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Executive Summary

DID YOU KNOW?

In FY 2015-16, the City of Portland experienced another year of
strong revenues, but also expanded programs and services
significantly. This report takes stock of the City’s performance in
major initiative areas in FY 2015-16, with the context of how each
bureau and major fund closed at year-end. Several themes are
evident from Portland’s prior year performance. In this summary,
we highlight emerging themes in relation to the results of the City’s
biggest areas of investment.

Performance
FY 2015-16 Results for Select City Key Performance
Measures 1

City Performance Measures

FY 15-16
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Find all City bureau performance dashboards at www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/performance.
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For many years, Portland
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performance in the City
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KEY TREND #1:
HIRING CHALLENGES

Key Trend 1: Key bureaus are constrained not by lack of
resources, but by their ability to fill authorized positions.
For services related to building and development, as well as for
some public safety functions, bureaus are challenged not by lack
of resources but by the ability to recruit, hire, and train staff
quickly. In the last two years, the Bureau of Development
Services has experienced rapid growth in revenues and workload.

Bureaus should look for
opportunities to improve
their own processes with
regard to hiring and
recruitment, but we may
also need to gather data
and address timelines for
internal service delivery.

In response, the bureau has increased authorized and funded
positions by 105 FTE, but has not been able to onboard staff
quickly enough to meet its level of service objectives in the face
of rising demand. For the Police Bureau (PPB) and the Bureau of
Emergency Communications (BOEC), sizable position vacancies
have generated savings used to cover a high level of staff
overtime. For part of FY 2015-16, PPB curtailed spending on new
equipment purchases or scheduled replacement in order to have
adequate resources to fund overtime expenditures. In order to
ensure adequate officers assigned to patrol, the bureau has
reconfigured shift configurations and specialty unit assignments
as of October 2016. At BOEC, the bureau has received significant
new resources to increase training capacity and to complete IT
and facilities projects in recent years. These investments should
increase the bureau’s stability with regards to staffing and service
delivery moving forward.
Affected City bureaus should look for opportunities to improve
their own processes with regard to hiring and recruitment, but
we may also need to gather data and address timelines for
internal service delivery. Year-end performance of 100% of
recruitments meeting original or renegotiated timelines seems
out of step with the adverse trends in performance that several
bureaus claim is caused by an inability to fill authorized positions
in a timely manner. If there are outmoded policies, or well4

intentioned – but time-consuming – administrative practices that
could be changed, bureaus need to petition their internal service
providers to uncover any issues that may be contributing to this
trend.

KEY TREND #2:
ADDRESSOMG
CAPITAL BACKLOGS

Key Trend 2: Increased infrastructure investments are
beginning to address major maintenance backlogs, but
more funding – and capacity – is needed.
A highlight Citywide, increased General Fund investment in the

Last year, the City

major maintenance of City infrastructure is beginning to address

dramatically increased

significant needs in the Parks bureau, Bureau of Transportation,

General Fund support for

and in Office of Management and Finance - City Facilities. In FY

major maintenance and

2015-16, the updated Financial Policy 2.03 required that the City

infrastructure.

dedicate at least 50% of all one-time excess revenues towards
major maintenance and infrastructure projects. This policy
equated to a minimum of $18.7 million in General Fund resources
being dedicated to major maintenance and infrastructure

However, citywide

projects. While providing an important step in improving the

annual repair,

City’s fiscal and operational resiliency, this policy only begins to

rehabilitation, and

address major maintenance needs: last year, the citywide annual

replacement funding gap

repair, rehabilitation, and replacement funding gap continued its

increased by 3% to a

recent upward trend by increasing by 3% to a need for $267.8

need for $267.8

million/year for the next several years.

million/year for the next

Additionally, for Parks, the successful expansion into underserved
areas increases the City’s long-term major maintenance liability,
posing a difficult choice between equity and sustainability.
Similar to the hiring challenges described above, in some bureaus,
investments in capital and infrastructure projects have been met
with non-financial challenges that have resulted in project delays.
Several bureaus – including the Bureau of Technology Services,
City Facilities, Bureau of Transportation, Parks Bureau, Housing
Bureau, and Bureau of Development Services – carried over
millions of dollars to continue unfinished projects.
5

several years.

Many of these bureaus routinely carryover project funds, as
projects are often known to take multiple years; however, in some
cases there is likely opportunity to improve project timelines and
investment delivery by improving bureau and City processes and
While increased capital
investment is needed,
there may also be

capacity. As the chart below illustrates, underspending on capital
projects increased over the past two years, reaching 26% of
budgeted funds in FY 2015-16.

opportunity to improve
project timelines and
investment delivery by
improving bureau and
City processes and
capacity.

Key Trend 3: Increases in housing costs may hinder
achievement of some City goals.
Last year, the City provided $7.3 million in new General Fund
support for homeless services and the Portland Housing Bureau
released a record-high $61.1 million affordable housing
development Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA). The increase in
homelessness services investments resulted in significantly more
people being served; however, the Housing Bureau also saw an
increase in the number of people becoming homeless again after
receiving services, and experienced a decline in the number of
clients purchasing a home after receiving homebuyer counseling. It
is likely that these negative performance trends reflect the rapidly
increasing housing costs in Portland. Increased housing costs
6

translates directly to an increased cost of housing placements
services, as well as a likelihood of more people unable to afford
existing housing. This means that the City will likely need to invest
even more resources to achieve stated goals around system-wide
homeless reductions.

KEY TREND #3:
RISING HOUSING
COSTS MAY HINDER
CITY GOALS

Increased housing costs also impact established Citywide goals
around equity and livable neighborhoods. The Portland Housing

Increased housing costs

Bureau’s 2015 State of Housing Report found that “housing cost

means that the City will

and income disparities have limited housing opportunity for the

likely need to invest

average Black, Native American, and Alaska Native households in

more resources to

2

every neighborhood in Portland” . As housing near “complete

achieve stated goals

neighborhood” amenities such as parks and public transit tend to

around system-wide

cost more, lower income individuals are more likely to be pushed

homeless reductions, as

to areas of Portland without as many amenities, or pushed out of

well as City goals for

Portland altogether, furthering the city’s existing livability

equity and livability.

inequities.
Next Steps for Citywide Performance Management
In the past two years, many bureaus have significantly improved
their performance management systems and metrics, which is
enabling the identification and analysis of key strategic issues
Citywide to inform decision-making. However, there is still room
for improvement.
For several key initiatives, we don’t yet know the results of our FY
2015-16 investments because of time lags in reporting and other
issues. PBOT’s measure tracking the highly visible Vision Zero

2

State of Housing Report. Portland Housing Bureau, October 2015. Page 9. Available online:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/phb/article/546056
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initiative is not yet available from the State. A changeover in PPB’s
crime reporting systems in April 2015 makes comparison of recent
NEXT STEPS

year-over-year crime trends difficult. Data that help complete this
picture, including measures tracking perception of safety and
overall satisfaction with parks and recreation offerings, are tracked
in the Auditor’s annual Community Survey. This survey data has

CBO will continue to

been collected, but is unavailable for bureau analysis until the full

work with bureaus to

publication is released. Making our municipal data more

hone performance

accessible, and in a timelier manner, will advance bureaus’ ability

metrics and targets and

to make adjustments and communicate results to the public. This

carefully analyze

information will ultimately enable the City to provide more public

changes in trends,

value with our programs and services to all Portlanders, especially

ensuring that these

those most in need.

measures track progress

There also continues to be areas where the City struggles with

on the City’s long-term
strategic goals.

ownership over performance metrics, including measures tracking
diversity amongst City staff. This is a natural challenge from
tracking meaningful outcomes that indicate efforts across multiple
bureaus, or that are influenced by external factors outside of a
bureau’s control. CBO will continue to work with bureaus to hone
performance metrics and targets and carefully analyze changes in
trends, ensuring that these measures track progress on the City’s
long-term strategic goals.
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Public Safety Bureaus
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Bureau of Emergency Communications
Analyst: Doug Le

Summary

In FY 2015-16, the bureau continued to answer 9-1-1 calls rapidly: 99.6% of all emergency 9-1-1
calls were answered within 20 seconds, exceeding bureau targets for the third year. However,
the bureau has not been able to meet target times for completing certain types of dispatch
calls, primarily as a result of continued staffing challenges. Beginning this fiscal year, the
bureau is increasing its training academies to increase the number of call-taker/dispatch
trainees.
Financially, BOEC ended FY 2015-16 with 96% of the budget spent by year-end, excluding
contingency. In FY 2015-16, BOEC received $1.4 million in one-time General Fund resources for
the Server Refresh/Replacement Project – Versaterm Computer-Aided Dispatch system and
$154,684 in ongoing General Fund resources to support the 9-1-1 call center operations.

Bureau Performance
Bureau of Emergency Communications FY 2015-16 Performance

Key Performance Measure
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dispatched within 120 seconds

FY 15-16
Performance

Trend

2014

72%

2015

()
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https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523278

BOEC has identified four key performance measures (KPMs) for its operations. The bureau
greatly exceeded its annual target in “percentage of emergency 9-1-1 calls answered within 20
seconds,” answering 99.6% of calls within 20 seconds, and averaging just one second to answer
10

emergency 9-1-1 calls. This is consistent with bureau performance in the previous two fiscal
years. The Bureau of Technology Services (BTS) recently implemented technology upgrades
which have generated data that indicate that 9-1-1 call hold times may be, on average, longer
than previously reported. Comprehensive revised information about call hold times is not
currently available. BTS is developing an automated method that will allow the Bureau of
Emergency Communications to receive the new information about hold times.
BOEC did not meet the annual targets for the remaining three KPMs pertaining to dispatch
time, and cited under-staffing as the cause. The staffing needs are evidenced in other bureau
performance measures: the number of bureau calls per operator increased by 6% to 7,937
calls/year, and the number of overtime hours increased 66% to 18,182. The total number of
calls increased slightly, with emergency calls increasing by 1% and non-emergency calls
increasing by 7%. BOEC continues to face challenges in hiring and retaining an adequate
number of certified operators to perform call answering and dispatching duties. The bureau
has lowered the original FY 2016-17 targets for all four KPMs to more realistic targets.
In an effort to increase the number of recruits for its certified operators, in FY 2016-17 BOEC
will implement one additional training academy session. Long-running scheduling practices,
including rigid seniority rules and individual rather than team bidding (a common practice at
other PSAPs), could be contributing to the bureau’s staff retention challenges. The City is
currently in labor negotiations with the Local 89 of the American Federation of State, County
and Municipal Employees. The outcome of the agreement could impact BOEC’s ability to
recruit and retain operators in coming years.
Also in FY 2016-17, BOEC will be conducting a staffing study to comprehensively review its long
term staffing requirements as well as operations set up, including: training, scheduling,
ongoing education, and quality control. This will provide an update to the bureau’s last staffing
study, which was completed in 2004. BOEC is to present its staffing plan to Council by
December 1, 2016 for consideration in FY 2017-18 budget development.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Emergency Communications Fund
BOEC funds its operations primarily by General Fund resources (80%) and through
contributions from partner jurisdictions in Multnomah County (20%). Overall in FY 2015-16, the
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bureau underspent its total budget by 4% or $857,035. This amount includes unspent balances
on capital project, special projects, and operating budget.
202 - Emergency Communications Fund
Resources

Requirements

Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance
Charges for Services
Intergovernmental Revenues
Fund Transfers - Revenue
Miscellaneous

Revised Budget
$1,527,998
350,000
7,531,416
16,017,266
10,000

Year-End Actuals
$1,527,998
363,394
7,642,514
16,017,266
14,416

Variance

% of Budget

$0
(13,394)
(111,098)
(4,416)

100%
104%
101%
100%
144%

Total Resources

$25,436,680

$25,565,588

-$128,908

101%

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services
Capital Outlay
Bond Expenses
Fund Transfers - Expense
Contingency

$15,314,982
1,670,805
4,684,009
300,000
1,395,141
1,083,903
987,923

$14,822,117
1,304,846
4,570,071
425,000
1,385,869
1,083,903
1,973,783

$492,866
365,959
113,938
(125,000)
9,272
(985,860)

97%
78%
98%
142%
99%
100%
200%

Total Requirements

$25,436,763

$25,565,588

-$128,825

101%

Personnel services was underspent by $492,866; however, within this major object category,
the bureau’s overtime budget was significantly overspent. In FY 2015-16, the bureau had a
revised budget of $561,224 for overtime but spent $993,801, resulting in $432,577 in
overspending. Overtime costs have significantly exceeded budget amounts since FY 2012-13
due to budget reductions and staffing shortage, as discussed in the performance section of this
report.
The table above shows an under-expenditure in external materials and services of 22% or
$365,959 and an over-expenditure in capital outlay of 42% or $125,000. This is due to a
payment of $198,575 to the computer-aided dispatch system vendor that was mistakenly
posted in capital outlay instead of external materials and services where it was budgeted.
Each year the Emergency Communication Fund refunds the General Fund the prior year
underspending. In the FY 2015-16 Spring BMP, BOEC refunded $331,264 to the General Fund.

Capital
BOEC has one capital project, the Server Refresh/Replacement – Versaterm Computer-Aided
Dispatch system. As of the close of AP 12, the project shows a year-end actual of $1,134,626 or
81% of the budgeted amount. The remaining 19% of the project budget is carried over into FY
2016-17 through this BMP process. The project is expected to be completed in this fiscal year
with a projected under-expenditure of $115,000. This amount will be trued-up and refunded to
the General Fund as part of the Spring BMP process.
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Bureau of Fire & Police Disability & Retirement
Analyst: Christy Owen

Summary

The Bureau of Fire & Police Disability & Retirement (FPDR) ended FY 2015-16 within
appropriations as there were adequate tax receipts to meet obligations for benefits payments
and bureau operating expenses. There were no significant projects or expenses to note in FY
2015-16. However, there was an arbitration decision in a wage grievance involving the Portland
Police Association (PPA) over the 27-pay period practice for calculating final salary upon
member retirement, which will increase pension expenses beginning in FY 2016-17. FPDR
estimates pension payments will increase by approximately $23 million to $34 million over the
life of the plan as a result of the decision. The local tax levy will need to be increased in FY
2017-18 and beyond to meet this new obligation. A similar arbitration decision, with additional
costs, is anticipated for the Portland Fire Fighters Association and Portland Police Commanding
Officers Association.

Bureau Performance
Fire & Police Disability & Retirement FY 2015-16 Performance
Trend

Key Performance Measure
Administrative cost as a percentage of
bureau budget
Number of FPDR 2 retirements from
active service

FY 15-16
Performance

2.20%
1.90%

1.69%
2012

1.61%
1.80%
2013
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2015

40
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298
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Percent of workforce who are FPDR 3

36%

22%
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FPDR tax levy rate (per $1,000 of Real
Market Value)
Percentage of workforce on disability
at June 30

31%
2013

27%
25%

2014
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1.29

1.3

$1.62

$1.48

2012
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$1.30

2014

4.6%
3.9%
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13
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2016

1.67%

54
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31%

29%
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$1.30

$1.36

$1.38
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3.4%
3.4%

2014

72

2016

4.2%

4.1%
3.4%

57

2016

$1.55

$1.41

Strategic
Target

(2021)

2016

31%
24%

1.60%

2016

360

398
2013

57

26

2014

1.61%

2016

74

343

Number of disability claims filed

1.61%

Annual
Target

3.4%

4.00%
(2021)

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523274

The bureau’s six Key Performance Measures (KPMs) together provide a complete picture of the
effectiveness and sustainability of the operation for FPDR. The bureau’s KPMs include
measures where FPDR has influence but not direct control of the outcomes, workload
measures, and measures where the bureau has greater management control of the outcomes.
Overall, the bureau’s KPMs are trending positively towards future goals and strategic targets.
Highlights include:
• The number of disability claims filed has increased by 10.1% in FY 2015-16, when
compared to the close of FY 2014-15. The bureau’s strategic target is 356 claims per
year. Loss-prevention through bureau safety programs will need to be more
aggressive in preventing workplace injuries in order for this measure to begin to
trend lower than current figures.
• While the number of disability claims has increased, the percent of the workforce on
disability as of June 30 has dropped from 4.2% to 3.4%, which is below the bureau’s
current year target of 4.0%.
• As the Portland Police Bureau and Portland Fire & Rescue are hiring new personnel
to fill vacancies created through attrition, the percent of the workforce on FPDR 3 is
anticipated to continue to increase accordingly. The target for FY 2016-17 is 36%
which appears reasonable given the hiring goals of both public safety bureaus.
• FPDR projects the City will experience an increased number of retirements from
FPDR 2 members due to the number of members reaching retirement eligibility. In
FY 2015-16, there were 57 retirement separations; a 43% increase over the prior
year. This is consistent with the projected retirement separations provided by
Portland Police Bureau and Portland Fire & Rescue for a continued trend into FY
2016-17 of separations for retirement.
• The bureau reports to the public that administrative costs for managing FPDR are
kept within, and often below, the target amount.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
FPDR Operating and Reserve Funds

14

The primary revenue source for FPDR is the receipt of dedicated property taxes and the funds
received from the Tax Anticipation Notes (TANs) which are issued in July of each year and
repaid the following June. The TANs are issued in the summer prior to the collection of
property taxes to ensure the bureau has adequate cash flow throughout the year. The amount
of the TAN is an estimate and therefore may not match the exact amount issued. FPDR did not
utilize the $750,000 reserve account to meet spending obligations in FY 2015-16. Interagency
revenues for FPDR are primarily due to pension and disability overhead charges collected by
the Portland Police Bureau and Portland Fire & Rescue when sworn employees’ salaries are
paid by third parties (such as TriMet); those receipts are then passed to FPDR.

All expenses ended the fiscal year within budget. Claims and pension payments are the largest
expense category for FPDR. Personnel services ended the year with less than 1% of budget
remaining, mostly due to the bureau operating throughout the year with a low number of
vacant positions.
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Portland Police Bureau
Analyst: Christy Owen

Summary

The Portland Police Bureau (PPB) ended FY 2015-16 within total appropriations for all funding
sources. At the end of the fiscal year, the bureau underspent its General Fund discretionary by
$5 million, with the majority of the underspending attributable to vacant positions and open
purchase orders to be received in FY 2016-17. Through the first quarter of FY 2015-16, bureau
spending on overtime to fill shift vacancies was on pace to potentially exceed available
resources. In order to ensure the bureau stayed within budget, spending restrictions, shift
reconfigurations, and staffing reassignments were implemented. The combination of these
actions contributed to both the underspending at year-end and the sizeable encumbrance
carryover for projects initiated but placed on hold until late in the fiscal year. Impacts of the
vacant number of officers are evident in some of the bureau’s performance measures. Impacts
of initiatives to accelerate hiring in the PPB have not been realized during the prior fiscal year,
and this is also reflected in some of the bureau’s hiring performance measures.

Bureau Performance
Portland Police Bureau FY 2015-16 Performance

Percentage of residents who feel safe walking
alone in their neighborhood at night

60%

62%

2013

2014

4.99

5.92

2012

Percentage of total PPB officer arrests in
which there was use of force

2014

25.0%

14.3%

2.64%

2012

Percentage of new sworn hires comprised of
people from communities of color
Number of person crimes (NIBRS data) per
1,000 residents

17.7%

2015

2.50%

17.7%

2015

2014
47.1%

42.9%

30.0%

2012

23.5%

2013

42.9%

2015

14.3%

2.5%

2.0%

25%

50%
(2020)

42.9%
12.90

2016

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523260
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5.00

(2020)

2016

12.90

12.9

2.90%

2016

26.7%

2014

75%

(2020)

2016

15.8%

2015

5.5

2016

14.3%

2013

5.92

5.92

2.90%

2.9%

62%

Strategic
Target

(2035)

5.50

2013

Annual
Target

2015

5.38
5.13

2014

Percentage of new sworn hires who are
female

l

61%

59%

2012

Average travel time to high priority calls in
minutes

FY 15-16
Performance

Trend

Key Performance Measure

33%

2020
(24%)

In April 2015, PPB switched crime reporting systems from the Uniformed Crime Reports (UCR),
to the National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS) in conjunction with the roll-out of a
new records management system (RegJIN). Previous KPMs used UCR data, and there is no
cross-walk, which complicates the crime reporting for bureau performance measures.
Additionally, there is a backlog of reports requiring corrections in 2015, which contributes to
the difficulty in looking at year-over-year reported crime trends. Performance data from the
Auditor’s Annual Survey are not yet available.
Hiring Key Performance Measures
-

PPB reports that the percentage of new hires comprised of people from communities of
color has increased in FY 2015-16, and is trending over the bureau’s strategic target of
33%. There are many factors to this, including the expanded efforts to recruit diverse
officer candidates and the increased number of overall recruitments conducted per
year.

-

Results for hiring women as new sworn members are trending negatively. The bureau is
actively engaged in recruitment strategies to continue to hire female officers and
anticipates that with the added focus on recruitment overall, this trend may change in
the coming years.

Impacts of Patrol Staffing on Key Performance Measures
-

The shortfall in patrol staffing may be part of the reason for the increased response time
on high-priority calls. Over the past four years, the trend has been for response times to
increase; presently the average response time is just below six minutes, which is one
minute slower than the bureau’s strategic target. Reasons for slower response times
vary, but are likely to include both the overall increase of traffic congestion and the
increased call volume coupled with a decreased availability of officers for dispatch.

-

In the summer of 2016, the PPB prepared materials and alternatives for addressing the
staffing shortfall available here (http://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/71330). These
materials highlight the impact workload has on services as compared to previous years
staffing levels.

Use of Force Data
For the first time in the last four years, the KPM for percent of arrests involving force has
increased by 0.4 percentage points from 2.5% to 2.9%. Though this ratio has increased, the
17

number of arrests involving force has actually dropped from the previous year – just
proportionally less than the decrease in total arrests. The trend on PPB use of force over time
is shown on the Mayor’s dashboard here
(http://www.portlandoregon.gov/dashboard/article/514433).
The PPB is currently operating with fewer resources than in prior years while experiencing a
high call volume, which is likely contributing to the declining trends in some KPMs. Until the
data for NIBRS crime reporting becomes available, it will be difficult to determine if crime is
trending positively or negatively. The Strategic Services Division is preparing updated reported
crime dashboards. In addition, the bureau is part of the national open data movement for law
enforcement, part of the President’s Task Force on 21st Century Policing. Participation in this
effort will make more data available for review, analysis, and hopefully insight into how to
most effectively work with the community to reduce crime and the fear of crime.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Portland Police Bureau General Fund

The Portland Police Bureau (PPB) ended the fiscal year with 97% of the bureau’s General Fund
budget spent, leaving a balance of $6.4 million. Of this amount, approximately $3.2 million is
requested as encumbrance carryover in the Fall Supplemental Budget. Revenues from outside
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sources and intergovernmental agreements were slightly under collected at year-end. Red light
camera and photo radar citation revenue was below target, which was offset by a
complementary lower level of expense for the programs. The largest expense category is
personnel services, where vacancies are the largest contributor to the discretionary
underspending.
In FY 2015-16, the PPB separated 52
sworn members across a variety of
classifications. In this same time
period, only 21 new officers were
sworn into the bureau. This
discrepancy in the number of new
hires compared to separations has
been an ongoing pattern. While it
would appear that the newly hired
officers are filling the vacant positions,
these officers are not able to independently patrol until they have completed the basic and
advanced academies and passed the initial 18-month probationary period. As such, the newly
hired officer is not able to immediately patrol, whereas the recently retired officer was able to
fill patrol spots. Additional data and impact analysis on the staffing shortage at the PPB is
available here (http://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/71330). Additional resources for
backgrounding and recruiting new officers were added to assist with closing the gap between
the number of new hires and projected separations.
The impact of the number of vacant positions was apparent in September 2015 when bureau
overtime reports projected the potential for the bureau to be significantly over budget at yearend. Primary drivers for overtime include, but are not limited to: shift backfill for sick, vacation,
and approved leave; backfill for training and annual in-service; warrant follow-up; court
appearances; and reimbursable secondary employment. Overtime, as a percent of overall
bureau personnel services spending, appears to trend in part with the number of vacant
positions over the past five years. The overall number of vacancies has increased most
dramatically since 2013-14 when the bureau had very few vacant sworn positions. Other cost
drivers for overtime include crime scene call-outs, training and shift back-fill, and special event
staffing. There is a relatively flat trend for leave payouts as a percent of bureau spending over
the same time period.
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In order to keep overtime spending within appropriations, the bureau adjusted patrol shifts to
match call volume, reallocated staff from specialty units to fill patrol vacancies, and curtailed
overtime hours available for special operations. These actions appear to have had some of the
desired impact as the bureau was able to decelerate the pace of overtime spending during the
middle of the fiscal year in order to remain fiscally sustainable.

Capital
The majority of spending for capital projects occurs in the Information Technology Division.
The bureau underspent per the planned budget for capital equipment, mostly due to the
timing of the orders and receipt of equipment. From October 2015 through April 2016, the
bureau curtailed spending on new equipment purchases or scheduled replacement in order to
have adequate resources to fund overtime expenditures. This is consistent with other bureau
underspending, which contributes to the bureau’s $3.2 million encumbrance carryover
request.
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Portland Fire & Rescue Bureau
Analyst: Christy Owen

Summary

Portland Fire & Rescue (PF&R) ended FY 2015-16 within the General Fund discretionary budget
and a majority of reported Key Performance Measures are trending consistently with prior
years and on trend to achieve the targets set by the bureau last spring. Revenues received
from the inspections and permitting functions at PF&R continue to grow at a higher rate when
compared to amounts collected in prior years. Based on projections from the Bureau of
Development Services, the demand for permitting and inspections is not likely to slow down in
the next three to five years. The largest expense category for PF&R is personnel services for
station operations, and over the past three years there has been increased reliance on
overtime hours to meet the bureau’s desired staffing requirements. This expense puts pressure
and constraints on the bureau’s limited discretionary resources that are available to fund other
expenses, such as station projects, equipment purchases, and information technology updates.

Bureau Performance
Portland Fire & Rescue FY 2015-16 Performance
FY 15-16
Performance

Trend

Key Performance Measure

77,581

Total number of incidents

#####

Percentage of structural fires where
flamespread was confined to room of origin
Percentage of time unit from closest station
is available for response

2013

2014

2015

76.2%
2012

79%

77%

2013

78%
76%

2014

92%

91.5%

91%

92%

2015

2013

2015

7.19
2012

7.02

2013

7.

7.12

2014
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2015

76%

80%

2016

85%
(2025)

92%

93%

95%
(2025)

2016

7.19

7.12

92,800
(2020)

2016

92%

2014

7.15

76%

92%

92%

73,260

2016

83%

2012

Maximum response time to 90 percent of
high priority calls

81,038

72,023

2012

Strategic
Target

81,038

#####

70,386

69,016

Annual
Target

7.19

7.11

5.2
(2025)

Citizens contacted during community
outreach/partnership activities

121,702

108,399

#####

#####

108,600

96,030

2012

2013

2014

2015

103,200

103,200

120,000

150,000
(2020)

2016

49%

Successful Cardiac Arrest Resuscitation rate

l

50%46%
2014

Time lost to on-duty injury (in full-time
equivalent employees)

10.30

1

10.1

10.10

9.50

2012

2013

2014

2015

55%
(2025)

2015

13.50
10.90

50%

10.10

10.40

2016

8
(2020)

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523268

-

Response times for the highest priority calls remain consistent when compared to prior
years. In FY 2015-16 there is a slight increase in response times at the 90th percentile
from 7:10 to 7:19. There are many factors which impact overall response times, some
may be within the bureau’s control such as staffing configurations, and others, like
traffic congestion, are not.

-

Call volume is a workload measure where the bureau has little influence over controlling
the number of dispatched calls. PF&R does send a response to every call, and the
bureau has maintained consistent response times and response reliability even with the
increase in call volume.

-

Response reliability to the highest priority calls has remained consistent compared to
prior years and is close to the target of 95% of the time the first-due unit will respond.

-

It is the bureau’s desire to have the 4-person response units in service and available for
the most critical medical calls and for fire suppression responses. In FY 2013-14 the City
invested in Rapid Response Vehicles (RRVs) to send a two-person response unit to the
least critical calls. In the past fiscal year, the bureau assessed the program’s outcomes to
determine if the program is having the desired impact and what, if any, changes would
benefit overall bureau responses. PF&R reports implementing several of the changes to
call response protocol for RRV’s and is assessing current business models and process to
determine if there are additional factors that may impact response reliability outside of
call types. Detailed materials are here (http://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/70354)

PF&R leadership is assessing the current bureau KPMs, performance measures, and is likely
to recommend changes in the coming year. This is an important step in ensuring the bureau
is collecting the appropriate data, and subsequently using the tools throughout the year to
meet bureau-wide goals.
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Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Portland Fire Bureau General Fund

At the close of FY 2016-17, PF&R had spent 98% of the General Fund budget. Unspent funds for
apparatus replacement have been recommended by CBO as encumbrance carryover, pending
Council approval with the Fall Supplemental Budget. Spending on Personnel Services amounts
to 87.5% of the bureau’s total expenses, which is consistent with prior years and is dependent
on the amount of funding and receipt of major apparatus and equipment purchases. The
bureau had received a two-year SAFER grant to fund 26 firefighter positions that were
eliminated in the FY 2013-14 budget, and this grant expired midway through FY 2015-16.
Ongoing resources to fund the 26 firefighter positions was partially approved in FY 2015-16 and
fully approved in FY 2016-17.
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Staffing, which includes meeting daily shift
minimums, has presented operational
challenges to the bureau in part due to the
City’s hiring freeze, and reductions to the
Training Academy Program at PF&R
(thereby reducing the number of annual
academy classes). The following graph
illustrates the status of sworn new hires
and separations for the last five years at
PF&R.
After dipping during the hiring freeze, the number of vacancies and separations has been
relatively close in recent years. However, new hires are required to complete one-year training
before assignment as a firefighter. Results of the hiring freeze coupled with the amount of time
taken to complete the initial training process, PF&R has become increasingly reliant on the use
of overtime for any form of shift backfill and coverage. After the initial training phase, new
hires are assigned to the bureau’s Travelers Pool to fill shifts with straight time, however when
the bureau does not have enough resources in the pool, there becomes a need for overtime.
Shift backfill may be required to cover training, when units are out of service for vacation, sick
leave, or other approved leave types. The chart below illustrates the increased percent of
spending on overtime as compared to all personnel service spending. There does not appear to
be a trend in separation payouts, however there is a clear trend in overtime spending as this
has increased from $7.1 million to $12.1 million.
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PF&R Current Appropriation Level (CAL) target adjustments for systemic salary and benefit
increases has not necessarily grown at the same rate as the percent of overtime and therefore
overall Personnel Services spending. In order to fill this gap, PF&R has been reliant on
compensation set-aside and the consistent year-over-year increases in outside resources for
permitting and inspection services related to new construction. In FY 2016-17, the bureau’s
share of compensation set-aside is 50% less ($707,465) than prior years because the Cost of
Living Adjustment (COLA) and benefits increases were significantly lower based on economic
indicators for the local market growth rates. This means the ability to use this resource is more
constricted in FY 2016-17 than prior years and the bureau will need to closely monitor all
spending in order to stay within appropriation levels.
CBO raises the issue of overtime spending for two reasons: the vast majority of the bureau’s
expenses are on Personnel Services, and the current and future year constraints on the
General Fund may mean that there are fewer available resources should the bureau continue
to be reliant on overtime for shift coverage.

Capital
PF&R capital projects consist mostly of the procurement of replacement engines, trucks, and
specialized emergency response equipment. The Public Safety General Obligation (GO) Bond
has been the primary funding source for these purchases, with the bureau transitioning to the
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utilization of the General Fund Apparatus Replacement Reserve in FY 2015-16. Items not
received by the end of the fiscal year in the GO Bond Fund and General Fund are carried over
in the Fall Supplemental as the associated expenses are anticipated to occur in FY 2016-17.
There is a joint Request for Proposals (RFP) with PF&R and OMF to identify a qualified vendor
to conduct a facility needs assessment and costing for potential relocation of the Prevention
and Logistics facilities. Upon completion of this study, the bureau will be able to present
options to Council to determine if there will be additional facility requirements. The 1998 Fire
Facilities GO Bond balance is mostly expired, and the City would need to identify new revenue
sources for any major facility projects.
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Portland Bureau of Emergency Management
Analyst: Jessica Kinard

Summary

In FY 2015-16, the Portland Bureau of Emergency Management continued to improve in most
of its performance metrics over the prior year, and exceeded annual targets in 50% of its Key
Performance Measures. Notably, the bureau made significant gains in activating Neighborhood
Emergency Teams (NETs) throughout the city. The bureau experienced some unexpected staff
vacancies, which stagnated progress on updating citywide Continuity of Operations Plans
(COOPs) and contributed to overall General Fund underspending of 5%. The bureau also
completed the fiscal year largely on budget.

Bureau Performance
Portland Bureau of Emergency Management FY 2015-16 Performance
FY 15-16
Performance

Trend

Key Performance Measure

Annual
Target

Strategic
Target

5,165

Number of new PublicAlerts registrations

4,451

4,451

5,000
3,410

2014

Percentage of bureaus with updated COOP
plan that meets or exceeds FEMA standard

2015

72%

72%

72%

80%
2015

72%

75%

59%

63%

47%

37%

59%

50%

2014

2015

85%

77%

75%

77%

2015

()

()

2016

88%

77%

()

2016
59%

Percentage of participants who rate PBEM
classes and exercises as "good" or
"excellent"

5,000

50%

2014

Percentage of neighborhoods with active
NET teams.

4,451

2016

()

2016

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523277

The number of new Public Alerts registrations and percentage of neighborhoods with active
Neighborhood Emergency Teams (NETs) indicate the resilience of Portland residents in the
event of an emergency. While Public Alerts registrations were shy of the 5,000 annual target,
the number or registrations did increase by 1,041 or 31% over the prior year. The percentage
of neighborhoods with active NETs exceeded the annual target by 9 percentage points; the
bureau trained 396 new NET volunteers which was nearly double the annual target. Currently,
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95% of neighborhoods have at least one trained NET volunteer, but the bureau counts the
team as active once there are at least 5 active members. There are currently 1,496 applicants
waiting to be trained as volunteers, 175 of which are from the 27 neighborhoods that don’t yet
have active teams. If the bureau prioritizes training volunteers from neighborhoods that lack
active teams, the bureau could make significant gains in this measure in FY 2016-17. In addition
to serving all geographies, the bureau is focusing on trying to increase the racial and/or ethnic
diversity of volunteers. The bureau operates this program with 1.0 FTE and minimal materials
and supplies budget; volunteers are asked to provide some of their own supplies. To the extent
to which this program is deemed a priority for the bureau and Council in achieving City
preparedness and resiliency goals, there may be additional budget requests in the FY 2017-18
budget.
While the trending increases in KPMs are notable, it is difficult to assess how the bureau is
tracking in relation to larger goals without established strategic targets. CBO will work with the
bureau to establish these targets so the information can be reflected in the FY 2017-18
requested budget submission.
In FY 2015-16, the bureau received $122,139 in General Fund support to fund a limited term
Continuity of Operations Plan (COOP) Planner to assist bureaus in updating and maintaining
COOP plans. Filling the position proved challenging as the bureau went through two
unsuccessful recruitment processes. As a result, progress on ensuring City bureau emergency
preparedness stagnated. However, as of October 2016, the COOP position has been filled and
the bureau expects 100% COOP plan compliance by the end of this fiscal year.
While the bureau’s class satisfaction rate declined from the prior year, it still remained above
the annual target of 75%. Notably, the bureau provided classes or trainings to 471 City
employees, an increase of 122% over the prior year.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Portland Bureau of Emergency Management General Fund
The bureau completed the year with General Fund expenditures largely on budget. The bureau
had underspending of $125,000, which is equal to 5% of their budget. Approximately $50,000
in underspending was in personnel services due to staff vacancies and the bureau carried over
$48,771 in unspent contracted services funds in the Fall 2016 Supplemental Budget. The
bureau also experienced staff vacancies that led to personnel services underspending.
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The biggest operational threat for the bureau continues to be reliance on grant funding for
core bureau activities and operations – particularly funding from the Emergency Management
Performance Grant (EMPG), which offsets expenditures in the General Fund as well as in the
Grants Fund.
Grants Fund
The bureau’s actual spending was far below budgeted levels due to the budgeting of multi-year
grants in FY 2015-16. As a result, CBO finds an historical look at the fund to be more helpful
than a comparison of budget to actuals.
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Bureau grant fund resources have decreased dramatically in recent history. This is primarily
due to decreases in Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI) grants, which pass through PBEM’s
budget to regional partners with little operational effect on the bureau. Actual receipt of UASI
grant revenues went from $6.1 million in FY 2012-13 to $0.7 million in FY 2015-16.

Controlling for UASI grants, other bureau grant total spending stayed constant the last two
fiscal years, although spending shifted slightly to personnel versus external materials and
services.
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Parks, Recreation, and
Culture
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Portland Parks & Recreation
Analyst: Ryan Kinsella

Summary

Portland Parks & Recreation (Parks) ended the fiscal year within its General Fund budget
despite several challenging factors: the implementation of phase 1 of the arbitration
settlement with Local 483, and continued volatility of recreation services revenues. Notably,
the Golf Program continues to struggle to achieve revenue targets after the re-opening of
Colwood Golf Course, resulting in a net loss of $300,000, whereas Portland International
Raceway reversed a negative trend from prior years, ending the year with revenues exceeding
budgeted amounts by $200,000. Service charge revenues in the System Development Charges
(SDC) Capital Fund also exceeded the budget of $19.1 million by $2.5 million (for a total of
$21.6 million), primarily driven by the collection of residential SDCs.
Due to increases in population density in areas in closer proximity to parks and community
centers, the bureau showed marginal increases in two of its key performance measures:
percentage of residents living within one-half mile of a park or natural area, and the
percentage of residents living within three miles of a community center.

Bureau Performance
Portland Parks & Recreation FY 2015-16 Performance
Portland Parks and Recreation identified six key performance measures as part of the FY 201516 requested budget, which measure core bureau services and assess the bureau’s strategic
direction. These metrics track resident access to, and perceived quality of, parks, natural areas,
and community centers; the condition of parks facilities; and amount of work on natural areas.
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Trend

Key Performance Measure

FY 15-16
Performance

Strategic
Target

Annual
Target

86%

Percentage of residents rating the overall
quality of parks as good or very good

85%

85%

85%

84%
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Percentage of residents rating the overall
quality of recreation centers and activities as
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2014
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Facility Conditions Index

77%
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l
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2015
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(2020)

2015
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70%

80%
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7.50

7.00
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7

l
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75%
74%
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l
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(2020)
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https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523266

Percentage of Households within 1/2 mile of a Park or Natural Area and within 3 miles of a
full service community center
The bureau has set a goal that all Portland households live within ½ mile of a park or natural
area and within three miles of a community center. The proximity to parks and community
centers are a key component of the Portland Plan’s 20-Minute Neighborhood. Currently 81% of
Portland households live within ½ mile of park or natural area, up from 80% in FY 2014-15. This
proportion has remained nearly the same over the past four years as park development has
tracked at the same pace as new residential development. While over 81% of households have
access to parks in most neighborhoods, two areas have significantly less access: only 62% of
residents have access to parks in both east Portland (east of I-205) and outer northeast
Portland (Caesar Chavez Ave to I-205).
Approximately 85% of households should have access to parks by 2020 based on current plans,
including 75% of east Portland households. Currently two major park developments will
improve access in east Portland: Luuit Park (formerly Beech Park) and Gateway Urban Plaza.
Please see the bureau’s 2015 Performance Report for additional analysis on this topic.
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Due to the economic recovery over the past four years, the bureau has experienced a steady
increase in system development charge (SDC) revenues, providing them with resources to build
parks that expand access. However, the influx of SDC revenues creates a unique challenge for
the bureau because additional General Fund resources are required to fund ongoing
operations and maintenance of these parks. Due to the scarcity of new General Fund
resources, funding may not be available, which limits Parks’ ability to expand access to a
greater percentage of households.
Facilities Condition Index
To measure the bureau’s stewardship of facilities, the bureau tracks facilities’ current
deficiencies (current or deferred replacement and repair needs) relative to the facilities’
current replacement value. The prior year index of 7.5 is considered “fair” by industry
standards, and this measure has increased, indicating a greater percentage of deficiency, as a
result of a greater number of assets having been assessed and included in this calculation.
(Currently, the measure only includes buildings and pools; other assets – such as playgrounds,
park amenities, and roads - will be added as assessments are completed.) The bureau has not
yet calculated the Facilities Condition Index for FY 2015-16, but is currently considering other
measures that more accurately assess and communicate the current status of system assets.
As a proxy of the health of Parks assets, the bureau also reports upon an annual major
maintenance gap, which quantifies the amount of annual resources needed to repair,
rehabilitate or replace current assets. In FY 2015-16, the annual major maintenance gap (for
non-capacity improving projects) was $24.8 million. This amount has remained relatively
unchanged over the past five years; for example, the bureau estimated a gap of $24.3 million
in FY 2010-11.
Both the Facilities Condition Index and annual major maintenance gap indicate that continued
investment is needed to maintain park assets, even following the recent approval of the $68.0
million Parks Replacement Bond and the $1.7 million annual major maintenance appropriation.
As illustrated in the chart below, the bureau has benefited from the availability of one-time
resources over the past four years, during which average General Fund appropriation was
approximately $4.2 million per year – an amount substantially more than the ongoing
appropriation of $1.7 million and closer to meeting their annual major maintenance gap.
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CBO also notes that all SDC-funded projects will eventually have major maintenance needs,
potentially worsening the overall system asset condition index over the long-term if left
unaddressed. As the Parks’ system expands, the major maintenance liabilities will continue to
increase. To address the bureau’s long-term major maintenance needs for both current and
new assets, CBO has recommended that the bureau consider a variety of solutions to address
its major maintenance gap, including increased General Fund appropriation, periodic renewal
and replacement bonds, and divestment of assets.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Portland Parks Bureau General Fund
Water Fund

Resources

Requirements

Revised Budget

Year-End Actuals

Licenses & Permits
Charges for Services
Intergovernmental Revenues
Interagency Revenue
Miscellaneous
General Fund Discretionary

$475,996
17,178,682
116,000
2,162,692
646,281
56,819,375

$284,208
17,934,430
71,952
1,864,977
807,267
56,372,133

Total Resources

$77,399,026

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

Total Requirements

Variance

% of Budget

$191,788
(755,748)
44,048
297,715
(160,986)
447,242

60%
104%
62%
86%
125%
99%

$77,334,968

$64,058

100%

$53,126,612
15,997,832
8,274,582

$51,434,715
18,093,342
7,806,911

$1,691,898
(2,095,510)
467,671

97%
113%
94%

$77,399,026

$77,334,968

$64,058

100%
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Portland Parks & Recreation (Parks) ended the fiscal year within its General Fund budget
despite several challenging factors including the implementation of phase 1 of the arbitration
settlement with Local 483 and the continued volatility of recreation services revenues.
Highlighted below are several issues that warrant consideration:
Recreation Services
Revenue and expense drivers vary by program or site, but overall, program fee revenues
exceeded budget by $300,000, continuing a trend from previous years. For example, Charles
Jordan Community Center exceeded revenue targets by $200,000 whereas Buckman Pool
under-collected revenues, resulting in a net loss of $13,000. Across service offerings, there
were no specific types of activities or programs that significantly under-collected or overcollected revenues, indicating that the overall surplus was not generated by increased
participation in a single certain activity.
Effective October 1st, Recreation Services implemented a new staff model in which seasonal
employees were converted to permanent employees, totaling 101.25 new FTE. This revised
staffing model may pose several challenges to maintaining revenue targets: for example,
restrictions around work hours (ending and beginning time, and shift duration), and
consolidation of program offerings into single positions (rather than specialized positions for
each activity) has raised questions as to whether services will be equally utilized. To the degree
that customers are dissuaded from using recreation services as a result of changes in
availability of program hours or specialized instructors, program fee revenues may decrease. In
the current year, Recreation Services should have sufficient funding to mitigate any revenue
shortfalls because the additional costs of the positions converted in the arbitration settlement
will not begin to be incurred until October 1st. However, this may become an issue in ensuing
budget years. CBO and the bureau will be tracking whether monthly revenue targets are
achieved through the remainder of the fiscal year.
Golf Program
Due to a continued trend in decreased golf rounds, the outpacing of personnel cost increases
in relation to course revenues, and the delayed utilization of the Colwood Golf Course, the Golf
Program drew down fund balance by $495,000, leaving a balance of $286,000 in FY 2016-17.
To address this trend in the short-term, the bureau has decreased revenue targets at Colwood
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by $224,073, offset by a decrease in loan repayment for reconstruction costs to the SDC fund.
The bureau is also considering reduction options to mitigate potential operating losses. The
larger problem of a decreasing number of persons playing golf, however, is much more
challenging to address, and is a trend that is experienced by golf courses across the country.
Following the recommended practices in the industry, Portland Parks’ Golf Program has fiveyear strategic plan that intends to increase golf participation beyond the traditional, white
male customer base. While these marketing initiatives may prove useful in the long-term, the
near-term challenges are significant. CBO and the bureau will continue to track revenue
collections at Colwood over the next year while reassessing the long-term fiscal sustainability
of the Golf program. Moreover, CBO continues to recommend that the bureau prepare for
reductions to operational costs and develop strategies to ensure that the Golf Program
remains solvent.
System Development Charge Revenues
Due to the economic recovery over the past four years, the bureau has experienced a steady
increase in system development charge revenues. Last year service charge revenues in the SDC
Capital Fund also exceeded budget of $19.1 million by $2.5 million (for a total of $21.6 million),
primarily driven by the collection of residential SDCs. This marks a continued trend over the
past three years, during which SDC revenues have exceed $20.0 million per year, resulting in a
balance of $60.0 million. Additionally, within FY 2015-16, there were a number of other SDCfunded projects that will be carried into future years. The bureau has typically budgeted SDC
revenues to all expected projects that have been publicly announced. The chart below
illustrates the continued, robust collection of SDCs.
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SDCs continue to provide both an opportunity and a liability. With access to recreation centers
and parks being proportionally less in East Portland, SDC resources provide an opportunity to
build assets that will serve a greater portion of Portlanders while also positively impacting the
City’s equity goals. However, the expansion of parks services will necessarily require the
reprioritization of resource internally or a shift of General Fund resources away from other City
priorities, such as public safety and housing, in order to fund the operations and maintenance
of new park facilities. The City needs to take into account the negative impact of reducing
these other services – along with the equity impact this may have on specific communities –
when making decisions about expanding Parks’ services.

Capital
Within the FY 2015-16 Adopted Budget, Council approved an additional $2.3 million in General
Fund discretionary resources for Parks’ major maintenance projects, in addition to $1.7 million
annual major maintenance appropriation. Below are notable updates to these projects:
• Willamette Boat Ramp Dredging ($239,000 General Fund discretionary). The bureau has
completed the request for proposal process and selected a construction firm. Dredging
is currently underway and is expected to be completed by mid-October.
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• Mount Scott Community Center HVAC ($818,000). This project is behind schedule.
Currently, the bureau just closed solicitation for bids and the expected completion is
unknown.
• Westmoreland Park Sckavone Stadium Lighting ($828,000). This project is estimated to
be 85% complete. As part of the final steps, PGE will install a transformer, followed by
testing and staff training.
In addition to these major maintenance projects, projects also continue for the 2014
Replacement Bond Program and projects funded by SDC revenues and other external
resources. Notable updates include the following:
• Gateway Discovery Park: In FY 2015-16, Parks broke ground on this project and the park
is expected to be completed in fall of 2017.
• Luuit View Park (formerly Beech Park): Design phase of this project has been completed,
and construction began in June 2016. The park opening is currently scheduled for fall of
2017.
• Colwood Golf Center. The bureau is also progressing on several projects at the newly
acquired and renovated Colwood Golf Course, including the construction of a new
parking lot, improvements to the driving range, completion of an event space, and
adjacent right of way improvements. As noted earlier, Colwood Golf Course continues to
struggle to meet revenue targets, following the reopening. Construction projects will
likely continue to impact course use, further exacerbating operating budget constraints
of the Golf Program.
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Public Utilities Bureaus
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Portland Water Bureau
Analyst: Ryan Kinsella

Summary

Due to continued favorable weather conditions and recalibrated targets for retail water sales,
the Portland Water Bureau finished FY 2015-16 with higher than projected revenues,
exceeding budgeted amounts by $7.5 million. Operating expenses were under budget by $3.9
million, creating a modest excess balance that will be used to cash finance a greater portion of
capital projects, lessen the expected rate increase in FY 2017-18, or for other budget needs in
FY 2017-18. The bureau achieved performance targets across their key performance measures:
there were no state or federal violations of drinking water or environmental standards, and
debt service coverage ratios were exceeded. In total, the bureau spent $51.7 million of the
$57.1 million budgeted in its capital plan, resulting in $5.4 million in underspending, after
finishing two significant projects (Kelly Butte Reservoir and Powell Butte 2) and continuing
initial work on two new, significant projects (Willamette River Pipe Crossing and Washington
Park Reservoir).

Bureau Performance
Portland Water Bureau FY 2015-16 Performance
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There is little variance in the Water Bureau’s performance measures when compared to prior
years, indicating that the bureau continues to achieve its targeted levels of service.
Importantly, the bureau has maintained its Aaa bond credit rating for the last first lien revenue
bond sale of $85 million in November 2014, and there were no violations of drinking water
quality and no violations of environmental regulations. These three measures signal that the
bureau is successful in their key function of providing safe water within federal and state
expectations of environmental stewardship while on a fiscally-sustainable path. However, as
noted in previous CBO analyses, the Water Bureau’s key performance measures, while
representative of core functions, are not useful in informing whether services could be more
efficiently delivered or more effectively provided. Below are several other notable
performance measure trends:
Customer Service. Due to the loss of interactive voice response and autopay functionality for
water bills, the Customer Service Division experienced a marked increase in the number of
phone calls, resulting in increased hold times. Currently, whereas the bureau targets wait times
of no longer than 2 minutes, the average hold time increased to 3:36 minutes, and only 46% of
calls were answered within 60 seconds whereas the bureau targets 80% of calls answered
within 60 seconds. Recently, the bureau completed the procurement for another payment
processing system that is PCI compliant, allowing for the restoration of autopay. This will likely
result in improved measures in FY 2016-17.
High Risk Assets. Recently, the bureau’s Asset Management Steering Committee changed the
methodology for calculating the “percentage of identified high risk assets addressed” by only
counting risks as being addressed if any repair, rehabilitation, or replacement work has been
completed. Previously, the bureau counted a risk as being addressed if planning, design or
construction work had begun to mitigate the risk. This change in methodology resulted in a
decrease from 80% to 42% of risks being addressed for the year. (If the bureau had not
changed the methodology, the 80% measure would have been a slight improvement over 77%
of risks that were addressed in FY 2014-15). This decrease resulted from identifying a greater
number of high risk assets as compared to previous years.
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Customer Input. The bureau is currently seeking customer input on topics related to its key
performance measures and is working with Portland State University’s Survey Research Lab to
survey customers. Specifically, the survey will be used to determine customer’s preferences
and opinions on hold times for calling Customer Service, experiences with Customer Service
representatives, communication of outage, and the level of interest in smart meter technology.
The survey will also be used to determine which Portland Water Bureau services are most
valued. Based on the survey results, the bureau may consider revisions to their key
performance measures. Moreover, the Portland Utility Board (PUB) will review the bureau’s
performance measures, and based on the PUB’s feedback, the bureau will most likely revisit its
performance measures.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Water Fund

Portland Water Bureau - Water Fund
FY 2015-16 Reconciliation
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Water Fund
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Revenues. Water sale revenues exceeded budget, marking a notable variance from prior year
trends: whereas water sale revenues have previously fallen short of planned amounts, this
year’s warm summer resulted in higher than planned water sales and $7.5 million in excess
revenues. In contrast, water sales exceeded budget by $937,000 in FY 2014-15, but were $4.8
million less than budget in FY 2013-14. Over the past five years, the bureau revised estimates
of water sales in order to match observed decrease in demand, resulting in marginal rate
increases. The second year of achieving and exceeding this target indicates that it has been
appropriately recalibrated.
The bureau also realized more revenues than initially budgeted for permitting and construction
services due to positive economic development trends. Specifically, $4.7 million was budgeted
in service installation/mains revenues and $9.8 million was received; similarly, $500,000 was
budgeted for engineering permit fees; $920,000 was received.
Personnel Services. Personnel service costs were $3.3 million less than the bureaus’ revised
budget of $63.8 million (both capital and operating personnel services costs) primarily due to
vacancy savings. On average, the bureau had an average 31 positions vacant of the 595 total
FTE over the course of the year. Engineering Services’ O&M personnel services budget was
overspent by 18% due to staff being shifted away from the capital projects because of delays in
several projects. The overall result is personnel services being underspent with Engineering
Services’ capital budget. Of the bureau’s $63.8 million personnel budget, $16.4 million was
budgeted for capitalizable costs, nearly half of which is for funding permanent Engineering
Services personnel. As the bureau eventually works toward a more stable capital program,
following the completion of LT2-related projects and the Willamette River Pipe Crossing, the
bureau will need to continually evaluate the number of personnel that can be used to maintain
the capital program with a more stable workload.
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Operational Materials and Services. Operating external materials and services were
underspent in Administration and Resource Protection and Operations, primarily due to
underspending in professional services. Water Operations’ professional services budget
includes funding for additional testing services in case of a positive cryptosporidium or any
other results that require additional, outside testing, which was not needed in FY 2014-15.
Notably, following an increase of $250,000 for bank card fees during the supplemental budget,
fee expenses exceeded the budget of $1.3 million by $30,000. The bureau has budgeted for
these increased fees in FY 2016-17, and additionally, with the recent implementation of Invoice
Cloud, the bureau may experience additional payment processing costs in FY 2016-17 and
moving forward.

Capital
In total, the bureau spent $51.7 million of the $57.1 million budgeted in its capital plan,
resulting in $5.4 million in underspending. The bureau completed two major projects: Powell
Butte Reservoir 2 and Kelly Butte Reservoir. The completion of these projects will increase the
operational and financial capacity of the bureau, allowing them to focus on other capital
projects within the distribution program, the Willamette River Pipe Crossing, and the
Washington Park Reservoir project. Highlighted below are variances in several major capital
projects:
• Washington Park Reservoir. This project increased significantly in FY 2015-16 from an
initial cost estimate of $61.1 million to $190.0 million due to significant geotechnical and
structural changes to the design. The bureau has completed the construction
procurement for this project and construction is currently underway. This project is
estimated to be completed in spring of 2024.
• Willamette River Pipe Crossing. There were several adjustments to the timeline of this
project in FY 2015-16. As a result, construction costs are planned to be incurred in FY
2018-19 rather than FY 2016-17. This project total remains at $57.0 million and
expected to be completed by FY 2019-20.
• Verde Vista Pump Station Improvement project ($1.1 million), which provides supply to
the Pittock and Calvary Tanks, has been cancelled after additional analysis concluded
the improvement was no longer necessary.
• Bull Run Roads. There were several adjustments to road projects in the Bull Run
Watershed. Road projects were delayed as staff were reassigned to development
projects, and several portions of road improvements were delayed and consolidated
into a single project and procurement.
45

• Fulton Pump Station. This project, initially estimated to cost $11.6 million in 2010, has
increased due to a number of project design changes. These changes have also resulted
in delays. The project is currently estimated to cost $18.0 million and scheduled to be
completed in spring of 2017.
Distribution program costs will continue to be the largest capital expense in future years, as the
FY 2016-21 CIP invests in pipes, pump stations, storage tanks, hydrants, meters, and valves that
make up the City’s water distribution system – the bureau’s primary “aging infrastructure.” The
Distribution program’s five-year capital costs are expected to be $218 million including the $55
million Willamette River Pipe Crossing project. Over the next five years, 46% of capital
spending will be in Distribution.

46

Bureau of Environmental Services
Analyst: Claudio Campuzano

Summary

Robust revenues drove a continued increase in the Sewer System Rate Stabilization Fund,
allowing for additional rate flexibility going forward. The bureau continues to experience
considerable underspending of the capital budget as the project delivery structure adjusts to a
post-Big Pipe program. The combination of lower-than-budgeted capital program spending and
greater-than-anticipated revenues allowed for a significant increase in the level of cash
financing of the capital program, delaying the need for additional new money debt. The bureau
did take advantage of the low interest rate environment to refund $439.9 million of existing
debt. Bureau performance was, in some measures, slightly below targets as a result of
significant rainfall in the prior year. However, given strong financials, low interest rates, and
other positive factors, the bureaus’ affordability measure is likely to improve in FY 2016-17 or
FY 2018-19, ahead of a planned flattening in the next five to six years.

Bureau Performance
Bureau of Environmental Services FY 2015-16 Performance
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The number of sanitary sewer overflows declined in FY 2015-16 for the second year in a row.
However, the figure was still above the bureau’s target primarily as a result of greater than
average significant rainfall events. These events are drivers of sanitary sewer overflows as the
conveyance system experiences blockages – particularly during high-wind and early-season
events when leaves play a larger role.
Watershed health is a complex function of water quality, habitat, fish and wildlife, and
hydrology. The bureau uses a tool – the Watershed Health Index – that compiles several pieces
of information to summarize current environmental conditions, and provides an easily
understandable way to compare conditions over time. Currently the bureau uses only the
water quality component as a Key Performance Measure. While water quality is a key outcome
of the bureau, it has representation in other measures. CBO recommends that the bureau
consider using the broader index to represent the multiple benefits and desired outcomes of
bureau activities.
The number of combined sewer overflow events has remained at historical lows, with five
recorded in FY 2015-16 compared to four the previous year. This figure is down from well over
50 annually, prior to completion of the final phase of the Big Pipe project in 2011. The number
of overflows each year – including FY 2015-16 – has been within permitted levels which allow
for four during the winter months and two during the summer months. While the annual
target is set at four, reflecting the expected average performance of the system as constructed,
the actual number will be dependent on weather events.
As discussed in recent budget reviews, the bureau’s affordability metric, typical household bill
as a percent of median household income, has been expected to continue increasing for the
near term. In FY 2015-16, the figure slightly exceeded the expected amount as a result of
median income growth that was revised down slightly based on actual U.S. Census figures; the
actual rate increase was as expected. This does not greatly affect the overall trend. However, in
light of continued robust revenue growth and the resulting increase in the rate stabilization
fund, revised bond interest assumptions, and a large recent refunding among other factors, it is
conceivable that rates in the near- to medium-term will stabilize in relation to household
incomes. CBO will work with the bureau as part of the FY 2017-18 budget development process
to explore rate strategy options.
The percentage of urgent public health and safety related service requests responded to within
two hours went down to 88%, below the 90% target. According to the bureau, this is the result
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of a greater-than-normal number of heavy rain events. Call volumes during these events tend
to increase, bringing response times down. CBO notes that this measure has declined for the
second straight year.
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Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Sewer System Rate Stabilization Fund
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The bureau’s Sewer System Rate Stabilization Fund balance grew by $22 million from $51.7
million to $75.7 million in FY 2015-16. The ending balance was $3.2 million higher than the
$73.5 million in the Revised Budget and $10.2 million higher than the planning estimate used in
the FY 2016-17 Preliminary Financial Plan submitted in February. The bureau maintains the
stabilization fund to smooth short-term budget fluctuations, to smooth long-term increases
associated with large capital projects, and – most recently – to manage the ‘pinch point’
created by peaking debt service in FY 2023-24. The growth of the fund is due to a number of
factors but primarily robust retail and System Development Charge revenues. SDCs rose to
$21.9 million.
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SDC Revenues
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As the bureau develops the five-year financial plan that accompanies the FY 2017-18 budget
request, this increased stabilization fund balance will allow for flexibility in development of the
retail rate forecast.
Cash Financing and Debt Issuance
As noted in CBO’s review of the FY 2016-17 requested budget, the bureau has been cash
financing a larger share of the capital program in recent years than has been the case
historically. In FY 2015-16, that share increased from 15.7% in FY 2014-15 to 33.2% due
continued strong revenues and underspending in the capital program.
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The net change in fund balance in the Sewer System Construction Fund was $56.2 million,
reducing the balance to $88.3 million. This fund is primarily used to received bond proceeds
and cash transfers and to use those resources to reimburse the Sewer System Operating Fund
for capital expenses. There was no new money bond issue in FY 2015-16 as the fund drew
down earlier issues. A new money bond issues is anticipated in FY 2016-17, currently budgeted
at $157.0 million. Based on the net change in fund balance resulting from increased cash
financing, however, a new money issue may not be necessary until FY 2017-18.
While there were no new money bond issues, the bureau did issue $439.9 million in refunding
bonds, taking advantage of the current low interest rate environment.
The table below shows the year-end budget to actuals for the Sewer System Operating Fund.
While the table shows revenues undercollected by $29.4 million, this is largely the result of
lower-than-budgeted cash transfers from the Sewer System Construction Fund reflecting
underspending in the capital program. Additionally, charges for services show as slightly
undercollected, but this is only after increases to the budget of $17.2 million from the Adopted
Budget to the Revised to reflect increased projections throughout the year.
Sewer System Operating Fund
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Capital
Spending in the capital program declined considerably after the final phase of the Big Pipe was
complete. In FY 2015-16, capital outlay reached a recent low of $43.2 million, or only 53% of
total capital spending. While a change in the ratio between capital and non-capital spending in
the CIP was expected to occur after the Big Pipe completion as bureau efforts went from being
focused primarily on one very large, localized project to a diverse array of geographically
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dispersed smaller projects, the ratio has continued to decline at the same time the total value
of delivered projects has declined.

CIP Spending by Capital Outlay and Other Costs
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CBO suggests that the bureau explore opportunities to improve project delivery processes so
as to deliver a larger portion of the annual budget and to increase the ratio of capital to noncapital CIP spending, making the delivery of assets more efficient. The bureau spent $76.2
million – or 73% - of the revised $105.0 million budget for direct capital expenditures (i.e. not
including bureau cost allocations to the capital program). The underspending is attributable
largely to the following:
• $14.5 million underspending on Phase II Pipe Rehabilitation projects, related to slower
than anticipated start dates;
• $3.7 million underspending on the Far North Nicolai project due to a redesign in
response to neighborhood concerns;
• $6.1 million underspending on the Biogas Utilization project based on the
postponement of that project subject to negotiations with NW Natural;
• $1.8 million underspending on culvert replacement due to coordination issues with
other agencies
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Community Development
Bureaus
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Bureau of Development Services
Analyst: Doug Le

Summary

In FY 2015-16 the Bureau of Development Services (BDS) continued to experience dramatic
workload increases and was challenged to keep pace with demand: while the bureau was able
to increase performance in a number of its workload performance measures, the bureau did
not meet targets in any of its Key Performance Measures (KPMs). The bureau has received
several new positions but has experienced challenges staffing up quickly. On the financial side,
BDS ended FY 2015-16 with 90% of the budget spent by year-end, excluding contingency and
fund balance. In line with the increased workflow, the bureau reported a large increase in fund
balance primarily due to increased revenues received for permitting, inspection, and land use
services. Based on August 2016 data, BDS has a cumulative reserve of $74 million,
approximately $41 million more than the reserve goal.
While the bureau is doing well financially overall, local programs receiving General Fund
support, such as the Extremely Distressed Property Enforcement and the Enhanced Rental
Inspection programs, both experienced increased workload without adequate ongoing
resources to fund the increased service demand. In FY 2015-16, Council directed a one-time
General Fund transfer from Land Use Services to provide additional support for these
programs. Additional one-time funding for these programs continues in FY 2016-17.

Bureau Performance
Bureau of Development Services FY 2015-16 Performance
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BDS identified eight key performance measures (KPMs) in FY 2015-16 as presented in the
Performance Dashboard above. The bureau was unable to meet any of its KPM annual or
strategic targets set forth in FY 2015-16. The bureau has been experiencing significant
increases in workload during this economic expansionary period, and while the bureau has
requested and received authorization to hire nearly 100 new FTE since FY 2014-15, the bureau
has experienced difficulty staffing up quickly due to challenges with recruiting qualified
personnel, long recruitment times, and long training processes. Notably, several of the
bureau’s workload-related performance measures did meet bureau annual targets, implying
that while the bureau is increasing service, the increase achieved is in many cases not enough
to keep up with demand. Regarding the number of housing units brought to code as a result of
Neighborhood Inspection Division efforts, BDS cited resource constraints for not meeting the
target for this performance measure.
The bureau did significantly increase its performance over the prior year in two of its KPMs:
percentage of residential inspections made within 24 hours of request increased 5 percentage
points over FY 2014-15, and percentage of commercial permit first review done within 20 days
of application intake increased 21 percentage points over FY 2014-15. If both performance
trends continue, the bureau will meet its strategic target for these measures by FY 2017-18 as
planned.
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As part of its review, CBO requested information from the bureau regarding its strategies to
improve its performance on these KPMs. BDS reports that it has started a multifaceted
strategic approach to address its workload issues, including: contracting out for services,
paying for the use of staff from other jurisdictions, increasing the number of recruitment staff,
and continuing the effort of streamlining business processes where applicable. CBO supports
the above efforts from the bureau to manage its workload during the booming economy
without unnecessarily committing to ongoing and long term costs of new positions.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Development Services Fund
BDS funds its operations primarily by fees and charges for services. In FY 2015-16, the bureau
received a General Fund cash transfer of $2,177,273 to support Land Use Services and
Neighborhood Inspections programs. All other programs are fee-supported programs.
203 - Development Services Fund
Resources

Requirements

Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance
Licenses & Permits
Charges for Services
Interagency Revenue
Fund Transfers - Revenue
Miscellaneous

Revised Budget
$45,634,924
34,827,525
13,633,486
1,102,676
2,243,557
2,442,221

Year-End Actuals

Variance

% of Budget

$51,228,946
43,436,697
17,347,110
1,013,547
2,206,621
4,627,541

($5,594,022)
(8,609,172)
(3,713,624)
89,129
36,936
(2,185,320)

112%
125%
127%
92%
98%
189%

Total Resources

$99,884,389

$119,860,462

-$19,976,073

120%

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services
Capital Outlay
Bond Expenses
Fund Transfers - Expense
Contingency
Unappropriated Fund Balance

$36,228,799
2,831,908
9,994,492
2,690,225
1,084,750
1,193,727
14,762,390
31,098,098

$33,726,101
2,968,981
9,077,080
702,191
1,038,216
1,181,691
40,068,103
31,098,098

$2,502,698
(137,073)
917,412
1,988,034
46,534
12,036
(25,305,713)
-

93%
105%
91%
26%
96%
99%
271%
100%

Total Requirements

$99,884,389

$119,860,462

-$19,976,073

120%

In FY 2015-16, revenues for permits and charges for services were greater than budgeted due
to the continued uptick in the local economy. Miscellaneous revenue was also higher than
budgeted due to the lien amnesty program and higher than projected interest revenue.
On the requirement side, BDS spent 90% of the budgeted appropriation by year-end, excluding
contingency and fund balance. The under-spending in Personnel Services is due to vacant
positions that are taking longer than projected to fill. BDS overspent its budget for external
materials & services by $137,073 or approximately 5% of the budgeted amount. This is due to
higher than expected expenditures associated with the nuisance abatement program.
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The underspending in Capital Outlay is related to the Information Technology Advancement
Project (ITAP). Due to technical delays, the project is not progressing as scheduled. The
variance in fund balance is due to higher than projected revenues collected from fees and
charges for services. All other expenditures are within reasonable variances.

Capital
BDS has one capital project, the Information Technology Advancement Project (ITAP). The
project is to procure and implement a new permitting software program to replace the
bureau’s current aging and outdated system. The total project is estimated at $11.8 million;
however, due to multiple delays the final project cost will almost certainly be higher.
Additionally, the earlier projected timeline for completion in the winter 2016 will not be met.
The new estimated completion date is now 2018. Updated information on the ITAP project can
be found in the latest Technology Oversight Committee report posted at the following link:
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/omf/56112.
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Portland Housing Bureau

Analyst: Jessica Kinard and Jane Marie Ford

Summary

In FY 2015-16, the Housing Bureau experienced significant increases in budget in both
homeless services and housing programming. The bureau and its partners have responded by
significantly increasing the number of people provided with homeless services, and has
generated a burgeoning affordable housing development pipeline. However, due to the
dramatic increase in the cost of rental and ownership housing, the bureau is seeing fewer
clients capable of retaining housing or entering the homeownership market. From a budgeting
standpoint, this indicates that the City and its partners may have to invest more resources to
achieve the same outcomes, assuming lower- and middle-wage earners do not experience
corresponding increases in income or the price of housing does not decline.
In looking at strategic goals and identified need for affordable housing, CBO finds that –
although the bureau is greatly increasing the development of new affordable housing – it is
extremely unlikely that the City will be able to fund or promote sufficient newly developed
regulated affordable housing to meet projected need. As such, CBO recommends that the
bureau and the City continue to pursue cost-effective ways to retain existing affordable
housing stock. CBO also finds that, to the extent that market-rate development is unable to
accommodate the estimated 123,000 households moving to Portland by 2035, the affordability
crisis will likely worsen for low- and middle-income Portlanders. Meeting this demand would
entail residential development at a rate the City has never achieved. For this reason, to address
the housing crisis holistically, CBO recommends that the City focus on policies that accelerate,
expand, and preserve both market rate and affordable housing units.

Bureau Performance
Portland Housing Bureau FY 2015-16 Performance
The Portland Housing Bureau’s FY 2015-16 Key Performance Measure (KPM) trends primarily
reflect the impact of two factors: first, increased financial investment in housing and homeless
services and second, a dramatic increase in the cost of housing in Portland. In most cases,
bureau performance tracked positively towards KPM strategic targets; however, declining
performance in certain measures indicate the challenges posed by increased housing costs.
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This may also present a challenge to achieving overall bureau and City goals around reducing
homelessness and meeting affordable housing needs.

Trend

Key Performance Measure

FY 15-16
Performance

279

Housing units opened that are newly affordable

92

362

2012

131

4,049

2015

70%

85%

76%

74%

2013

2014

2015

4,324
(2016-2017)

3,922

2016

4,900
3,522

27%

10%

2015

3,922

2,600

10%

27%

10%

2015

4,900
(2016-2017)

2016

28%

28%
2014

85%
(2016-2017)

3,922

30%
(2016-17)

2016

83%

80%

80%
80%

80%

2014

2015

16%

80%

15%

(2016-17)

16%

2015

15%

15%

(2016-2017)

13%

2014

80%

80%

2016
16%

15%

Percentage utilization of minority contracts in
housing construction (contract $ awarded)

74%

77%

74%

2014

Percentage of households receiving home
repairs and retaining their homes 12 months
after services

2,430

2016

4,023

Percentage of households receiving homebuyer
education or counseling and subsequently
purchasing a home

4,049
78%

76%

2012

Number of individuals prevented from
becoming homeless

(2016-2017)

4,049

3,402

2015

500

251

2016

4,324
2014

Retention rate of households placed in
permanent housing at 12 months

362

182

2014

3,909

Total number of homeless individuals placed in
permanent housing

Strategic
Target

362

753

2013

Annual
Target

2016

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523267

Homeless Services
The bureau greatly exceeded annual targets in the number of individuals served with
homelessness prevention and housing placement services, and according to initial Joint Office
of Homeless Services data, the number of individuals provided with shelter or “safety off the
streets” interventions also exceeded FY 2015-16 targets. This is directly related to increased
investments: the City provided PHB and A Home for Everyone partners with $7.3 million in new
General Fund support for homeless services in FY 2015-16. However, the percentage of
households that were able to retain permanent housing 12 months after being placed
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decreased four percentage points from the prior year. Similarly, the number of people
returning to homelessness 24 months after being placed in housing increased from 3% to 6%.
These trends could be indicative of the effect that Portland’s dramatic increase in housing
prices is having, and will continue to have, on bureau and City goals: as rents get higher, it is
more difficult for individuals with low-income to maintain stable housing, and successful
housing placement support requires more resources for longer periods of time. So, although
the City may be placing more individuals in housing and preventing more people from
becoming homeless, this may not be keeping pace with the increase in overall need to actually
reduce homelessness in the Portland.
City of Portland Median Rent Price for all Homes
2011 to Present

In FY 2015-16, median rent prices in Portland rose from $1,666 to $1,850, an increase of 11%. Source: Zillow.com
http://www.zillow.com/portland-or/home-values/

This trend signals the need to re-calibrate numerical goals around housing placement and
retention. From a budgeting standpoint, it is likely that the bureau and the Joint Office will
require more resources to accomplish the established system-wide outcome of reducing
homelessness by 50% by the end of FY 2016-17. Per the terms of the Joint Office of Homeless
Services IGA, the Joint Office will be producing quarterly reports on performance measure
data, with the first report scheduled to be released later this calendar year.
Homeownership and Home Repair Programming
The increased cost of housing is also likely impacting PHB’s homeownership program metrics,
as the cost required for down payment assistance and the number of people requiring
homeownership support increases with the cost of housing. In FY 2015-16, the median home
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value in a sampling of Interstate and Lents Urban Renewal Area neighborhoods rose 20% to
$365,000. 3 The significant decline in the KPM for households purchasing a home after receiving
counseling is related to this trend. The bureau and Council will need to decide how to address
these challenges in concert with other priorities during FY 2017-18 budget development.
Affordable Housing Development
On the housing production side, the bureau continues to move positively towards the strategic
target of 500 new units opened per year. As PHB’s new affordable housing development
projects typically take 18-30 months from the Notice of Available Funding (NOFA) to unit
opening, the KPM data from FY 2015-16 mostly reflect funding that was initially made available
during FY 2012-13 or FY 2013-14. The bureau’s housing programs budget increased in recent
years, with the bureau releasing and processing record-size NOFAs in the past two years, and
PHB now has just over 2,000 more units in the development pipeline. Given the number of
projects currently funded and underway, as well as enacted measures to speed up the
permitting and review process during the State of Housing Emergency, it is expected that the
number of new units opened will continue to steadily increase in coming fiscal years.
Last year, PHB identified a current affordable housing gap of 25,000 units based on area
median income and available units. 4 This need is expected to grow by 10,000 units by 2035, in
line with Comprehensive Plan population increase estimates. Assuming incomes increase at the
same rate as housing costs, the bureau would need to produce an average of 1,823 affordable
housing units of every year for the next 19 years to fill the identified affordable housing gap.

3

Source: Zillow online: http://www.zillow.com/portland-or/home-values/; sample includes Lents, Kenton, King,
Portsmouth, and Eliot neighborhoods.
4
Source: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data: https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp.html
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*Assuming ratio between incomes and housing prices remain constant.

Developing sufficient new affordable housing to meet expected need would cost between
$126 million/year to $388 million/year in ongoing funding. 5 With the upcoming expiration of
Urban Renewal Areas over the next decade, the bureau will lose Tax Increment Funding, which
averaged $31.1 million/year over the past decade and is the bureau’s primary source of
affordable housing development funds. Even with proposed new policies and funding streams
around inclusionary housing, it seems unlikely that the City will be able to fund the needed
amount of regulated affordable housing through new development alone. 6
Portland Housing Bureau recognizes the challenges posed by the high cost of new
development, and has been pursuing other strategies to preserve or create regulated
affordable housing stock. Programs include the new rental rehabilitation program which, as
proposed, would turn market rate units into regulated affordable units for 10 years at a much
more cost effective rate than new development. 7 Although the value and effectiveness of this
program remains to be seen, CBO recommends that the bureau continue to investigate these
5

Assuming a public subsidy range for new affordable housing development of $65,000/unit (average per unit costs per
most recent NOFA requests) to $200,000/unit (per unit costs with proposed housing bond). Assumes need for 33,000 units
given existing funded projects in pipeline; assumes funding will be needed through FY33 to complete building by FY35.
6
The newly passed Construction Excise Tax is expected to generate approximately $xx million per year in affordable
housing development funds. The proposed inclusionary zoning policy has not yet been finalized, so it is difficult to assess
the projected revenues or number of units that the policy may generate; however, should a tax exemption policy
7
The bureau initially estimated that the rental rehab program would cost approximately $15,000/unit; compared with the
general average cost of new development of $100,000/unit. The Rental Rehab project guarantees affordability for 10 years
while new development guarantees 60 years of affordable development; if the rental rehab program proves successful,
extending properties for 60 years could still be more cost-effective than new development.
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types of opportunities and prioritize interventions that have proven to be effective
programmatically and from a public cost basis.
CBO also recommends that the City maximize the ability of the market to produce market-rate
affordable units. Per the Comprehensive Plan, the City anticipates 123,000 new households will
move to Portland by 2035; meeting this new demand amounts to an average need for 6,150
total new units per year (assuming a start date of FY 2015-16). While private development is
building more residential units in the wake of the recession, the City has never achieved the
level of annual development required to meet this goal. The current economic expansion has
yielded record number of permit processing: in 2014 the City processed a peak number of new
privately-owned permits for 5,016 units and the City is on track to process roughly the same
number of permits as in 2016; this level of permitting will at a minimum need to increase by
23% to yield the required units to meet projected demand. 8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Building Permit data. https://www.census.gov/construction/bps/

If the City does not produce enough housing for the new households, and if new households
are willing and able to pay more for housing than the average current Portlander, housing costs
will continue to rise to meet the new demand, and the current problem for low- and middleincome Portlanders will be exacerbated. To solve the current housing crisis, it is imperative

8

As permits processed do not necessarily equate units developed, these measures are a conservative proxy for the number
of units developed.
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that the City review its policies and processes around market-rate development to ensure that
the City is maximizing its ability to meet the current and future demand. This means not only
encouraging and facilitating market rate development, but encouraging production of different
housing types (such as studios or small homes) that might help the City meet population
demands at all income scales. Additionally, for increases in market rate housing to help
alleviate the affordability crisis, the City must ensure existing housing stock is available for
long-term rentals or ownership. To the extent that any policy hinders or restricts market rate
development there will be an impact on the City’s ability to meet general housing demand,
which will likely create more cost pressure on available units.
It is also critical that the City keep the cost of regulated affordable housing development as low
as possible in order to create the most units possible. This is not to say the City should
necessarily sacrifice other City goals around equitable access to amenities and quality housing
in order to maximize cost efficiency; however, Council should be aware of policy decisions and
tradeoffs that increase the cost of regulated affordable housing development, as higher perunit costs do mean fewer units will be built.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Portland Housing Bureau General Fund
The bureau ended the year having expended 95% of its General Fund budget. The bureau
underspent in external materials and services by $926,208, which constitutes 5% of that
category’s budget. Roughly half of these unspent funds were encumbered and requested for
carryover through the fall supplemental budget. The bureau also received $2.1 million in
homeless services funding through the Housing Emergency Ordinance late in the fiscal year,
and was unable to spend or encumber all of those funds before fiscal year end.
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Housing Investment Fund and Tax Increment Financing Fund
The bureau’s Housing Investment Fund and Tax Increment Fund provide two of the primary
sources for the City’s affordable housing portfolio. Both funds ended the year with
underspending in external materials and services and significant above-budget values in
beginning balances and/or contingency. In these two funds combined, the bureau ended the
year with over $25 million in contingency and ending balance funds. This is primarily due to the
multi-year nature of large housing projects: projects may be awarded millions in funding in one
year, but development costs are often not fully incurred until 18-30 months after funds are
awarded. Funds are thus underspent and carried over to ensuing years.
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The presence of these large balances in the midst of a housing crisis elucidates the importance
of continued efforts to accelerate the process for developing affordable housing. Under the
State of Housing Emergency, the bureau has been able to accelerate the development process
by altering certain requirement in the design review process; however, the Housing Emergency
is set to expire within the next year and the need for new housing will continue. CBO
67

recommends that the bureau and Council continue to investigate ways to accelerate the
development process, especially in the absence of a declared Housing Emergency.
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Bureau of Planning & Sustainability
Analyst: Jane Marie Ford

Summary

In FY 2015-16, the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability (BPS) continued leading the process of
implementing the City’s Comprehensive Plan, which guides the physical development of the
City as it endeavors to accommodate Portland’s projected 123,000 additional households by
2035. The bureau recently released ten recommendations from its Residential Infill Project that
would amend the City’s single-dwelling zoning regulations to help accommodate a portion of
this population increase, and is currently accepting testimony on the draft Central City 2035
Plan outlining the vision for growth and development in the urban core. BPS’ sustainability
teams are likewise working to update the Portland Recycles! Plan, focusing on reducing waste
and carbon emissions from commercial properties.
BPS also received funding to work with the Portland Housing Bureau in designing a new
mandatory inclusionary housing program, the ultimate goal of which is to increase the City’s
regulated affordable housing stock. The proposed regulations are currently being reviewed by
the Planning and Sustainability Commission (PSC). The two bureaus are still in the process of
estimating the number of feasible development projects, affordable units produced, and
geographical distribution of growth produced by the proposed program, which is currently set
to launch in February 2017.

Bureau Performance
Bureau of Planning & Sustainability FY 2015-16 Performance
Annual Strategic
FY 15-16
Target
Performance Target

Trend
Percentage of new housing units in the
four-county region that are within the City of
Portland
Percentage of Portlanders living in complete
neighborhoods

37%

37%

35%

37%

40%

28%

2012

2013
64%

2015
64%

63%

2013

63%
63%

2014

69

2015

()

2016

2016

62%

80%
(2035)

70%

70%

70%

Percentage of waste recycled or composted
2013

Percentage reduction in per person carbon
emissions from 1990 levels

70%

71%

69%

2014

2015

(2030)

2016

41%

41%

30%
28%

2012

41%

41%

31%

2013

2014

2015

90%

2016

90%
(2050)

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523270

In FY 2015-16, CBO worked with bureaus to set ambitious, yet achievable annual performance
measure goals, as well as long-term strategic performance targets in alignment with bureau
and City strategic plans. As the lead bureau of many of the City’s core strategic plans – most
notably, the Climate Action Plan, Comprehensive Plan, and the Portland Plan – BPS’ key
performance measures provide a snapshot of the City’s progress toward major policy goals.
Portland was the first U.S. city to create a local action plan for reducing carbon emissions back
in 1993. Carbon emissions have dropped by 41% since 1990, and the 2015 Climate Action Plan 9
focuses on further reducing emissions in three key areas: industry and building energy use,
transportation of people and goods, and methane from landfills. Energy use in commercial
buildings is the City’s greatest contributor to carbon emissions 10, and an April 2015 City policy
aiming to reduce carbon emissions and improve energy efficiency requires commercial
buildings to report annual energy performance data. The first round of data will be made
available after the April 2017 reporting deadline.
Recycling and compost rates have held relatively steady at approximately 70% over the last
several years. A 2014 audit 11 highlighted the disparity between the volume of organic waste
generated and what is actually collected from residential and commercial customers.
Residential collections increased significantly after introduction of curbside composting in
October 2011; by volume, most of this waste is yard debris rather than food waste.
Commercial customers, however, mostly generate food scraps. The bureau is in the process of
developing a Mandatory Commercial Food Scraps program, which is expected to be fully
deployed by 2018. BPS notes that this program will help the City make the lift toward its
strategic target of recycling or composting 90% of all waste by the year 2030.

9

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/531984
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/article/527323
11
http://www.portlandoregon.gov/auditservices/article/486584
10
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On the planning side, the bureau tracks the percentage of new housing units in the four-county
region that are within the City of Portland. Figures held steady from FY 2014-15 to FY 2015-16
at 37% in both years, falling shy of the bureau’s goal of increasing to 40%. The growth over the
last 15 years is more substantial, however, as just 20% of new housing units in FY 2001-02 were
within City limits. Related to the bureau’s goal of increasing available units in Portland versus
surrounding areas, the Comprehensive Plan is based on accommodating an estimated 123,000
new households in Portland by 2035. Achieving and absorbing this level of development –
approximately 6,474 units per year for the next 19 years – while also retaining other City goals
presents a significant challenge. The bureau will play a critical role in ensuring successful Plan
implementation over the next several decades. It is worth noting that the currently proposed
inclusionary housing program may impact the development of certain types and amounts of
housing units in certain areas; however, it is unclear what those impacts may be. How new
units are distributed across the City may also impact the percentage of Portlanders living in
complete neighborhoods, which is another important bureau key performance measure.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Bureau of Planning and Sustainability General Fund
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BPS finished the fiscal year within budget for all funds, expending 96% of its General Fund
resources. There was some variance in external materials and services spending related to
delays of two multi-year projects sponsored by Metro, which will begin in FY 2016-17. The
bureau also carried over funding in the Spring Supplemental Budget to continue and complete
several major projects, including the Beach Access Master Plan, Salmon Safe, the Central City
Plan, the Design Review Overlay Assessment, Single Dwelling Development, and the Off-Road
Cycling project.
In its FY 2016-17 budget review, CBO analyzed the costs of BPS’s public involvement efforts.
Planners spend a significant portion of their time on public engagement, ranging from
approximately 20 to 40% depending on the type and phase of the project, and the bureau has
several positions dedicated to outreach and involvement. In the Fall Supplemental Budget, the
bureau requested an additional $40,000 for public outreach and engagement related to the
Off-Road Cycling project, and notified Council in October 2016 that an additional Community
Involvement and Outreach Coordinator position would be required to run a new Community
Involvement Program and Committee related to the Comprehensive Plan. Simultaneously,
Council has been discussing the need for additional public engagement infrastructure related
to several key issues that will likely persist through the next fiscal year and beyond. CBO notes
this as an opportunity for the City to develop metrics establishing goals for the public
involvement process, defining what success will look like, and considering how alternative
public engagement platforms like BPS’ online Map App 12 may be used to broaden public
participation at a lower cost to the City.

12

http://www.portlandoregon.gov/bps/65337
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Office of Neighborhood Involvement
Analyst: Jessica Kinard

Summary

In FY 2015-16, the Office of Neighborhood Involvement (ONI) developed new key performance
measures and greatly exceeded initial annual targets. In total, bureau partners engaged up to
17% of the City’s population in civic activities. 13 While the higher-than-expected outcomes are
positive, it is hard to assess what these figures mean in the larger context of bureau and City
goals without available strategic targets or historic data. CBO will work with the bureau to
develop these strategic goals to be ready for the FY 2017-18 requested budget process.
The bureau also ended the year on budget, having expended or encumbered 97% of budgeted
funds in the General Fund. Notably, the bureau continues to experience above-budgeted
revenues and workloads in the Noise and Liquor programs; the bureau is in the process of
developing a comprehensive fee study and revised fee schedule for Council consideration in
spring of 2017 to better support Noise program needs and costs.

Bureau Performance
Office of Neighborhood Involvement FY 2015-16 Performance
Trend
Number of participants in civic engagement
activities

107,353

Annual
Target

Strategic
Target

88,000

()

1,460

1,000

()

12,110

10,800

()

FY 15-16
Performance

107,353

2016

1,460

Number of Problem Solving Cases
2016

Number of people participating in trainings,
leadership development, and organizational
development

12,110

2016

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523271

The bureau developed new Key Performance Measures (KPMs) during FY 2015-16, and the
annual targets listed above represent the bureau’s best initial estimate of aggressive yet
achievable targets. The bureau significantly exceeded each of these newly set annual targets.
13

Assuming the data collected reflects unduplicated participants; CBO is not certain if this is the case.
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This is partially due to the lack of available baseline data to establish closely calibrated targets,
but may also be related to increased funding for bureau civic engagement programming: the FY
2015-16 Adopted Budget included the conversion of $300,000 of one-time funding to ongoing
funding and added an additional $328,657 in ongoing funding for stabilized and expanded East
Portland Action Plan (EPAP) and Diversity and Civic Leadership (DCL) programs, among others.
Approximately half of the bureau’s General Fund resources are dedicated to Community
Neighborhood Involvement Center programs that contract with civic engagement and
neighborhood coalition partners with the larger goals of increasing civic engagement,
empowerment, and neighborhood livability.
It is hard to assess the larger value of the achievement of these annual targets without
available strategic targets. CBO will work with the bureau and its partners on this endeavor in
coming months. Establishing and tracking progress towards these strategic targets will help the
bureau propose, and Council evaluate, future funding requests.
Aside from trends in KPMs, increased workload in the Noise and Liquor licensing programs
have resulted in increased staffing needs and support: the bureau processed 15% more liquor
license applications and 19% more noise inspections than the prior year, and, particularly on
the Noise side, is struggling to keep up with demand for services. The Fall Supplemental Budget
includes an additional Noise Inspector position funded through one-time increases in noise
revenue; this position will require ongoing funding in the FY 2017-18 budget to continue, and
the bureau plans to submit a more comprehensive fee analysis and schedule next spring to
support this position and other ongoing needs of the Noise Program in FY 2017-18 and beyond.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Office of Neighborhood Involvement General Fund
100 - General Fund
Resources

Requirements

Revised Budget

Year-End Actuals

Variance

745,306
280,804
18,061
31,740
8,622,175

788,697
280,804
18,791
35,135
8,311,964

Total Resources

$9,698,086

$9,435,391

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services (with
encumbered carryovers)
Internal Materials and Services

$4,737,727

$4,632,462

$105,265

98%

4,099,731
860,628

3,986,417
816,512

113,314
44,116

97%
95%

Total Requirements

$9,698,086

$9,435,391

$262,695

97%
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(43,391)
(730)
(3,395)
310,211

% of Budget

Charges for Services
Intergovernmental Revenues
Interagency Revenue
Miscellaneous
General Fund Resources (less carryovers)

$262,695

106%
100%
104%
111%
96%

97%

The bureau ended the year having expended or encumbered 97% of budgeted funds. The
bureau has requested $375,093 in encumbrance and advance carryover through the fall
supplemental budget – representing 4% of total bureau budgeted expenditures. A significant
portion of the bureau’s budget is contracted out to community partners, and it’s common for
the bureau to process this level of encumbrance and advance carryovers. Although the bureau
underspent in personnel services and external materials and services by over $100,000 each,
this underspending represents only 2% and 3%, respectively, of the total amount budgeted in
those categories. Notably, the bureau over-recovered revenue in the Charges for Services
category by 6%, predominantly as a result of increases in liquor licensing applications and noise
variance requests. Both programs have been experiencing dramatic workload increases during
the recent economic expansionary period.
The FY 2015-16 Revised Budget included 188,000 in anticipated Noise Program revenues and
187,000 in Liquor Program revenues. Actual revenue receipts exceeded these budgeted
amounts by 23,018 and $7,995, respectively. However, even with these revenue increases, the
bureau only recovered 54% of total costs for these two programs. Liquor license fees are fixed
by the State; however, the City may increase Noise Program fees to better cover programmatic
costs, which the bureau has and will continue to propose. Council passed Ordinance #187977
on September 7, 2016 which provided for a 15% increase in Noise program fees; however, this
increase only partially funds a proposed increase in staff. As discussed above, ONI intends to
provide a more comprehensive fee study and proposed fee schedule to Council in spring of
2017. The bureau is also prioritized discussion in the 2017 state legislative session a potential
increase to the maximum fees allowed by the State for liquor license processing.
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Portland Development Commission
Analyst: Katie Shifley and Josh Harwood

Summary

The Portland Development Commission’s (PDC) FY 2015-16 General Fund spending was within
budget and met the requirements of the intergovernmental agreement with CBO. PDC’s base
budget fluctuates from year to year, but has increased fairly substantially over the long term,
increasing 46% from FY 2009-10 to FY 2016-17. As PDC’s Tax Increment Finance resources
expire in the coming years, PDC will need to diversify its mix of resources or make
organizational changes to adjust to lower projected revenues.
PDC reported generally positive trends for its Key Performance Measures (KPMs). KPMs tend
to focus on higer-level aspirational program impacts, so program-level performance measure
data is critical to assessing programmatic performance and the value derived from PDC’s passthrough support to local non-governmental organizations. The programmatic performance
measures showed generally positive trends when compared to FY 2015-16, but mixed results
when compared to FY 2014-15 actuals. Several of PDC’s programmatic performance measures
report on outputs rather than participant outcomes, making it difficult to assess the overall
impact of a given program. CBO anticipates partnering with PDC to revise these measures
where possible.

Bureau Performance
Portland Development Commission FY 2015-16 Performance
Several of PDC’s KPMs represent higher-level goals over which PDC has limited influence, but
represent longer term aspirational impacts of its programming. For example, the “percentage
of workforce in Multnomah County earning at lease a middle wage” is a measure which PDC
programming supports on the margins, but macroeconomic effects will exert far greater
influence on this measure. This measure improved over FY 2014-15, and exceeded the FY 201516 annual target by 3.4%.
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Percentage of households at or above
self-sufficiency

FY 15-16
Performance

Trend

Key Performance Measure
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2015
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68%
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https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523269

Other PDC KPMs are more directly within PDC’s control. For example, the KPM “ratio of private
investment to PDC financial assistance,” is on the rise after two years of decline. This KPM is
more directly tied to PDC’s programmatic efforts, and represents an increase in the amount of
private funds committed for economic development projects relative to PDC spending. CBO is
interested in better understanding PDC’s definition of “leveraged” funds, as this term is
sometimes erroneously applied to private investments that would have been committed
regardless of an economic development agency’s role as convener and broker.
The KPMs for percentage of start-up investment to firms founded, owned, or led by women or
people of color have only a single year of data. PDC previously provided information on these
measures, but recently revised the reporting methodology.
PDC also provided program-level performance measure data for evaluation. This information is
critical to assessing programmatic performance and the value derived from PDC’s pass-through
support to local non-governmental organizations. The programmatic performance measures
showed generally positive trends when compared to FY 2015-16, but mixed results when
compared to FY 2014-15 actuals. In some cases, these measures tend to quantify outputs
rather than short or long term program outcomes, making it challenging to assess the quality
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of programming. For example, the performance measure data “number of Traded Sector direct
assistance/referral activities” has remained static over the last several years at “500+” or
“550+”, with little indication of the value participants derive from those engagements. In some
cases, however, additional information exists to refocus these measures on outcomes. For
example, PDC recently developed a matrix to distinguish between direct business assistance
engagements based on the intensity of engagement and resultant outcomes for participants.
CBO anticipates partnering with PDC over the coming months to revise these measures,
refocusing them on participant outcomes where possible.
Notably, PDC has make significant progress in diversifying the mix of participants in its
Workforce EOI and Small and Micro Business Development program. For example, the
percentage of Small and Micro Business Development program participants who are people of
color increased from 60% in FY 2013-14 to 80% in FY 2015-16. These efforts to expand minority
access to PDC’s services are in alignment with PDC’s strategic goals, and also support larger
Citywide goals around equity and diversity.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Portland Development Corporation General Fund
PDC’s spending of its annual allocation from the General Fund is managed via an interagency
agreement (IGA) with the CBO. There are two primary programmatic areas, Neighborhood
Economic Development and Traded Sector, and spending is tracked at the subprogram level
within those categories. Historically, PDC has not had significant underspending in any of these
programmatic areas. In FY 2015-16, PDC had just $8,358 of underspending in the Cluster
Development sector, representing 0.12% of its total General Fund allocation.
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PDC’s General Fund allocation has increased by $2.52 million over the past three years, from
$4.54 million in FY 2013-14 to $7.06 million in FY 2015-16. While spending has increased across
all sub-program areas, this 55% increase has been concentrated in Neighborhood Commercial
Corridor, NPI Opportunity Fund, and Entrepreneurship Support. A significant portion of the FY
2015-16 budget was one-time funding to seed the NPI Opportunity Fund. A more accurate
portrayal of PDC’s budget growth over time can be seen from the growth in PDC’s base budget
over time, which increased 46% from FY 2009-10 to FY 2016-17.

It can be difficult to discern what marginal impact this increased level of funding has had on
the performance of these programs. This is in part due to the fact that CBO and PDC use
distinct budgetary and accounting systems. Beginning in FY 2016-17, the IGA between PDC and
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CBO includes performance measures that are tied directly to programmatic funding, the intent
of which is to increase transparency around anticipated outcomes for a given level of funding.
General Fund resources are a small component of PDC’s annual revenue, representing just
3.5% of PDC’s total FY 2015-16 revenue. The majority of PDC’s annual spending is supported by
TIF debt proceeds. However, the inflow of TIF resources will taper off over the next ten years,
with new TIF resources dropping off dramatically beginning in the early 2020s. PDC’s Financial
Sustainability Committee is grappling with this issue and developing a plan to rebalance PDC’s
resource mix over the long term. A major component of this draft plan is to request that, as TIF
revenue returns to the City property tax pool, these funds be redirected or “boomeranged” to
PDC to continue supporting its activities. These boomerang funds total $6 million by FY 202526, and would represent about 20% of PDC’s anticipated budget. If not redirected to PDC,
these funds would be available to support other City bureaus and activities.
Due to requirements around the use of TIF resources, the City of Portland manages 17 debt
service funds for various TIF-funded economic development projects. A review of these funds
found no significant issues in FY 2015-16, barring the Division-Midway NPI that was overspent
by $723.
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Office of Equity & Human Rights
Analyst: Jane Marie Ford

Summary

The Office of Equity & Human Rights just marked its fifth year as a City bureau, and in that
short time span, has already served as a model for other jurisdictions. In FY 2015-16, the
bureau’s director spent several months on an executive loan to assist the City of Oakland with
establishing its own Department of Race and Equity. Leading the country in this field, however,
comes with its challenges, including lack of clarity around what is and is not part of the
bureau’s core mission. The composition of the OEHR’s programs, services, and activities has
shifted each year, with accompanying changes in staffing, resources, and key performance
measures (KPMs). OEHR will embark on a strategic planning process in FY 2016-17 to reconcile
long-term priorities and identify KPMs that are meaningful, reliable, and indicative of progress
toward a more equitable City organization and Portland community.

Bureau Performance
OEHR FY 2015-16 Performance

Percentage of bureaus that have begun
implementation of their Racial Equity
Roadmap

Annual Strategic
FY 15-16
Target
Performance Target

Trend

Key Performance Measure
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https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523275
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34%
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100%
(2024)
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2016
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33.5%
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20%
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100%

54%

32%

100%
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OEHR released its Citywide Racial Equity Goals & Strategies in FY 2015-16, which was adopted
by Council as a binding City policy. The goals are broad and ambitious, and the bureau is still
working to define how progress and success will be measured. Currently, the bureau’s KPMs
represent a mix of larger Citywide goals and individual program targets. The latter are set by
program coordinators, but are not necessarily used by management to inform decision making
about allocation of resources. Programmatic measures, including the percentage of bureaus
that have translated essential documents into the ten safe harbor languages, and the
percentage of ADA Title II Transition Plan barriers removed by City bureaus each year, fell short
of FY 2015-16 targets despite demonstrating positive progress from the prior year.
OEHR significantly exceeded performance goals for two of its measures. More than half of all
City employees (54%) have taken the Equity 101 training; the bureau reprioritized staff
resources in FY 2015-16 to respond to increased demand for the course after Council made it
mandatory, and significantly outpaced the original goal of training 32% of employees.
Garnering additional training resources was a priority in the OEHR’s FY 2016-17 budget
submission, but the bureau’s Fall Supplemental Budget request showed a shift toward
increasing capacity to provide equity technical support. OEHR has been leading development of
bureau Racial Equity Roadmaps over the last several years, and 100% of all bureaus have now
begun implementing those plans, up from projections of only 80% by the end of FY 2015-16.
OEHR has noted a need to continue supporting bureaus through that process, and accordingly
requested to reprioritize existing funds and allocate new resources in the current year.
OEHR has signaled that it will make a significant budget request in FY 2017-18 budget
development to increase its capacity to provide technical assistance to all City bureaus. As part
of a rising City consciousness around the importance of equity – the need to address historical
discrimination and underinvestment, as well as implementing forward-thinking policies as
Portland’s population continues to grow and change – a number of bureaus have already
begun investing additional resources in this work. New staff have been added across the City to
provide policy and technical assistance on equity issues within individual bureaus, generally
those with enough resources to fund positions internally.
The FY 2016-17 Adopted Budget includes a Budget Note directing OEHR to carry out a staffing
assessment that includes a proposed structure for coordinating Citywide equity efforts across
all bureaus. Council will need to consider the larger policy question of whether the City intends
to continue embedding equity positions across the City, or if it would be more advantageous to
invest additional resources in a centralized technical assistance model.
82

The final key performance measure looks at the percentage of City management that are
employees of color, which experienced a slight downward tick in FY 2015-16. However, a
manager is defined as anyone with timesheet approval authority, which does not necessarily
capture the full picture of employees of color who have significant influence over decision
making. The bureau has considered employing some methodological changes that may result
in improved data. This KPM is not a perfect proxy for equity in City leadership, but most
directly aligns with the Citywide Racial Equity Goal to “end racial disparities within city
government, so there is fairness in hiring and promotions, greater opportunities in contracting,
and equitable services to all residents.” 14

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
All Funds
All Funds
Resources

Requirements

Revised Budget

Year-End
Actuals

Variance

Charges for Services
Intergovernmental Revenues
Interagency Revenue
Miscellaneous
General Fund Discretionary
General Fund Overhead

$4,300
750
5,823
57,540
1,282,304
516,088

$4,300
5,823
47,506
1,260,326
516,088

750
10,034
21,978
-

Total Resources

$1,866,805

$1,834,042

$32,763

98%

$1,544,524
186,619
135,662

$1,530,003
170,841
133,198

$14,521
15,778
2,464

99%
92%
98%

$1,866,805

$1,834,042

$32,763

98%

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

Total Requirements

The bureau finished the year spending 98% of its budget, with projections closely matching
actual revenues and expenditures in nearly all categories. OEHR received unanticipated midyear resources from its agreement with the City of Oakland, which are shown above under
miscellaneous revenue. Director James’ work has continued into FY 2016-17, resulting in
approximately $10,000 in revenue to be appropriated in the current fiscal year.

14

% of
Budget

The Citywide Racial Equity Goals & Strategies are available at http://www.portlandoregon.gov/oehr/article/537589.
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100%
0%
100%
83%
98%
100%

Transportation and Parking

84

Portland Bureau of Transportation
Analyst: Yung Ouyang

Summary

The bureau spent 84% of its operating budget in the Transportation Operating Fund and also
84% of its operating budget in the Parking Facilities Fund. As in the year before, PBOT collected
more permit fee, parking meter revenues, System Development Charges, and parking garage
revenues than budgeted due to conservative budgeting in a time of economic expansion. And
as in prior years, the bureau significantly underspent its Capital Outlay budget at year-end
despite reductions in budget during the Spring Supplemental due to project delays and
schedule revisions. There are no concerns with variances between budget and actuals,
although CBO recommends that PBOT continue its efforts to develop more realistic budgets for
its revenues in the future.
PBOT ended the year spending only 49% of its Revised Capital budget. As is typical, the Capital
budget was increased during the Fall Supplemental to account for the carryover of budgets for
General Transportation Revenue (GTR) funded projects from the prior year, and the bureau
substantially decreased its CIP budget during the Spring Supplemental due to project schedule
revisions and delays. Specific projects are discussed in more detail below.
In terms of performance, PBOT met its annual targets for most of its performance measures.
However, because of the lack of resources to devote to the maintenance of streets and
weather issues, the bureau was not able to meet its targets for either the percentage of “busy”
(collector/arterial) streets in fair or better condition, or the percentage of local streets in fair or
better condition. Both measures show declines from FY 2014-15 figures. In contrast, PBOT
attributes the improvement in overall bridge condition to an infusion of resources from the
General Fund. The percentage of trips made by people walking and bicycling, including to
transit, also showed an improvement from FY 2014-15.
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Bureau Performance
Portland Bureau of Transportation FY 2015-16 Performance
Strategic
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FY 15-16
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Trend

Key Performance Measure
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https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523258

Three of PBOT’s Key Performance Measures (KPMs) pertain to the maintenance of capital
assets.
• Percentage of PBOT-owned bridges in non-distressed condition: At 85% at year-end of
FY 2015-16, the bureau met its target for the year and improved upon the FY 2014-15
figure of 84%. The bureau attributes this achievement partly to work made possible by
funding from the General Fund capital set-aside, which provided it with the resources to
remove a weight-restricted bridge.
• Percentage of “busy” (collector/arterial) streets in fair or better condition: After
improving from 51% in FY 2013-14 to 55% in FY 2014-15, PBOT was not able to further
improve or meet its goal of 57% in FY 2015-16. The bureau ended the year at 53% in fair
or better condition and notes that it was not able to complete a significant amount of
paving until after the fiscal year ended partially because of weather issues.
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• Percent of local streets in fair or better condition: Performance for this indicator has
declined steadily since at least FY 2013-14 (44%), and PBOT was not able to meet its goal
of 41% for FY 2015-16. The bureau attributes this inability to meet its goal to the limited
funds available for paving work on local roads.
PBOT eliminated discretionary funding for contracted paving years ago. About $12.2 million of
ongoing discretionary resources is dedicated to pavement maintenance in the bureau’s FY
2016-17 Adopted Budget, but these funds are used to ensure that the assets are usable up to
the end of their useful lives and do not extend the assets' useful lives, which major
maintenance aims to do. In its FY 2016-17 Adopted Budget, PBOT has devoted only $753,942
of discretionary funds for major maintenance and is using these resources for the maintenance
of traffic signals and street lighting, as well as for bridge inspections.
With the bureau’s limited discretionary resources dedicated to matching outside grant
revenues and the implementation of the City’s Capital Set-Aside policy and process, the bureau
has requested General Fund resources to improve the conditions of its assets over the last
several years and will continue to do so. It should be noted, though, that paving projects
generally do not score high in the ranking process for accessing Capital Set-Aside funds due to
the low level of risk associated with the failure of paving assets. Passage of the new gas tax by
voters and the new heavy vehicle use tax by City Council should provide the bureau with
additional resources that will help it to improve both its assets maintenance and its safety
performance goals.
PBOT is implementing its Vision Zero initiative which aims to reduce the number of traffic
fatalities to zero by 2035. Thus, one of its KPMs is the total number of serious, incapacitating
traffic injuries and fatalities citywide. The bureau ended FY 2013-14 with 200 serious traffic
injuries and fatalities, and data for FY 2014-15 and FY 2015-16 are not yet available. PBOT
relies on the official crash record produced by the Oregon Department of Transportation to
track injury crashes, and that agency has not yet issued formal data for those two years. Data
for FY 2014-15 should be available in November 2016. CBO recommends that PBOT consider
limiting itself to tracking only fatalities for its KPM because of the lag in the availability of injury
data from the State. The bureau has set 240 injuries and fatalities as the goal for FY 2015-16
and 230 for FY 2016-17.
CBO notes that the City’s transportation infrastructure will need significant upgrades to meet
the mobility needs of Portland’s growing population, and PBOT’s continued prioritization of
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this issue should be supported by additional resources. However, it should be noted though
that the Safety program of the bureau’s CIP underspent its budget by $20.2 million in FY 201516, or 79%. One of the projects which contributed to the underspending was the 122nd Ave
Safety Improvements project. The bid for the project occurred late in the fiscal year, and
construction was shifted to FY 2016-17.
Annual streetcar ridership showed a 6.7% decrease from FY 2014-15 (4,623,520 rides) to FY
2015-16 (4,313,571 rides), which the bureau attributes to shutdowns at the Broadway Bridge.
The last major expansion of the Streetcar system, the Close the Loop project, was completed in
late FY 2014-15, and weekday ridership is expected to grow from 15,000 riders per day to
20,000 by 2020. Beginning in the FY 2014-15 Spring Supplemental, PBOT received $505,000 of
General Fund resources to provide for streetcar capital enhancements and capital maintenance
to improve transit reliability. The bureau is still working on the project, as $283,264 of the
amount is being re-appropriated during the FY 2016-17 Fall Supplemental.
Another KPM seeks to measure progress on one of the bureau’s major initiatives, that of
increasing the percentage of trips made by people walking and bicycling, including to transit. At
26%, PBOT exceeded its FY 2015-16 goal of 25% and attributes this to ongoing investments in
walking, biking, and transit infrastructure, as well as transportation demand management
programs. Year-over-year performance on this metric was flat for a couple of years, but the
measure has recently seen an improvement. Several projects were completed recently that
likely contributed to this increase: the Streetcar Close the Loop project in late FY 2014-15, and
the Tilikum Crossing Bridge was opened; several sidewalk/pedestrian projects that made it
safer to walk were completed in FY 2015-16, including two on 136th Ave and the Powell-toDivision Phase 3 project, and a sidewalk/pedestrian project on SW Multnomah Blvd that
included bike lanes was also completed.
The bureau has continued to request one-time General Fund resources for various initiatives
related to its Safe Routes to Schools program, but CBO notes that the needs are ongoing and
should be funded with ongoing resources.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Transportation Operating Fund
In FY 2015-16, PBOT received $29.2 million from the General Fund; this figure is made up of its
ongoing allocation as well as one-time additions, including those for major maintenance
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projects and innovation funding. The FY 2016-17 Adopted Budget amount for transfers from
the General Fund is $14.6 million, but it should be noted that this figure does not include
carryovers of General Fund resources from prior years. During this Fall BMP, the bureau is
carrying over nearly $5.0 million of General Fund resources from prior years.

PBOT’s collection of Licenses & Permits revenues ended the year at over twice the budgeted
amount due to conservative budgeting by the bureau. The variance involves utility permits and
street light infrastructure locates. The bureau has realized higher revenues for the past three
years and is working with the City Economist to improve revenue forecasts for this category.
Permit fees are priced for cost recovery and do not contribute to the bureau’s discretionary
resources. The FY 2016-17 Adopted Budget figure for this revenue is 6.5% lower than the FY
2015-16 Actual.
The earlier than planned implementation of the NW Parking Meter District is one of the
primary reasons why Charges for Services ended the year at 16% above budget, although
System Development Charges were also above budget due to the robust economy. The FY
2016-17 Adopted Budget figure for this revenue is 6.2% higher than the FY 2015-16 Actual.
A delay in the Sellwood Bridge Replacement project caused two of the categories, one
resource and one requirement, to have year-end variances that are higher than 10%. The $16
89

million local match payment was not made, causing external materials & services to end the
year at 72% of budget. Because the match payment was to be financed, bond and note
revenue ended the year at 56% of budget. The match payment will occur in FY 2016-17.
Typical for the bureau, PBOT underspent its capital outlay budget by 46% due to delays in the
schedules of capital projects, with the unspent funds carried over into FY 2016-17. The bureau
has noted that three projects are the main drivers for the variance: the Parking Machines,
Street Lighting Efficiency, and the Paving Preservation projects.
A little over half of the ending balance ($58.4 million out of $114.3 million) is constrained by
Oregon Revised Statutes, City policy, or contract provisions, with $47.9 million of that made up
of revenues restricted to use on Council-approved SDC projects. Another 30% of the balance is
devoted to funding appropriations for operations during FY 2016-17. About 18% of the ending
balance is used to balance the bureau’s financial forecast over five years, and this includes
about $2.8 million intended for contingency purposes.
Parking Facilities Fund

Charges for service, consisting of parking garage revenues, ended the year at 8% above budget,
and PBOT’s Adopted Budget figure for the current year (FY 2016-17) is comparable to last
year’s year-end actual amount.
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All operations-related expenditure categories show major underspending. Personnel services
ended the year at 11% under budget due to a position that was vacant for a portion of the
year. Internal materials & services were underspent by 25% due to delays in major
maintenance by OMF-Facilities at the parking garages, while external materials & services was
underspent by 11% due to the timing of projects, particularly the 10th and Yamhill project.
About $10.0 million of the $12.6 million in ending balance is set-aside for the 10th & Yamhill
garage rehabilitation project, with $4.0 million intended for project spending and $6.0 million
in reserves. About $600,000 of the ending balance is dedicated as an Equipment Replacement
reserve for parking paystations, electronics, etc. The remaining $2.0 million serves as general
contingency. The amount meets the required target set by policy.
Grants Fund

As with prior years, PBOT continued to significantly underspend its budget in the Grants Fund
in FY 2015-16 even after reductions during the Spring Supplemental. This is typical and is due
to delays in work on capital projects, as well as the true-ing up of project budgets once the
bureau gets a better understanding of their actual costs. In FY 2015-16, the projects involved in
creating the variance include the St. Johns Truck Phase II, Central City Multi-Modal Safety, Bike
Share Development, the Columbia-MLK, and the 20s Bikeway: Harney-Lo projects. Different
combinations of projects are responsible for the underspending in each of the major object
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categories. The underspending due to project delays is reflected on the revenue side by the
26% variance between budget and actual collection of grant revenue as shown in the
Intergovernmental Revenues category.
Other Funds
PBOT also administers the Transportation Reserve Fund and the Gas Tax Bond Redemption
Fund. There were no notable variances between budget and actual spending in these funds.

Capital
During the Fall Supplemental of last year, PBOT increased its Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
budget by roughly 5% from the Adopted Budget. About 89% of the adjustment is carryover of
General Transportation Revenue (GTR) funding from the prior year due to planned project
work shifting from FY 2014-15 to FY 2015-16. Funding was carried over for more than two
dozen projects, the largest of which include: Transportation Systems Plan/Alternative
Transportation Projects at various locations ($584,119), Paving Preservation and Rehabilitation
($406,969), the Williams: Weidler-Killingsworth Bikeway ($293,980), and the Harbor Dr./River
Pkwy, SW ($221,759) projects. Carryover of resources for General Fund-supported projects
amounted to 10% of the total increase in CIP budget. $255,000 was awarded for Streetcar
System Improvements during the FY 2014-15 Spring BMP, and PBOT re-appropriated the full
amount because none of the funds were spent in FY 2014-15. The budget for the N. Willamette
Blvd. Infrastructure Project was trued up by $170,729 because the amounts in the FY 2015-16
Adopted Budget did not accurately reflect what was actually spent during FY 2014-15.
CIP Budget
Adopted
Fall Revised
Spring Revised
Year-End Revised

$78,498,090
$82,671,650
$62,596,950
$62,596,950

Percentage
Change
Inapplicable
5.3%
-24.3%
0.0%

Further substantial changes to the CIP budget were made during the Spring Supplemental,
decreasing it by 24% from the Fall Revised amount. The Spring Supplemental is normally a time
when PBOT reduces its CIP budget in order to sync up budgets with actual spending and
revised construction timelines. The bureau did reduce budgets for many projects in both its
operating fund and the Grants Fund, the largest of which include: $7.5 million for Paving
Preservation; $4.2 million for Highway Safety Improvement Project; $3.8 million for
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Neighborhood Safety and Livability; $2.3 million for East Portland Access to Transit; $2.0
million for Bridges/Overpasses; $1.5 million for Street Light Replacement; and $1.4 million for
Burgard Rd @ TimeOil.
However, there were also increases in funding for capital projects during the Spring
Supplemental, with the largest including: $2.2 million for the Burnside & Pearl District Project;
$2.0 million for Bike Share Development; and $1.5 million for Killingsworth: Commercial.
No adjustments were made to the bureau’s capital budget during the Over-Expenditure
Ordinance.
Budget to Actual Variances in Capital Program Spending
In regards to actual expenditures, PBOT ended the year spending only about 49% of its Revised
CIP budget, with a variance of $29.9 million between budget and actual expenditures, despite
the reductions in budget during the Spring BMP. Several projects had their construction
schedules revised. They were bid on late in the fiscal year while actual construction shifted to
FY 2016-17. These include the Burnside St: 16th-Cesar Chavez E, 122nd Ave: I-84 Ramp-Skidmore
NE, Burnside St: 8th-24th W, and the 122nd Ave Safety Improvements projects. Most of these are
projects that are a part of the bureau’s Safety CIP program. Furthermore, a $16 million local
match contribution for the Sellwood Bridge Replacement Project that was supposed to be
made to Multnomah County in FY 2015-16 was delayed until FY 2016-17.
PBOT received $4.7 million in General Fund resources to implement safety improvements on
122nd Ave so that TriMet can implement frequent bus service. In a budget note, the bureau
was directed to work with TriMet so that frequent bus service would begin soon after the
improvements are completed. PBOT reports that TriMet has made some increases to service
frequency on that street, including increasing average headways on the bus line by 3 minutes
during the highest use hours, but PBOT will continue to design and construct improvements in
2017. PBOT intends to fund even more improvements using revenues from the new gas and
heavy vehicle use taxes over the next four years, and TriMet will implement full frequent bus
service, seven days a week, over that time period.
Delays in project schedules for three projects in the Transportation Operating Fund are the
primary reason for the large underspending in capital outlay in that fund: 1) the purchase of
Parking Machines for infills has been deferred ($2.05 million); 2) the Street Lighting Efficiency
project spent $2.5 million less than budgeted but should be completed in FY 2016-17; and 3)
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the Paving Preservation project was underspent by $2.0 million but should also be completed
in FY 2016-17. A high percentage of the variances between budget and actuals in the Grants
Fund resulted from delays in getting signed IGAs, including those for the St. Johns Truck Phase
II, Central City Multi-Modal Safety, and Bike Share Development projects.
In terms of CIP program, Safety projects showed the greatest variance, at $20.2 million, or
underspending of 79%. Large variances also occurred for the Health & Livability ($3.1 million or
26%), Economic Vitality ($2.7 million or 32%), and Asset Management ($2.6 million or 25%)
programs.
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Elected Officials

95

Office of the Mayor
Analyst: Jane Marie Ford

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Office of the Mayor General Fund

The Mayor’s Office spent 86% of its budget last year, with the greatest underspending in
external materials and services. This is consistent with prior year spending patterns. Most midyear adjustments to the budget were related to administration of the Compliance Officer and
Community Liaison (COCL) contract costs and support for the Community Oversight Advisory
Board (COAB) as part of the Department of Justice Settlement Agreement. All COCL/COAB
funding has been transferred to Special Appropriations as of FY 2016-17.
The FY 2015-16 Adopted Budget also included one-time General Fund resources to increase
the number of interns supported through the SummerWorks and Black Male Achievement
Initiative Youth Employment Program. Support for this program was increased in the FY 201617 Adopted Budget, and CBO recommended developing performance measures to track
program outcomes to better communicate the results of these initiatives to decision makers
and the public.
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Office of the Commissioner of Public Affairs (Saltzman)
Analyst: Jane Marie Ford

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues

Ofice of the Commissioner of Public Affairs General Fund

The budget for the Commissioner of Public Affairs includes the Portland Children’s Levy, which
is funded by a tax levy, and the Gateway Center for Domestic Violence (Gateway Center) and
Commissioner’s Office, which are supported by General Fund resources. The office spent 88%
of its General Fund allocation in FY 2015-16, requesting to carry forward $110,178 in prior year
contract encumbrances for services provided through the Gateway Center. The Gateway
Center expanded Legal Aid Services to four days a week with new ongoing resources of
$120,000, and also utilized $60,000 in one-time General Fund dollars to provide eviction
prevention services. In total, 61 households were prevented from becoming homeless at an
average of less than $1,000 per household. An additional $60,000 in one-time funding has
been allocated in FY 2016-17 to continue these services.
Funding for the Portland Children’s Levy (PCL) continues to exceed projections, reaching $15.3
million in FY 2015-16, up from original estimates of $14.0 million. In response, the PCL
Allocation Committee funded nine additional projects, for a total of 68 grants receiving $40.3
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million in funding from FY 2014-15 through FY 2016-17. The committee will meet again over
the next few months to determine how to allocate additional projected revenue in FY 2016-17.
PCL has four performance measures that are tracked in the City budget. Two of these metrics
provide a summary of PCL’s outputs, documenting the number of children served and grant
contracts managed. PCL also reports compliance with its requirement to keep administrative
costs at a maximum of 5% of cumulative tax revenue. In addition to the above, PCL actually
tracks a much more robust set of metrics related to service goals, demographics, program
participation, outcomes, and staff turnover 15. This information is used both to manage
individual grantee performance as well as to analyze larger program trends and outcomes, as
outlined in PCL’s five-year “Goals, Strategies, and Accountability Metrics.” 16 CBO recommends
incorporating some of these measures into the FY 2017-18 budget process, in order to
highlight PCL’s goals and the results of these strategic investments moving forward.

15
16

http://www.portlandchildrenslevy.org/about-us/performance-and-results
http://tinyurl.com/hw6s4dn
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Office of the Commissioner of Public Safety (Novick)
Analyst: Jane Marie Ford

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues

Office of the Commissioner of Public Safety General Fund

The Office of the Commissioner of Public Safety spent 96% of its FY 2015-16 budget allocation.
There was underspending in the office’s external materials and services budget, which is
consistent with historical spending patterns.
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Office of the Commissioner of Public Utilities (Fritz)
Analyst: Jane Marie Ford

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues

Office of the Commissioner of Public Utilities General Fund

The Office of the Commissioner of Public Utilities spent 85% of its FY 2015-16 budget
allocation. There was underspending in the office’s external materials and services budget,
which is consistent with historical spending patterns. The office carried forward approximately
$15,000 to FY 2016-17 for the remainder of the contract with the Oregon Bureau of Labor and
Industries (BOLI) managing the transition from the City Protected Sick Leave program to the
statewide system. Additional underspending occurred in personnel services due to vacancies,
and the office also added a new 1.0 FTE Commissioner’s Staff Representative position that was
filled in FY 2015-16.
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Office of the Commissioner of Public Works (Fish)
Analyst: Jane Marie Ford

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues

Office of the Commissioner of Public Works General Fund

The Office of the Commissioner of Public Works spent 94% of its FY 2015-16 budget allocation.
There was substantial underspending in the office’s external materials and services budget due
to limiting out-of-town travel and not encumbering any new contracts.
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Office of the City Auditor
Analyst: Katie Shifley

Summary

The Office of the City Auditor ended FY 2015-16 with no significant budgetary or performance
issues. The office issued 25% fewer audit reports than it originally anticipated, considerably
increasing the cost per audit hour, but reported significant improvement in transparencyrelated performance measures.

Bureau Performance
Office of the City Auditor FY 2015-16 Performance
FY 15-16
Performance

Trend

Key Performance Measure

Annual
Target

Strategic
Target

96%

Percentage of audit report recommendations
implemented or in process

93%

93%

89%

89
80%

2012

2013

2014

2015

89%

85%

(2022)

2016

90%

Percentage of Ombudsman's Office
recommendations accepted by bureaus

88

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

37

88%
87%

2014

2015

2012

64%

2014

70%

37%

40%

2015

No target
(No target)

37%

18%

2013

88%

2016

172%

42%

90%

No target
(No target)

2016

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523281

The Auditor’s Office reported generally positive performance across its Performance Measures.
After a slight dip in 2015, both KPMs “percentage of audit report recommendations
implemented or in process” and the “percentage of Ombudsman’s Office recommendations
accepted by bureaus” are trending positively and exceeding annual targets.
The Auditor’s Office also reported positive improvements in several workload and efficiency
performance measures. The percentage of Independent Police Review (IPR) investigations
completed within 60 days was 29% in FY 2015-16. This is a new measure, the impetus for which
was the Department of Justice settlement agreement. With budget approved for additional
investigators, the Auditor’s Office anticipates completing 45% of IPR investigations within 60
days in FY 2016-17.
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The Auditor’s Office has made significant progress on the workload measure “average number
of months to make Council minutes available to the public,” decreasing the average time from
nine months to three months over the past two years. The significant progress that has been
made in this area is core to the Auditor’s Office mission of promoting transparency and
accountability in City government.
The Auditor’s Office reported negative trends in FY 2015-16 for performance measures related
to the Audit Services division. The total number of audits issued in the prior year was nine,
compared to 12 audits released in both FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15. The Auditor’s Office also
reported a negative trend in the full cost per audit hour, which increased from $114/hour in
both FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15 to $142/hour in FY 2015-16 – a 24.5% increase. According to
the Auditor’s Office, these declines in relative performance were due to staff turnover during
FY 2015-16. Staff turnover led to fewer audits being released and a higher cost per audit hour
due to time spent training new staff. The division is now fully staffed, and the division
anticipates issuing 12 audit reports at a lower cost per audit hour in FY 2016-17.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Office of the City Auditor General Fund

The Auditor’s Office completed the year with General Fund expenditures largely being within
budget. The Auditor’s Office had total General Fund underspending of $576,775 which is equal
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to 6.5% of its overall General Fund budget. This underspending was driven by $417,915 in
underspending of external materials and services (EMS), or 25% of the total EMS budget, and
$299,485 in personnel services (PS), or 5% of total PS budget. EMS underspending was heaviest
in Audit Services, Management Services, and Archives & Records, while PS underspending was
concentrated in Audit Services and the Hearings Office. The Internal Materials and Services
budget was slightly overspent, with actual spending exceeding budget by 3%.
Per the Auditor’s Office, the primary factor in EMS underspending was lower than expected
use of professional services, including lower costs for the City’s outside financial audit, lower
than anticipated use of a contracted Hearings Officer, and underspending in the current year
on the development of online Records Management training. More specifically, the budget for
the City’s outside financial audit was underspent by $125,000. According to the contract
manager, this is because only two programs were subject to Single Audit requirements in FY
2015-16, compared to the longer term average of five programs subject to audit requirements.
The personnel services underspending in Audit Services was driven by turnover; the division
reported two retirements and a transfer of a position to another division over the course of the
year. The turnover led to higher than anticipated figures for the Office’s KPM “Full Cost per
Audit Hour.”
Year-end actuals for Charges for Services and Interagency Revenue came in 10% and 52%
below budget, respectively. Charges for Services were under collected due to the lower-thananticipated number of TriMet exclusion appeals and land use hearings. Interagency Revenue
was under collected due to budget adjustments made in the FY 2015-16 Spring BMP for an
anticipated increase in demolition and towing hearings that did not materialized.
Local Improvement District Fund
Local Improvemend District Fund

Revised Budget
$3,326,221
$1,053,500
$2,245
$4,759,678
810,800

Year-End Actuals

$0
($167,279)
$4
$2,429,707
(349,321)

% of Budget

Resources

Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance
Charges for Services
Interagency Revenue
Bond and Note
Miscellaneous

Total Resources

$9,952,444

$8,039,333

$1,913,111

81%

Requirements

External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services
Bond Expenses
Fund Transfers - Expense
Contingency/Ending Balance

10,245
1,735,840
2,719,385
2,974,212
2,512,762

1,400
1,663,492
2,775,736
544,505
3,054,200

8,845
72,348
(56,351)
2,429,707
(541,438)

14%
96%
102%
18%
122%

Total Requirements

$9,952,444

$8,039,333

$1,913,111

81%
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$3,326,221
$1,220,779
$2,241
$2,329,971
1,160,121

Variance

100%
116%
100%
49%
143%

The Local Improvement District Fund ending fund balance was 122% higher than budget, due
primarily to higher than anticipated Charges for Services and Miscellaneous revenue.
Miscellaneous Revenues were greater than budget as a result of increased collection activity
and a larger-than-anticipated number of lien searches during the fiscal year. Increased
collection activity on severely delinquent liens resulted in fees and charges at approximately
12% above budget estimates. In addition, revenues collected for city lien searches were
approximately 22% above budget and reflect the continued rebound in real estate sales
transactions, which require city lien searches on property sales.
Fund transfers were 18% of budget due to fewer transfers to the Portland Bureau of
Transportation for reimbursements of LID project costs during the fiscal year. The revised
budget included an additional $2,429,707 in estimated project costs that would have been
transferred, had expenses been incurred during the year. The decrease in transfers is directly
offset by a reduction in Bond and Note Revenues.
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City Support Services
Bureaus
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City Budget Office
Analyst: Jeramy Patton

Summary

There are no significant issues or concerns to report for FY 2015-16. Expenditures remained
within budget and all decision packages were implemented as directed by Council. A summary
of the bureau’s performance is below.

Bureau Performance
City Budget Office FY 2015-16 Performance
FY 15-16
Performance

Trend

Key Performance Measure

Annual
Target

Strategic
Target

53.0%

Percentage of City KPMs with positive
year-over-year results

42.5%

33.7%

42.5%

52.5%

31.8%

2013

Annual repair, rehabilitation, &
replacement funding gap (Citywide)

37.9%

42.5%
2014

2015

$267,800,000

$267,800,000

$241,600,000

267,800,000

280,000,000

$147,300,000

2012

2013

2014

2015

4.37

4.37

3.98

3.76

2013

2014

2015

$260,000,000

2016

4.09

Customer service rating (5pt scale)

(2025)

2016

$222,800,000

$202,400,000

60%

4.35

4.37

4.35

$0
(2025)

4.75
(2025)

2016

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523280

Historical figures for the percentage of City KPMs with positive year-over-year results have
been moving in a positive direction, however, the measure did not meet its goal for FY 201516. Viewing performance management as central to the budget process, the Budget Office set
an ambitious annual target for this relatively new measure. To drive continued improvements
for bureau key performance measures, CBO will continue to support initiatives (such as GATR
sessions and What Works Cities) that advance the use of data and evidence in City decisionmaking.
The annual repair, rehabilitation, and replacement funding gap continues to increase Citywide.
The goal of erasing the $267.8 million funding gap by 2025 is probably unattainable unless the
City Council makes significant investments in infrastructure maintenance over the next 5-10
years. Council recently approved a change to financial policies to allocate 50% of available one-
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time General Fund resources to infrastructure maintenance. This policy change has slowed the
rate of growth of the deficit, but has yet to reverse the trend.
The City Budget Office's customer service rating significantly increased between FY 2014-15
and FY 2015-16. The office's goal of receiving a 4.75 (5-point scale) approval rating by 2025 can
be achieved if these efforts continue to be a focus of the bureau's strategic planning.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
City Budget Office General Fund

City Budget Office FY 2015-16 Reconciliation
Revised Budget

Requirements

Resources

$0

Year-End Actuals
$500,000 $1,000,000 $1,500,000 $2,000,000 $2,500,000

Interagency Revenue
General Fund Discretionary & Overhead
Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

Total requirements were within 1% of budget. External materials and services were overspent
by approximately $11,000. The bureau had personnel services savings due to vacancies that
were reprogrammed for external materials and services expenses such as process
improvement training and replacing the office copier. Since overspending a major object
category is not a violation of State Budget Law, the bureau did not believe it was necessary to
move the budget appropriation to match the actual expenses.
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Office of the City Attorney
Analyst: Jane Marie Ford

Summary

The Office of the City Attorney (or City Attorney’s Office) ended the year 5% under budget,
primarily due to vacancy savings and unpaid leaves of absence. The bureau continues to
demonstrate positive performance trends, with year-end actuals exceeding FY 2015-16
estimates in every area. This includes a new key performance measure (KPM) tracking the
percentage of cases favorably resolved.

Bureau Performance
City Attorney’s Office FY 2015-16 Performance
Trend

Key Performance Measure
Number of training hours provided
by City Attorney staff to other City
staff

FY 15-16
Performance

Annual
Target

451

450

Strategic
Target

451
323

2012

220

2013

254

388

2014

2015

475

2016

(2021)

2,554,037
595,525

Annual costs of outside counsel

1,239,914

2012

2013

331,624

2015

2014

$316,443

133.000
130.000

2012

2013

133.000

2014

$626,839

$350,000
(2021)

138.000

133.000

Cost of service per attorney hour

316,443

2016

2015

2016

$138

$142

$162
(2021)

95%

Percentage of cases favorably
resolved

89%

2015

2016

95%

88%
(2021)

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523282

The City Attorney’s Office introduced its five-year strategic plan in July 2015, which identifies
three key goals that closely align with the bureau’s key performance measures:
First, the City Attorney’s Office aims to provide outstanding customer service and legal advice.
The number of training hours provided to City staff has continued to increase over the last
several years, increasing by 16.2% or 63 hours between FY 2014-15 and FY 2015-16. This is
partially influenced by new staff resources over the last two fiscal years to support legal
records management and the legal holds program. Moving forward, the City Attorney’s Office
may also consider adding a measure assessing effectiveness of these trainings through a
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participant pre and post survey; using an online format may help to alleviate some of the
administrative burden associated with tracking this level of data.
Second, the Office of the City Attorney strives to provide effective advocacy, which includes
representing the City in litigation and advancing the City’s interests through affirmative
litigation. The bureau’s new key performance measure introduced last fiscal year tracks the
percentage of cases favorably resolved, which was 95% in FY 2015-16.
The City Attorney’s Office endeavors to achieve these outcomes while ensuring accountability
for good stewardship of public resources and compliance with law. This is measured partially
through training, as discussed above, as well as keeping the cost per attorney hour and annual
costs of outside counsel low. In FY 2015-16, the in-house counsel billing rate was $138 per
hour, compared to $373 per hour in the private sector. Annual costs of outside counsel
continued to decline, going down to $316,443 17.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Office of the City Attorney General Fund
General Fund
Resources

Charges for Services
Interagency Revenue
General Fund Discretionary
General Fund Overhead

Total Resources
Requirements

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

Total Requirements

Revised Budget

Year-End
Actuals

Variance

% of
Budget

$78,049
5,625,426
2,508,328
3,174,964

$85,708
5,625,426
2,508,328
2,548,445

($7,659)
626,519

110%
100%
100%
80%

$11,386,767

$10,767,908

$618,859

95%

$9,839,964
549,652
997,151

$9,336,196
457,210
974,502

$503,768
92,442
22,649

95%
83%
98%

$11,386,767

$10,767,908

$618,859

95%

The bureau has managed to keep these outside counsel costs low due to the City’s investment
in additional attorney and staff support positions, adding a net of 16.95 FTE over the last
decade to respond to increasing workload demand, complexity, and diversity. The significant
majority of the City Attorney’s Office budget is in personnel services, which comprised 86.7%
of the bureau’s expenditures in FY 2015-16. The bureau experienced an unusually high number
of turnovers, retirements, and unexpected absences, and utilized a portion of these vacancy

17

This figure excludes contingency fees, which are paid out of recovery only if a case is won.
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savings to extend an Honors Attorney position through FY 2016-17 to assist with a workload
backlog.
CBO recommended this request, and further recommends considering if these positions can be
used to help manage succession planning, which will be a critical issue over the next several
years with several longtime attorneys set to retire. The Honors Attorney Program is a two-year
program for recent law school graduates, newly admitted lawyers, and judicial clerks who are
committed to public service, with an emphasis on recruiting a diverse workforce. There may be
an opportunity to develop a talent pipeline to help staff anticipated vacancies, as senior
positions are often filled by promoting from within. Furthermore, the program focuses on
providing opportunities for underrepresented populations, which aligns with the bureau’s
fourth strategic goal of achieving equity.

111

Office of Government Relations
Analyst: Doug Le

Summary

In FY 2015-16, the Office of Government relations exceeded annual targets and made progress
towards strategic targets in two out of three key performance measures (KPMs) geared at
client satisfaction. The third measure, focused on receiving international delegations, improved
over the prior year, but fell short of annual targets due to staff turnover. On the financial side,
the office underspent its General Fund Discretionary by $60,214 or approximately 4% of its
General Fund budget. This unspent amount was returned to General Fund balance at yearend.

Bureau Performance
Office Government Relations FY 2015-16 Performance
Annual Strategic
FY 15-16
Performance Target Target

Trend
Percentage of respondents rating services
as "excellent" or "very good"

97%

97%

96%

2014

2015

70

2015

Percentage of respondents reporting
progress made on state, federal, or
intergovernment issues

60%

2014

2015

(2020)

100

100

(2017)

2016

76%

64%

79

98%

96%

2016

79

International delegations received

97%

76%

85%

70%

(2017)
2016

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523273

In FY 2015-16, the office met two of the three key performance measures:
• Percentage of respondents rating services as “excellent” or “very good”: The result of
the survey indicates that 96.7% of respondents rated OGR’s overall performance is
excellent or very good. This exceeds the annual target of 96% and is roughly equivalent
to the FY 2014-15 actuals of 97%. The bureau is on track to meet its strategic target of
98% by 2020.
• Percentage of respondents reporting progress made on state, federal, or
intergovernmental issues: The survey result shows that 76.4% of respondents indicated
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that OGR made progress on state, federal, or intergovernmental issues. This exceeds the
annual target of 70%, and represents a significant increase over the FY 2014-15 actuals
of 60%. The bureau has set a strategic target of achieving 85% by the end of the current
year, and assuming upward progress continues, the bureau is on track to meet this
target.
The office did not meet the target for the International delegations received performance
measure due to staff turnover. However, it is notable that the office increased the number of
international delegations received by 13% to 79. The bureau has set a strategic target of 100
for FY 2015-16, this amount was later reduced to 90 due to staffing adjustments.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
Office of Government Relations General Fund
100 - General Fund
Resources

Requirements

Revised Budget

Year-End Actuals
$35,000
142,386
1,331,050

Variance

% of Budget
$0

100%
100%
96%

Intergovernmental Revenues
Interagency Revenue
General Fund Discretionary & Overhead

$35,000
142,386
1,391,264

Total Resources

$1,568,650

$1,508,436

$60,214

96%

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

$1,057,738
340,492
170,420

$1,033,815
309,079
165,542

$23,923
31,413
4,878

98%
91%
97%

Total Requirements

$1,568,650

$1,508,436

$60,214

96%

60,214

Overall, the office underspent its total appropriation by 4%, resulting in an unspent General
Fund Discretionary of $60,214 by year end. This is consistent with its performance in the prior
year. All major expense categories – personnel services, external materials & services, and
internal materials & services categories – were underspent but within normal business range.
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Special Appropriations
Analyst: Doug Le

Summary

Overall, the General Fund Special Appropriations underspent its appropriation by
approximately $981,000, or 9%. This is due to underspending in several ongoing special
appropriations including City Membership and Dues, COPPEA Professional Development, Youth
Violence Prevention, and the Innovation Fund. The funding for the Future Connect Scholarship
of $561,000 was not expended due the timing of new contract negotiation. A total of $182,001
for outstanding encumbrances and prior year advances will be carried over into FY 2016-17. All
other unspent funds fell to General Fund balance at year-end.
The City does not currently track performance measures for Special Appropriations. However,
given the sizable budget of over $11 million, as well as the critical programs and services
provided, CBO recommends that a set of key performance measures be developed for this
fund. Effective FY 2016-17, the administration of special appropriations has been transferred
to the Office of Management and Finance, Grants Division.

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
General Fund
100 - General Fund

Revised Budget

Year-End Actuals

Variance

% of Budget

Resources

Intergovernmental Revenues
Interagency Revenue
General Fund Discretionary & Overhead

$111,470
133,493
11,130,470

$113,084
132,139
10,149,109

($1,614)
1,354
981,361

101%
99%
91%

Total Resources

$11,375,433

$10,394,332

$981,101

91%

Requirements

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services
Capital Outlay
Fund Transfers - Expense

$276,412
10,268,461
110,811
719,749

$260,170
9,277,376
116,673
85,364
654,749

$16,243
991,085
(5,862)
(85,364)
65,000

94%
90%
105%
N/A
91%

Total Requirements

$11,375,433

$10,394,332

$981,101

91%

Bureau internal materials and services includes resources to fund interagency costs related to
services provided by the Office of Management and Finance. The over-expenditure in this
category is due to obsolete internal services costs that should no longer have been charged to
Special Appropriations. In the Capital Outlay category, the over-expenditure is due an incorrect
charge to the Portland Center for the Performing Arts. In both cases, the incorrect charges
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were discovered too late to make the corrections in FY 2015-16. All remaining expenditures are
within normal business range.
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Office of Management & Finance
Analyst: Katie Shifley and Claudio Campuzano

Summary

The Office of Management & Finance ended the 2015-16 fiscal year without major or
concerning budgetary issues. Bureau and divisional performance measures trended positively
overall, especially around the City’s equity and environmental goals.

Bureau Performance
Office of Management & Finance FY 2015-16 Performance

Percentage of recruitments meeting original or
renegotiated timelines

FY 15-16
Performance

Trend

Key Performance Measure

100%

1

90%

90%

2012

100%

90%

2013
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Percentage of OMF owned City facilities
(excluding spectator venues) maintained in
good or better condition
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61%
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61%
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61%

0.08

2015

2015
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1

1

1

1

1
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$7.14

6.12
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35%

2014
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1

22%
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0
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1

$4.50
(2018)
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30%
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0

1

4

0

$6.12

2016

4

6

1

19%

2014

0%
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19%

30%
26%

20%

2016

35%

19%

-12%

2016

$6.12

$7.16

48%

(FY 2016-17)

$5.22

2012

45%

2016

$7.86
$5.19

48%

1

1
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50%
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-41%

2014
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80%
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48%

BIBS

Change in the cost of general liability claims
over the prior four-year average

36%

2016

45%

2014

61%

(FY 2025-26)

0.36

45%

61%

2016

0.11

2014

50%
(FY 2019-20)

94%

48%

Number of CAFR review audit deficiency
comments from external auditors

50%

2016

Basic Copy Center rate as a percentage of
private sector rate

Percentage of all subcontract dollars awarded
to Minority, Women, and Emerging Small
Businesses subs for construction and professio..
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Business License Tax Gap  estimated
difference between business taxes paid/owed
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20%
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City's unlimited tax General Obligation bond
rating (1=Aaa)
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BHR

Percentage of focused outreach program
participants on an eligible list who are hired

100%

Annual Strategic
Target Target

0

0
(2017)

BRFS

Percentage availability of network excluding
scheduled maintenance
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99.99%

#####
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99.96%
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99.96%

99.96%
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99.96%
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BTS

Help Desk satisfaction rating (scale 1 to 5)
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4.82

2015

99.96%
(2017)

2016

4.87

4.87

99.96%

2016

https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/523272

Equity

The City of Portland has made great strides to incorporate an equity lens into its everyday
functions in recent years, and the Office of Management & Finance has responded by
incorporating equity-related performance measures in its core functions of Human Resources
and Procurement.
Within Human Resources, the relevant KPM is “percentage of focused outreach program
participants on an eligible list who are hired”, which is a relatively new measure with just one
full year of data. While the year-end actual of 20% did not meet the Adopted Budget goal of
50%, CBO believes that the outcome is significant. That one of every five participants was
offered a job at the City of Portland is a positive outcome, and CBO is interested in learning
more about the strategies behind the early success of this new measure.
Within Procurement, there are several measures relevant to equity:

FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2015-16
Actuals
Actuals
Target
Actuals
Number of prime contracts awarded to Minority,
Women, and Emerging Small Business Contractors
Percentage of all subcontract dollars awarded to
Minority, Women, and Emerging Small Businesses subs
for construction and professional services contracts
Percentage of apprenticeship hours worked on City
contracts
Percentage of minority and women hours worked on City
contracts

128

144

115

213

35%

30%

22%

19%

20%

16%

20%

16%

27%

26%

27%

18%

The total number of prime contracts awarded to Minority, Women, and Emerging Small
Business Contractors exceeded the FY 2015-16 target, with 98 more prime contracts awarded
to target demographics than anticipated. Procurement believes that similar positive results
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may be seen in the division’s KPM – percentage of all contract dollars awarded to key
demographics – once a major contractor identifies subcontractors for a $150 million project
contracted in late 2016. As currently measured, only 19% of subcontract dollars awarded went
to key demographics; Procurement estimates this percentage may exceed the 22% target after
sub-contracts are awarded for the $150 million contract.
Per Procurement Services, both apprenticeship requirements and requirements for the
number of minority and women hours worked on City contracts vary by contractor and by
trade. Neither of these measures met the FY 2015-16 target. However, Procurement noted
that as these requirements are per project, the cumulative percentage may not be a good
representation of overall efforts if the project mix changes from year to year.
Given that assessment from Procurement, CBO recommends that Procurement revisit this
performance measure to try to refocus it on changes in apprenticeship and minority and
women hours worked year over year, independent of project mix. Procurement also noted that
often different agencies and contractors are vying for the same group of eligible women and
minority sub-contractors and apprentices. Overall, it is clear that Procurement is dedicating
resources and efforts to diversifying the mix of contractors and sub-contractors working on
City of Portland projects, but it can be difficult to discern the total impact of these efforts. A
deeper level analysis of the success and challenges of Procurement’s diversity efforts to date
may be warranted, given recent efforts to 1) advance the Community Equity and Inclusion Plan
(CEIP) for alternative bid projects and 2) develop a replicable framework for the 1-2%
workforce diversity set-aside for large construction projects.

Bureau of Technology Services

Trends in BTS are generally positive with network availability rising to 99.99% from 99.96% and
help desk satisfaction increasing from 4.82 to 4.87. Both of these measures exceed FY 2015-16
targets and strategic targets identified by the bureau. These are indicators of strong
performance in important business lines. However, CBO notes that most measures tracked by
the bureau as part of the budget process are uptime metrics with a strong focus on the ‘run
and maintain’ aspect of BTS’s business. The Help Desk measure begins to get at customer
satisfaction, but is tightly focused on one area. CBO recommends that, going forward, the
bureau seek to develop or identify broader measures of the bureaus activities and outcomes.
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Bureau of Revenue and Financial Services

Performance measures in BRFS show generally positive trends, with the exception of a large
increase in the estimated Business License Tax Gap and the equity-related Procurement
measures mentioned above. The Business License Tax Gap increased from $5.22 million in FY
2014-15 to $6.12 million in FY 2015-16. Per the Revenue division, the Tax Gap increased
primarily because the division processes submitted tax forms more quickly this year, which
increased the amount of known BLT obligations relative to this point in time in years past.
Other BRFS divisions showed positive trends, including Accounting’s ability to complete the
CAFR within 150 days of fiscal year end, with zero audit deficiencies, despite experiencing
budget cuts.

Bureau of Internal Business Services

The Bureau of Internal Business Services also displayed generally positive performance trends.
Both CityFleet and Facilities Services in particular made strides in meeting divisional goals that
relate to the City’s energy goals. CityFleet continues to exceed targets for electric vehicles in
the City’s fleet and reducing fuel use, while Facilities Services reported an 8% decrease in
energy usage per square foot of OMF-owned buildings over the previous three-year average.
Facilities Services’ KPM “Percentage of OMF owned City facilities (excluding Spectator Venues)
maintained in good or better condition” has remained steady at 61% for the last three years,
with a FY 2016-17 target of 60%. Given Facilities Services’ recent efforts to develop a more
robust asset management program, there are plans to revisit this measure to capture
additional nuance around building management efforts. A component of the asset
management program under development will be the completion an asset inventory – down to
the building component level – and the assessment of the condition of those components
using an established inspection regimen (experts recommend 20% of assets inspected each
year) will be used to inform this KPM once the program is fully implemented.

119

Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals and Key Issues
General Fund Summary

Office of Management & Finance FY 2015-16 General
Fund Reconciliation
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Internal Materials and Services
Fund Transfers - Expense
Revised Budget

Year-End Actuals

The Office of Management & Finance is composed of a number of bureaus funded through a
variety of sources. However, a significant component are those General Fund bureaus funded
with discretionary and overhead revenues. While the various components are discussed below,
the graph above show budget and actuals for all General Fund spending and revenue for OMF.
The bulk of expenses are in personnel services in the Bureau of Human Resources (BHR), the
Bureau of Financial Services (BRFS), the Office of the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO), and, to
a lesser degree, in Public Safety System Revitalization Project (PSSRP).
OMF’s General Fund expenses are primarily supported through the overhead model, with the
exceptions of several divisions in BRFS: the Revenue Division is mostly discretionary, Treasury is
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funded through pooled cash interest earnings, and Debt Management is funded through
interagencies with customer bureaus. Another source of revenue for OMF is interagency
payments from the non-General Fund components of OMF.
Overall, OMF’s discretionary and overhead resource was underspent by $2.0 million. Of that,
$696,760 was requested and recommended by CBO in the Fall Supplemental Budget as
carryover. The remaining $1.3 million falls to General Fund balance.
Bureau of Human Resources
The Bureau of Human Resources is primarily a General Fund Overhead bureau. However, in
addition to operating in the General Fund, BHR is also responsible for the management of the
Health Insurance Operating Fund which is primarily used as the City’s self-insurance fund for
health claims. Fund balance was higher than budgeted, ending the year at $23.0 million versus
a budgeted $18.6 million. As a percent of self-insurance claims paid, this figure has been rising
in recent years.

Health Fund Ending Balance as Percent of Self-Insurance
Claims Paid
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
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FY 201011
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FY 201213

FY 201314

FY 201415
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This trend may allow for some flexibility in rate-setting and/or plan design in FY 2017-18. CBO
recommends that the bureau explore these possibilities early in the FY 2017-18 budget process
so as to allow any savings to be fed into General Fund balancing and bureau financial plan
development. To the degree that plan design is considered, CBO recommends that BHR explore
the possible impacts on the risk pool of reducing the out of pocket maximum, which has grown
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in recent years in order to keep premiums down to stay competitive with the Kaiser plan. In
analyzing the degree of this rate and plan design flexibility, it should be noted that a recent
change in the City’s stop-loss insurance exposes the fund to slightly greater risk of large claims
going forward; the Labor Management Benefits Committee created a separate risk reserve to
address this increased risk, and that reserve will be reflected in the higher fund balance.
In the FY 2015-16, the Bureau of Human Resources spent 99.4% of its General Fund allocation
(assuming carried over encumbrances). Total spending was $9.2 million in the General Fund
with the bulk of that ($8.2 million) spent in personnel services.
BHR Fund 100 - General Fund
Resources

Requirements

Revised Budget

Year-End Actuals

Variance

% of Budget

Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance
Charges for Services
Interagency Revenue
Miscellaneous
General Fund Disc. & Overhead

$31,729
24,000
286,558
338,213
9,012,005

$31,729
24,947
286,558
303,557
8,592,681

$0
(947)
34,656
419,324

100%
104%
100%
90%
95%

Total Resources

$9,692,505

$9,239,472

$453,033

95%

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

$8,284,277
648,346
759,882

$8,191,625
317,322
730,526

$92,652
331,024
29,357

99%
49%
96%

Total Requirements

$9,692,505

$9,239,472

$453,033

95%

Of the $419,324 in General Fund underspending in the table above, $333,459 has been
requested in encumbrance carryover, leaving only $85,865 – or 1% – in underspending.
The bureau’s key performance measures are focused on recruitment – one measure on
recruitments meeting original or renegotiated timelines and the other measuring the success
of the focused outreach program. The former measure shows no change over the prior year,
with the bureau reporting meeting renegotiated timelines 100% of the time. This measure
continues to stay at optimal levels despite evidence that the bureau has been experiencing a
surge in recruitments and anecdotal evidence that bureau customers have not been satisfied
with timelines. This is the result of renegotiated timelines being lengthened. While CBO
recognizes the challenge of being accountable for a process that is not fully within the bureau’s
control, an objective measure of the length of the timelines would be more instructive in
understanding the challenges of both BHR and other City bureaus. CBO encourages BHR to
explore changing this KPM to a cycle-time measure.
Bureau of Technology Services
The personnel services budget in the revised FY 2015-16 Technology Services Fund increased
8.4% over the FY 2014-15 Revised Budget. This $2.3 million increase in year-over-year budget
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did not translate into increased spending, which only increased by $0.3 million (1.1%). This led
to total personnel services underspending of 9.1%. Recent trends are displayed below.

Millions

Personnel Services - Budget to Actuals and % Spent
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The personnel services budget in FY 2016-17, after recommended changes in the Fall
Supplemental Budget, is $29.3 million, a slight decline over FY 2015-16. CBO will continue to
monitor personnel services spending throughout the fiscal year to determine if this
underspending trend is continuing, and, if so, whether there are issues that should be
addressed as part of the FY 2017-18 budget process.
All categories of expense were underspent in FY 2015-16 while most revenues were above or
close to budget, with the exception of interagency revenue which ended within 1% of budget.
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706 - Technology Services Fund

Resources

Requirements

Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance
Charges for Services
Intergovernmental Revenues
Interagency Revenue
Cash Transfer Revenue
Miscellaneous

Revised Budget
$23,001,460
245,612
4,072,083
45,065,604
422,040
443,055

Year-End Actuals
$23,001,460
209,148
4,781,072
44,425,988
422,040
443,091

Variance

% of Budget

$0
36,464
(708,989)
639,616
(36)

100%
85%
117%
99%
100%
100%

Total Resources

$73,249,854

$73,282,799

-$32,945

100%

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services
Capital Outlay
Bond Expenses
Fund Transfers - Expense
Contingency/Ending Balance

$29,494,152
19,611,972
3,707,128
2,335,019
516,244
1,591,377
15,993,962

$26,817,764
15,984,497
3,605,629
337,308
494,099
1,591,377
24,452,126

$2,676,389
3,627,475
101,499
1,997,711
22,145
(8,458,164)

91%
82%
97%
14%
96%
100%
153%

Total Requirements

$73,249,854

$73,282,799

-$32,945

100%

In FY 2015-16, BTS underspent capital outlay and external materials and services by a total of
$5.6 million, or 25.6% of the combined budgets for those two categories. This is mainly driven
by project underspending; projects were underspent by 61% compared to revised budget with
total project underspending making up $3.9 million of the total materials and services and
capital outlay underspending. The bureau has noted in the submitted fund reconciliation that
this underspending is somewhat structural:
“Each year BTS budgets for a considerable number of projects with the intention of completing
each one. As the year progresses programs experience staff changes, vacant positions take
longer than expected to be filled, and personnel find more and more of their time being
focused on operational responsibilities, leaving little time left for projects. Limited financial
resources make it difficult to bring in outside help to assist on completing projects, so many
projects either don’t get done or remain partially completed at year-end.”
In FY 2016-17 Adopted Budget, BTS has $7.3 million in budgeted capital projects. As part of the
Fall Supplemental Budget, the bureau has requested to increase that budget by $4.0 million to
$11.3 million. Most of the increase is attributable to carryover of the FY 2015-16
underspending, although some new projects are included in this figure. This revised budget of
$11.3 million is more than four times BTS’s capital spending in FY 2015-16. Given staffing and
capacity dynamics noted above, CBO notes the risk of further project delays and a growing
backlog. To address this, CBO recommends that BTS develop a strategy as part of the FY 201718 budget process to eliminate these backlogs. General approaches could include reprioritizing
projects and extending schedules, improving the project delivery process to make it more
efficient, increasing staffing to increase the volume of delivered projects using the current
project management model, or some combination. BTS should work with customers and other
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stakeholders to determine the optimal course of action as these strategies impact both rates
and customer business needs.
Office of the Chief Administrative Officer
The Office of the CAO is composed of OMF-Business Operations, the policy team, and the
management of spectator venues. The Spectator Venues program is funded in the Spectator
Venues and Visitor Activities Fund. The remainder of the functions are funded in the General
Fund. The CAO underspent General Fund discretionary and overhead resources by $216,737
(9.6%). Of that amount $121,916 was requested for carryover in the Fall Supplemental Budget.
Therefore, the amount that fell to excess General Fund balance was $94,821.
The office also collected less interagency revenue than budgeted by $112,805 (4.3%). These
are charges to non-General Fund bureaus.
Citywide Projects
Citywide Projects consists of the Enterprise Business Solution and PSSRP. PSSRP is a program
that has been operating for a number of years to deliver refreshed technology infrastructure
for public safety. The program staff have been funded primarily with General Fund, while the
projects have been funded with a variety of sources including bond proceeds, replacement
reserves, and General Fund discretionary. The program is scheduled to complete its last
planned project – the Radio Project – in FY 2016-17. General Fund was reduced in the program
in FY 2015-16 and eliminated in FY 2016-17. In the Fall Supplemental budget review, CBO
requested that the bureau provide a wind-down plan for the program and a disposition plan
for unexpended funds as part of the FY 2017-18 budget process.
The other component of Citywide Projects is EBS, which is funded entirely by interagency
revenues from all bureaus Citywide, utilizing a cost recovery model based on the General Fund
Overhead Model.

125

Millions

EBS Services Fund Balance
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Fund balance remained stable in FY 2015-16 despite $1.0 million in spending on the following
projects:
• Processes and Forms - $649,554
• Public Sector Collections and Disbursements - $333,397
• Enterprise Asset Management - $37,600
The Enterprise Asset Management project has carried over into FY 2016-17 and, subsequent to
the carryover adjustment, is budgeted at $2.2 million in this fiscal year. The fact that balance
remained stable despite the $1.0 million in project spending in FY 2015-16 indicates that
current rates are established at such a level as to generate resources on an ongoing basis for
additional module implementation costs. Customer stakeholders participate in the planning for
the utilization of this project reserve.

126

OMF FY 2015-16 Enterprise Business Services FUnd
Reconciliation
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Besides project costs, EBS costs are primarily personnel, a large interagency with BTS, and debt
service expenses for the initial implementation. The final debt service payment is scheduled in
FY 2016-17. This final payment is $3.1 million in FY 2016-17 compared to $4.5 million in FY
2015-16. Customers will see a further drop in rates for FY 2017-18.
Bureau of Revenue and Financial Services
The Bureau of Revenue and Financial Services is comprised of Accounting, Debt Management,
Procurement, Treasury, and Revenue Collection divisions, in addition to several smaller
divisions.
In the General Fund FY 2015-16, the Bureau of Revenue and Financial Services spent 94% of its
General Fund allocation (assuming carried over encumbrances). Total spending was $23.1
million in the General Fund with the bulk of that ($15.4 million) spent in personnel services.
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MFRB Fund 100 - General Fund

Revised Budget

Year-End Actuals

Variance

$157,500
74,743
2,607,383
5,733,889
1,340,771
14,928,017

$152,257
84,295
2,397,695
5,384,328
1,236,428
13,797,887

$5,243
(9,552)
209,688
349,561
104,343
1,130,130

% of Budget

Resources

Licenses & Permits
Charges for Services
Intergovernmental Revenues
Interagency Revenue
Miscellaneous
General Fund Disc. & Overhead

97%
113%
92%
94%
92%
92%

Total Resources

$24,842,303

$23,052,890

$1,789,413

93%

Requirements

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

$16,027,868
4,361,498
4,452,937

$15,449,966
3,368,281
4,234,643

$577,902
993,217
218,294

96%
77%
95%

Total Requirements

$24,842,303

$23,052,890

$1,789,413

93%

Of the $1,130,130 in General Fund underspending in the table above, $241,385 has been
requested in encumbrance carryover, leaving $888,745 – or 5.9% – in underspending.
The Bureau of Revenue and Financial Services also manages the Convention and Tourism Fund,
Property Management License Fund, and the Arts Education and Access Fund. None of these
funds presented significant issues over the prior year. However, the Arts Education and Access
Fund is continuing to face challenges in meeting the City Code requirement that administrative
costs for collection not exceed 5% of gross collections over a five-year period. While Arts Tax
revenue collections have fluctuated slightly over the last three years, the actual administrative
costs have continued to climb. According to a resolution before Council in June 2016, the
Revenue Division estimates the ongoing gap between allowable administrative costs and actual
costs to be $475,000 annually. The Revenue division is aware of this gap, and continues to
make efforts to increase
collections and reduce
costs to meet the 5%
cost limitation, including
a recent decision to
refer delinquent
accounts to collection
agencies.
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Bureau of Internal Business Services
The Bureau of Internal Business Services is comprised of Facilities Services, CityFleet, Printing &
Distribution, and Risk Management. As internal service providers, these divisions are funded
primarily by interagency agreements.
Facilities Services Operating Fund ended the fiscal year with $38.7 million ending fund balance,
an increase of approximately $4 million from the prior year. Of this total amount, $2 million is
for operating reserves; the remainder is a building major maintenance reserve and for the
completion of planned projects. As in previous years, the Fund continues to report significant
underspending in External Materials and Service and Capital Outlay. This underspending $12.9 million in FY 2015-16 – is driven in large part by low project completion rates for major
maintenance projects. Facilities Services appropriates the full cost of a given major
maintenance project, despite the fact that there may not be the capacity to begin or complete
the project in a given year.
Facilities Service Operating Fund

Resources

Requirements

Revised Budget

Year-End Actuals

Variance

% of Budget

Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance
Charges for Services
Intergovernmental Revenues
Interagency Revenue
Cash Transfer Revenue
Miscellaneous

$35,197,432
$1,655,287
$25,696
$27,894,821
$6,507,974
$655,911

$34,887,069
$1,916,178
$145,573
$26,359,296
$6,507,974
$826,864

$310,363
(260,891)
(119,877)
1,535,526
(170,953)

99%
116%
567%
94%
100%
126%

Total Resources

$71,937,121

$70,642,954

$1,294,167

98%

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services
Capital Outlay
Bond Expenses
Fund Transfers - Expense
Contingency/Ending Balance

$4,370,153
$28,204,076
$3,070,009
$3,689,916
$7,648,943
$944,423
$24,009,601

$4,156,593
$15,333,919
$2,963,166
$849,736
$7,641,013
$944,423
$38,754,103

$213,560
12,870,157
106,843
2,840,180
7,930
(14,744,502)

95%
54%
97%
23%
100%
100%
161%

Total Requirements

$71,937,121

$70,642,954

$1,294,167

98%

In FY 2015-16, the launch of the Portland Building Reconstruction project further limited staff
capacity to address major maintenance projects, as staff time previously dedicated to major
maintenance projects has been redirected to manage the reconstruction project. Facilities
Services made several requests in the Fall FY 2016-17 BMP to use contingency to hire
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temporary staff to address
the backlog of major
maintenance projects as
well as build out the
division’s asset
management capacity. This
work will be important as
the division continues to
develop a risk-based
approach for prioritizing
Major Maintenance
projects across its portfolio
of buildings.
Facilities Services has also highlighted the fact that, for given buildings within its portfolio, the
current level of the Major Maintenance replacement rate is insufficient over the long term. Of
the Facilities Services-managed properties, City Hall, Portland Communication Center (PCC),
and Police facilities are all projected to have insufficient major maintenance reserves to fund
necessary Major Maintenance projects over a five-year time horizon. Per Facilities Services, 3%
of replacement value is an industry standard for annual major maintenance reserve
contributions; current rates for City Hall, PCC, and Police facilities are 0.93%, 0.77%, and 0.86%,
respectively.
Facilities Services is actively developing plans to address the backlog of major maintenance
projects through staffing changes in the short term, as well as the longer term major
maintenance funding deficit. In order for these plans to be successful, it will be imperative to
incorporate a strong mechanism for identifying and prioritizing major maintenance projects
given the constraints on funding and staff capacity.
The Printing & Distribution Services Operating Fund ended the FY 2015-16 year with $1.1
million in balance, a 124% increase from the balance in FY 2013-14. This recent and positive
trend has been achieved in part by keeping personnel costs flat relative to increasing
interagency revenues; personnel services as a percentage of interagency revenue were 37% in
FY 2013-14, 33.4% in FY 2014-15, and 31.1% in FY 2015-16. Delayed capital expenditures have
also contributed to the positive trend in fund balances. Going forward, it will be important for
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Printing & Distribution to bear in mind the general shift toward digital mediums as it manages
its equipment purchases and personnel decisions.
The CityFleet Operating Fund ended FY 2015-16 generally within budget and without major
issues. Underspending in External Materials and Services was driven by lower-than-anticipated
fuel costs. The delay of the Fuel Station Reconstruction project to FY 2016-17 caused
underspending in Bond Expenses, and underspending in Capital Outlay was due to the timing
of a large order of vehicles and equipment that will instead hit in the current year.
CityFleet Operating Fund

Resources

Requirements

Revised Budget

Year-End Actuals

Variance

Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance
Charges for Services
Intergovernmental Revenues
Interagency Revenue
Bond and Note
Miscellaneous

22312271
$1,127,762
$30,654,724
$51,054
$12,604,127
$795,700

$22,312,271
$1,029,432
$28,016,344
$51,054
$1,208,029

$0
$98,330
$2,638,380
$0
$12,604,127
-$412,329

% of Budget
100%
91%
91%
100%
0%
152%

Total Resources

$67,545,638

$52,617,130

$14,928,508

78%

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services
Capital Outlay
Bond Expenses
Fund Transfers - Expense
Contingency/Ending Balance

$8,532,999
$12,599,410
$2,399,412
$15,158,092
$1,533,246
$823,052
$26,448,373

$7,973,085
$10,618,133
$2,025,351
$10,200,932
$415,726
$823,052
$20,560,850

$559,914
$1,981,277
$374,061
$4,957,160
$1,117,520
$0
$5,887,523

93%
84%
84%
67%
27%
100%
78%

Total Requirements

$67,494,584

$52,617,130

$14,877,454

78%

The Risk Management division oversees both the Insurance and Claims Operating Fund and the
Worker’s Compensation Self Insurance Operating Fund. Neither fund reports any major
concerns or issues for FY 2015-16. Both funds experienced underspending in External Materials
and Services as a result of incurring less in claims than assumed by the actuarial study used to
inform the fund budget. Based on a predetermined level of confidence (80% for Insurance &
Claims, 75% for Workers’ Compensation), the actuarial study recommends a range for the
fund’s reserve level necessary to cover future liabilities over a five-year time period. Risk
Management’s KPM, “change in the cost of general liability claims over the prior four-year
average,” has shown improvement year over year, dropping 41% in FY 2013-14, 22% in FY
2014-15, and a further 12% in FY 2015-16. These figures are reported as of fiscal year end.
However, Facilities Services noted that an additional $492,000 in claims attributable to FY
2015-16 incidents were filed in the three months after fiscal year end. This rather large postfiscal year end posting was driven by higher than average claims from sewer, water, and
transportation. Had these numbers been included in the performance measure submitted to
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CBO, the FY 2015-16 change in cost of general liability claims over the prior four-year average
would have been a positive 14%. Going forward, CBO and Facilities Services will work together
to determine a strategy for addressing post-fiscal year end claims in the Prior Year
Performance Report.
The 14% increase in the four-year average is lower than the target of 20%, but represents a
directional shift from the prior year. However, General Liability claims costs still show a
favorable -4% compound annual growth rate over the last six years due primarily to a drop in
Police claims, especially those related to Use of Force and Arrest & Detention. To the degree
that the negative annualized rate of growth in claims costs is due to operational changes in loss
prevention/reduction efforts – as opposed to natural fluctuations in claims – CBO recommends
that Risk Management work with their actuarial consultant to determine if a lower confidence
interval for reserve levels is warranted.
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