular City Council meetings. The new policy meant that work sessions must also be
captioned. Additionally, the length of regular City Council meetings and the number of work sessions have grown substantially since passage of the ordinance, resulting in nearly double the
estimated expenditures over historical spending on the captioning contract. Prior to these changes, the expense of captioning Council meetings was approximately $30,000 per year. We
estimate that the current year will see between $55,000 and $60,000 in captioning costs. The Auditor has absorbed some of the additional cost but requests $20,000 to comply with Council’s
directive to caption all public-facing video.
Expected Results:
This package would ensure adequate funding to meet Council's requirement that all public-facing video posted to the City's website be captioned, inlucing continuation of streaming and
captioning of Council work sessions.
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Auditor’s Office Cut Packages

Decision Package Summary
05

Bureau: Office of the City Auditor

Priority:

Decision Package: AU_04 - Audit Services Division Cuts

Program: Audit Services Division

Type: Reductions

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2017-18

FY 2018-19

FY 2019-20

FY 2020-21

Requested
1 Time DP

Requested
Ongoing DP

Requested
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

EXPENDITURES
Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

0
0
0

(118,532)
(21,000)
(21,500)

(118,532)
(21,000)
(21,500)

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

0

(161,032)

(161,032)

0

0

0

0

0

REVENUES
General Fund Discretionary

0

(161,032)

(161,032)

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL REVENUES

0

(161,032)

(161,032)

0

0

0

0

0

0.00

-1.00

-1.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

-1.00

-1.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

FTE
Full-Time Positions
TOTAL FTE

Description:
This cut package totals $161,032, or 9 percent of the Audit Services Division’s operating budget. The package eliminates the only support position in the division, cancels the annual
Community Survey, and reduces the budget available to pay for outside experts needed for specific audit subjects. If this package is taken, it would represent a significant shift in how Audit
services manages its work, could affect the number of audits produced, and could impact decisions on the annual audit schedule.
The elimination of the Community Outreach and Information Representative position ($118,562) would require work to be redistributed within the division and elsewhere in the Auditor’s
Office. This position is responsible for design and production of audit reports, media relations and public information tasks, website maintenance, communication with the public, and other
general administrative tasks. These responsibilities would fall primarily to auditors in the division, impacting the time they have available to conduct audits. It could also mean closing the
division to the public and directing the public to other divisions in the Auditor’s Office for assistance.
The annual Community Survey has been conducted by Audit Services since 1990. Because of its long history, the City has access to rich historical and trend data. Council, bureaus and
members of the public frequently use the survey data in research, decision-making and communications. It is being offered as a cut because it is informational only and is therefore not core
to the mission of the Audit Services division. Eliminating the survey will save $24,500 and will not impact audits, but will take away a valuable decision-making and historical resource for
bureaus and the public.
This package also contains a cut of $18,000 to Professional Services in the Audit Services division. This budget is used primarily to pay for outside consultants should the need arise for
specialized or external expertise during the course of an audit.

Expected Results:
The elimination of this position will increase the administrative and publishing responsibilities for each auditor, which could result in changes to two of Audit Services performance measures: T
a decrease in the number of audits the division is able to complete within a year and the cost per audit hour. The current number of audits published per year is 12; the Auditor’s Office
estimates these cuts could decrease that number to 10 reports per year, including discontinuation of the Community Survey. The current estimated cost per audit hour for FY 2016-17 is
$125; it is unknown at this time how much these changes could increase hourly audit costs.
Discontinuation of the Community Survey may have additional impact on other bureaus and offices that rely on the data from the survey for their own performance measures, planning, and
decision making.
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Decision Package Summary
06

Bureau: Office of the City Auditor

Priority:

Decision Package: AU_05 - Independent Police Review Cuts

Program: Independent Police Review

Type: Reductions

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2017-18

FY 2018-19

FY 2019-20

FY 2020-21

Requested
1 Time DP

Requested
Ongoing DP

Requested
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

EXPENDITURES
Personnel Services
External Materials and Services

0
0

(140,100)
(20,000)

(140,100)
(20,000)

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

0

(160,100)

(160,100)

0

0

0

0

0

REVENUES
General Fund Discretionary

0

(160,100)

(160,100)

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL REVENUES

0

(160,100)

(160,100)

0

0

0

0

0

0.00

-1.00

-1.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

-1.00

-1.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

FTE
Full-Time Positions
TOTAL FTE

Description:
This cut package totals $160,100, or approximately 10 percent of the Independent Police Review’s operating budget. The package eliminates the Senior Management Analyst position in
IPR ($140,100), whose primary responsibility is data analysis and reporting. This work includes production of IPR’s annual and quarterly reports, maintenance of the AIM database of
complaints, and fulfilling data requests from the Citizen Review Committee and others. This position also tracks internal complaint resolution and provides data critical to the improvements
required under the Department of Justice agreement.
The annual budget for outside police accountability experts to review all officer-involved shootings and in-custody deaths is approximately $60,000. By managing the timing and workflow of
cases given to the consultant, the Auditor’s Office should be able to absorb a reduction of $20,000 on an ongoing basis without impacting the contract or reports.
Expected Results:
Elimination of the Senior Management Analyst position would result in this work being spread to other employees in IPR, who are already working beyond their capacity, and other divisions
in the Auditor’s Office. Data quality and consistency may suffer as a result of this cut, and information about police complaints may be less readily or timely available. No specific impacts to
performance measures are anticipated at this time.
Reduction of the annual budget amount for the outside expert’s review of officer-involved shootings and in-custody deaths will not impact performance.
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Decision Package Summary
04

Bureau: Office of the City Auditor

Priority:

Decision Package: AU_06 - Bureau-wide Cuts

Program: Bureau-wide

Type: Reductions

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2016-17

FY 2017-18

FY 2018-19

FY 2019-20

FY 2020-21

Requested
1 Time DP

Requested
Ongoing DP

Requested
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

Estimated
Budget

EXPENDITURES
External Materials and Services

0

(83,868)

(83,868)

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

0

(83,868)

(83,868)

0

0

0

0

0

REVENUES
General Fund Discretionary

0

(83,868)

(83,868)

0

0

0

0

0

TOTAL REVENUES

0

(83,868)

(83,868)

0

0

0

0

0

Description:
The Auditor's Office proposes cuts to external materials and services across multiple divisions in the office. These reductions will significantly impact the office's ability to contract for outside
expert services, cover expenses for supplies, conduct needed upgrades for software, and provide training opportunities for staff. The external materials and services budget allows the
Auditor a degree of autonomy and independence that will be eroded if she is required to come before Council to request funding for each project or expenditure she needs to make
Expected Results:
No direct impact to performance measures is expected. Reductions of this size to external materials and services significantly impacts the Auditor's abiility to exercise independence in the
conduct of the office's business.
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Auditor’s Office Supplementary Materials

Summary of FY 2016-17 Auditor’s Office Budget Advisory Committee
BAC Community Members:
Karyn “Gibbs” Gibson – Portland State University
LaFreda Ceaser – Social Work Intern, Central City Concern
Maurice Rahming – O’Neill Electric
BAC Auditor’s Office Members:
Casey Bieberich, Independent Police Review
Tim Hunt, Archives and Records Management

The Auditor’s Office convened three Budget Advisory Committee (BAC) meetings from
November 2015 to January 2016 to gather feedback on the requested budget submission. The
Committee was made up of five members, including three community members and two staff
members. Participants come from diverse backgrounds and professions, including complaint
investigation, records analysis, small business ownership/construction, workforce development,
and fundraising.
At the introductory meeting, the Committee discussed the purpose and mission of the Auditor’s
Office and briefly reviewed the functions of its eight divisions. The budget discussions quickly
dove into the Mayor’s budget guidance directing bureaus to cut 5% of their budgets. In
subsequent meetings, conversations focused on potential cut scenarios and the serious outcomes
these could have on the work and role of the Auditor’s Office and its staff. The Committee
weighed the relative priority of the divisions with respect to the core mission of the Auditor’s
Office and a majority agreed on a preferred cut scenario. At the last meeting, the group discussed
budget additions in more detail, reviewing the necessity of resources to continue critical City and
Auditor priorities. Final discussions centered on the effects of additional resources to various
communities and programs.
The BAC supports the Auditor’s Office base budget request and recommends the following
decision packages:
Cuts: Balancing elimination of staff and access to fewer materials and services
The Auditor’s Office was directed to cut 5% ($405,000) of ongoing General Funds from its
overall budget. After discussing the magnitude of the cuts and the capacity in each division to
absorb them, Auditor’s Office staff drew up three different scenarios of cuts for consideration by
the committee. During a second meeting, the group debated the options, weighing the tradeoffs
of changes in services, effects on division personnel, and overall impact to the office.
The committee’s preferred scenario tries to protect the independent decision-making of the
Auditor by balancing cuts to personnel and materials and services. Personnel cuts in two
positions will require reassigning key administrative and analytical duties to other staff and
eliminating less crucial, but still useful tasks. Cuts to materials and services are targeted at the
largest divisions. Audits and complaint investigations will proceed, but with less flexibility to
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engage outside experts and other resources when needed. This scenario notably eliminates the
Community Survey, which has been conducted for 25 years by Audit Services. Other bureauwide cuts in this package include decreased availability for education, professional development,
office supplies and travel for all staff. The cuts are as follows:
•
•
•

$258,632 Personnel (2 FTE) in Audit Services, Independent Police Review
$62,500 Materials and services in Audit Services, Independent Police Review
$83,868 Bureau-wide materials and services
$405,000

Committee members agreed on this scenario to protect the independence of the Auditor’s Office
and maintain the core of its functions. One person dissented, preferring a version that reduces
personnel cuts by 0.5 FTE and applies deeper reductions to materials and services in more
divisions.
Additions: New resources are critical to continue mandated work and ensure equitable
outcomes
The Committee reviewed potential requests for additional resources suggested by the Auditor.
All three requests were strongly supported by the Committee.
•

Hearings Office Stabilization funding ($301,430): the Committee discussed the
Hearings Office at length, reviewing the background of the office and its work on
behalf of Council. The Office needs a basic level of funding to hear a wide range of
appeal and enforcement cases from different bureaus throughout the City. Currently,
47% of base funding comes from interagency and intergovernmental charges for
services. This variable revenue stream is difficult to predict, carries a high
administrative cost, and is out of compliance with City financial policy. As a result,
the Auditor’s Office must subsidize with funding from other divisions if revenues fall
below requirements. The Committee agreed the request is the best option to
streamline and fully fund the Hearings Office and considered the equity consequences
should the Auditor withdraw consent to continue providing administrative support.

•

Independent Police Review (IPR) additional investigators ($215,624): staff provided
an overview of the requirements of the U.S. Department of Justice settlement
agreement and recent state legislation that increases both the number and scope of
investigations required by IPR. The requirements translate to an increased workload
with tighter deadlines for investigators. The committee concurred that the request is
not only necessary for compliance, but supportive of equity-focused work and
legislation. In addition to giving increased attention to cases involving force,
discrimination and profiling, a committee member noted the request would enable
staff to fill critical gaps that can occur in time-intensive cases involving vulnerable
residents.

•

Closed-captioning requirements funding ($20,000): in 2013 City Council passed an
ordinance requiring all videos posted to the internet by the City to be closedcaptioned. No funds for this increased cost were provided at the time. This request

seeks to cover the costs of captioning work sessions as well as the growing number of
hours of Council meetings. Without additional resources, some videos will not be
captioned, and, therefore, will not be posted. This adversely affects people with
limited hearing ability as well as others who rely on the videos for information about
specific issues, including City staff.

Budget Equity Assessment Tool
CITY POLICY
This Budget Equity Assessment Tool is a general set of questions to guide city bureaus and their Budget
Advisory Committees in assessing how budget requests benefit and/or burden communities, specifically
communities of color and people with disabilities. As noted in Portland’s 25-year strategic plan, the
Portland Plan, Goal-Based Budgeting, and page 102:
When fully implemented, the new budget approach will direct City of Portland bureaus and offices to:
•
•
•
•

Use an asset management approach to achieve more equitable service levels across
communities and geographies.
Track and report on service levels and investments by community and geography, including
expanding the budget mapping process
Assess the equity and social impacts of budget requests to ensure programs, projects and
other investments to help reduce disparities and promote service level equity, improve
participation and support leadership development.
Identify whether budget requests advance equity, represent a strategic change to improve
efficiency and service levels and/or are needed to provide for basic public welfare, health
and/or meet all applicable national and state regulatory standards.

It is the policy of the City of Portland that no person shall be denied the benefits of, or be subjected
to, discrimination in any City program, service, or activity on the grounds of race, color, national
origin, English proficiency, sex, age, disability, religion, sexual orientation, gender identity, or source
of income. Additionally, the City’s Civil Rights Title VI program guidelines obligate public entities to
develop systems and procedures that guard against or proactively prevent discrimination, while
simultaneously ensuring equitable impacts on all persons. Therefore, City bureaus may find this tool
helpful when evaluating equitable impacts on all residents.
The Office of Equity and Human Rights is also available for discussion/training/consultation
regarding the use of this document.
___City_Auditor_____________
BUREAU/OFFICE/DEPARTMENT

February 1st, 2016
REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL
As required by Comprehensive Financial Policy 2.06, the purpose of this report is to provide an
overview of fees the Auditor’s Office charges to bureaus for tow appeal hearings and to the
public for land use permit reviews and case appeals. The fees discussed below reflect an
analysis of tow and land use cases conducted in FY 2015-2016 in order to establish fees for FY
2016-2017.
Hearings Office Services and Changes to Revenue Structure
The Hearings Office conducts administrative hearings, renders impartial decisions, and hears
cases initiated by a governmental body against a person or property, as well as cases brought
by parties who believe that a governmental determination is not legally or factually correct. The
Office hears only cases that are authorized by City Council by ordinance or approval of an
intergovernmental agreement.
Following a proposal by the Auditor’s Office and approval in the FY 2015-16 adopted budget,
the Hearings Office funding structure changed. Instead of charging fees directly to bureaus for
code enforcement and appeals cases, the Auditor’s Office received an estimated amount to
cover costs of those services from the General Fund. This approach aligns with cost recovery
goals in Financial Policy 2.06 by eliminating a financial burden on economically at-risk
populations and accurately reflecting the diffused benefits and costs of Hearings Office services.
Further, the realignment was a part of a larger effort passed by City Council to make the
Hearings Office and the appeals process more accessible to all residents. As a result of limiting
fees charged to bureaus, this report will review fees for tow cases and land use cases only.
Please note that a budget request for FY 2016-17 would eliminate charges to bureaus for tow
appeals in addition to those for code enforcement and other appeals because they would be
paid for by the General Fund. Therefore, the fee structure outlined below would be discarded if
the decision package is funded.

I. Tow Cases
The Hearings Office conducts tow-related appeal hearings on behalf of the Bureau of
Transportation, the Portland Police Bureau, and occasionally for outside agencies. The
interagency agreements with Transportation and Police set the fees, and an estimated number
of cases are budgeted on an annual basis. Cases are categorized as either heard by the Hearings
Officer or rejected. Cases may be rejected for a number of reasons, including missing
information, an untimely appeal request, or a lack of jurisdiction to hear them.
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Fee Study Methodology – Tow Cases
The per-case fee rate for heard and rejected cases was determined using a cost pool
methodology. Direct and indirect costs were totaled to determine a minimum cost to operate
the office (see Total Minimum Operating Cost in table 1) and allocated according to the portion
of time spent per year. That pool of costs was further divided by the average number of cases
per year to determine the cost of each case type (see table 2).
Direct costs include prorated salary and benefits over the average hours of time staff spend
processing cases. To determine an average amount of time spent, a time study was conducted
for two months in 2015 and approximately 30 tow cases were included. Hearings Office
personnel documented time spent on each step of a case, from filing to the point at which the
decision was mailed to an appellant. In addition, general customer service time that could not
be attributed to a particular case was documented to determine a flat customer service fee
applied to the cost of each case. The time study found that approximately 10 percent of
Hearings Officer time and 14 percent of Hearings Clerk time is spent processing and hearing
tow cases.
Indirect costs include applicable internal and external materials and services in the Hearings
Office, allocated as a percentage of time spent on tow cases. Other indirect costs include
administrative overhead, determined by calculating a percentage of administrative costs per
Full-Time Equivalent staff providing leadership and office management, including budgeting,
human resources, and other business operations.
As shown below, interagency agreements were updated for FY 2016-17 as a result of the time
and cost of service study, establishing $206 for heard cases and $40 for rejected cases. These
fees have been adjusted for inflation using the allowable internal materials and services
increase for FY 2016-17, as calculated by the City Economist. Table 1 shows the results of the
fee study broken down by total costs per position:
Table 1: FY2016-2017 Hearings Office Tow Cases – Direct and Indirect Costs
(adjusted for inflation)
Position Personnel Admin
Fee

M&S
Costs

Total
Minimum
Operating Cost

Cust.
Service
Rate

% Time
on Heard
Cases

% Time on
Denied
Cases

Hearings
Officer

$139,937

$17,513

$45,828

$203,278

N/A

10%

0.2%

Clerk

$87,175

$8,756

$45,828

$141,759

$4,365

13%

1%

2

Table 2: Summary Fees per Case - Tows
Heard Cases/Year

Denied Cases/Year

Total Yearly Case Costs

$39,005

$ 1,725

Average Cases/Year (FY13-FY15)

189

43

Fees/Case

$206

$40

II. Land Use Cases
The Hearings Office conducts land use hearings on behalf of the Bureau of Development
Services. The office provides appeal hearings for Type II and Type IIx Land Use decisions and
hears and writes decisions for all Type III permit applications. Type II and IIx review applications
are required for land divisions on residential properties, such as those in environmental or
earthquake hazard areas. The Hearings Office hears only appeals of these review decisions. The
cost recovery of these fees are difficult to calculate because appellants are not charged for the
actual cost of their hearing and decision and because each case varies significantly in length and
complexity.
Type III cases are decisions written by the Hearings Officer under Title 33, Planning and Zoning
Code. Appeals of the Hearings Officer’s decision are heard by City Council. Examples of the type
of cases in this category are zoning map amendments, amendments to City master plans, land
division amendments, and conditional use reviews, among others. Developing cost recovery
methods for the costs associated with these cases is also difficult because each case varies
significantly in length and complexity.
The current funding mechanism for this service is based on fees that all Type II, IIx, and Type III
permit applicants pay at the time they submit their applications, along with other permit fees
charged by Bureau of Development Services. These are recorded directly into SAP in the
Hearings Office’s cost center. Our research indicates that the arrangement for land use hearings
via a separate Hearings Office is unique in Oregon, as is the way fees for the hearings are
collected. Most other large jurisdictions in Oregon contract with an external Hearings Officer
and charge the applicant a larger amount for Type III case appeals. Type II charges are only
incurred if an appeal is sought, rather than each time a permit is obtained. Because the
structure in Portland is different than anywhere else in the state, we were unable to compare
costs to other jurisdictions directly.
It should be noted that the Auditor’s Office made an effort to change the way land use hearings
fees are recovered during in 2015, but the approach was rejected by the Bureau of
3

Development Services. The proposal would have established an interagency agreement with
Development Services much like the interagency agreements in place with other bureaus for
tow appeals. It would have established a base amount Development Services would be charged
for Hearings Officer services; the bureau would have then established fees and a process for
cost recovery of these expenditures. The amount was comparable to recent years’ revenue to
the Hearings Office for land use, but would have introduced stability to the budget and reduced
the administrative burden on the Auditor’s Office. The Auditor’s Office strongly prefers moving
away from the permit-based fee recovery and establishing an interagency agreement with
Development Services.
Fee Study Methodology – Land Use Cases
All applicants for Type II and IIx permits pay a flat fee (for FY 2015-16, the fee is $159) for the
Hearings Officer. The revenue generated from this fee is intended to cover the cost of any
appeals of Type II and IIx cases and is paid by all permit applicants, whether or not they ever file
an appeal of their permit decision. For this reason, the fee is not based on staff time or
resources per case.
Ten percent of all Land Use cases heard in the last three fiscal years by the Hearings Office have
been Type II or IIx cases. Therefore, the new flat fee for all permit applicants for Type II and IIx
permits is set at $165, or 10 percent of the Type III case costs established below.
For this fee study, Type III case costs were estimated using a cost pool methodology. Direct and
indirect costs were totaled to establish a minimum cost to operate the office (see Total
Minimum Operating Cost in table 3) and allocated according to the portion of time spent per
year on Type III land use cases. That pool of costs was further divided by the average number of
cases per year to determine the cost of each case type (see table 4).
The time it takes the Hearings Officer and staff to schedule and hear a case, write a decision,
and process the paperwork varies widely, from a few hours to 40 hours. The Hearings Officer
estimates that, on average, a Land Use case takes approximately 10 hours of Hearings Officer
time for the hearing and decision-writing and five hours of Hearings Clerk time for scheduling,
correspondence, paperwork, preparation, and attendance at the hearing. For direct costs,
Hearings Officer’s and Hearings Clerks’ salaries, plus benefits and statutory requirements, are
included. Indirect costs per hour were calculated per staff person and include internal and
external materials and Auditor’s Office administrative overhead costs and services.
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Table 3: FY 2016-2017 Hearings Office Land Use Type III Cases – Direct and Indirect Costs
Position

Personnel

Admin
Fee

M&S
Costs

Total Minimum
Operating Cost

% Time on
Cases

Hearings
Officer

$182,957

$8,716

$45,828

$241,858

14%

Clerk

$87,859

$8,716

$45,828

$141,719

7%

Table 4: Summary Fees per Case – Land Use
Permit Type II, IIx

Case Type III

Total Yearly Case Costs

N/A

$44,531

Average Cases/Year (FY 13-FY15)

10%

27

Fee/Service

$165

$1,651

Discussion
Per the budget requirements, the following section addresses required components of the fee
study:
•

•

•
•

Where appropriate, whether the existing fee structure provides full cost recovery. As
with all Hearings Office functions, the answer to this question depends on the inputs
coming into the office. For Land Use, full cost recovery is assured if permit activity is
heavy, the rate of appeals is light, or the cases are relatively simple. Because the
Auditor’s Office does not bill the full cost of the hearing and decision to permit
applicants, it is impossible to know whether full cost recovery has occurred. The model
described above is a proxy for full cost recovery. Tow cost recovery is 100% based on
the model above.
The degree to which a service provides a general benefit in addition to the private
benefit provided to specific business, property, or individual. It is the position of the
Auditor’s Office that the benefit of having a neutral, fair and independent administrative
decision on both land use and tow cases provides a public benefit by ensuring access to
due process, encouraging consistency in rule application, and enhancing transparency
into government operations. However, the primary benefit for both types of hearings is
to the individual involved.
The economic impact of new or expanded fees, especially in comparison with other
governments within the metropolitan area. There are no new fees under
consideration.
The true or comprehensive cost of providing a service, including the cost of fee
collection and administration. Please see models described above, especially the
5

•

•

difficulty of determining a comprehensive cost for Land Use cases. Fees above include
administration and fee collection costs.
The impact of imposing or increasing fees on economically at-risk populations. There
are no fees to general members of the public. Tow fees are charged to the bureaus, not
to the person whose car was towed. Land Use fees are set to go up by inflation next
fiscal year, which should have minimal impact on individuals or businesses.
The overall achievement of City goals. The Hearings Office helps ensure that City
planning, zoning and land use goals are met by making neutral determinations based on
City code and state land use laws.
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