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Office of Management and Finance
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 15th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/676696.
1. The CAO mentioned a policy proposal (assigned to CFO) to build appropriate reserves
– What is the timeline for when that policy recommendation will be shared with
Council? What is the timeline for a draft report or plan for defining and meeting
targets for major maintenance and equipment reserves?
Response:
The Chief Financial Officer will convene an internal work group in April to develop a policy
regarding replacement reserves. OMF anticipates a policy recommendation can be shared with
Council prior to fiscal year end.
Related to this is a budget note for OMF BIBS Facilities directing OMF to work with CBO and
customer bureaus to develop a plan to phase-in increases to the major maintenance component of
rental rates for Facilities Services-owned buildings.
Shortly after beginning planning work on the budget note it became apparent that before OMF
BIBS Facilities could propose a plan to phase-in major maintenance rate increases, a strong asset
management program had to be in place. An asset management program is needed to better
manage Facilities assets, position the fund for the implementation of Enterprise Asset
Management (EAM), and provide additional data and information to build the case for phased
rate increases.
As a result, a plan to phase in major maintenance rate increases has not yet been developed.
Work is in progress to build the foundation for a proposal in the future. OMF BIBS Facilities is
creating an asset management program to guide how it acquires, maintains and disposes of
assets. The asset management program will guide Facility’s Project Managers, Property
Managers and Operations and Maintenance staff in making the best business decisions based on
a shared understanding of Facilities goals, policies, objectives and principles.
A Strategic Asset Management Plan (SAMP) is under development with PlanB Consulting under
contract to develop the program, and implement and train staff. The scope of work includes:
•
Conduct a needs assessment of asset management activities as it relates to the
ISO55000 standard and determine which elements need the most critical attention to
move towards a functioning asset management program.
•
Bring Facilities staff and stakeholders to a shared understanding of Asset
Management, it’s place in our work environment and the vision of a SAMP
framework.
•
Align asset management practices and decision-making to further City of Portland
goals of addressing aging infrastructure, increasing sustainability and increasing
resiliency of assets under Facilities Services management.
•
Project plans to create an asset inventory (data needs), a condition assessment
program, customer SLAs, a risk/criticality matrix of assets and a lifecycle costs
funding model.

•

Assist in determining performance management standards and benchmarks that will
be used in future iterations of the SAMP and Facilities Services development into a
mature asset management program.

2. How much will the General Fund be subsidizing ‘2% for Art’ spending for Portland
Building for BES and Water tenants (under the current model)? Is that a decision that
can be changed? Where will the increased cash funding for the Portland Building come
from?
Response:
Water and BES funds are ineligible for funding art. In order to have utility funds provide
funding equal to their share of space they will occupy in the building, OMF negotiated an
allocation plan with BES and Water to have their funds pay for a larger share of capital costs
instead of art. This did not impact the cash or debt funding requirements for the General Fund
bureaus that will occupy the building. Neither the General Fund, nor other funds, are subsidizing
Water and BES in the funding of the project.
3. Why have administrative costs gone up so much in BIBS Administration and in the
Facilities Services interagency agreement with OMF-Business Operations?
Response:
The CBO review includes a chart showing BIBS Admin costs rising from $387,803 to
$1,009,659 in FY 2018-19.
The primary reason for the increase is the transfer of three positions from the Fleet and Facilities
funds to BIBS Administration. This did not result in an increase in rates to BIBS customers or a
reduction in direct services to bureaus since these were administrative positions in the Fleet and
Facilities funds.
During this time BIBS Administration also added one full-time Senior Management Analyst and
a limited-term Office Support Specialist 3 and increased External Materials and Services and
Internal Materials and Services account in support of these staff and bureau-wide initiatives. To
fund these cost increases BIBS Administration increased its IAs with BIBS funds. But, the BIBS
funds absorbed these IA increases within their target budgets. So, this also did not result in an
increase in rates to BIBS customers.
4. In this context, what is the rationale for the reduction options put forward by OMFBIBS?
Response:
The approach to developing BIBS packages to meet the $1.7M reduction target was to first
identify all options possible. The dilemma the bureau had was that while more cuts to
administrative costs could have been proposed, administrative requirements would not have gone
down, putting more of a burden on remaining staff. Reductions in administration would also
have caused the work to be performed by front line staff. This reduces billable time and services
to customers and would therefore increase rates. One of BIBS objectives in developing
reduction packages was to minimize putting more work on fewer people.

The cuts identified had a wide spectrum of impacts to customers and fell into the following
categories which were used to rank packages:
• Efficiencies with no impact on bureaus
• Efficiencies with impact on bureaus
• Packages that would indirectly impact customers
• Packages that would directly impact customers
All of the packages would generate IA cost reductions to customers.
5. Please provide data on OMF New Hire Diversity (FY 2017-18 year-to-date).

OMF Attrition Diversity – FY 2018 YTD

Performance & Budget Mapping Update
The following two questions were asked during the Performance & Budget Mapping Update
work session on March 15th 2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation for this work
session is available here: https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/676708).
1. Regarding the percentage of the workforce earning at least a middle wage (slide 17),
what is considered the ‘middle wage’?
Prosper Portland provided the following response:
Middle skill or middle wage jobs are defined in Prosper’s Strategic Plan as “Occupations that
pay $42,000+ (in 2014 dollars) and do not require a Bachelor’s degree. This wage approximately
equates to 200% of 2014 federal poverty level for a family of 3-4 and is consistent with local
self-sufficiency standards for average family size in Multnomah County.”
Additional information for reference (from CBO):
• City of Portland median household income: $62,127 (2016)
• City of Portland per capita income: $37,513 (2017)

2. Regarding the percentage of trips made by people walking and biking, including to
transit (slide 16), is the decrease in active transportation modes due to people driving
their own cars, or increased use of ride share?
The Bureau of Transportation provided the following response on April 16, 2018:
There are three possibilities as to why Portland’s bicycle commute numbers are declining:
A. They are not declining. The reported number falls well within the margin of error
associated with the data from the US Census (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. This shows the number of Portland bicycle commuters by year with margin of error estimates
outlined. Data is from the American Community Survey. The blue line shows the reported number; the grey
boxes surrounding each data point reflect the margin of error for the data. Thus, it is possible that the
actual number has continued to rise despite the reported number being lower.

B. The numbers of people using other modes is increasing faster than the numbers of people
bicycling. Thus, while overall number of people bicycling to work is not declining the
percentage of people bicycling is declining.
C. Conditions for bicycling are deteriorating because of significant increases in automotive
traffic in recent years and Portland’s bicycle transportation infrastructure is not
responding quickly enough to provide the level of safety and comfort required to
encourage most people to ride.
a. In the period between 2000 and 2014 the number of Portland-resident commuters
increased 20% (5554,673 increase from 271,234 in 2000 to 325,907 in 2014).
However, most of that increase was borne by either people bicycling to work
(34%) or by working at home (24%). Only 15,235 people of this increase drove to
work (28%). That trend has reversed in recent years. Between 2014 and 2016
fully 67% of the 21,353 new commuters drove alone to work. See Table 1. This is
resulting in many more drive alone car trips on the road during the busiest periods
of the day. See Figure 2.
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Figure 2. .There has been a dramatic shift from previous trends in the pace of increase of drive-alone commuters. The above graph shows
the trend 1996-2013 and from 2013-2016. The number of drive-along commuters, and thus the number of cars on Portland streets during
peak (and likely off-peak) hours is has been increasing rapidly in recent years.

b. More cars create uncomfortable conditions for people bicycling. This is not
Table 1. Change in Portland-resident commuters and means of transportation to work.
Below information all based on one-year ACS data
Period of
change

2000-2013

2000-2014

absolute
numbers

% change

% of
change

Commuters

40,354

14.9%

Drive alone

6,489

3.8%

16%

Carpool

-1,366

-4.2%

Transit

3,592

2013-2016

absolute
numbers

% change

% of
change

54,673

20.2%

15,235

8.8%

28%

-3%

-4,001

-12.4%

10.8%

9%

5,119

15.3%

2014-2016

absolute
numbers

% change

% of
change

absolute
numbers

% change

35,672

11.4%

23,122

12.9%

65%

-7%

-2,635

-8.5%

9%

7,689

20.8%

% of
change

21,353

6.6%

14,376

7.7%

67%

-7%

-1,455

-4.9%

-7%

22%

6,162

16.0%

29%

Residents

Walking

4,825

34.0%

12%

3,423

24.1%

6%

969

5.1%

3%

2,371

13.5%

11%

Bicycling

13,562

284.0%

34%

18,572

388.9%

34%

3,645

19.9%

10%

-1,365

-5.8%

-6%

Working at home

10,380

88.1%

26%

12,901

109.5%

24%

5,020

22.7%

14%

2,499

10.1%

12%

necessarily reflected in crash data as “comfort” is not the same as “safety”.1 Both
are important for attracting more people to using a bicycle for transportation. This
1

This distinction is reflected in City of Portland policy 9.21 (“Accessible bicycle system”), which states that the city
is to “Create a bicycle transportation system that is safe, comfortable, and accessible to people for all ages and
abilities.”

is reflected by Dutch (and now North American) bicycle transportation planning,
which identifies safety and comfort as two of five tenets in designing bicycle
transportation systems.2
c. Other cities are showing a similar decline in bicycle ridership. It may be
associated with similar increases in automobile use. One city that has shown
consistent increases in bicycle use—Vancouver BC—also has shown a steady
number of automobiles on the road. Unlike these other cities (see Figure 3).
Vancouver has also made significant investments in bicycle transportation
infrastructure—especially protected bicycle lanes—and has not made similar

Figure3. Comparison of changes in numbers of people driving alone to work versus people bicycling to work. While more
analysis needs to be done initial look at data shows decreasing bicycle use in Portland, San Francisco and Minneapolis
correlated with increasing driving alone. Vancouver, B.C. shows the opposite correlation: increasing bicycle use associated with
no increase in driving alone. Also to be considered: state of bicycle transportation infrastructure in each city.

investments in automobile capacity.
d. Bicycle transportation is especially elastic regarding conditions that seem unsafe.
There is a recognized body of research indicating that people fall along a
continuum regarding their willingness to use a bicycle for transportation. That
continuum is summarized by the graphic in Figure 4. Successful bicycle cities
design for the “interested but concerned” who are interested in bicycling but,
being concerned for their safety are unwilling to ride in a standard, narrow bicycle
lane. This group, comprising most of a city’s population, require a cohesive
network of protected bicycle lanes, neighborhood greenways and off-street
pathways. It is likely that earlier development of neighborhood greenways, wider
and buffered bicycle lanes and off-street pathways worked well at attracting
people further right on the above continuum when automotive volumes were
2

The other three are: cohesiveness, directness and attractiveness.

lower. However, higher automotive volumes may be degrading conditions for
bicycling such that: those previously attracted to bicycling because of conditions
agreeable to them have stopped bicycling and; fewer people are being attracted to
bicycling as population increases.

Figure 4. The Four Types of Transportation Cyclists. This depictds a recognized continuum along which people express (left to
right) decreasing levels of willingness to ride a bicycle with conventional bicycle facilities, let alone in mixed traffic.

Budget Mapping
The following questions were asked during the special topic work session on Budget Mapping on
March 16th, 2018. Responses are included below.
1. What is considered fair and good condition of paved roads?
This is one of PBOT’s key measures for evaluating progress on its pavement management. Fair
and better condition refers to PCI (pavement condition index) of 65 and higher (the range is 0 100 with 100 = like new).
Fair (PCI of 65 to 74) – Pavement structure is generally stable with minor areas of structural
weakness evident. Cracking is easier to detect. Although riding qualities are good, deformation is
more pronounced and easily noticed. Seal coating or non-structural overlays are required to
preserve pavement integrity.
Good (PCI of 75 to 84) – Pavement structure is stable but may have surface erosion or minor
cracking, minor patching and minor deformation. Riding qualities are very good. Some routine
maintenance or rejuvenation of the wearing surface is all that is required.
Very Good (PCI of 85 to 100) – Pavement structure is stable with no cracking, no patching, no
deformation evident. Streets in this condition are fairly new. Riding qualities are excellent.
Nothing would improve the street at this time.

Office of the City Auditor
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 15th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/676699
1. The Council requested that the City Budget Office review the Auditor’s prior year
underspending.
Response:
The City Budget Office provided the below review of the bureau’s budget to actuals, following
CBO’s customary format when reviewing bureau underspending.
Analysis by: Yung Ouyang

Office of the City Auditor
Bureau Finances: Budget-to-Actuals
At the FY 2018-19 Auditor’s budget work session on March 15, 2018, Council requested that
the City Budget Office review the Auditor’s prior year underspending. The below analysis
provides the requested information.

General Fund

Revised Budget

Auditor's Office General Fund FY 2016-17 Reconciliation
$0

Year-End Actuals

Resources

Interagency Revenue
Charges for Services
Miscellaneous
General Fund Discretionary & Overhead

Requirements

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

$2,000,000

$4,000,000

$6,000,000

$8,000,000

$10,000,000

General Fund
Resources

Requirements

Revised Budget

Year-End Actuals

Variance

% of Budget

Interagency Revenue
Charges for Services
Miscellaneous
General Fund Discretionary & Overhead

$165,000
$118,565
5,500
9,415,805

$140,000
$111,857
4,704
8,981,442

$25,000
$6,708
796
434,363

Total Resources

$9,704,870

$9,238,004

$466,866

95%

Personnel Services
External Materials and Services
Internal Materials and Services

$6,264,753
1,473,034
1,967,083

$6,046,529
1,198,512
1,992,962

$218,224
274,522
(25,879)

97%
81%
101%

Total Requirements

$9,704,870

$9,238,003

$466,867

95%

The Auditor’s Office underspent its FY 2016-17 total budget in the General Fund by
$466,866, or 5%, and its General Fund discretionary and overhead allocation by $434,363, or
5%. It noted that savings were realized primarily from limited use of professional services,
including for the City’s external financial audit, contracted land use Hearings Officer, and
outside review of officer-involved shootings and in-custody deaths. Additional reasons
provided for the underspending include a delay on the Hearings Office software
replacement, lower than budgeted election costs, and conservative spending across the
office.
In FY 2015-16, the office underspent its General Fund discretionary and overhead allocation
by $576,773, and its total budget in the General Fund by $668,749.

85%
94%
86%
95%

Office of Neighborhood Involvement
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 16th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/676734.
1. Please provide a report for last year on the number of community volunteer clean-ups
versus contracted clean-ups.
Response:
Last fiscal year (FY 16-17), there were:
• 16 program-coordinated clean up events with volunteers
• 261 volunteers engaged and (approximately) 500 total volunteer hours
• 630 contracted clean-ups/removals
This fiscal year to date (FY 17-18), there have been:
• 22 program-coordinated clean up events with 424 volunteers (848 volunteer hours).
Each clean up lasts about 2 hours, and a significant number of graffiti can be removed in
that time. Typically, the volunteers can walk approximately 30 blocks. These are usually
on city/public property. Volunteer work is also limited to insensitive surfaces like the
backs of signs, on poles, periodical boxes, and garbage cans. Volunteers cannot do
removals on the sidewalk, fronts of signs, or other surfaces that require professional
removal.
The program does facilitate cleanups on private property with volunteers, but it takes
more coordination before the event and painting (which is most of the work we do on
private property with volunteers) can too easily be canceled due to rain.
In addition to program-sponsored cleanups, the staff supports a few groups with training
and supplies to do this work monthly or quarterly as independent volunteers or associated
with their own community group or neighborhood association.
Staff time associated with each event is approximately 5 hours (loading supplies, training
volunteers, and unloading per event). Planning for these events takes on average between
15 minutes – three hours of planning/correspondence, depending on how large of a
community event it is and whether it’s been done before. Staff estimates that event
coordination/execution is at least 35% of workload year-round, and is increasing each
year.
•

Nearly 5,000 contractor cleanups (in Trackits). Comparing contracted to volunteer work
is challenging in that Trackits represent individual locations on private property and
volunteer clean-ups address several locations on mostly city/public property.
o Note that in FY 17-18, the graffiti program received an additional $440,000 in
one-time dollars for contracting services. Of this amount $323,000 went to
Graffiti Removal Services for a contract to proactively remove graffiti on main
thoroughfares identified as being heavily targeted for graffiti. Contracted services

represent 78% of the $638,000 External Materials and Services portion of the
graffiti budget in FY 17-18.

Bureau of Development Services
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 16th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/676736.
1. What is the collection rate on penalties?
BDS lien receipt revenue collected in FY 16-17 was $3,767,907. The outstanding BDS lien
balance as of 6/30/17 was $24,201,468. The revenue collected is about 16% of the total
outstanding balance at that point in time.

Portland Parks & Recreation
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 16th, 2018.
Responses are included in the attached packet.
1. Please describe how the proposed community center reductions may

impact the Preschool Program.
2. Please explain how the increase in film permit revenues would impact the funding
for the Film Office.
3. Please provide the data on how many youths currently receive scholarships, both
for the preschool program and other Parks’ program.
4. Please provide alternative reduction packages that could replace the community
center reductions packages.
5. Please provide a list of surplus properties.

MEMO
Date:

March 23, 2018

To:

City Budget Office

From:

Trang Lam, Deputy Director

cc:

Commissioner Fritz, Director Abbaté, Pooja Bhatt, Tim Crail,
Cristina Nieves

RE:

Budget Work Session – Follow-up Questions

Please accept the following responses to the questions raised by Council and
Budget Advisors from the March 16, 2018 Budget Work Session.
1. Please describe how the proposed community center reductions may
impact the Preschool Program. (Dunetchka Otero-Serrano, Community
Budget Advisor)
•

•

Reminder - PP&R was directed by Council to remove general fund
subsidy from Preschool and shift to full cost recovery for the
program.
Sellwood, Woodstock and Hillside Community Centers all provide
Preschool programs through Portland Parks and Recreation (PP&R).
Due to the fee structure, these locations contribute slightly more
revenue to the program compared to some other locations. Based
on FY 2018-19 estimated revenues, if the three sites were to be
closed it would shift the program from a projected surplus of
$17,000 (full cost recovery) to a deficit of $29,000 (requires subsidy
or fee increases). If the registration levels are higher than the
minimums then that will improve the projections.

2. Please explain how the increase in film permit revenues would impact the
funding for the Film Office. (Commissioner Fish)
•

The proposed increase of revenues in package PK_04 Increase Cost
Recovery of Private Uses of Park Facilities does not directly impact
the funding for the Film Office. The cost recovery for film permits
through PP&R is currently very low and limited to the direct permit
processing through the Customer Service Center. The proposed
increase would not achieve full cost recovery for PP&R expenses
related to film permits but would improve it slightly by funding
some of the operations work required. Film activities are an

Budget Work Session Follow up – PP&R
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exclusive rental of park land and operations staff spend time
reviewing and commenting on film permits as well as site
inspections before and after scheduled events. None of the
operations work is currently recovered by fees.
3. Please provide the data on how many youth currently receive scholarships,
both for the preschool program and other Parks’ program. (Frieda
Christopher, Community Budget Advisor)
•

In school year 2017-2018, PP&R’s Educational Preschool Program
provides scholarship to 60 youth out of 530 participants (11.3% of
participants). PP&R does not have information readily available, at
this time, to detail systemwide scholarships by age and type of
program, as noted in the recent auditor’s report. Add package
PK29 (Financial Assistance for Low-Income Residents Scholarships) would allow PP&R the ability to implement the
recommendations in the auditor’s report. PP&R recognize that
delivering on the auditor’s recommendations is an important step
to financial sustainability and equity goals. PK28 (Implementation of
the Cost Recovery and Financial Sustainability Plan) will provide
resources to implement Council’s FY17/18 budget note on a
financial sustainability plan for PP&R.

4. Please provide alternative reduction packages that could replace the
community center reductions packages. (Commissioner Saltzman)
• PP&R has an extensive budget development process that engages
staff and management in creation of decision package concepts and
thorough education and review with a diverse Budget Advisory
Committee (BAC) to determine which packages to include in the
Requested Budget. The PP&R Senior Management Team developed
cuts that went deep in order to provide a range of options for the
BAC to weigh against our budget values and determine those that
did the least harm to advancing the PP&R mission and strategic plan.
Although we understand concern regarding the inclusion of
community center closures, these were authentic offerings. Closure
of these 4 small community centers with large capital requirements
would be consistent with moving in a more financially sustainable
direction that balances service needs with adequate cost recovery.
PP&R considered the number of participants, level of service
provided through other centers in the impacted areas, liability of
the major maintenance at the facilities and the demographics of the
neighborhoods surrounding the centers. However, in response to
your request we are providing a list of the other packages
considered by the BAC but not prioritized to advance. Please refer
to the attached list “FY 2018‐19 ‐ Reduction Packages Considered
by the PP&R BAC But Not Advanced”
5. Please provide a list of surplus properties. (Commissioner Fish)
Budget Work Session Follow up – PP&R

2

•

Refer to attached “Briefing Document – Potential Property
Disposition and Rezonings”.
6. Please provide the weekend call volume for the Customer Service Center.
(Rob Fullmer, Community Budget Advisor)
• The weekend call volume for the PP&R Customer Service Center is
approximately 14-20 calls per day.

Budget Work Session Follow up – PP&R
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FY 2018‐19 ‐ Reduction Packages Considered by the PP&R BAC But Not Advanced
BAC
Priority
Order

Estimated General Regular FTE
Fund Reduction
Impact

Division

Description

Operations &
Strategies

Bureau‐wide training and travel reduction of 25%, Eliminate Employee
Recognition ‐ all programs would need to more judiciously allocate training and
travel resources to prioritize those that are for required certifications and increase
usage of online or local opportunities when available. Eliminates annual employee
picnic/training. Both impact employee morale.

$60,000

Land Stewardship

Eliminates Seasonal Maintenance Workers in Natural Areas, Turf, Irrigation and
Community Gardens—reduces services, efficiencies, sustainability and workforce
development. Seasonal Maintenance Workers are an effective tool to create
development and training opportunities.

$60,000

Assets &
Development

Reduce Asset Management Program ‐ eliminates one FTE from this program that
provides technical, operational, analytical, and business process support for
technical asset information, financial expenditures, CIP and backlog management,
mandatory utility locates, condition assessment, and other programs.

$80,000

Recreation
Services

Eliminate Senior Recreation Excursions Program‐ eliminates excursion program for
older adults that include trips to locations to hike and recreate, visits to arts and
other programs. Fees have been increased and volunteer labor is used extensively,
however operating expenses continue to exceed program revenue.

1

2

3

4

5% reduction to pass through funds ‐ Linnton, Pioneer Courthouse Square, Sun
Schools, Leach, Rosewood Initiative. Scope of impacts still being determined;
Linnton, Rosewood, and several SUN Schools serve identified low‐income
populations.
5
Horticulture reduction ‐ Complete elimination of horticultural services at 17 or
more neighborhood parks. Existing planting beds and gardens will die and not be
Land Stewardship
replaced. Includes reduction at Waterfront, Gabriel, Lents, South Park Blocks and
5
others.
Operations &
Strategies

BAC Reviewed Packages 11/27/17

$68,000

Seasonal
Impact

Notes

(5.00) no casual budget would remain

(1.00)

(1.50)

Reduction of 1 full‐time regular position as
well as 1 half‐time regular position and
(0.50) some rec support staff. Also results in loss
of $162,000 in revenues generated by
program.

$68,214

$200,000

(2.00)

1

FY 2018‐19 ‐ Reduction Packages Considered by the PP&R BAC But Not Advanced
BAC
Priority
Order

Estimated General Regular FTE
Fund Reduction
Impact

Seasonal
Impact

Division

Description

Recreation
Services

Montavilla Community Center ‐ eliminate non‐teen center use of Montavilla
Community Center. In 2015, the center became a 7 day/week Teen Center
afternoons and evenings. Non‐teen programs have continued, including preschool,
camps, and other activiites.

$135,572

(4.00)

Urban Forestry

Eliminate Outreach & Science Programs ‐ eliminate tree inventory, Youth
Conservation Crew, neighborhood tree stewards and tree teams, arbor day, intern
and volunteer programs. Eliminates some core services that implement tree
regulation and permitting through education, asset inventory and volunteer
maintenance.

$100,000

(1.00)

Requires $50,000 bridge funding for 6
months to end program by December
2018

Land Stewardship

Environmental Education: Elimination of all environmental education programs
including school field trips, summer camps and nature walks.

$104,000

(1.00)

Eliminates additional $125,000 revenue
and repurposes $25,000 to Youth
Conservation Corps and GRUNT

$875,786

(8.00)

5

8

Reduction of 2 full‐time regular positions,
plus 3 part‐time regular positions, and rec
(2.70) support staff. This includes preschool staff.
Also results in loss of over $150,000 in
program revenue

9
Estimate total

BAC Reviewed Packages 11/27/17

Notes

(2.70)

2

BRIEFING DOCUMENT
Potential Property Disposition and Rezonings

March 21, 2018

Contact: Brett Horner, 503-823-1674, brett.horner@portlandoregon.gov

SUMMARY:
Commissioner Fritz has directed staff to look into potential property transfers that
would be beneficial to PP&R from a financial and budgetary standpoint, without
compromising our Bureau’s mission and parks service levels. Property transferal
can include transfer of PP&R-owned property to other Bureaus, other public
agencies, non-profits, or private entities, and may or may not involve sale and
monetary exchange. Any proposed disposition would need to follow adopted City
and Bureau Disposition Policy, which incorporate public input and notice.

CONSIDERATIONS:
With the FY 18-19 budget preparation, Land Stewardship staff prepared a list of
properties they believed were of marginal importance and that should be
considered for reduction or elimination of current maintenance and care, which
would thereby save the Bureau on-going maintenance costs. These properties
were unbuilt or unimproved (no buildings) sites, and were identified by
operations staff for consideration to include in budget package PK 09 based on
criteria described in package PK 09.
In addition, staff in the Property Management group, the Asset Management
Program, and the Planning team created a list of potential PP&R asset dispositions
to consider over time (some of which might be rather simple and quick, some of
which could take several years to complete, and some of which likely have
restrictions or encumbrances that make them infeasible or difficult to proceed
with). The Bureau’s disposition policy calls for PP&R staff to periodically review
the asset portfolio for such marginal assets.

Commissioner Amanda Fritz • Director Mike Abbaté

At this point the list is focused on unimproved vacant properties and properties
with vacant buildings to limit impact on mission and service levels.
RECOMMENDATION:
Based upon review, staff believe the assets in the attached Exhibit A were the top
candidates to be further considered for disposition by the Bureau and
Commissioner.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS/NEXT STEPS:
1. PP&R’s Property Management group, the Asset Management Program
Manager and the Senior Management Team will need to review this
recommendation for fatal flaws. There has not been sufficient time up to
this point in which to fully assess the feasibility of disposing of these
properties.
2. PP&R would work through the City’s disposition process. The Housing
Bureau has the greatest potential interest in properties so PP&R should
consult with Housing staff prior to any City Council public hearings for
disposition or rezoning.
3. Additional dispositions could be considered by expanding to properties
with occupied buildings but these would have greater immediate impact.
These will require significant staff time to research and analyze. The effort
could be considered as a work plan item for FY 2018-19. Resources to prep
properties for disposition will be needed if a disposition is undertaken.
4. The City Attorney’s office should be consulted prior to any City Council
hearings or discussions about the potential dispositions. Linda Law has
advice on how best to approach and process disposition and rezoning
proposals.

Commissioner Amanda Fritz • Director Mike Abbaté

EXHIBIT A
VACANT PROPERTY
11006 SE
Yamhill St

Attributes Pros for disposal
--2 acres

Likely interest from
residential developers
and possibly David
Douglas School District

(just east of East
Portland Community
Center, but not
contiguous)

--Some
topography
and trees

Johnswood
Property

--1.25 acres With nearby Pier Park
--significant and other parks, this
trees on site property not needed
for neighborhood park
service

(in North Portland at
corner of N Bliss St and
N Johnswood Dr)

Not needed for
neighborhood park
service

Triangle Property

--0.45 acres

(in North Portland near
N Columbia Blvd at end
of N Mears Ave)

--A few
trees

Already zoned R2
Would reduce Land
Stewardship Division
maintenance costs

Cons for disposal Considerations

Recommendation

Some habitat value
to this property

Work with Multnomah
County to get them to
allow use of the site for
housing and not open
space. Once there is
agreement on this, initiate
the disposition process
and rezone to R5

Need to work with
Multnomah County
as trying to use it for
housing would
revert ownership
back to them.
Neighborhood
interests want to
keep housing off this
site and develop a
park
Impact to trees
Possible adjacent
neighborhood
concerns

Part of property is
in conservation
overlay zone
Tree assessment
needed

Tree assessment
needed

Retain property for tree
values – no disposal
process

Busy streets nearby

Contact the Housing
Bureau to see if they
would want the property
and would be willing to
work with Multnomah
County to use the site for
housing instead of open
space, and rezone from OS
to R 2.5
Retain property – no
disposal process

Tree assessment
needed

Trying to sell it
would revert the
property back to
Multnomah County

Burlingame
Property
(in Southwest next to I5, at northern end of
Burlingame Park)

--0.4 acres
-heavily
treed

Would reduce Land
Stewardship Division
maintenance costs

Impact to trees, it is
a small (low market
value) site on a very
steep lot, with a trail
connection through
site to Burlingame
Park
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Tree assessment
needed
Trail connection
should be retained
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Vacant Buildings
Firehouse
Theatre

Attributes

Pros for disposal

Cons for disposal Considerations

Recommendation

-0.18 acres

Zoned R1 already

Historic issue – calls
to save the building

(1436 SW
Montgomery Dr,
near I-405 and Hwy
26)

Old masonry
building

Needs costly seismic
and ADA upgrades

Neighborhood
concerns with
potential change of
use

Federal Urban Parks
and Recreation
Recovery (UPARR)
restrictions may
make a sale
infeasible. Building
can stay in similar
use
(theatre/community
building)

Issue RFP for new lessee
on favorable terms to
PP&R. If no lease is
signed, initiate disposition
process

Lair Hill Building

--Old masonry
building (1918)

Needs costly repairs,
seismic and ADA
upgrades

Historic issue – calls
to save the building

May need a zone
change

Neighborhood
concerns with
potential change of
use

A lot line
adjustment would
be needed if the
property under the
building is sold

Issue RFP for new lessee
on favorable terms to
PP&R. If no lease is
signed, initiate disposition
process and possibly zone
change and lot line
adjustment

(in Lair Hill Park,
Southwest)

Zoned Open Space
(limits use options)

Briefing Document – Potential Property Disposition and Rezoning, March 21, 2018
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Bureau of Emergency Communications
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 16th,
2018. Responses are noted below.
1. Would having a new logging system that makes pulling records easier lessen the
burden on the existing Office Support Specialist staff – allowing them to have more
time to assist the timekeeping staff?
Response:
It is possible that an updated, industry specific recording system may make the process of finding
necessary recordings to fulfill public records requests easier. However, it is equally possible that
it will not. While we have been able to see how these new systems will support the Operations
division of BOEC as they relate to supporting incoming Next Generation technologies and
Quality Assurance efforts, we have not been able to do the same type of testing to understand the
impacts a new system will have on a non-Operations division such as our research department.
It is not unreasonable to believe that of the two current research OSSIII positions, at least one
could support the back-up needs of our timekeeping department. That however has not proven to
be the case as our research staff struggles to meet the 15-day response mandate with the current
workload and with both employees taking limited sick and vacation leave.
Additionally, it should be noted that even with a new system that may make the process of
pulling calls easier, the need for human intervention to enter search parameters, verify voice,
convert to a distributable format, bill, etc. will still exist.

Portland Housing Bureau
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 19th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/676743.
1. What is the current success (those not turned back) rate on rental vouchers?
Response:
The data goes back to 2011, hopefully it provides the historical context requested. For data
definition purposes: these are for households pulled from the Moving To Work (MTW) Housing
Choice Voucher (HCV) waitlist, new leasing activity only.
• 2017 success rate: 78%
• 2016 success rate: 71%
• 2015 success rate: 75%
• 2014 success rate: 29% (this year is an outlier due to sequestration, we didn’t pull from
the waitlist for most of the year and have a small sample size)
• 2013 success rate: 85%
• 2012 success rate: 85%
• 2011 success rate: 84%
2. What is the current balance of the HIF?
Response:
$4.3 million
3. What is the current equity data on PHB hiring and retention?
Response:
• PHB overall: 53% People of color, 75% women
• Executive leadership team 75% people of color, 50% women
• Management team 28% people of color, 71% women
4. What is the current housing wage for Portland?
• Studio: $21.73 per hour per household
• 1-bedroom: $25.96 per hour per household
• 2-bedroom: $30.75 per hour per household
• 3-bedroom: $33.02 per hour per household
5. How have the unit shortfall projections (by AMI sector) changed over time?
Generally flat with some fluctuation year over year (the following table are 5 year estimates with
each year the ending year in the dataset).

Joint Office of Homeless Services
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 19th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/677086.
1. What is the average cost across different types of services (shelter bed, prevention,
placement)?
Response:
The cost of each of these service types varies significantly depending on specific program design
and subpopulations served, but average cost ranges include:
• Emergency shelter: The operating costs of adult shelters (not including housing services
or rent assistance) ranges in cost, with models from nighttime-only, basic mats on the
floor without showers, to those with to on-site services and slightly more amenities. The
average cost for shelter beds is $29/night or approximately $11,000 per year.
• Prevention: This ranges widely from as little as $500 in flexible client assistance to up to
two years of ongoing rental assistance at approximately $8,000 per household per year.
• Permanent housing placement: This ranges widely from as little as $500 in flexible client
assistance for move-in costs to approximately $17,000 per household per year for full
rent assistance and staffing to support permanent supportive housing.
2. How do the figures in slide 10 relate to the graphic on slide 8? (What does the
movement look like between different service types? Are there numbers available that
illustrate how many individuals and families are moving from the street to housing,
from shelter to housing?)
Response:
Using HMIS data that include client self-report of their living situation prior to entry into
permanent housing, among those served in permanent housing in FY 16-17, approximately:
• 37.2% came from the street
• 20.5% came from emergency shelter
• 19.0% came from other housing situations (including doubled-up)
• 16.1% came from transitional housing dedicated for people experiencing homelessness
• 2.3% came from institutional settings (e.g. prison or hospitals)
3. What do we know about the doubled-up population?
Response:
In each of our last two Point in Time Counts of Homelessness in Multnomah County1 (see page
38-40 of the 2015 report and pages 101-103 of the 2017 report), we have attempted to use other
data sources to estimate the numbers of people who are doubled-up or “couch surfing,”
populations that are not directly counted within the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development definitions of homelessness that guide point-in-time counts. Though the
methodologies differed slightly, they found that the population of people who are doubled-up or
“couch surfing” is roughly two-to-three times larger than the population experiencing HUD1

Available at http://ahomeforeveryone.net/point-in-time-counts/.

defined homelessness, and that they are disproportionately likely to include families,
communities of color, and unaccompanied youth under age 18. Most City- and County-funded
services include homelessness prevention and shelter diversion activities to better serve the
doubled-up population (approximately 11.1% of those served in permanent housing programs in
FY16-17 came from living with family or friends), and the Joint Office of Homeless Services is
currently working with the Center for Social Innovation to design and implement communitycentered and community-led research that will better help to describe the nature and scope of
people experiencing doubled-up housing situations, with focus on communities of color.

Special Appropriations
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 19th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/676744
1. What is included in the technology costs for Council transition budgets? Is the
policy standardized on the replacement of office technology?
Response:
The technology costs include new laptops, monitors, cell phones, RSA tokens, and I-pads for the
new Commissioner of Public Affairs starting in January; startup technology costs for the 3
employees and Commissioner-elect in the November and December transition period; and BTS
labor costs associated with both the office changeover and startup costs.
BTS collects a replacement reserve for computers on a 5-year basis. The past practice has been
to replace the Council Office computers on a 4-year basis, thus resulting in a deficit in the
replacement fund. OMF has worked with most of the Council Offices to address this shortfall by
having the Council Offices add money to their replacement funds. OMF is currently in
discussions with Commissioner Saltzman’s office to address their replacement deficit. Please
note that there are no replacement dollars being collected for monitors, cell phones, I-pads, labor
costs etc. and that the replacement reserve is only intended to cover the actual computer
replacement.
2. Do all Commissioners transitioning in get new equipment?
Response:
The timing of the transition (prior staff leaves office December 31 and new staff arrives the day
after New Year’s) makes it very hard to reuse existing equipment, especially with archiving
requirements. Current practice is to replace all their technology equipment (we have had times
when monitors and I-pads have been reused). The old equipment is returned to Technology
Service inventory and either deployed to another location or donated to a non-profit.

3. What are the services All Hands Raised provides to each school district and each
school?
Response:
All Hands Raised (AHR) serves as the backbone organization for the All Hands Raised
Partnership. Our role is to gather the community's diverse efforts and align them in ways that
strengthen supports for kids—from cradle to career. To do this we, bring together school
districts, leaders from the local government, businesses, nonprofits and higher education to help
individuals and organizations understand how they fit together to create change. We work
closely with school community teams to identify effective practices and ensure that what works
is shared more broadly. These teams include teachers, counselors, nonprofit/culturally specific

partners, industry partners and administrators. We facilitate monthly results-based meetings
focused on reviewing current school data, reporting on individual action commitments, learning
from and refining interventions, and building plans to engage the broader school community in
the work of the team.
Our theory of change hinges on the belief that a strong, independent anchor organization is
necessary as we are uniquely positioned to:
• Provide structured facilitation to move teams from talk to action & operationalize equity
• Demystify data—make it real-time, accessible & digestible to help inspire action
• Co-develop school team composition that is cross-sector and empowers teachers
• Ignite learning across school communities
• Elevate the voices of educators and partners to inform leaders & institutions
• Sustain progress through inevitable leadership changes

Collectively, we are seeing that our shared work is making a difference. Since this work began,
schools and partners have seen major gains, particularly in regard to closing gaps that impact
students of color:
• The countywide

graduation rate has climbed 9 percentage points since 2012, outpacing
the state of Oregon, our neighbors to the north in Washington State and the nation as a
whole. Our growth has largely been driven by students of color, with a gain of 14
points for African American students; 12 points for American Indian/Alaska Native
students; 11 points for Latino students; 9 points for Pacific Islander students; and 9
points for Asian students. White students improved by 7 points and Multi-racial
students improved by 4 points.

• Thirty-one percent

fewer students of color were suspended or expelled in local schools in
2015-16 compared with four years earlier.

• Student

attendance has improved and gaps have narrowed on each of our three attendance
metrics--kindergarten, sixth and ninth grade.

• All

of our partner school district boards passed equity policies, ensuring racial equity
remains a top priority for the entire county.

4. What is the budget allocation for each school/district where services are provided
for All Hands Raised?
Response:
The funds are used to support the All Hands Raise Partnership's cradle-to-career activities
described above in the Centennial, David Douglas, Parkrose, Portland Public, and Reynolds
school districts with an aggregate student population of 80,434 students.

5. Does Future Connect work with or collaborate with Mt. Hood since David Douglas
has the largest high school in the state?
Response:
When Future Connect was created in 2011 Mt. Hood Community College was a partner in the
project along with PCC. The City provided funding to Mt. Hood for their Future Connect
program for 2-3 years. At that time all students in Multnomah county completed one application
and the students then determined if they preferred attending PCC or Mt. Hood.
After the first couple of years Mt. Hood decided they could no longer raise the matching funds
for Future Connect and it was ended.
However, PCC continues to support students from all schools in Multnomah County through our
funding from the City of Portland. I know that we have a high number of students enrolling each
year from East County including David Douglas.

6. What do the other jurisdictions contribute to RACC (i.e Clackamas County,
Multnomah County)?
Response:
- Clackamas County $135,000 (should be $100,000)
- Washington County $100,000 (should be $135,000)
- RACC supports the Tri-County region but they track where the dollars come from
and invest in those regions proportionally.
In addition to the above information Multnomah County allocates $500,000
7. What is RACC’s largest program?
Response:
Grant making program is 50 % of RACC budget.

8. Has the City done any research to indicate the demand for ADU construction
amongst homeowners?
Response:
The city has done research that documents the demand for ADU construction among
homeowners. The Planning Bureau released survey data about the Residential Infill Project in
December of 2015. The survey data was not collected scientifically, it was an opt in survey that
received significant participation. More than 2600 people answered a question that inquired
about demand for ADU construction. Detailed crosstabs are not available, but survey
respondents skewed toward being homeowners. The numbers below don’t indicate preferences
of all Portlanders, but they do reflect strong demand among homeowners for ADU construction.

Over 2500 early adopters have built ADUs in Portland to date, and ADU permits rose by 134% from
2014 to 2016. If the data above is correct and 24.5% of Portlander homeowners would like to develop an
ADU, over 15,000 new units of housing would be created.

Bureau of Planning & Sustainability
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 19th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/676745.
1. How does the Bureau of Planning & Sustainability’s Equitable Development in East
Portland decision package align with the priorities of the East Portland Action
Plan?
Response:
The East Portland Action Plan group that met with Mayor Wheeler in March shared the
following priorities for actions related to the Mayor’s portfolio of programs.
1. Move East Portland Action Plan program to the Commissioner of Finance
and Administration
2. Develop a Quadrant Plan (equivalent) for East Portland
3. Engage ethnic communities: provide overhead funding for
translation/language and childcare services to remove barriers and
improve messaging and invitations
4. Establish the “Gateway Education/Economic Development Center”.
5. Implement the EPAP Housing-related Strategic Priorities and Involuntary
Displacement Prevention Recommendations, including
a. Affordable housing bond investments in East Portland (probably
including redevelopment of the Hansen property at 122nd/Glisan)
b. Prioritizing city-owned property for affordable housing (including
Prosper Portland Lents properties)
The list is not in priority order, but one of the five topics they list is a request for the city to
develop a “quadrant plan” for East Portland. Based on discussions BPS staff have had with
EPAP, we believe the desired plan would include the following:
•
•
•
•

A detailed plan for development and growth that addresses ALL parts of East Portland.
A plan for coordinated action across City bureaus.
A plan with multi-year funding commitments for implementation of the plan’s
recommendations.
A plan developed through a community-centered process with expansive and inclusive
public engagement and investment in community capacity building.

We believe a strategic plan with coordinated implementation and building of community
capacity is a good match to this community request and to the issues facing East Portland.

As part of the FY18-19 budget, BPS requested funding to develop and begin to implement an
East Portland Equitable Development Strategy.
The purpose of the project is to find ways to leverage both the private-sector growth and
public-sector investments planned for East Portland over the next five years to benefit all East
Portland households. It would focus on identifying and implementing actions to help make sure
the most economically vulnerable households continue to have access to and benefit from the
neighborhoods, housing, places and improvements these investments produce.
In the first phase of this project, BPS would convene community members and city bureaus to
build the strategy, coordinate its implementation, evaluate its results and adjust the strategy as
needed. In phase one we would:
•

CLARIFY the community and City objectives for the next five years for East Portland.

•

ASSESS the strategic conditions, trends, opportunities and threats affecting the ablity to
meet these objectives in East Portland.

•

ALIGN the array of City policies, actions, and investments already underway in East
Portland to better meet these objectives.

•

IDENTIFY GAPS IN THESE ACTIONS and PILOT NEW APPROACHES to have more equitable
outcomes, especially regarding housing options and displacement.

Budget for Requested Funds
Planning Asst.
1 FTE
Contracts, community capacity support, supplies
TOTAL

$ 55,000
$ 80,000
$ 135,000

With this funding, BPS would make this a core project in our FY 18-19 work plan. While, the
scope and schedule for the project has not been fully developed, BPS expects to assign
additional staff to the effort. The participation of other bureaus – PHB, PBOT, Prosper
Portland, Parks – will also be essential. BPS is seeking Metro grant funding to add to the
resources needed for this project.

Portland Fire & Rescue
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 20th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/681578.
1. Why isn’t the bureau equity manager position that is being requested funded
internally?
Response:
There are numerous reasons that PF&R has been unable to fund the equity manager position
internally.
o Prior Budget Cuts - PF&R has experienced significant ongoing budget cuts since FY
2008-09. FTEs were reduced by 34 or 4.5%, while call volume or incidents increased by
32% during the same period. In addition, the non-position ongoing budget was reduced
by almost $2 million.
o Capital Asset Replacement Funding Gaps – Due to the 2010 Public Safety GO Bond,
PF&R has been able to fully fund its fire apparatus replacement. However, PF&R has
significant funding gaps in facility and equipment maintenance and replacement, totaling
nearly $1 million a year. This issue is demonstrated by the equipment and facility
decision packages included in the PF&R FY 2018-19 Requested Budget.
o Unfunded Paid Parental Leave Replacement Cost – This cost is associated with the paid
parental leave policy adopted by the City and effective beginning in 2016. This policy
has resulted in a significant increase in staffing costs because the bureau backfills for the
firefighters on parental leave through overtime or additional firefighter positions in the
Traveler Pool to maintain daily minimum staffing. A decision package to offset the cost
is included in PF&R’s FY 2018-19 Requested Budget, but is not recommended by CBO.
o Underfunded Retirement Payouts - PF&R’s retirement payout budget of $877,000 a
year plus inflation is not sufficient to fund its retirement payout expenditures. Sworn
members under the Fire and Police Disability and Retirement system are eligible to
receive payouts for their vacation and sick leave accrual balances at retirement. Over
the past three years, the payout amount was on average approximately $78,000 per
retirement. Retirements have been relatively low over the past several years, averaging
about 15, due to fewer-than-normal retirement eligible employees. At this level, there is
still a funding gap of $300,000 a year. This will become a much bigger challenge in 6 to 8
years when retirements return to normal, averaging 24 retirements a year.
o Leveling Off of Plans Review/Permits Revenues - PF&R’s Plan Review and Permit
revenues are highly dependent on construction activities in the city. Any slow down or
decline in construction activities would present a significant financial challenge. We
have started seeing signs of leveling off after significant rise in the past several years.
2. Why is one-time resource needed to fund the equity manager position?

Response:
Following CBO’s recommendation of one-time General Fund (GF) resources for the equity
manager position in FY 2018-19, PF&R is committed to using the next year to identify internal
resources to support this position ongoing. Potential resources could be attained through
reviewing and adjusting program revenues, controlling replacement or call-shift overtime by
ensuring the Travelers Pool is at the optimal staffing level, and/or streamlining the training
program for new firefighters. The one-time GF resource would give PF&R time to further
explore and implement these and other potential revenue and efficiency measures.
3. How can we be more consistent in our communication with customers with regards
to fire prevention and permitting efforts?
Response:
Consistency in fire prevention/code enforcement and permitting begins with the organization
having excellent communication and setting clear expectations for the fire inspectors. This is
accomplished through training and having an open dialog among our inspectors. The entire
Prevention Division meets every Wednesday morning for training and information sharing. The
goal is to get everyone informed and on the same page.
During code enforcement or permitting inspections, clear and concise communication with the
building owners and/or contractors is key to preventing issues from arising. Furthermore, our
inspectors are doing a better job anticipating potential issues and communicating their findings
with our customers before it becomes a problem. This is especially important in construction
related projects when there are a lot of tasks that are being done at the same time and meeting
tight deadlines are key for a successful project.
One important process improvement that was made involves the inspections for the permitting of
fire protection systems (fire alarms, fire sprinklers, fixed systems and tanks). Unless it is a
complex project, one inspector is responsible for inspecting the different fire protection systems
at once. This eliminates the need for multiple inspections with multiple inspectors and improves
the level of consistency for the customer because they deal with only one inspector. This change
has improved efficiency within the organization and improved the service to our customers.

4. Has PF&R been working with the City Attorney on potential liability issues related
to not going on low acuity calls?
Response:
PF&R is currently finalizing its initial pilot proposal to not respond on certain lower acuity calls.
Once the proposal is finalized, PF&R will share the proposal with the City Attorney before any
changes are implemented. The proposal is based on information from Multnomah County
medical director, Jon Jui.
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5. Why doesn’t Portland Fire & Rescue have a reserve for Self-Contained Breathing
Apparatus (SCBA) replacement?
PF&R is a General Fund bureau and the City’s current Financial Policy does not have a
mechanism for General Fund bureaus to set up a reserve and carry over budget for equipment
and facility replacement.
As explained in the answer to Question 1, PF&R operates with a very tight budget and does not
have sufficient resources in its current budget to fully fund SCBA and other capital asset
replacement. PF&R previously had $200,000 a year for SCBA replacement. This amount was
reduced by 50% due to budget cuts in FY 2011-12. SCBA replacement has been underfunded
since then, and was implemented on a piecemeal and as needed basis.
PF&R also actively seeks grants to help meet some of its capital funding needs. For example,
PF&R received a federal grant of $518,000 from the Department of Homeland Security to equip
all firefighters with individual protective face masks in FY 2014-15. However, grants are not
reliable funding source and cannot be relied upon for onging capital asset replacement.
The table below shows the funding gaps in facility and equipment including SCBA replacement.

Ongoing Capital Asset Replacement
Portland Fire & Rescue
$5,000,000
$4,500,000
Total Funding
Gap: $999,000

$4,000,000
$3,500,000
$3,000,000
$2,500,000
Equipment
inclding SCBA
Funding Gap:
$219,000

$2,000,000
$1,500,000

Facility
Funding Gap:
$780,000

$1,000,000
$500,000
$0
Fire Apparatus Including Reserve

Major Equipment

Annual Replacement Need

Facility

Total

Annual Available Resources

6. Can Capital Set Aside be a source for SCBA replacement? If so, would it rank
highly enough to be funded? (CBO Answer)
Response:
3

To be considered eligible for Capital Set-Aside funds, the SCBA equipment would need to be
considered a capital asset. City Administrative rules provide the Accounting Division authority
to monitor and assess compliance of bureau capital asset inventory schedules. Equipment with
parts costing less than $5,000 (such as laptops) are not eligible for capitalization. As the SCBAs
consist of many parts that lead to an average per-part cost of $2,500, this equipment is likely not
eligible for capitalization.
7. What has been the impact of homelessness on the Fire Bureau?
Of the 175,478 calls responded to by Portland Fire & Rescue (PF&R) from February 1, 2016 to
December 31, 2017, an estimated 10,124 calls or 5.77 percent were related to the homeless.

Homeless Incidents by Type of Call
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Homeless
False Calls

Homeless
Fire/
Explosion

Homeless
Homeless Homeless Medical Aid Homeless
Good Intent Hazardous
/ Rescue Mutual Aid
Calls
Conditions
Calls
Response.

Homeless
Other
Situation
Found

Homeless
Total for All % Homeless
Service Call Grand Total
Calls
Related

Feburary 1, 2016 - December 31, 2016
Feb

4

18

31

Mar

2

16

27

Apr

2

19

34

May

4

27

55

Jun

4

24

Jul

5

26

Aug

6

39

44

Sep

1

25

Oct

3

20

Nov

3

20

38

Dec

3

25

35

1

37

259

440

Total

2

238

2

28

323

6,466

5.00%

261

1

43

350

7,020

4.99%

286

2

39

383

6,995

5.48%

324

5

50

465

7,454

6.24%

36

332

9

30

435

7,542

5.77%

50

373

1

35

490

7,711

6.35%

1

349

3

60

502

8,184

6.13%

49

3

295

4

51

428

7,320

5.85%

41

2

305

4

37

412

7,593

5.43%

293

3

33

390

7,071

5.52%

347

1

46

458

8,258

5.55%

10

3,403

35

452

4,636

81,614

5.68%

5

63

466

8,993

5.18%

1

January 1, 2017 - December 31, 2017
Jan

4

30

45

1

318

Feb

7

26

23

4

243

37

340

6,796

5.00%

Mar

4

23

32

272

45

376

7,184

5.23%

Apr

4

28

41

May

3

26

43

Jun

9

36

58

1

319

Jul

6

60

56

4

303

Aug

5

53

44

1

378

1

Sep

6

59

58

1

329

1

Oct

11

30

57

1

336

Nov

9

23

44

3

325

Dec
Total
Grand Total

2

244

2

47

368

6,994

5.26%

289

2

40

403

7,768

5.19%

48

471

7,727

6.10%

1

39

469

8,571

5.47%

3

56

541

8,550

6.33%

1

79

534

8,177

6.53%

75

510

7,744

6.59%

67

472

7,296

6.47%

1

9

49

67

3

348

1

61

538

8,064

6.67%

77

443

568

21

3,704

2

16

657

5,488

93,864

5.85%

114

702

1,008

31

7,107

2

51

1,109

10,124

175,478

5.77%

Figure 1: Data Table

The information in the report begins on February 1, 2016, because that is when PF&R
started explicitly tracking homeless incidents. These estimates are based on data collected
at the scene of each incident. While every effort was made to obtain complete and
accurate information, PF&R crews cannot always identify the situation based on what
they find.
PF&R asks its responders to identify critical data about the homeless during emergency
incidents. Records carrying the “homeless” tag where included in the estimate.
Since homeless people are also mentioned in incident, fire, and investigator reports, these
comments were searched for the keywords “transient” or “homeless.” Records with
those keywords were included in this estimate. Narratives were spot checked to make
sure that the keywords were used in the correct context.
Even though PF&R tried to include every homeless incident, some may have been
missed. It is better to think of the homeless related events as “those we know about.”
PF&R codes each call with a type code based on standards developed by the National
Fire Incident Reporting System. These codes are the categories used in figures 1 and 2.
The codes are:
• Fire/Explosion – Fire. Includes fires out on arrival and gas vapor explosions
(with extremely rapid combustion)
• Hazardous Conditions - Not a Fire. Situations including spills, leaks, power
lines, and chemicals
• Emergency Medical / Rescue – Medical assistance is given or search/extraction
of victim needed
• Service Call – Public service including person in distress, reported smoke,
animal rescue or helping another government agency
• Good Intent Call – No emergency found but was thought to originally exist
• False Call – Malicious, mischievous false alarm
• Mutual Aid Response – Portland Fire & Rescue responds to emergency
situations in the community outside Portland
• Other Situation found – Something outside of designated categories.

6

Portland Police Bureau
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 20th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/681579.
1. Are there studies that show proactive policing time reduces crime rates?
Response
An important article, Proactive Policing: Effects on Crime and Communities, details analysis of
approaches to proactive policing in the United States and the different forms these policing
strategies have taken over the past twenty years. Several strategies qualify as a form of proactive
policing, including community-based approaches, which focus on relationships where there are
trusting relationships between the police and the community partners. The authors note that
many agencies use multiple strategies for proactively addressing crime and disorder and seldom
is only one model utilized. Pages 161-168 detail the findings of community policing impacts and
strategies, in particular analysis of the impacts on building trust and effective relationships
between the police and the communities served. Pages 231-236 highlight where different
strategies have had varying impact on crime and disorder. Placed-based strategies, such as hot
spot policing strategies have evidence of short-term crime reduction without displacement of
crime into surrounding locations. Problem-solving strategies (such as SARA model) show
impact in short-term crime reductions. Focused deterrence strategies, while controversial, have
shown consistent crime control impacts in reducing gang violence, street crimes driven by drug
markets, and repeat individual offending.
The President’s 21st Century Policing Task Force Report details the intended impact of officers
having time for community engagement and relationship-based policing. Proactive policing is a
term which encompasses the time available for police services that are not dedicated to the
response to 9-1-1 calls through dispatch. Activities considered for use of proactive time in
Portland include: available time to spend at community events, available time for working with
businesses and residents in areas where there is increased crime or disorder reports, time for
follow-up to reported crimes, and directed patrols or walking beats. The President’s Task Force
of 21st Century Policing (https://ric-zai-inc.com/Publications/cops-p311-pub.pdf) clearly states
what actions and recommendations the task force makes for agencies to work towards 21st
Century Policing:
Pillar One: Building Trust and Legitimacy
1.5 Recommendation: Law enforcement agencies should proactively promote public
trust by initiating positive non-enforcement activities to engage communities that
typically have high rates of investigative and enforcement involvement with
government agencies.
Pillar 4: Community Policing & Crime Reduction
“In his testimony to the task force, Camden County, New Jersey, Police Chief J. Scott
Thomson noted that community policing starts on the street corner, with respectful
interaction between a police officer and a local resident, a discussion that need not be
related to a criminal matter.74 In fact, it is important that not all interactions be based on
emergency calls or crime investigations.”
4.2.2 Action Item: Law enforcement agencies should evaluate their patrol
deployment practices to allow sufficient time for patrol officers to participate in
problem solving and community engagement activities.

4.4.2 Action Item: Law enforcement agencies should develop programs that create
opportunities for patrol officers to regularly interact with neighborhood residents,
faith leaders, and business leaders.
4.5 Recommendation: Community policing emphasizes working with neighborhood
residents to co-produce public safety. Law enforcement agencies should work with
community residents to identify problems and collaborate on implementing
solutions that produce meaningful results for the community.
2. How did we arrive at a proactive policing target?
Response:
The Matrix staffing analysis, received by PPB in April 2015, recommends 45% of a patrol
officer’s time be available for proactive policing activities, such as community engagement, case
follow-up, and directed patrols and/or walking beats. The International City Manager
Association report for Police Staffing recommendations
https://icma.org/sites/default/files/305747_Analysis%20of%20Police%20Department%20Staffin
g%20_%20McCabe.pdf recommends police agencies aim for 40% of time to be available for
non-dispatch officer time to focus on community policing and engagement. ICMA’s
recommendations are consistent with other law enforcement staffing recommendations where it
is recommend that agencies are not only reactive to dispatched calls for service, but include time
for proactive activities.
3. Does proactive policing result in fewer reports and/or time required for report writing?
Response:
The estimated time spent on reports during the average shift is modeled to decrease slightly in
the example of a 10 hour day where there are 547 police officers assigned to patrol. The
assumption for this model is that the report writing duties will be split between more officers, so
there could be fewer reports written per officer. Not all reports written are for crime, and even if
the crime rate goes down, the total reported crime could be stable or increase so there could be
more reports. It is plausible that report writing would stay at a two hours per shift estimate,
especially as reporting requirements for police continue to become more complex. It is important
to note that if the current model assumed report writing as constant at two hours, the bureau
would be requesting more officers in order to achieve the 45% time available for proactive
policing.
4. Please provide additional information about the Cease Fire program, and what a similar
program implementation might look like in Portland.
Response:
Ceasefire is a data-driven violence-reduction strategy coordinating law enforcement, social
services, and the community. The major goal is to reduce gang or group-related homicides and
shootings. Ceasefire programs seek to combine the best of community energies, social services,
and strategic law enforcement to reduce gun violence associated with gangs or groups far more
effectively than these entities operating alone.1 This approach has been implemented in cities
across the nation, to include Oakland, Boston (where it was developed in the mid-90s), and
Chicago. The program focuses on deterring serious gang and youth gun violence through a

comprehensive approach that combines deterrence with workforce training, employment, and
other services.2
If the Police Bureau were to implement a similar program, it would necessitate dedicated bureau
resources beyond our current authorized FTE levels, as well as significant requisite partnership
with community organizations, local, state, and federal criminal justice agencies, and support
service providers.
The Ceasefire program has been effective in some cities with high and upward-trending violent
crime; in its first year of implementation in Oakland, the city experienced a 28% decrease in
murders, followed by an 11% decrease in the next year.1 Other cities that have implemented the
program have seen similarly high decreases in gang or gun-related violence and homicides.
Though certainly present, gang/group-related homicides and shootings are not the main driver of
demand for Portland Police Bureau services. Any available or new resources will be most
impactful to the bureau if directed towards supporting basic patrol operations and allowing
officer’s time to engage in more proactive policing activities.
1. http://www2.oaklandnet.com/government/o/OPD/s/Ceasefire/index.htm
2. https://www.justice.gov/usao-ndca/operation-ceasefire-and-safe-community-partnership
5. Please provide updated information on the timeline required for new applicants to go
from application -> hired -> fully trained and deployed. A comparison to historical
timelines would be helpful.
Response:
The timeline for a new officer to come on board has decreased since a new process of
completing background checks has been in place. For the last 54 people the bureau hired under
the previous process, the backgrounds averaged 144 days to complete. As of this response, the
bureau has hired 53 new employees with a more streamlined backgrounding process, with an
average completion timeline of 103 days; an improvement of nearly 40%. The background pass
rate is up to 24.6% for new hires, as compared to 7-9% of previous practices. The background
process does not begin until a completed Statement of Personal History (SPH) has been received
from the applicant; an applicant’s invitation to participate in the oral board process is also
contingent upon receipt of a SPH. Making these actions contingent on receipt of the SPH created
additional efficiency in this process.
Once an applicant has successfully passed background and received the necessary marks from
the oral board, they are eligible for hiring. At this point, multiple factors may affect when the
bureau is able to extend an offer and when a person chooses to accept their offer letter (for
example, they may defer their offer in order to prepare to be away from their home and/or family
for the 17 weeks of Basic Academy). Once an officer is successfully hired and sworn in, the
trainee will go to DPSST for the Basic Police Academy, which lasts 17 weeks. Upon their return
to the bureau, they enter a five phase Field Training and Evaluation Program:
Entry: Four weeks
Phase 1: Five weeks
Phase 2: Five weeks
Phase 3: Five weeks
Phase 4: May only be entered upon completion of the bureau-lead Advanced Academy
(about four weeks of additional classes; generally completed around Phase 2, but
scheduling may differ). Minimum of five weeks.
Some need more than five weeks, as this is when they are proving they can work on their
own.

Phase 5: Once they reach Phase 5, they can work on their own and will do so until the
end of probation.
In a best case scenario, a trainee enters Phase 5 after roughly 11 months. Typically, it takes more
like 12-14 months to enter phase 5. This allows for four to six months as a Phase 5 trainee to
evaluate how the officer works independently at different assignments.
Additional research community engagement and proactive policing models:
Studies:
National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine.
2017. Proactive Policing: Effects on Crime and Communities. Washington, DC:
The National Academies Press. doi: https:doi.org/10.17226/24928.
https://journalistsresource.org/studies/government/criminal-justice/the-impact-of-communitypolicing-meta-analysis-of-its-effects-in-u-s-cities
Gill, C., Weisburd, D., Telep, C.W. et al. J Exp Criminol (2014) 10: 399.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-014-9210-y
Gokey, Caitlin, and Susan Shah, eds. 2016. How to Support Trust Building in Your Agency.
Police Perspectives: Building Trust in a Diverse Nation, no. 3. Washington, DC: Office of
Community Oriented Policing Services.
Summary of attached articles:
•
Multiple Dimensions of trust: Highlights the dimensions of trust required to do
community policing Shifting from an ‘Ends’ centric focus in the lexicon of
professional policing to ‘the Ends & Means’ focus of integrated community policing.
•
Public Perceptions of Police Efficacy: Highlights the intricacy of perception of police
efficacy and the oversimplification of understanding dimensions of policing The
nature of involuntary contacts is an important ingredient in community perception of
police efficacy.
•
Community Policing Defined: Three key components of community Policing:
Community Partnerships, Organizational transformation, Problem solving. Proactive
behavior is a key function to successful integration.
•
How to support Trust Building in your Agency: Developing trust with diverse
communities Encourage community involvement and positive daily interactions; law
enforcement agencies must be proactive in their efforts to be more involved in the
community and encourage positive daily interactions with community members.
•
How to Increase Cultural Understanding: we must proactively take steps to
understand and respect various cultures within the communities we serve.

Portland Bureau of Transportation
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 20th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/681577.
1. Please provide a map and/or a list of all Safe Routes to School projects in East
Portland.
The below chart breaks out budgeted amounts allocated by fixing our streets for each high
school cluster in East Portland. The dollar amounts were not tied to specific projects. PBOT
has been working through a planning process over the past year to determine specific projects
and are almost ready to share a citywide map and list. This map will also include additional
projects that support schools that are funded through other sources, not just the Safe Routes
to School Fixing Our Streets funds.
Project #
T00600
T00701
T00705
T00709
T00707
T00708

Project Name
130th Ave: Division-Stark, SE (David Douglas)
Franklin HS - traffic calming near Lents ES
Madison/Jefferson HS - crossing improvement Lee
ES
Parkrose HS - sidewalk infill near Sacramento ES
Reynolds HS - traffic calming near ES
Centennial HS - infill sidewalk pathway connection
to ES

Budget
1,080,276
899,310
695,172
619,034
559,448
529,656

2. What would it mean to not meet ADA requirements for ramps?
The Americans with Disabilities Act is a federal requirement that goes in hand in hand with
the Civil Rights Act. Legal is working with the Mayor’s office staff to brief the Mayor on
the legal implications and related risks involved with not meeting ADA requirements for
ramps. We expect this briefing to be scheduled for a time on or around the second week of
April.
3. Please provide the full need and/or requirements of the City as described under the
ADA ramp legal settlement.
Confidential settlement discussions have been conducted by Legal under the terms of the
Negotiations Agreement. The terms of the Settlement Agreement were finalized in January
and the terms of the Consent Decree terms were essentially finalized just this past Monday,
3/19. These things along with the financial impact of these terms will be provided to the
Mayor at the briefing mentioned above. Preliminary indications, which may change as we
sharpen our pencils, are that PBOT’s CIP program (including Fixing Our Streets, HB 2017,
Maintenance Operations, and Permit Development) would likely be able to fund half of the
required investment. For the remaining half, a request to Council in the neighborhood of

$5M - $10M per year for 12 to 15 years is anticipated. At this point, we expect the number
to be much closer to the $5M figure, rather than the $10M.
4. Should we be adding additional parking enforcement to increase revenues, as it
relates to supporting the derelict RV program?
PBOT DERELICT RV PROGRAM
Derelict RVs have become a crisis in the City since 2016.
• PBOT implemented some innovative approaches to manage the situation.
• PBOT reassigned six staff from parking enforcement to the Vehicle Inspection
Program.
• Due to this reassignment of Officers from parking enforcement assignments,
fewer citations are issued, and PBOT gets $900,000 less revenue
PBOT requests General Fund support for the Vehicle Inspection and Derelict RV
Programs. The total cost of these programs, including six officers, other program staff,
and vehicle towing & disposal is $1,715,962.
• If Council approves General Fund support, PBOT can continue the Vehicle
Inspection and Derelict RV programs, and the six Parking Officers can return to
their regular enforcement beats. They will enforce parking regulations and
support safety, traffic flow, and access in the right-of-way.
• If Council doesn’t approve General Fund support, PBOT would need to spend
resources that would otherwise fund other services, to free up GTR to fund the
Derelict RV program. The outcome is that PBOT would have reduced parking
enforcement, reduced citation revenue, and reduced other services.
PBOT PARKING ENFORCEMENT
PBOT currently has 66 budgeted Parking Code Enforcement Officer positions;
48 Officers provide enforcement in meter districts, permit areas, and zoned areas,
and respond to service requests city-wide
12 Officers install reserved parking delineators, investigate reports of abandoned
vehicles, collect parking meters, and provide dispatch services
6 Officers are temporarily assigned to the Vehicle Inspection program
The six Officers will return to parking enforcement services when the Vehicle Inspection
Team gets General Fund support to add six additional Officer positions. Due to an
increased level of activity, PBOT needs more Officers to provide an appropriate level of
service, to support safety, traffic flow, and access in the right-of-way.
Additional information on revenue collection of our parking code enforcement officers is
provided on the subsequent page.

City of Portland
Parking Enforcement Program
Comparison Data
prepared 4/19/2018

FY14-15

FY15-16

FY16-17

FTE by Job Class *
Parking Code Enforcement Officers
Other Parking Enforcement Staff
Parking Enforcement Manager and Supervisors
Total

48.35
1.00
5.00
54.35

50.42
1.50
5.00
56.92

48.57
2.00
5.00
55.57

Annual Direct Staff Cost by Job Class **
Parking Code Enforcement Officer
Other Parking Enforcement Staff
Parking Enforcement Manager and Supervisors
Total

$3,637,080.85
$72,451.13
$633,861.49
$4,343,393.47

$3,864,584.99
$130,768.80
$578,615.12
$4,573,968.91

$3,921,820.42
$180,635.75
$585,636.42
$4,688,092.59

224,828
$15,264,820
$67.90

244,656
$16,701,496
$68.27

214,671
$16,200,886
$75.47

not available
$6,438,628.86

not available
$7,957,471.64

not available
$7,206,633.62

Citations Issued
Number of Citations Issued
Total Bail Amount of Citations Issued
Average Bail Amount per Citation
Citation Revenue ***
Number of Citations Paid
Total Revenue Received by City

Estimated Annual Citation Bail Amount Issued per Officer
Estimated Annual Citation Revenue Received per Officer
Estimated Annual Direct Cost per Officer

$315,715
$133,167
$75,224

$331,247
$157,824
$76,648

$333,557
$148,376
$80,746

Ratio: Annual Citation Bail Amount Issued / Annual Direct
Cost per Officer

4.20

4.32

4.13

Ratio: Annual Citation Revenue Received / Annual Direct
Cost per Officer

1.77

2.06

1.84

*       Estimated Full-Time-Equivalent filled positions.
Includes officers working on all Parking Enforcement duties, including those that don’t generate citation revenue
(reserved parking delineator placement, meter collections, vehicle inspection team, dispatch. etc.)
Excludes budgeted but unfilled officer positions.
Excludes other job classes working in parking enforcement (Utility Worker, Business Analyst, Office Support
Specialist).
Excludes work done by officers for other PBOT divisions;
Excludes work done by staff in other PBOT divisions working for Parking Enforcement.
**     Estimated direct staff costs.
Includes wages and benefits
Excludes materials and services, interagency, and indirect costs.
***   Citations are adjudicated by the Circuit Court, which also processes payments received.
The Court retains more than 50% of all payments, then remits the balance to the City.
The Court retains 100% of the five-dollar surcharge on each citation implemented January 2017.
The Court doesn't currently provide the City with a count of citations paid.
Notes:
1) In FY17-18, Portland has created a new job class; Lead Parking Code Enforcement Officer. PBOT expects that four FTE will
work as leads. The new job class appears to match San Francisco’s Senior Parking Officer position.
2) Some parking enforcement duties bring in other non-citation revenues; for example, barricade enforcement fees and abandoned
auto sales revenue.

.

Revenue Generation and Cost Efficiency Work Session
The following questions were asked during the Revenue Generation and Cost Efficiency work
session led by the Chief Financial Officer on March 27th, 2018. Responses are noted below.
1. What is the total dollar amount and related trends regarding the Cities non-performing

assets? The discussion alluded to A/R that is 90 days + past due (or otherwise
delinquent), and there is some distinction to be made with non-performing debt related
to the Housing Bureau.
Response:
The attached file is based on information in the most recent CAFRs. There is no simple
way to define/determine if something is ‘non-performing’. The figures in the CAFR
contain a long list of receivables of differing types and complexities. They all need to be
considered differently. The best place to start is page 84 of the 6/30/17 CAFR.
The receivables that appear to show the highest level of non-performance are housingrelated loans. However, these loan programs are complex (payments are based on
borrower’s cash flow, etc.). To illustrate the appearance of non-performance of
housing-related loans in the
CAFR, you can look to page 86 of the 6/30/17 CAFR. It shows a total receivable of
$419,471,912,
an ‘allowance for doubtful accounts’ of $347,367,296, and a net receivable of
$72,104,616. The
$72,104,616 is included in the total 6/30/17 net receivable of $350,086,395 in the
attached file. The other three years have similar amounts. The CAFR notes provide some
explanation for the allowance, but we would defer to the Housing Bureau to provide
more information as to whether these should truly be considered non-performing.
There are some reports that can be run in SAP and/or at the program level that break
receivables into 30, 60, 90 days, but I don’t think they would provide helpful information
without going into a much deeper dive.
As discussed in the 3/27 budget work session, the CFO will be initiating an update of
the City- wide policies related to receivables and collections. This process, and the
related analysis of City-wide accounts and collections processes, will provide an
opportunity to identify, monitor and address non-performing receivables.
2. What is the total amount of credit card transaction fees that the City is absorbing?

Do other jurisdictions absorb these credit card fees?
Response:
The City has been absorbing $4-5 million/year in merchant fees. The city has only two (2)
programs that charge cardholders for the convenience of using their card to pay: PBOT’s
Parking Kitty for mobile-pay on-street parking and Revenue’s Business License Tax. The
rules for imposing convenience fees are set by the card brands (Visa, MC) and depend on
several factors, including the type of merchant, the transaction type, whether there are
alternate means of paying, etc. The CFO has asked Elavon, the City’s provider of

merchant services, to analyze
COP’s programs indicating where the City could begin to charge. The CFO has also
asked Elavon to research what other Oregon jurisdictions are doing in this issue area.
3. What impact has there been on City revenue streams vis-à-vis trends around 1) declining

landline usage (versus cell phones) and 2) ‘cutting the cord’ of cable?

Response:
Technology Trends and Impact on Portland’s General Revenues: Summary
Trend: Cord cutting is gaining momentum and is now impacting franchise fee
revenues
Cable franchise fees are declining for the first time this year. Streaming has gone
mainstream. Consumer acceptance and adoption of OTT options is accelerating. OTT no
longer just a complementary service to cable. Franchise and PEG fees are now in decline.
It remains to be seen whether it will be a gradually increasing erosion or a precipitous
drop.

Franchise
Fees
Y/Y Change
Subscribers

Cable Franchise Fees (5% gross)
FY 15-16
FY16-17
FY17-18
est.
$ 7,270,259 $7,439,909
$7,129,127
+5%

+2%
176,396

-4%

FY18-19
Forecast
$6,831,328
-4%

Approximate Revenue Loss in FY17-18 estimated to be:
$310,782 Approximate Revenue Loss in FY18-19 estimated
to be: $297,229

Trend: More wireless users, less landline users.
While we have more wireless users, we don’t capture near the income we do from
landlines. Landlines revenues had been in decline since 2008, but adding the ability to
capture non- telephone revenues in 2012 increased the revenues in the short term. It is
likely that these revenues will continue to trend downward.
Portland wireless revenues are likely to go up, but not from actual users, as we do not
have a cell phone tax, but from the influx of small cells using the Rights of Ways.
Revenues are
collected on Wireless Carrier’s use of the Right of Ways through a Utility Franchise.
Small Cell Deployment over the next three to five years should bring additional
revenues from per pole attachment fees, yet to be determined.

Portland Users
2016
Landline Estimates: 99,360 residence and businesses with landlines (Down 8.8% from
2015) Wireless Estimates: 577,156 wireless subscribers in Portland
Portland does not have a cell phone tax
Revenues are collected on Wireless Carrier’s use of the Right of Ways through a
Utility Franchise. Small Cell Deployment over the next three to five years should
bring additional revenues from per pole attachment fees, yet to be determined.
Wireless Revenues (utility franchise per pole)
FY 15-16
FY16-17
FY17-18 est. FY1819
$522,465
$775,986
$555,600
TBD
Landline Telephone (utility franchise 5% gross)
FY 15-16
FY16-17
FY17-18 est. FY1819
$6,383,732
$5,900,700
$5,285,368
TBD
Technology Trends and Impact on Portland’s General Revenues: Telephone and
Wireless Details
Following up on questions at the City Council’s budget session:
•

How many landline subscribers v. cell phone subscribers in Portland?
A: We estimate 53,000 residences with landlines, and 577,156 wireless
subscribers in Portland

•

How many low-income cell phone users in Portland?
A: The FCC estimates that 22% of the US population with wireless has an annual
income of less than $25K. In Portland, this correlates to approximately 126,974
wireless subscribers.

Other considerations:
• Wireless tax revenue estimates were based on actual telecom revenue, not
subscriber numbers.
• Oregon is ranked 52 out of 52 US states and jurisdictions for wireless taxes.
Washington state has the highest cell phone taxes in the US.
https://taxfoundation.org/cell-phone-taxes-2017/
• In Oregon, Eugene, Oakridge and Creswell have cell phone taxes, which were
passed into law when cell phones were less widely used. The cities of
Springfield and Corvallis approved wireless taxes, but both laws were referred
to voters and repealed.
• Many households with wireless devices have more than one device per
household (one or more per person), but there is often one residential landline
per household.
• Increased wireless and VOIP subscribers are drivers in the decrease in
landline subscribers.

Estimated number of landline subscribers (2016)
Oregon Residential: 341,692
Oregon Business: 215,743
Oregon Total: 635,646
Oregon Total % change from 2015: -8.88%
Estimated Portland residential landlines:
53,411 Estimated Portland business
landlines: 45,949 Estimated Portland total
landlines: 99,360
*based on OPUC information
Estimated number of wireless and landline households (2016)
Landline
Landline
Land
Nonlandline
with
without
line
with
wireless
wireless
with
unknown
wireless
unkn
own
wireless
Oregon - 1,612,825
266,075
0
0
2016
Portland - 252,106
41,591
0
0
2016
*based on CDC and FCC information

Wireless
only

Phone
less

2,079,480

130,9
91
20,47
6

325,050

This is revenue information compiled from the two incumbent providers in Portland,
CenturyLink and Frontier. Both companies offer telecom services besides
telephone/landline service.
Telephone revenues (local exchange access only) generally have been declining since at
least FY 08-09 (orange link).
In late 2012, the city updated the Utility License Code (PCC Chapter 7.14) to ensure that
we could collected 5% on taxes from telephone companies, such as CenturyLink, in
addition to franchise fees for services beyond telephone service (VOIP, call waiting,
etc.). Prior to the code change, we were only allowed to collect franchise fees on
exchange access only. The code change took effect beginning with first quarter 2013
(with payments due to the city in May 2013). That increase in revenue is reflected in the
blue line on the attached chart.
[Note: There is a projected slight increase in telephone franchise revenues in FY 17-18
over FY 16-17. I can’t explain it but it’s not significant.]
Portland does not have a cell phone tax and revenue generated from the increase in cell
phone usage is captured through franchise fees on carriers (per unit basis instead of %
of gross revenues). We don’t have concrete information on the wireless industry’s
revenues in Portland.
Technology Trends and Impact on Portland’s General Revenues: Cable Details
Historical Data: Cable subscribers have fluctuated but revenues have continued to
increase due to increase subscription rates
Recent Trends
• Cord cutting trends have not reduced cable revenues or total cable subscribers in
the City of Portland…until this fiscal year. Revenues do not drop in direct
proportion to the decrease in subscribers. Instead, increases in cable rates offset
decreases in subscriber numbers.
• eMarketer.com predicts cable subscribers will decrease nationally by 1.3% in
2018 and an additional 1.5% in 2019.
• Cable revenues have decreased by 4% for the first two quarters of FY17-2018
prompting OCT to adjust Community Media Station disbursements by 4%. This
is the first decrease in cable revenues experienced by the City of Portland.
• In comparing the first two quarters of the current fiscal year revenues with the same
period last year, Comcast revenues dropped by 4% and CenturyLink’s by 8.7%.
Cable Subscriber Projections (partially due to cord cutting)
• Comcast cable subscriber losses will be slowed by increases in Portland’s
populations.
• Comcast continues to provide popular user upgrades. One such upgrade is a
collaboration with television manufacturers LG and Samsung that will provide
customers

•

with Comcast cable access without the use of cable boxes. Although this upgrade
may slow subscriber losses, it will also reduce revenues from cable box rentals.
Fortunately, it will only be available to purchasers of the new television sets.
CenturyLink is no longer promoting Prism TV but will continue to support the
platform. In FY16-2017, revenues from CenturyLink represented 5.66% of
total cable revenues to the City of Portland.
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Office of Equity & Human Rights
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 20th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/681582.
1. What would the requested Disability Equity position would do that is distinct from
current staff workload and responsibilities?

2. How many budget equity managers/staff are there in City bureaus?
Bureau

Contact

BDS

Vacant

BDS
BDS

Dora Perry
Peter Maris
Matt
Tschabold

Housing

Role
Equity & Community
Engagement Coordinator
Equity & Diversity Manager
Equity Assistant to Dora
Equity and Policy Manager

BPS

Vacant

Parks

Art Hendricks

Parks

Carolyn Lee

Parks

Som Subedi
Kenya
Williams

Equity Program Manager
(Management Analyst, Sr.)
Equity and Inclusion
Manager
Equity Management
Assistant
Parks for New Portlanders
Equity Specialist and Parks
for New Portlanders

Elle
Weatheroy
Vacant
Zan Gibbs

Equity & Diversity Program
Manager
Equity Assistant
Equity & Inclusion Manager

PBEM

Keren
Ceballos

Business Operations,
Finance Chief & Equity
Manager

Water

Requested

Fire

Requested

BES

Victor Cato

Parks
PPB
PPB
PBOT

Total

Requested (Senior
Management Analyst)
Professional Standards
Chief
Principal Management
Analyst (Equity)

Equity
FTE

Notes

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
Not counted in total this individual spends
0.25
about 1/4 of their time on
equity work
0.0
0.0
1.0
Total does not include
positions
13.00
that have been requested
in FY 2018-19

3. What does it mean to prioritize equity in base budgets, particularly focusing on
outreach, engagement, and accommodations?
All City Bureaus (except Fire & Rescue) have developed Five-Year Equity Plans and are
required to report on implementation every year. The only way to implement the plans and reach
the goals is to prioritize equity in base budgets, particularly focusing on outreach, engagement,
and accommodations. Below are recommended ways for Bureaus to embed outreach/engagement
and accommodations into base budgets
Community Outreach and Engagement – Bureaus should embed community outreach and
engagement in existing or new positions as well as programs in the base budget.
- Positions such as directors, managers, and coordinators, should have a percentage of their
time for outreach and community engagement embedded in their duties.
- Create budget line item for community outreach and engagement
- Overhead funding of the positions assigned to outreach and engagement
Accommodations – Bureaus should embed accommodations in their base budgets for all
programs. Programs should have accommodations embedded in the base budget, and not added
later.
- A percentage (examples: .25%; .5%) embedded in all functional base budgets for
accommodations (Title II of ADA and Title IV of Civil Rights).
- Monitor and report on the use of the funds
- Establish key performance measures for these fund allocations

City Budget Office
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 27th, 2018.
Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/681580.
1. How many vacancies do we have that run 6-months or longer?
As of the end of March 2018, there were 145 vacancies funded in the General Fund and
172 funded in non-General Fund bureaus that had been vacant for six months or longer.
2. How much savings would be generated by eliminating the vacancies?
Deappropriating General Fund for vacancies in FY 2018-19, assuming a similar rate of
vacancy would result in roughly $5.0 million in savings. However, the City Economist
already takes into account in the General Fund ending balance projection an estimate of
underspending, including vacancy savings. Therefore, any savings that is captured
budgetarily would result in a lower balance estimate.

March 27 2018

Bureau of Environmental Services
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 29th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/680039.
1. How much General Fund is going to the Bureau of Environmental Servcies in the
FY 2018-19 Requested Budget?
The Bureau’s FY 2018-19 Requested Budget does not include funding from the General Fund.
2. How much of the bureau’s budget is supporting internal staff versus contracted
work?
As Director Jordan mentioned at the Council Work Session, a very small portion of BES’s
design and construction work is completed using in-house staff. The FY 2018-19 Budget has
approximately $119 million for contracted services. Approximately $23.5 million of that is
contracted with PBOT for maintenance operations and will support 135 PBOT positions. The
remaining $95 million funds external contracts for both professional services (approximately
$23.4 million) and construction contracts (approximately $71.9 million). The Bureau estimates
that the dollars contributed to the local economy would help to generate approximately 70
professional service jobs and approximately 500 construction jobs in the region. The number of
jobs created would depend on the nature and complexity of the work.

Portland Water Bureau
The following questions were asked during the bureau’s budget work session on March 29th,
2018. Responses are noted below. The presentation materials for the session are available here:
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo/article/680037.
1. In reference to the bureau’s PowerPoint presentation, why is the capital program so
much smaller in 2027?
The graph in question (slide 14 of the Water Bureau’s 3/29/18 work session presentation) does
not show the size or level of the bureau’s investment in the capital program. Rather, it depicts the
10-year rate forecast and the relative impact of each rate driver on the total rate of increase every
year of the forecast. The rate drivers include: current service level, the capital program & rate
stabilization account, the filtration project, and budget adds)

The dark brown bar represents the rate impact from two rate drivers: 1) investments in the capital
program; and 2) contributions to and from the Rate Stabilization Account (RSA). To maintain
the rate of increase at 7.4% in FY 2027, the bureau plans to draw from the RSA, resulting in a
smaller dark brown bar compared to the other years of the forecast. That same year, the rate of
increase to maintain the current service level will grow relative to the other rate drivers. The
bureau anticipates revenue from a wholesale contract will decrease in FY 2027, thus increasing
the need to fund current service levels through water rates.

2. What is fair on Tabor regarding leaving the reservoirs in reasonable condition?
On July 15, 2015, City Council approved resolution No. 37146 making financial obligations and
other commitments for work at Mount Tabor. The resolution included a provision that the City
shall allocate at least $4 million over the next four years to the maintenance, repair and
preservation work identified in the 2009 Mount Tabor Reservoirs Historic Structures Report.
The report (available at https://www.portlandoregon.gov/water/75201) focused on historical
preservation but did not review seismic or other structural concerns. Preservation
recommendations are “not defined to a construction bid level in nature, but rather are intended to
provide a comprehensive, overall condition assessment of the historic features, and to provide a
strategy for their continued preservation. Specific repair methods and development of
rehabilitation construction documents was not part of this scope.” Thus, the full cost of
‘reasonable condition’ is difficult to comprehensively assess. Based on information from the
report, the Water Bureau concludes that there is approximately $10 million (estimate is in 2018
dollars) of additional historic preservation work needed. This estimate does not include the $4
million allocated in the resolution.
There are several unresolved issues as to the full scope of the work to be completed at the site
and who will be financially responsible for those costs. Roughly 80% of those costs are to repair
and replace lighting and to replace the lining of two reservoirs. In addition, the bureau will incur
ongoing costs to maintain the facilities. While some of that work will be done in the normal
course of draining, cleaning, and filling the reservoirs as agreed to in the land use agreement,
other work would require additional costs to the Water Bureau.

