City Budget Office

Analysis By: Yung Ouyang

OFFICE OF NEIGHBORHOOD INVOLVEMENT

All Funds Budget Summary Adopted Request Base | Decision Pkgs | Request Total | Percent
FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2015-16 FY 2015-16 Change
Resources
Charges for Services $295,620 $312,296 SO $312,296 5.6%
Intergovernmental Revenues 272,072 280,804 0 280,804 3.2%
Interagency Revenue 17,861 18,061 0 18,061 1.1%
General Fund Discretionary 6,872,377 6,724,683 553,828 7,278,511 5.9%
General Fund Overhead 361,398 209,744 0 209,744 -42.0%
Total Resources $7,819,328 $7,545,588 $553,828 $8,099,416 3.6%
Expenditures
Personnel Services $3,735,080 $3,821,622 $405,636 $4,227,258 13.2%
External Materials and Serviced 3,507,583 3,131,622 54,697 3,186,319 -9.2%
Internal Materials and Services 576,665 592,344 93,495 685,839 18.9%
Total Requirements $7,819,328 $7,545,588 $553,828 $8,099,416 3.6%
Total Bureau FTE 39.15 38.25 4.00 42.25 7.9%

Percent Change is the change from FY 2014-15 Adopted Budget to FY 2015-16 Total Requested Budget.

Key Issues

Allocation of Funding to the Neighborhood Coalitions and the East Portland Action Plan
In a report to Council on December 11, 2014, ONI, along with representatives of the East Portland Action
Plan (EPAP) community advocacy group and the East Portland Neighborhood Office (EPNO),
recommended that funding for EPAP should be made ongoing starting in FY 2015-16. While there is no

formal request in ONI’s FY 2015-16 Requested Budget for EPAP, below is some of the history on the

allocation of funding to the City’s seven neighborhood coalitions.

ONI provides funding to the coalitions each year, totaling almost $2.1 million in FY 2014-15 (not including
the $300,000 specifically for EPAP), with most of the funding used to pay coalition office staff and

overhead expenses. The funding each coalition receives is based on a historical allocation, the origin of

which is unclear. During the early 1990s, the allocation for Southeast Uplift (SEUL) was increased to nearly

twice as much as the other coalitions because at that time SEUL served a significantly higher number of

neighborhood associations and a larger portion of Portland’s population than the other coalitions.

Funding is now adjusted each year for inflation, and only the funds for neighborhood small grants and

communications are based on aspects such as poverty, population, and the number of neighborhood

associations in the coalition.

Over the years, as the populations of the various coalitions changed, there have been several calls to

review and update the funding allocation. Most recently, in 2012, ONI and members of the coalition

Directors and Chairs group studied the issue and submitted a written report. The coalitions agreed that
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any recommendation should not cut any coalition’s funding to shift funds to a different coalition, and that
every coalition should be guaranteed a base amount of funding that supported at least three staff
persons. The group developed a new funding formula that includes an equal base amount of funding
(5232,000 in 2012) and additional funding to be allocated based on a formula incorporating factors such
as the number of neighborhood associations, population, number of renters, and number of non-white
persons. Furthermore, the coalitions agreed that any new base funding for the neighborhood system be
directed first to EPNO until EPNO is funded at the level it should be, and only then should additional new
base funding be directed to the other coalitions.

ONI FY 2014-15 Budget for Coalitions per Capita
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*Includes $300,000 for EPAP.

The graph above shows the FY 2014-15 Adopted Budget amounts allocated to each of the seven coalitions
divided by the 2014 population (as provided by the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability). A bar is
included for East Portland that combines both the amounts for EPNO and EPAP, as well as a Citywide
average that also includes the $300,000 for EPAP. The graph shows that under the current distribution
formula, without the funds for EPAP, the amount per person for EPNO is significantly less than those for
the other coalitions, but if EPAP funding is included, the amount per person for East Portland is close to
the Citywide average. In its decision on future funding for EPAP, CBO recommends that Council also take
into consideration the current method of allocation of non-EPAP funding and ensure some level of parity
for East Portland with the rest of the city.

Performance Measures and Key Performance Measures (KPMs)
ONI’s five KPMs are aggregations partially pulled from existing measures.
e Participation in civic engagement activities - the count of persons participating at events for the
Community & Neighborhood Involvement Center (CNIC), Crime Prevention, and Graffiti programs;
e Number of Problem Solving Cases - for the Mediation/Facilitation, Liquor, Noise violation, Graffiti,
and Crime Prevention programs;
e Number of people participating in trainings - the number of people participating in training and
development from CNIC, Crime Prevention, Liquor, Graffiti, and Resolutions NW;
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e Communications / number of people informed - the number of: Information & Referral (I&R)
calls/emails/walk-ins, Disability I&R inquiries, Crime Prevention low level problem solving, Graffiti
reports, Noise complaints, and Mediation simple referrals;

e Number of print and digital communications — total distributed by CNIC, Livability, and I&R.

These KPMs are workload ones, and CBO continues to encourage the bureau to include measures that
assess effectiveness and efficiency. ONI believes, though, that some of the measures relate to
effectiveness. For example, with the goal of increasing the number of people involved, the bureau notes
that participation at events and trainings measures effective outreach and interest.

The bureau has only included values for FY 2015-16 and not for the current year or prior years because
the KPMs also include data on programs not previously reported.

Effects of Decision Packages

ONI has noted that the addition of the New Portlanders program, one of the bureau’s decision packages,
would not significantly impact the overall aggregate numbers of all the programs together. The program
has just transferred so ONI is still identifying what measures it will want to track and report. As for the
package requesting funding for the Marijuana Permitting Program, the bureau indicated that any
numerical goals are uncertain at the moment because the State of Oregon has not issued draft rules, and
ONI will not know legislative impacts until May (see write-up on decision package NI_01 below).

Reliability of Data
ONIl indicates that since it is compiling data from multiple programs, there are some programs whose

reliability of data are high to medium and others that are medium to low. For example, the bureau is
confident in the number of people trained by its own staff but do not have the same confidence in how
numbers are compiled by various partners. Because of the range in reliability, four of the five measures
have medium reliability of data, with only one measure considered to be high in reliability.

ONI states that it currently does not have the capacity to validate data submitted by the partners that it
funds. It has had conversations with partners to try to improve the consistency of how the data is tracked
and reported. ONI states that it has improved reporting forms and provided guidance on standards for
what should be included.

In response to CBO’s query as to whether the number of training hours can be tracked, and not just the
number of persons participating in trainings, ONI has indicated that although that might be possible for
trainings provided by its internal staff, it would be a new request to have Coalitions and other partners

track that additional data. Since ONI believes that they are already under-funded for core services, it is

not interested in adding any additional tracking that is not critical.

Data on Quality of Services

With the elimination of the City’s Service Efforts and Accomplishments (SEA) report, the Auditor’s survey
contains only a couple of questions that relate to ONI services and does not provide data that can be used
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to evaluate quality of services. However, the bureau does use surveys at the end of many of its trainings
provided by internal staff or at conferences/summits. Those are not all the same but are customized to
the type of training and used primarily to inform future trainings. Mediation cases have post-mediation
surveys, with follow up 30 days later, that rate satisfaction and are reported as a performance measure.

Decision Package Analysis & Recommendations

Create Marijuana Permitting Program, N1_01, $440,000, 3.00 FTE

ONI requests to add three positions ($303,372) and associated materials and services costs ($136,628)
one-time to create a Marijuana Permitting Program due to the legalization of recreational marijuana by
voters in 2014. Although the need is an ongoing one, the bureau’s request is for one-time General Fund
resources because there is a possibility of tax and/or program revenues in the future. During the Fall
Supplemental Budget process, Council approved the appropriation of $65,800 in additional one-time
General Fund resources for a Program Manager position in the Livability program and associated
materials and services costs to begin work associated with the legalization of marijuana. This request for
FY 2015-16 would continue that position as well as add two more positions, a Program Specialist and an
Assistant Program Specialist.

ONI states that the Program Manager position is needed even without the Marijuana program due to the
increasing workload associated with the addition of the Noise program last year. In addition, the bureau
has indicated that the Liquor program within the Livability section is also inadequately staffed for problem
solving and so cannot absorb any additional work associated with marijuana regulation. It should also be
noted that the Liquor program is no longer self-funding due to rising personnel costs and the inability of
ONI to set the amount of fees it can charge, which are determined by Oregon State law. The program now
has to rely on a subsidy from the General Fund.

ONI has provided CBO with a list of the duties that the Program Specialist and the Assistant Program
Specialist would perform, which include:

e Reviewing applications for permits to operate a marijuana facility;

e Problem-solving neighborhood public safety and livability concerns through coordination with the

Bureau of Development Services, Police, and other agencies;

e Acting as the City’s liaison with the Oregon Liquor Control Commission (OLCC) Marijuana Program;

e Evaluating police reports, complaint logs, and complaints received by community members;

e Preparing violation notices and warning letters for Time-Place-Manner violation cases;

e Monitoring compliance with abatement / permit criteria, including site visits;

e Conducting outreach to neighborhoods regarding problem-solving meetings and public forums.

In regards to possible future revenues, the Revenue Bureau has estimated that the City’s share of the
State tax will be between $171,000 and $556,000 per year, to be dedicated specifically for law
enforcement. In addition, if the City is able to collect a local tax (which the measure approved by the
voters currently does not allow), the Revenue Bureau estimated between $1.7 million and $4.0 million of
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additional revenue annually. ONI is continuing to work with the City Attorney and the Office of
Government Relations on what the City may be able to do locally due to the preemption language. The
bureau has noted that if it is able to do a non-regulatory permit, then the fees would have to be relatively
high to offset program costs — possibly $1,500 or more per permit. Until the State better defines the laws
relating to this new area, it is not clear how many establishments will be in Portland or what ONI can do
locally. ONI is unaware of any evaluation of possible savings to the Police Bureau resulting from the
legalization of recreational marijuana, but it notes that the experience in Colorado and Washington has
created a new body of work with issues such as driving under the influence and dealing with illegal grow
and sell sites. CBO recommends that the City investigate the possibility of savings to local law
enforcement through relaxed marijuana enforcement, since that was explicitly a benefit touted by the
backers of the measure.

ONI believes that phasing in the program with fewer than three staff persons would be ineffective
because it is on a quick timeline to develop local regulations, advocate at the State legislature, develop
procedures, and implement the program in time for the applications. The bureau has indicated that the
Program Specialist and the Assistant would need to be hired as early as possible in the new fiscal year so
that they can be trained to process applications by the fall if the bureau is to implement a local permit
program that verifies the applications meet local regulations before submission to the OLCC.

However, the bureau has noted that any numerical goals related to the program are still a moving target.
For example, ONI does not know the number of locations and whether limitations, such as the sites being
1,000 feet from schools or each other, will limit the number locally. Based on Washington State’s
experience, the bureau anticipates a significant number of applications in the beginning. But the State of
Oregon has not given any hints yet of its draft rules, and so the exact roles and responsibilities of local
governments in the permitting process are still undetermined. Legislative impacts will not be known until
May. Due to these uncertainties, CBO recommends funding two of the three requested positions — the
continued funding of the Program Manager position and the addition of the primary Program Specialist
position. In addition, CBO recommends the addition of two-thirds of the amount initially requested for
additional materials and services. CBO recommends that ONI make an effort to operate the program
initially with the two staff persons and request additional funding during the Fall or Spring BMP if needed.

CBO Recommendation: $303,773, 2.00 FTE

NI_02, Transfer New Portlanders Program to ONI, $113,828, 1.00 FTE

CBO recommends this transfer of the New Portlanders Program from the Office of Equity and Human
Rights (OEHR), including one Program Coordinator position and ongoing General Fund resources. A

corresponding reduction of the same amount is in decision package OE_04 in OEHR’s Requested Budget.

CBO Recommendation: $113,828, 1.00 FTE
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Office of Neighborhood Involvement
Adds
NI_01 - Create Marijuana Permitting Program
Total Adds
Realignments

NI_02 - Transfer New Portlanders Program to ONI
Total Realignments

Total Office of Neighborhood Involvement

City of Portland
Decision Package Recommendations

(Includes Contingency and Ending Balance)

Bureau Gen Fund  Gen Fund Other Total
Priority = FTE Ongoing 1-Time Revenues Expenses
01 3.00 440,000 440,000
3.00 440,000 440,000
01 1.00 113,828 0 113,828
1.00 113,828 0 113,828
4.00 113,828 440,000 0 553,828

6 of 6

CBO Analyst Recommendations

Gen Fund  Gen Fund Other Total
FTE Ongoing 1-Time Revenues Expenses
2.00 303,773 303,773
2.00 303,773 303,773
1.00 113,828 0 113,828
1.00 113,828 0 113,828
3.00 113,828 303,773 0 417,601





