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Summary 

The City of Portland has an extensive park system with a 
great variety of open spaces and recreational opportunities. 
The Bureau of Parks and Recreation keeps the City's 9,400 
acres of parks clean and well maintained, and Portland 
residents highly value park programs and services. 

The Bureau faces several challenges in managing the 
City's parks and recreation programs. The number and 
variety of park facilities and competing public demands 
make supervision and management decisions difficult. In 
addition, workload has increased significantly over the past 
ten years due to an aging infrastructure, annexation of more 
park lands, and the building of new facilities. While the 
number of full-time employees has declined over 7%, bud­
geted resources have increased faster than inflation due to 
increases in interagency agreements and personnel costs. 

In order to address these challenges and make decisions 
on future service priorities, the Bureau must have strong 
and effective management. Several new initiatives by the 
Bureau will help renovate aging parks and facilities, im­
prove customer service, and involve employees in decision 
making. More action is needed, however, to help the Bureau 
manage its major programs. The Bureau needs to clarify 
priorities and program goals, develop better management 
information, and begin evaluating the performance of pro­
grams and employees. 
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Clarlfy priorities and 
program goals 

Develop Improved 
management 

information 

Opportunities exist to set clearer capital spending priorities 
and recreation goals. The draft Park Futures master plan is 
not currently an effective guide for future capital spending. 
The draft plan identifies a vision for Portland's future park 
system but fails to clearly identify priorities for renovation, 
development, and expansion. Instead, the plan assigns high 
priority to a large number of projects ranging from basic 
park maintenance to development of new pools, trails, 
natural areas, and golf courses. In addition, the draft 
master plan does not adequately integrate information on 
demographic trends and infrastructure condition contained 
in other Park Futures reports that could help focus and 
guide project priorities. As a result, revisions are needed in 
the plan to provide more assurance that capital resources 
will be spent on the most important current and future 
needs. 

In addition, the Bureau's recreation program lacks spe­
cific service and financial goals. Although serving youth is 
an identified priority, there are no measurable objectives for 
the level of youth participation desired. Also, the Bureau 
has not established a fee policy that defines the level of 
subsidy or cost recovery desired in recreation programs. Our 
analysis shows that recreation activities recover about 22% 
of all costs through fees and charges, and youth compose 
57% of all participant hours. Quantifiable participation and 
financial goals would help managers judge performance in 
serving priority groups and set fair fees that yield adequate 
revenues. 

The Bureau has pervasive information problems that ham­
per its ability to manage maintenance and recreation pro­
grams. Managers lack adequate information on mainte­
nance activities to plan, budget, and schedule maintenance . 



Monitor and evaluate 
performance 

Summary 

work effectively and efficiently. Additionally, information 
on recreation costs and participation is incomplete, difficult 
to obtain and sometimes unreliable. The Bureau is aware of 
these problems and has drafted an automation p1an to 
address some of these weaknesses. Management also plans 
to obtain consulting assistance to implement the plan. 
However, because past consulting efforts to develop better 
management information have not been successful, we 
believe management should better define the information 
needed to plan, control and evaluate its major programs. 
Clarifying these needs should help the consultant advise the 
Bureau on automation priorities. 

The Bureau generally lacks monitoring systems to ensure 
goals are met and to correct deviations from planned perfor­
mance. Like many other City departments, the Bureau also 
lacks an employee appraisal process that communicates 
goals and objectives to staff and evaluates the performance 
of management. As a result of the lack of monitoring and 
appraisal systems, problems can go undetected, and manag­
ers are not held accountable for their performance in using 
public resources. 

This report describes the result of our extensive review of 
the Bureau of Parks and Recreation. Bureau managers and 
staff worked cooperatively with us to identify problem areas 
and to discuss solutions. We make a number of recommen­
dations on pages 37-40 to assist managers in their efforts to 
improve the delivery of parks and recreation services to 
residents of Portland. 
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Chapter 1 

Bureau Mission and 
Services 

Bureau of Parks and 
Recreation: An Overview 

This is the Audit Services Division's first broad-scoped 
review of the Bureau of Parks and Recreation. In 1984 we 
reviewed internal controls over concessionaire contracts 
(RTM #A-84), and in 1988 we audited concession activities 
of the Portland International Raceway (RTM #C-88). In this 
audit, we have reviewed the overall organization and ser­
vices of the Bureau and assessed the adequacy of its man­
agement systems for planning, directing, and controlling its 
activities. 

This audit was included in the City Auditor's FY 1989-90 
audit schedule. We conducted the review in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards and lim­
ited our work to those areas specified in the scope and 
methodology section of the report. 

The mission of the Bureau of Parks and Recreation is to 
ensure access to a variety ofleisure pursuits, and to preserve 
and enhance Portland's beauty and natural resources to 
best meet the needs of citizens and visitors. The Bureau 
maintains about 9,400 acres of parks and public gardens, 
196 street landscaped areas, four golf courses, and three 
year-round swimming pools. 

The Bureau provides a variety of enrichment classes 
through its 22 community centers and schools. It provides 
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Budget, Staffing and 
Organization 

Table 1 

a city arts program and athletic programs in aquatics, 
tennis, and team sports. Cultural, spectator, and educa­
tional experiences are available through the Pittock Man­
sion, the Portland International Raceway, the Children's 
Museum, and other facilities. In addition, the Bureau offers 
special recreation to disabled and senior citizens, and an 
outdoor recreation program which includes such activities 
as bus tours, hikes, sailing, and skiing. The map on the next 
page shows the location of Bureau parks and facilities. 

The Bureau has a FY 1990-91 General Fund budget of$24.1 
million, including 283 full-time positions, and will recover 
approximately $2.2 million through user fees and charges 
during the year. The Bureau's General Fund budget is 
composed of three major programs: Parks Operations, 
Recreation, and Administration. Approximately 56% of the 
Bureau's budget is devoted to park operations; 27% goes to 
recreational services; and 17% is for administrative support, 
planning and design services, Bureau-wide insurance cov­
erage, and capital improvements (see Table 1). 

FY 1990-91 Adopted General Fund Budget 
Bureau of Parks and Recreation 

Full-Time** 
Total Budget Positions 

Parks $13,573,757 (56%) 169.5 (60%) 

Recreation 6,436,193 (27%) 87.0 (31%) 

Administration* 4,134,018 (17%) 26.5 (9%) 

TOTAL $24,143,968 (100%) 283.0 (100%) 

SOURCE: City of Portland FY 1990-91 Adopted Budget. 
* Administration Includes $585,000 for the General Fund Capital Improvement Program. 
** Does not Include temporary or part-time positions. 
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Chapter 1 

In addition to its General Fund budget, the Bureau 
manages two enterprise funds which support operation of 
the Portland International Raceway and the City's four 
public golf courses. The Bureau is also in the third year of 
a three-year, $7.3 million levy which is being used to make 
improvements to the City's park facilities. 

The Bureau is organized into three major divisions and 
is managed by a Parks Superintendent and Deputy Direc­
tor. As shown in the following organization chart, mainte­
nance of parks and facilities is provided by the Bureau's 
Operations Division. The Division provides turf mainte­
nance, litter pick-up, nursery and horticultural services, 
and maintains buildings, structures, and street landscaped 
areas. 

The Bureau's Recreation Division staffs community cen­
ters and schools, oversees swimming and competitive sports 
leagues, and issues permits to the general public for use of 
City parks and facilities for picnics, weddings, and other 
events. 

The Bureau's Support Services provides accounting and 
financial management services; planning, design, and con­
struction management for park improvements; coordina­
tion of resource development and volunteer services; and 
communication and marketing. 

3 
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Figure 1 Organization Chart 

Service Perspective: 
Comparison to Other 

Cities 
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Bureau of Parks and Recreation 

( Superintendent l 
I 

( Personnel ~ 1 Community Liaison ) 
I 

f Deputy Director l 
I 

I I I 
Operations Division Support Services Recreation Division 

Support Enterprise Funds Community Programs 
Facilities - PIA City Arts 
Grounds -Golf Athletics/Aquatics 
- OlstriclB Administrative Services outdoor Recreation 
- HortlculbJre Volunteer Services 

- Mowing Communication Services 

Forestry Planning 
NabJral Resources 

SOURCE: Bureau's FY 1991-92 Budget Request 

The City of Portland compares favorably to seven cities we 
surveyed in terms of the number and type of park and 
recreation services. We did not compare the quality or 
condition of Portland's facilities to other cities. Our survey 
methodology is explained on page 7 and Appendix A in­
cludes a summary of the survey results. 

Our survey shows that while Portland has 10% fewer 
parks (184 compared to 205), it has 40% more park acres 
than the average of the other cities, 9,400 compared to 6,700. 
As shown in Figure 2, Portland has 22 park acres per 1,000 
residents compared to an average of about 14 acres in the 
other cities. Portland has 11 community centers compared 
to an average of20 in the other cities, and three covered pools 
compared to an average of 2.6 in the other cities. Also, 
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Chapter 1 

Portland's 202 ballfields and four golf courses compare to an 
average of 132 and 4, respectively, in the other cities. 

Figure 2 Acres of Parks Per 1000 Citizens 

Kansasc· 

Average 

0 5 10 15 20 25 
kres of Parks 

SOURCE: Audit Services Division survey of other cities and Bureau records. 

NOTE: Average excludes Portland. 

30 

The Bureau's budget is very close to the average of the 
cities we surveyed, $24.1 million compared to $23.8 million. 
Figure 3 shows that Portland is about average in dollars 
budgeted per capita -- $56 compared to $54 in the other 
cities. The Bureau also has fewer full-time staff, 283 
compared to 4 71. The Bureau of Parks and Recreation uses 
a number of part-time, temporary, and volunteer workers. 
We were unable to obtain comparative figures for them. 
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Figure 3 Budgeted Dollars Per Capita 
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Audit Scope and 
Methodology 

Portland 

Pittsburgh 

Austin 

Columbus ,.• 

-$0 $25 $50 
Budget 

Average 

$75 $100 

SOURCE: Audit Services Division survey of cities and City of Portland FY 1990-91 Adopted 
Budget. 

NOTE: Average excludes Portland. 

Our primary objective in conducting this audit was to 
evaluate the adequacy of the Bureau's management systems 
for planning, directing, and controlling park operations and 
recreation services. Our audit approach was modeled after 
the General Management Review methodology used by the 
U.S. General Accounting Office. 

We worked closely with Bureau staff to identify manage­
ment challenges and problems, and emerging issues. The 
Portland Parks Superintendent organized an audit advi­
sory committee comprised of employees from throughout the 
Bureau to assist us in this effort. The audit team met with 
the committee on several occasions and received many 
suggestions and ideas. In addition, we interviewed over 70 
other Bureau employees and other persons during the audit 
to receive their input and gain an understanding of Bureau 
operations. 
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Chapter 1 

In addition to meetings with Bureau staff, we inter­
viewed members of the Park Bureau Budget Advisory Com­
mittee, two former Parks Superintendents, and representa­
tives from the Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District, 
the Portland Public School District, the Portland Youth 
Soccer Association, the Portland Metro Softball Association, 
Friends of Performing Arts, neighborhood associations, and 
other groups. 

We also conducted a survey of seven other cities to obtain 
comparative information on their park and recreation ser­
vices. The cities surveyed -- Seattle, Washington; Austin, 
Texas; Kansas City, Missouri; Charlotte, North Carolina; 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; and Cincinnati and Columbus, 
Ohio -- were selected because of similar population and 
geographies, and recommendations on the quality of their 
programs. (See Appendix A for a summary of the survey 
results.) 

We evaluated the Bureau's systems for managing three 
of its major functions--park maintenance, capital improve­
ments, and recreation services. We learned about the 
Bureau's maintenance management procedures by inter­
viewing Operations Division personnel and by examining 
policy and procedures manuals and maintenance records. 
We compared the Bureau's maintenance management sys­
tem to a model system adopted by the National Park Service. 
In addition, we toured selected parks and community cen­
ters, Bureau maintenance shops, and other park facilities. 

We examined the Bureau's Capital Improvement Pro­
gram (CIP) process, including its statements of goals and 
objectives, methods for identifying capital needs, and proce­
dures for prioritizing and selecting capital projects for fund­
ing. We examined CIP planning documents, capital bud­
gets, Financial Management System (FMS) expenditure 
reports, and related records. We also interviewed personnel 
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responsible for capital planning in the Bureau and in the 
City's Office of Finance and Administration. 

We interviewed recreation managers and staff, and ex­
amined recreation policy and procedures documents. How­
ever, because of the lack of good management information 
on recreation programs, we devoted the majority of our effort 
in the recreation area to collecting and analyzing cost, 
revenue, and participation data. We analyzed the recent 
cost of service study prepared by an outside consultant; 
obtained cost and revenue figures from the City's accounting 
system; collected participation statistics from Bureau atten­
dance records; and received some estimates and clarification 
of data from Bureau staff. 

We did not review the Bureau's major enterprise opera­
tions, Golf and the Portland International Raceway. 

During the course of our audit, we identified several 
other areas that may warrant additional detailed review by 
our office or by the Bureau. Specifically, we recommend 
additional work in the following areas: 

• Managing staff resources -- Evaluate opportuni­
ties to improve use of personnel resources. 
Potential topics include productivity, adequacy 
of training, use of seasonal employees and 
volunteers, compensation, and contracting for 
services. 

• Capital project management -- Effectiveness of 
methods for managing and coordinating capital 
construction projects. 

• Coordination with community groups and other 
service providers -- Opportunities to improve 
service delivery and reduce costs through better 
coordination with public interest groups and 
other service providers, both public and private. 
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Chapter 2 Bureau Management 
Challenges 

Diversity of 
Operations 

Bureau and City officials face a number of challenges in 
directing the City's park and recreation services. The 
Bureau provides a wide range of services that are dispersed 
throughout the City of Portland and works with over 50 
constituent groups, each with a stake in the operation and 
development of specific park or recreation activities. The 
Bureau's recreation and maintenance workload has also 
increased substantially since the mid-1980s due to the City's 
annexation program, the development of new park facilities, 
and the aging of the parks infrastructure. 

Although total budgeted resources have also increased 
during this time, the Bureau has fewer full-time personnel 
to address the growing workload and service demands. 
Additionally, the Bureau may have to face these challenges 
with fewer resources in the future due to passage of the 
property tax limitation measure. 

Because of the size and diversity of its services and opera­
tions, the Bureau faces a number of management chal­
lenges. First, the Bureau provides both park maintenance 
and recreation services. The challenge of balancing and 
coordinating these activities is evidenced by the number of 
comments we received on this subject during our employee 
interviews. Employees complained of weak communication 
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and coordination in the Bureau, and conflicts between the 
Recreation and Operations Divisions. Our interviews with 
other park departments indicate that communication and 
coordination of maintenance and recreation services is a 
common problem. 

The Bureau's wide range of recreation activities also 
presents a management challenge. Classes and activities 
vary from site to site in the City and include competitive 
sports, theater and dance, day care and preschool, and 
classes of all kinds. There are also many different types of 
recreation facilities dispersed throughout the City, includ­
ing 22 community centers and schools, 14 swimming pools, 
over 200 ball fields, 100 tennis courts, and various special 
arts facilities. 

The Bureau is responsible for maintaining 9,400 acres of 
parks and facilities scattered throughout the City. The size, 
nature, and location of facilities varies greatly. Mainte­
nance of gardens, turf, trees, ball fields, and irrigation 
systems, play equipment, buildings and other structures 
throughout 137 square miles of the City places a substantial 
financial and management burden on the Bureau. 

The Bureau is also faced with the challenge of meeting 
the needs and interests of many different friends groups, 
sports associations, and neighborhood organizations. The 
Bureau works with more than 50 such groups which pro­
mote their particular neighborhood needs for parks or recre­
ation activities .. These groups have an important stake in 
the funding and operation of parks programs, and are often 
partners with the City in providing services the City could 
not provide alone. However, because of the diversity of 
interests it is difficult to develop management and funding 
policies that fully address competing needs. 
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Growth In Workload Over the past 10 years, the Bureau's workload has grown 
significantly. Park acreage has increased by 18% since FY 
1981-82, from 7,988 to 9,400 acres. This is primarily due to 
the City's Urban Services Program, in which portions of 
Multnomah County were annexed to the City. Annexations 
have added 23 neighborhood parks and 65,000 citizens. 
New facilities such as Pioneer Courthouse Square and 
Waterfront Park have been added or expanded as the result 
of downtown economic development. In addition, Bureau 
management reports an increase in the demand for recre­
ation services. Specifically, team sports such as soccer and 
baseball involve more teams and participants than in past 
years. Also, more women and adults appear to be involved 
in active sports. 

Aging Infrastructure The aging infrastructure of the parks system has also 
increased workload because older facilities and parks re­
quire more renovation and maintenance effort. The Bureau 
reports that many of the City's parks and park structures 
are old and in poor condition. A 1988 assessment of park and 
facility conditions found that many parks are more than 50 
years old and some facilities are beyond their useful life. 
According to the study, some of the City's develo})ed parks 
are in poor, unsafe condition and need repairs to plumbing, 
play equipment, lighting, paving, or mechanical systems. 
Also, some of the City's most popular facilities -- community 
centers, pools, fields, and arts facilities -- are reported to be 
in poor condition. Many of these facilities have an average 
age of at least 40 years and were not originally designed to 
accommodate their current use. 

The Bureau reports that current methods for financing 
City parks and facilities are insufficient. From 1958 until 
1989, the Bureau did not have levies or bond measures to 

11 



Parks and Recreation 

Staffln·g and Budget 
Trends 

support its capital program. Throughout these years, the 
Bureau relied 0n a variety of funding sources, including 
General Fund allocations, federal grants, and private dona­
tions. Although voters approved a $7 .3 million levy for parks 
improvements in 1989, Bureau management believes that 
these revenues will not be adequate to meet current and 
future needs. 

While its workload has grown, the Bureau's budget -- in 
constant dollars -- increased by 31%, from $18.4 million in 
FY 1981-82 to $24 . .1 million in FY 1990-91. Some of this 
increase was caused by more interagency agreements to 
fund existing and new services. During the same 10-year 
period, the number of full-time positions in the Bureau 
declined by 7%, from 306 to 283 (see Figure 4), while 

Figure 4 Bureau Budget and Staffing Trends 
FY 1981-82 to FY 1990--91 

12 

S3(].,---------------,-500 

$25 

$20 

I 15 $15 
CD~ 

$10 

Budget 

Positions 

400 6 
1 

300 ~ 
~ 

200 :a 
i 

100 I 
CD 

!G()J,~-....---.--.----r-----.....-........ ----.---........ --......1.o 
82-83 84-85 86-87 88-89 90-91 

Fiscal Year 

SOURCE: City of Portland adopted budget documents. 

NOTE: Budgets expressed In oonstant 1991 dollars. 



r 
( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

.J 

.J 

Figure 5 

Chapter 2 

spending on part-time help remained fairly constant. How­
ever, personnel costs, in constant dollars, rose from $12.0 
million in FY 1981-82 to $13.7 million in FY 1990-91, due 
primarily to increases in wages, and health and retirement 
benefits. 

On a per-citizen basis, budgeted dollars increased by 
11 %, from $49.54 to $55.21 per citizen, while the number of 
budgeted positions per 10,000 citizens declined by 21 %, from 
8.2 to 6.5 during the 10-year period. (See Figure 5.) 

Bureau Budget and Staff per Citizen 
FY 1981-82 to FY 1990-91 
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Chapter 3 Enhancing Parks and 
Recreation Services Through 
Improved Management 

Faced with growing workload and increased responsibili­
ties, the Bureau has taken steps over the past several years 
to improve delivery of parks and recreation services. The 
Bureau evaluated infrastructure needs through the multi­
year planning project called Park Futures, and helped pass 
a capital improvement levy in 1989 that added over $7 
million to help redevelop aging parks and facilities. In 
addition, planned automation projects and cost accounting 
changes should help improve customer service and financial 
management. Recent changes in top Bureau management 
also brought about increased employee involvement in deci­
sion making that has produced a Bureau mission statement 
and defined spending priorities for FY 1991-92. 

We believe that the Bureau can build on these initiatives 
and further improve the efficiency and effectiveness of parks 
and recreation services. This chapter discusses in more 
detail recent management initiatives and the opportunities 
for further management improvements. Chapter 4 offers 
specific recommendations to help the Bureau implement 
these changes. • 
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Recent Management Initiatives 

The Bureau has taken a number of steps to improve the 
delivery ofparks and recreation services. In addition, a new 
superintendent and deputy assumed responsibility for the 
Bureau in January 1990, and· a new fiscal officer was hired 
in August 1990. The following sections briefly describe the 
major actions taken by management and the expected con­
tribution to improved administration. 

Park Futures Project In 1986 the Bureau initiated the Park Futures project, a 
multi-year effort to develop a master plan for Portland's 
parks and recreation facilities. The master plan is intended 
to define a vision for the park system, to establish a clear 
direction for future development, to identify major issues to 
resolve, and to provide a blueprint for how the plan's goals 
and objectives will be achieved. The project has produced 11 
separate reports and studies leading to the development of 
a final master plan due this summer. The principal activi­
ties and products of the Park Futures project to date include 
the following: 

16 

• Citizen input was obtained through 24 neigh­
borhood workshops, a telephone survey of 1,200 
residents, and interviews with 62 selected lead­
ers, experts, and interest group representatives. 
Additionally, the Bureau obtained information 
on service requests from parks friends associa­
tions and neighborhood groups. 

• The condition of every park and facility was 
evaluated by Bureau staff. A complete inven­
tory of parks, facilities, and street landscaped 
areas was also compiled. 
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Chapter3 

• An assessment oflocal and national trends in 
park and recreation participation by various 
demographic, geographic, and economic factors 
was obtained by surveying Portland residents 
and reviewing national recreation studies. 

The final master plan is currently being developed. The 
plan is in a third draft and the Bureau hopes to finalize it for 
Council review this summer. Projects identified in the final 
master plan will guide the Bureau's annual capital budget 
request and capital improvement plans over the next 15 to 
20 years. 

Prior to completion of the Park Futures project, the 
Bureau proposed a Park Improvement Levy that was passed 
by voters in June, 1989. Although the levy provided approxi­
mately $7 .3 million for capital projects over a three year 
period, the Bureau estimates that total current and future 
capital needs may approach almost $100 million. 

Automation planning Over the past year the Bureau has been working with the 
Computer Services Division to develop a bureau-wide auto­
mation plan. Staff have identified a number of opportuni­
ties to improve services through automating facility sched­
uling, maintenance work orders, and class registrations. 
The Bureau is currently implementing an automated permit 
system for renting facilities and has added more activity 
codes to the new IBIS accounting system to improve the cost 
information available to managers. 

Currently, a draft automation plan has been developed 
that is intended to guide information technology improve­
ments over the next five years. The Bureau also plans to 
issue a Request For Proposals to obtain consulting assis-
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Employee 
Involvement 

Cepltal project 
management 

tance in defining hardware and software needs. The Bureau 
expects that better information technology will help im­
prove customer satisfaction, employee morale, productivity, 
and service delivery. 

Since early 1990, Bureau management has taken steps to 
involve employees in decisions. An all-staff meeting in 
January, 1990 helped the Bureau develop a mission state­
ment and obtain employee comments on the delivery of 
parks and recreation services. Also, in response to the 
property tax limitation measure, a 28-person task force 
under the direction of the Park Superintendent reviewed all 
the major park programs to identify priority services and 
functions. This effort resulted in the identification of three 
program priorities proposed in the FY 1991-92 budget: 

1. Preserve the aging parks infrastructure 

2. Preserve and retain quality programs for youth 

3. Preserve programs for elderly, frail, and special 
needs populations 

The Bureau also reorganized methods for managing and 
monitoring capital projects. A management team was formed 
reporting to the Deputy Superintendent to guide the devel­
opment of capital projects. Several new positions were 
created from existing and new funds to manage capital 
projects. Also, responsibility for capital planning and moni­
toring was centralized in the administration division of the 
Bureau. Management expects these changes to improve 
coordination among Bureau divisions and the use of capital 
resources. 
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Clearer Goals and Priorities Needed 

Capital spending 
priorities are not 

clear 

We believe that there are additional opportunities to set 
priorities and establish goals to guide parks and recreation 
programs. Specifically, management should prioritize and 
focus capital spending plans, and develop quantifiable rec­
reation program goals. These actions should help the 
Bureau allocate scarce capital resources to the most needed 
capital projects and ensure grounds and facilities are main­
tained efficiently and effectively. Also, more specific recre­
ation goals will help ensure priority groups are served and 
revenue requirements are met. 

The Park Futures master plan is intended to guide the 
Bureau's capital improvement spending over the next 15 to 
20 years. The plan should help guide the renovation of the 
aging parks and facility infrastructure, and address the 
community's future park and recreation needs. However, 
the draft master plan has several weaknesses that may 
reduce its effectiveness as a guide for future capital spend­
ing. The draft master plan fails to clearly identify capital 
spending priorities and may inadequately analyze future 
recreation demands and infrastructure condition. 

The draft master plan states that the principal goal of the 
plan is to rebuild the system to meet the recreational and 
open space needs today and into the future. The plan states 
four main objectives: make better use of existing resources; 
renovate existing parks and facilities; develop new recre­
ational facilities such as community centers, new parks, and 
pools; and develop an integrated system of parks, natural 
areas, trails, and riverfront recreational corridors. 

The plan does not state which of these objectives is most 
critical and should receive greater priority or emphasis. The 
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plan includes "blueprints" for renovation and development 
of parks and natural areas, gardens, athletic fields, pools, 
golf courses, trails, river front corridors, and other public 
facilities. However, the plan does not assess their relative 
importance in light of stated citizen priorities, park condi­
tion ratings, or projected future needs. Although the plan 
includes a listing of over 340 projects with assigned priority 
scores (1, 2, or 3), over 58% of the projects are defined as 
priority 1 and include renovation, new development, and 
service expansion. Many priority projects involve renova­
tion such as repairing irrigation systems and play equip­
ment, but priority is also given to developing an East-side 
Esplanade from the Oregon Museum of Science and Indus­
try (OMSI) to Steel Bridge, a sports field complex at Delta 
Park, a skateboard park, a new nine hole junior golf course, 
and trails at Smith and Bybee Lakes. 

Because the plan does not provide a clear statement of 
system development priorities, it is not a valuable guide for 
management decisions. The current draft plan provides no 
clear directions. While the plan should be flexible to allow 
the Bureau to respond to new opportunities, it should also 
control system expansion so that the greatest needs are met 
and overall maintenance workload does not outgrow staff­
ing and equipment capabilities. 

In addition, the draft master plan does not accurately 
interpret or integrate information contained in other Park 
Futures reports. The draft master plan reaches several 
conclusions on how demographic trends and infrastructure 
conditions will influence future demand and need for recre­
ational services. However, these conclusions do not appear 
to be well supported by surveys and analysis contained in 
other Park Futures reports and demographic studies. For 
example, while the draft plan predicts growing recreation 
demand by older people, "baby-boomers", children, teenag­
ers, and single heads of households, other Park Futures 
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reports and population trends show a declining school age 
population and an aging population that participates less in 
recreation as it ages. Although there is some support that 
"baby-boomers" may be more active as they age than the 
current population, the draft master plan does not evaluate 
the adequacy of existing passive recreation facilities to meet 
this potential future demand. 

Similarly, although the draft master plan states that 
certain groups are under-served and participate less in 
programs due in part to low income, the Park Futures 
Telephone Survey results and Population and Recreation 
Patterns reports don't support this conclusion. The tele­
phone survey of 1,200 residents conducted by Sextant Con­
sultants for the Bureau concluded that income did not have 
a significant impact on recreation participation but age and 
education levels had significant influence. 

The draft master plan also contains a number of over­
statements about the condition of parks and the sufficiency 
of facilities. For example, the draft master plan states that 
40% of the citys developed parks are in poor condition, 
however, our review of the Bureau,s Park Assessment report 
does not support this statement. The assessments found 
that special attraction and downtown parks are in good to 
very good condition, schools and community center parks 
were in poor to fair condition, and neighborhood parks were 
in fair condition. Summary ratings for each developed park 
showed that 20% were below average to poor while 80% were 
average to good. 

Similarly, although the draft master plan states that the 
number of public recreational facilities are "grossly insuffi­
cient", the Park Futures reports and our survey of seven 
other similar cities does not fully support this characteriza­
tion. We found in our survey that the number of parks, golf 
courses, swimming pools, and ball fields in Portland is 
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similar to the average number of facilities in other cities. 
While the number of community centers in Portland is lower 
than other cities, we did not include Portland's community 
schools or art centers in the comparison. The Park Futures 
Facility Assessment found that many of the facilities needed 
renovation and repairs, and some lacked adequate space, 
but a shortage of facilities existed only for athletic fields and 
pools. Moreover, 77% of residents surveyed in 1987 gave the 
system an A or B when asked to grade the park system as a 
whole including parks, pools, golf courses, classes, and other 
recreational programs. 

Without clear priorities based on a sound assessment of 
current and future needs, the Bureau may have difficulty 
making decisions when limited funding is available. For 
example, although citizens identified security and mainte­
nance as the highest priorities for levy funds, the Bureau 
budgeted over $2.5 million for a new covered pool at the Matt 
Dishman Community Center. While this project is a worth­
while additional service for Portland residents, it comprises 
about one-third of available Parks Levy funds. Moreover, it 
is unclear how it received priority over other needs such as 
park deficiencies and projected growth in East County, and 
significant renovation needs in existing parks and facilities. 
The new pool will also add over $200,000 in annual operat­
ing costs to a system currently experiencing increasing 
maintenance workload and declining maintenance person­
nel. 

To ensure that the Park Futures master plan is an 
effective guide for future capital spending, it should clearly 
define priorities, accurately analyze projected future de­
mand, and adequately assess park and facility conditions. 
The Park Futures project produced 11 separate reports that 
contain a rich source of information on citizen perceptions, 
participation rates, population patterns and infrastructure 
condition. However, the draft master plan has not ad-
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equately evaluated these reports to identify the most 
critical needs and participation trends that could help focus 
renovation and development decisions. Accurate assess­
ments of future demand and current conditions will ensure 
tax resources are used wisely and spending is focused on 
projects that will address the greatest needs. 

The Bureau provides a great variety of recreational oppor­
tunities for the residents of Portland in addition to acres of 
open space, natural areas, and developed park lands. How­
ever, recreation service objectives and financial goals are 
broadly defined. Although serving youth is a priority for the 
Bureau, there are no measurable goals for the level of youth 
participation. Also, the Bureau has not established policies 
on recreation fees and service charges that clearly define the 
level of subsidy or cost recovery desired in recreation pro­
grams. Without quantifiable service and financial goals, 
managers cannot adequately judge their performance in 
serving priority groups nor set fee levels that are fair and 
consistent. In addition, more precise cost recovery goals will 
assist in financial planning. 

Recreation managers do not set goals for the number and 
percent of youth, adult, or other service group they wish to 
serve each month or annually in community centers, arts 
programs, aquatics, or sports. Decisions regarding the types 
of recreation activities to offer each year are largely decen­
tralized and not guided by service goals or participation 
levels defined in annual plans or budgets. Without defined, 
measurable targets, the Bureau cannot determine if it is 
achieving a desired level of performance in meeting its 
broadly stated recreation objectives. Our analysis ofBureau 
records found that youth comprise 57% of all recreation 
participants. We do not know if this is an appropriate level 
for youth or if the Bureau wishes to serve a higher percent­
age of youth. 
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The Bureau has also not adopted a policy to govern the 
setting of fees and charges for re.creation services. Fee 
schedules have developed incrementally over the years with 
little central guidance from top management. Fees for 
similar activities can vary greatly from location to location, 
and the amount of cost recovery is not consistent across 
programs. For example, aerobic dancing fees range from 
$.56 an hour at one community center to $2.25 an hour at 
another. Our cost study show.s that cost recovery in commu­
nity schools ranged from 5% at Whitaker to 51 % at Alameda. 
Cost recovery at community centers ranged from 5% at 
U Diversity Park to 25% at Hillside. Cost recovery rates may 
be more related to the types of activities offered at facilities 
rather than to the age or income of participants. 

Bureau managers state that youth should receive a 
subsidy and fee levels should attempt to reflect the economic 
environment of individual neighborhoods so that residents 
are not restricted from access to recreation due to an inabil­
ity to pay. In 1989 Bureau staff proposed a comprehensive 
fee policy and a study of recreation costs in response to 
continued financial pressures. Although this recommenda­
tion has not been implemented, passage of the property tax 
limitation measure resulted in fee increases in a number of 
recreation programs, primarily in athletics. As continued 
financial pressures restrict parks funding, more defined fee 
policies will help focus efforts on priority service groups and 
provide a sound basis for adjusting fees in the future. 
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Inadequate Management Information 

Maintenance 
management 

Information system 
• problems 

The Bureau of Parks and Recreation has a pervasive infor­
mation problem that hampers its ability to manage services 
effectively and hold managers accountable for performance. 
The Bureau is aware of its information system weaknesses 
and has drafted an automation plan that includes a number 
of information technology objectives. The plan should help 
guide system development but management should better 
define critical information needs to help prioritize systems 
development. Specifically, the Bureau should clearly define 
information it needs to manage its major programs. 

Maintaining parks grounds and facilities is the largest 
program in the Bureau with a budget of $13.6 million and 
170 full-time staff. Each year the program spends over 
200,000 hours on maintenance such as mowing grass, re­
moving litter, and repairing mechanical and electrical sys­
tems. To help improve the efficient use of personnel and 
equipment and to more effectively address maintenance 
objectives, a maintenance management information system 
(MMS) was developed by the Bureau in the early 1980's. The 
Bureau spent $174,000 to purchase software, hardware, 
and consulting assistance for the MMS. However, although 
it was originally intended to help plan and evaluate main­
tenance work, major elements of the system were never fully 
implemented and it currently functions primarily as a time 
reporting system. The major unimplemented features and 
their intended purposes are described below. 

Annual Work Plan and Budget 
The annual work plan was intended to identify all the work 
to be accomplished by each maintenance unit. Development 
of the work program involved defining all activities, count-
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ing all items/features needing work, defining and setting 
quality and production standards, and estimating the num­
ber and cost of resources (equipment, materials, people) 
needed to accomplish the work. The annual work plan and 
budget was intended to clearly define maintenance goals, 
policies, and objectives to assist in long range planning and 
budgeting. This systematic approach to establishing re­
source requirements was intended to direct efforts toward 
specific objectives and to assist the Bureau make more 
rational decisions in periods of budget reductions. For 
example, the system would allow management to easily 
identify activities and/or performance standards that could 
be eliminated or revised to produce a desired level of budget 
savings. 

According to management, the annual work plan and 
budget feature of the MMS was never fully implemented. 
Although the parks grounds section of the maintenance 
program developed standard work activities and perfor­
mance standards, the facility maintenance section did not 
develop these central features. Additionally, the annual 
work plan and budget was not continued for grounds or 
developed for facilities maintenance activities. 

Annual Workload Distribution and Work calendar 
These features were intended to show the variations in the 
amount and types of work over a twelve month period so that 
managers could plan when work was to be accomplished. 
While some work can only be done in summer (e.g., irriga­
tion), other types of work can be done any time of year. As 
a result, managers can distribute work more evenly through­
out the year and realistically plan when and how much part­
time seasonal help will be needed. Leveling the mainte­
nance workload by eliminating work peaks and valleys can 
improve the efficient use of resources. This feature of the 
system, while developed for grounds, was not implemented 
for any part of the maintenance division. 
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Monthly and Weekly Work Scheduling 
These features were intended to help supervisors assign 
resources so that planned and un-planned work could be 
accomplished. The features were developed and utilized for 
grounds maintenance for one year but not developed for any 
other maintenance activity. 

While the MMS did not achieve all of its major objectives, 
managers told us that the information produced by the 
system has been valuable in several ways. First, it produced 
information on the number of hours spent on various grounds 
maintenance tasks at each park and facility location. This 
information has been helpful during budget sessions to 
estimate which activities consume the most time. The MMS 
has also helped park district field supervisors understand 
the value of information to plan and monitor activities. 
Initial resistance to the MMS has turned to increasing 
demands for better information. Additionally, managers 
told us that the MMS was used to evaluate workload among 
park districts to ensure more equitable and uniform main­
tenance effort among parks. 

In spite of these improvements, the information pro­
duced by the system has limited usefulness and some of the 
data is unreliable and incomplete. The MMS does not tie 
work hours and activities at locations to reliable cost infor­
mation. Therefore, it is difficult to determine the full cost 
(personnel, equipment, and material) of various mainte­
nance work performed at parks and facilities. The lack of 
reliable cost information was mentioned by several staff we 
talked to. Also, the reports are not currently helpful in 
determining if work was performed in accordance with 
planned quality and productivity standards. Consequently, 
managers cannot assess productivity and effectiveness of 
maintenance crews. 
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Bureau maintenance staff and management indicate 
that the system was not fully implemented for several 
reasons. First, the software and hardware purchased was 
inadequate to address all of the system objectives. The 
software proved too inflexible to modify easily and the data 
input requirements were time-consuming. Second, not all 
managers were committed to its success and could not deal 
with software and hardware problems identified by staff. 
Third, field staff found little value in the system and did not 
initially support its implementation. Although some main­
tenance units were diligent in providing accurate informa­
tion, other units did not provide accurate and timely input. 

The inability to fully implement the maintenance infor­
mation system requires the Bureau to rely primarily on 
informal and decentralized maintenance management. 
District supervisors and foremen are largely responsible for 
deciding what work gets done based on professional judg­
ment and prior work experience. However, we believe these 
methods give top management little assurance that mainte­
nance objectives are met and that staff are used efficiently. 
Moreover, as increased workload places additional demands 
on fewer staff, managers lack a systematic way to direct 
work toward maintenance priorities and to make informed 
budget reductions. As a result, the cost and quality of parks 
services may be adversely affected because required main­
tenance work may be deferred or inconsistently performed. 
For example, the failure to perform preventive maintenance 
on a boiler at Sellwood Community Center may have con­
tributed to its failure after 10 years instead of an expected 
life of 30. In addition, ineffective work planning and sched­
uling has resulted in scheduling athletic events on fields 
undergoing repair. 
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The recreation program is the Bureau's second largest 
activity, providing over five million hours of recreation 
annually with a budget over $6 million. However, the 
Bureau lacks adequate cost, revenue, and participation 
information. Specifically, managers lack information on the 
cost of recreation services, the degree to which programs 
recover costs from fees and charges, and the number and 
types of participants. As a result, the Bureau does not know 
how many youth are served each year or which programs 
receive the greatest subsidy from general tax revenues. 
Also, managers cannot make sound decisions on services 
and fees at a time when programs face reduction and higher 
fees due to property tax limitation. 

Weaknesses In Cost and Revenue Information 
Through the central accounting system, the Bureau gener­
ally accounts for expenditures and revenues by major recre­
ation program and by location. However, there is limited 
detailed information on costs and revenues for activities 
within broad program categories. For example, while the 
Bureau tracks total revenues for athletics and aquatics, it 
does not track revenues for most individual sports or indi­
vidual swimming pools. Similarly, costs and revenues are 
recorded for community centers and schools, and arts facili­
ties, but not for types of classes or recreational activities at 
each location. Also, identified recreation costs at locations 
generally include only direct labor and materials costs. 
General administrative overhead, maintenance division 
support costs, and capital costs are not included. As a result, 
it is difficult to fully assess either the costs of recreation 
services or the revenues generated from various activities. 
The Bureau cannot accurately determine the cost recovery 
rate of recreation activities so that fees can be increased or 
decreased to reflect policies regarding the subsidy of youth 
or adult programs. 

29 



Parks and Recreation 

30 

Recognizing the need for better information on Bureau 
costs, the Bureau hired a consultant in 1989 to conduct a 
"cost of service" study. The study was to determine the cost 
of each Bureau program and facility, evaluate program 
participation, assess cost recovery and cost per participant 
rates, and recommend fee schedule changes. Additionally, 
the consultant was to provide a computer model for conduct­
ing on-going cost of service updates. Although a draft report 
was delivered to the Bureau, the final report is not complete. 

Our review of the consultant's draft report, computer 
model, and methodology for estimating costs and revenues 
indicates that the study does not contain accurate and 
reliable information. Methods used to estimate costs signifi­
cantly underestimated the real costs of services due partly to 
inaccurate allocation of maintenance support and overhead 
costs. Also, cost and revenue information in the consultant's 
study did not reconcile with information contained in the 
City's accounting system. 

Weaknesses In Reporting of Participation Information 
Participation numbers are collected for most recreation 
activities on weekly attendance reports completed by recre­
ation supervisors at each facility and recreation location. 
Managers collect and summarize these reports quarterly 
and annually. However, our review of the weekly atten­
dance reports revealed that reported participation informa­
tion is prone to error and is difficult to obtain and analyze 
efficiently. 

We found that the weekly attendance reports are not 
completed in a consistent fashion. Although supervisors use 
the same report form, the definition of participants varies 
from location to location. For example, some community 
centers include participants from open, unsupervised ac­
tivities but others do not. Also, some reports identify the 



( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

( 

Bureau automation 
plannlng efforts 

Chapter3 

number of adult and youth participants while other loca­
tions only report the total number of participants. Addition­
ally, some participants are double counted by different 
programs. For example, Little League and youth basketball 
players are counted by both the athletics and community 
school programs. Community schools count a large number 
of public school activities that operate independently of the 
Parks Bureau (e.g., PI'A meetings, after-school child care.). 

In addition, weekly attendance reports are completed 
and summarized manually. Consequently, analysis of spe­
cific participation trends by activity (e.g. swimming, yoga 
classes, day care, etc.) or by target group (e.g., youth) is 
difficult and time-consuming. Also, manual tallies are 
subject to error. We found that one arts facility reported an 
attendance of6,902 instead of2,217 due to a recording error. 

Because the Bureau lacked adequate summary informa­
tion on its recreation programs, we gathered cost, revenue, 
and participation information from the City's accounting 
system and from weekly attendance reports. We met with 
managers, field staff, and accounting personnel to help 
allocate costs and to clarify weekly attendance reports. The 
recreation information we compiled is summarized in Ap­
pendix B. 

The Bureau is currently developing an automation plan to 
address its information technology needs. This plan should 
guide automation development over the next several years. 
The plan has 10 automation objectives including a facility 
scheduling system, a maintenance work order system, ac­
counting and inventory data systems, class registration and 
program guide systems, and various communication sys­
tems. Several objectives in the draft plan are intended to 
resolve some of the information weaknesses described in 
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this report. The automation plan also calls for a Request For 
Proposals for consulting assistance to help implement the 
automation plan by defining priorities, software and hard­
ware needs, and costs. 

We believe the automation planning efforts have helped 
the Bureau assess Bureau-wide technology needs and im­
proved communication of these needs between various op­
erational divisions. However, the planning process did not 
thoroughly define Bureau goals or identify the information 
needed by management to monitor and report on the accom­
plishment of these goals. Bureau staff told us that manage­
ment information needs have been identified, but they are 
not written, documented, or formalized. Staff also indicate 
that the consultant should help them refine these needs. 
However, because previous efforts to improve management 
information have not proved successful, we believe the 
Bureau should spend additional time clarifying and con­
firming the critical management information needs for each 
major program before hiring a consultant. 
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Monitoring of Performance Can Be Improved 

Lack of reporting and 
monitoring systems 

The Bureau generally lacks systems for monitoring perfor­
mance to ensure goals and objectives are met. As a result, 
problems can go undetected and uncorrected, managers 
have little assurance programs are operating as intended, 
and employees are not held accountable for their perfor­
mance in using public resources. The Bureau recently set a 
goal to develop personnel evaluation forms, which we sup­
port. 

We found little evidence that program managers systemati­
cally review their areas of responsibility. With the exception 
of the quarterly budget review process, managers do not 
require periodic reports on the activities of the various 
maintenance and recreation units that carry out the Bureau's 
mission. For example, there are few reports on the accom­
plishments of maintenance units. Managers do not require 
reports on the completion of priority maintenance projects or 
on the performance of personnel in completing routine and 
preventive maintenance. Similarly, recreation program 
managers do not routinely assess or evaluate the participa­
tion and cost recovery performance of various recreation 
activities. 

With improved monitoring of Bureau programs, manag­
ers could detect emerging problems and identify deviations 
from established plans or policies. For example, our review 
of capital budgeting patterns showed that they were not 
consistent with established goals and policies. Although 
Bureau and City policy places primary emphasis on funding 
capital projects that preserve and maintain existing parks 
and facilities, actual budgeting trends show that the Bureau 
has budgeted a decreasing percentage for maintenance and 
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increasingly more for upgrade an:d expansion projects over 
the past five years. While development and expansion of the 
parks system plays a key role in park services, the trend 
toward more development comes at a timeofincreasedneeds 
due to aging parks and facility infrastructure. We believe 
that active monitoring and review of the capital budgeting 
process would have informed managers,of the funding trend 
that was counter to established goals. 

The Bureau does not have an employee appraisal process. 
While employee appraisal systems are not wide spread in 
other City bureaus, several. departments have implemented 
systems that have proved valuable in helping communicate 
job expectations, work resp.onsibilities, and organizational 
objectives. Systems in the City Auditor's Office and in the 
Bureau of General Services also involve "upward" evalua­
tion of supervisors by employees. Appraisal processes can 
also help clarify job tasks, identify training needs, and affix 
accountability. Most importantly, evaluation systems help 
improve communication between supervisors and employ­
ees, and help staff understand how their work contributes to 
accomplishment of organization goals and objectives. 

Employees we interviewed stated that poor communica­
tion is a major problem in the Bureau that limits accomplish­
ment of objectives. Several employees stated they lacked a 
full understanding of organizational mission and program 
objectives, and received little direction and guidance from 
supervisors. Maintenance and recreation field staff ex­
pressed some frustration with the inability to improve 
operations because management has not in the past shared 
decision making. We believe an employee appraisal system 
would help improve communication. 
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An employee appraisal process is also important for mid­
to high-level managers. Although responsible for accom­
plishment of major programs goals, management level em­
ployees do not receive annual performance reviews. Perfor­
mance reviews help establish executive level responsibili­
ties and measure achievement levels desired by top manage­
ment. Performance appraisals are intended to help manag­
ers focus attention on improvement goals, efficiency, and 
effectiveness. Without an established appraisal system the 
Bureau is missing opportunities to clarify organizational 
goals and to establish responsibility for performance im­
provement. The lack of clearly defined objectives for many 
parks programs and the absence of management informa­
tion also contributes to the inability to hold managers 
accountable for their actions . 
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We recommend a series of specific actions to be taken by the 
Bureau of Parks and Recreation to improve management 
systems. These actions are aimed at furthering the recent 
initiatives undertaken by the Bureau to improve the deliv­
ery of parks and recreation services to the residents of 
Portland. We believe the recommendations ifimplemented 
will help management respond to the difficult challenges it 
will face if workload increases and available resources 
decline. 

To help the Bureau set clearer goals and priorities, we 
recommend that the Bureau: 

1. Revise the draft Park Futures master plan so 
that it will be a more useful and reliable guide 
for current and future capital spending. Specifi­
cally, the Bureau should more accurately inter­
pret and integrate future recreation trends and 
current park and facility maintenance needs 
that are identified in the Park Futures reports. 
These reports should help the Bureau better 
define the highest current needs and project the 
most likely future demand. In addition, the 
master plan should assess the relative priority 
of current and future needs, and clearly identify 
the most essential maintenance and develop­
ment projects. The Bureau should consider 
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developing a phased implementation schedule 
that lists projects in order of importance. Esti­
mated project costs should be an important 
element in assigning priority and developing 
spending plans. 

2. Develop more specific goals and objectives for 
the recreation program. The Bureau should 
define the number and percent of youth they 
wish to serve annually in recreation programs. 
Specific participation goals should be set for 
each recreation location and activity. The Bu­
reau may wish to use current participation rates 
as a benchmark for establishing future objec­
tives. 

3. Set a recreation fee policy that clearly defines 
the level of cost recovery desired from recreation 
activities. The Bureau may wish to base sub­
sidy levels on service groups (youth, adult, etc.) 
or on the type of service offered. 

To assist the Bureau improve the quality of management 
information, we recommend that management: 

4. Confirm and clarify the major management 
information needs of each program before imple­
menting the automation plan. This assessment 
should evaluate the kinds of information each 
program needs in order to 1) establish annual 
work plans, 2) prepare budgets, 3) report on 
progress, 4) monitor and evaluate performance 
and 5) respond to information requests. The 
Bureau should use the results of this assess­
ment to clarify the planned RFP for consulting 
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services to help implement the automation 
plan. 

5. Employ outside assistance to evaluate and 
advise on systems requirements to meet man­
agement information needs and automation 
improvements. The Bureau may use the con­
sultant to help management identify critical 
management information needs. However, the 
Bureau should effectively manage the 
consultant's work by clearly defining the study 
objectives, scope of work, and expected results. 
To avoid an unsuccessful consulting experience, 
responsibility for the consultation project should 
be placed with top-level management. 

To help the Bureau more effectively monitor the perfor­
mance of their programs and employees, we recommend that 
management: 

6. Develop policies and practices for supervision, 
program performance reporting, and evaluation. 
Supervision and reporting requirements should 
be tied to established goals and objectives, and 
performance measures. The Bureau should 
develop improved measures of performance to 
assist program monitoring and enhance ac­
countability for expenditures. Management 
should reallocate some existing staff resources 
to conduct on-going evaluation and review of 
programs to ensure compliance with established 
policies and to identify problem trends and 
needed corrective actions. 
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7. Develop and implement an annual employee 
performance evaluation program. The objective 
of the system should be to increase communica­
tion between supervisors and staff, and to en­
sure job responsibilities are connected to estab­
lished goals and objectives. Performance evalu­
ation is also a key step in validating hiring 
tests. 
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Appendix A Survey of Other Cities 

City: 
Population 465,622 395,934 364,040 632,910 435,146 369,879 516,259 454,256 437,319 
Sq. miles 159 176 79 190 361 56 89 159 135 

Parks budget $16.6 $11.8 $25.4 $22.0 $31.1 $16.2 $43.5 $23.8 $24.1 
(millions) 

Parks staff: 
Full-time 399 313 328 400 640 449 766 471 283 
Other (FTE) 205 145 228 NA** NA 500 223 260 NA 

No. of parks 166 125 154 225 180 233 350 205 184 

Acres of parks 11,800 3,000 4,806 12,006 7,710 2,566 5,000 6,698 9,400 

Community 
centers 14 16 24 25 8 29 25 20 11 

Pools: 
Covered 1 1 5 1 0 1 9 2.6 3 
Seasonal 32 4 45 11 13 34 1 20 11 

Tennis courts 106 106 134 140 19 NA 200 118 110 

Ball fields 32 102 186 145 144 128 185 133 202 

Golf courses 4 2 7 5 3 1 7 4 4 

SOURCE: Survey of cities conducted by Audit Services Division staff; 
population data from 1990 U. S. Census. 

• Average excludes Portland 

· • NA - information not available 
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Appendix B Recreation Program Cost and 
Participation Information 

Our study of Bureau recreation programs shows that recre­
ation services cost $9.9 million in FY 1988-89. The Bureau 
recovered 22% of this cost ($2.2 million) through fees and 
charges. As shown in Figure 6, cost recovery rates ranged 
from a high of 51% in tennis to a low of 7% in summer 
playgrounds. The most heavily subsidized program was 
community centers, which received $2,232,000. 

Figure 6 Recreation Program Costs and Revenues 
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SOURCE: City FMS reports and auditor analysis. 
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There was a total of 5 million participation hours in all 
Bureau.recreation prQgI:ams ·during·FY 1988-89; As shown 
in Figure 7, athletics had the highest participation with 1. 7 
million participant hours, more than twice as many as any 
other program. Tennis (113,200 hours) and special recre­
ation (133,000 hours) had significantly fewer hours than the 
other programs. 

Figure 7 Recreation Participation Hours 
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SOURCE: Bureau attendance reports and auditor analysis. 

The Bureau places a high priority on services to youth. 
Our study indicates that 57% of recreation participants 
during FY 1988-89 were youth. The programs achieving the 
highest rate of youth participation were summer play­
grounds (100%) and aquatics (72%), while tennis (8%) and 
special recreation (13%) had the lowest youth participation 
rates. Athletics had 944,000 hours of youth participation, 
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Appendix B 

more than twice as many as any other program. 

Our study also revealed significant variation among 
sites within the same program (see table beginning on page 
4 7). For example, cost recovery at community centers 
ranged from a low of 5% at University to a high of 25% at 
Hillside. Participation hours at community centers ranged 
from a low of 19,100 at Woodstock to a high of 124,200 at 
Dishman. Percent of youth participation ranged from 32% 
at Overlook to 87% at Peninsula. 

At community schools, cost recovery ranged from a low of 
5% at Whitaker to a high of 51 % at Alameda. Participation 
at community schools ranged from a low of 8,000 hours at 
Parkrose to a high of 81,900 hours at Markham. Percent of 
youth participation ranged from 22% at MLC to 87% at 
Bridlemile. 

We draw no conclusions about the relative efficiency or 
effectiveness of various programs or locations in terms of 
cost recovery or youth participation. Programs and sites 
vary significantly in the types of activities offered and in the 
size and nature of physical plant. For example, facilities 
that provide a number of classes to low-income youth will 
probably have higher costs per participant hour and lower 
recovery rates than a facility that is used primarily as a 
meeting place for neighborhood activities. Similarly, loca­
tions that have special recreation facilities such as gyms, 
weight rooms, or roller rinks may have higher participation 
rates than locations with fewer recreational alternatives. 

We could not correlate cost recovery rates to either high 
adult participation or to low-income neighborhoods. Cost 
recovery is dependent largely on the type of activities offered 
at each facility and their individual fee schedules rather 
than the types of participants. Because costs and revenues 
were not available at the activity level, we could not analyze 
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cost recovery rates. 

However, the information contained in this appendix is 
a valuable starting point for evaluations of efficiency and 
effectiveness of recreation activities. While deviations from 
average cost recovery rates and participation levels may be 
appropriate, they could also point to potential opportunities 
for changes in service delivery and administration. Also, the 
data could be used as a benchmark for future cost and 
participation goal planning. 
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Recreation Costs, Revenues, and Participation 
Fiscal Year 1988-89 

Appendix B 

Operating Costs and Revenues Participant Hours 

%Cost Net % 
Cost Revenue Recovery Cost Youth Youth Adult Total 

COMMUNITY CENTERS 
Dishman $291,100 $27,400 9% $263,700 62,100 50% 62,100 124,200 
Fulton 135,400 20,800 15% 114,600 32,000 60% 21,400 53,400 
Hillside 221,200 55,200 25% 166,000 40,900 86% 6,600 47,500 
Montavilla 209,700 24,500 12% 185,200 38,400 63% 22,800 61,200 
Mt. Scott 375,000 78,300 21% 296,700 47,600 49% 48,600 96,200 
Overlook 115,200 24,000 21% 91,200 21,600 32% 46,600 68,200 
Peninsula 296,500 17,200 6% 279,300 69,700 87% 10,800 80,500 
Sellwood 296,500 49,600 17% 246,900 48,200 66% 24,800 73,000 
St. Johns 248,500 15,500 6% 233,000 34,000 66% 17,400 51,400 
University Park 270,300 14,200 5% 256,100 54,700 60% 36,900 91,600 
Woodstock 127,100 28,000 22% 99,100 8,300 43% 10,800 19,100 

Totals $2,586,500 $354,700 14% $2,231,800 457,500 60% 308,800 766,300 

COMMUNITY SCHOOLS 
Abernethy $50,800 $8,600 17% $42,200 13,000 56% 10,100 23,100 
Alameda 67,300 34,200 51% 33,100 13,100 55% 10,900 24,000 
Atkinson 58,100 15,900 27% 42,200 9,600 44% 12,400 22,000 
Bridlemile 55,000 12,900 23% 42,100 46,800 87% 7,300 54,100 
Brooklyn 49,900 7,200 14% 42,700 19,200 70% 8,100 27,300 
Gregory Heights 57,000 11,400 20% 45,600 9,300 53% 8,300 17,600 
Irvington 54,000 11,100 21% 42,900 9,000 61% 5,800 14,800 
Markham 72,200 26,000 36% 46,200 44,900 55% 37,000 81,900 
MLC 62,700 24,500 39% 38,200 9,600 22% 33,400 43,000 
Mt. Tabor 62,700 21,100 34% 41,600 21,700 60% 14,300 36,000 
Ockley Green 46,200 5,100 11% 41,100 13,400 67% 6,500 19,900 
Parkrose 52,300 5,200 10% 47,100 4,900 61% 3,100 8,000 
Portsmouth 51,800 3,800 7% 48,000 8,500 66% 4,400 12,900 
Scott 61,200 15,500 25% 45,700 26,200 54% 22,600 48,800 
Sunnyside 57,700 13,500 23% 44,200 3,200 25% 9,700 12,900 
Whitaker 45,800 2,400 5% 43,400 17,500 49% 17,900 35,400 

Totals $904,700 $218,400 24% $686,300 269,900 56% 211,800 481,700 

(continued) 
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Operating Costs and Revenues Participant Hours 

%Cost Net % 
Cost Revenue Recovery Cost Youth Youth Adult Total 

ATHLETICS 
Softball NIA NIA NIA 267,800 32% 562,500 830,300 
Baseball NIA NIA NIA 344,200 92% 28,800 373,000 
Football NIA NIA NIA 44,000 66% 23,000 67,000 
Soccer NIA NIA NIA 136,900 100% 0 136,900 
Basketball NIA NIA NIA 87;700 53% 76,800 164;500 
Volleyball NIA NIA • NIA 12,200 30% 28,800 41,000 
Wrestling Fitness NIA NIA NIA 1,500 100% 0 1,500 
Sports Fitness NIA NIA NIA 36,000 100% 0 36,000 
Fencing NIA NIA NIA 3,000 100% 0 3,000 
Badminton NIA NIA NIA 1,000 32% 2,100 3,100 
Track & Field NIA NIA NIA 8,300 73% 3,000 11,300 
Cross Country NIA NIA NIA 1,600 100% 0 1,600 

Totals $1,596,800 $216,400 14% $1,380,400 944,200 57% 725,000 1,669,200 

AQUATICS (Pools) 
Abernethy NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 
Buckman NIA NIA NIA 21,600 57% 16,000 37,600 
Columbia NIA NIA NIA 64,900 58% 46,800 111,700 
Creston NIA NIA NIA 18,800 80% 4,600 23,400 
Dishman NIA NIA NIA 11,400 92% 1,000 12,400 
Grant NIA NIA NIA 33,500 82% 7,500 41,000 
MLC NIA NIA NIA 11,600 41% 16,700 28,300 
Montavilla NIA NIA NIA 24,500 83% 5,000 29,500 
Mt Scott NIA NIA NIA 26,600 84% 5,200 31,800 
Peninsula NIA NIA NIA 8,000 84% 1,500 9,500 
Pier NIA NIA NIA 19,100 81% 4,500 23,600 
PCCISylvania * NIA NIA NIA 6,100 100% 0 6,100 
Sellwood NIA NIA NIA 28,300 82% 6,300 34,600 
Wilson NIA NIA NIA 29,600 82% 6,600 36,200 
Woodlawn NIA NIA NIA .5,000 100% 0 5,000 

Totals $1,125,500 $302,900 27% $822,600 309,000 72% 121,700 430,700 

• Use of the PCC/Sylvania pool is limited to lessons on Saturdays 
and Is not considered a Bureau-operated facility. 

(continued) 
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Appendix B 

Operating Costs and Revenues Participant Hours 

%Cost Net % 
Cost Revenue Recovery Cost Youth Youth Adult Total 

TENNIS 
Portland Center $311,500 $180,700 58% $130,800 7,700 8% 92,300 100,000 
St. Johns Center 135,500 47,200 35% 88,300 1,200 9% 12,000 13,200 

Totals $447,000 $227,900 51% $219,100 8,900 8% 104,300 113,200 

SPECIAL RECREATION 
Outdoor Rec. $216,600 $146,600 68% $70,000 14,200 16% 76,900 91,100 
Disabled Citizens 173,800 11,800 7% 162,000 5,900 30% 13,600 19,500 
Senior Citizens 150,200 30,100 20% 120,100 0 0% 40,900 40,900 

Totals $540,600 $188,500 35% $352,100 20,100 13% 131,400 151,500 

CITY ARTS 
Outdoor Events $89,900 $45,200 50% $44,700 15,400 25% 46,300 61,700 
Childrens Museum 578,300 144,800 25% 433,500 85,000 70% 37,200 122,200 
Comm. Music Ctr. 208,600 51,400 25% 157,200 21,500 54% 18,200 39,700 
Mult. Art Center 419,200 200,500 48% 218,700 59,400 25% 174,500 233,900 
Performing Arts 836,400 97,400 12% 739,000 103,300 55% 86,000 189,300 
Pittock Mansion 377,400 158,100 42% 219,300 65,300 25% 196,000 261,300 

Totals $2,509,800 $697,400 28% $1,812,400 349,900 39% 558,200 908,100 

SUMMER PLA VG ROUNDS 

Totals $191,500 $13,000 7% $178,500 522,000 100% 0 522,000 

ALL RECREATION PROGRAMS 

Grand Totals $9,902,400 $2,219,200 22% $7,683,200 2,881,500 57% 2,161,200 5,042,700 

(continued) 
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NOTES: 

Net Cost = Costs minus revenues 

N/ A = Data not available 

Sources for data presented: 

1. Costs were obtained from the City's accounting system (FMS). 
Support costs such as Bureau administration, facilities and grounds 
maintenance, and capital improvements were allocated as follows: 
a) Bureau administrative overhead was allocated to each program 
based on its share of total direct costs; b) the FMS contained gross 
facilities maintenance cost figures for recreation, and we allocated 
these costs to individual programs based on their share of total direct 
recreation costs; c) allocation of Bureau grounds maintenance costs 
were made by muttiplying labor hours at specific sites (per the 
Bureau's MMS) times the Bureau's billing rate for grounds labor; and 
d) capital improvement costs were adjusted by using a five-year 
annual average and allocating a proportionate share of these costs 
to each program site. 

2. Revenue figures were obtained from the City's FMS records. 

3. Participation data for most programs were obtained from weekly 
attendance reports. Because attendance reports were not 
maintained in a consistent manner, we interviewed program staff for 
clarification of the data. There were some inconsistencies in the 
data. For example, some participants were double counted by both 
athletics and community schools and by both athletics and aquatics. 
In addition, we found that community school participation statistics 
included events sponsored by public schools, not the Bureau, and 
that no participation data were maintained for Abernethy Pool. 

Participation in athletics was estimated based on the number and 
size of teams playing in each sport. Participation at the City's two 
tennis centers was estimated by the Bureau's tennis director. 
Included in Portland Tennis Center numbers are 50,000 hours in 
structured tennis activities at outdoor tennis courts located 
throughout the City (e.g., Washington Park and Grant High School). 
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CllY OF PORTLAND 
BUREAU OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

1120 S.W. 5TH, ROOM 1302 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1933 

(503) 796-5193 
MIKE LINDBERG, Commissioner CHARLES JORDAN, Director 

DATE: August 6, 1991 

TO: Barbara Clark 
city Auditor 

MEMORANDUM 

c--~ - --'\ ~--· 
FROM: Charles Jordan, Superintende~~ -

SUBJECT: Auditor's Office Report on the 
Bureau of Parks and Recreation 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recently completed 
Auditor's Office report on the Bureau of Parks and Recreation 
entitled "Opportunities to Enhance Services through Improved 
Management." On behalf of the Bureau, I am pleased to have the 
results of your comprehensive study and welcome the analysis and 
recommendations contained within it. 

The report identifies several management challenges, and provides 
a useful analysis of Bureau operations. The independent research 
conducted by the Auditor's Office confirms and reinforces many of 
the Bureau's stated needs and objectives while providing additional 
insight and documentation. In general, Bureau management agree 
with and support many of the conclusions reached by the Auditor's 
Office. 

The report acknowledges the complexity of Bureau operations and the 
challenges inherent in meeting competing and growing recreation 
demands with fewer full-time staff. The information collected on 
Bureau budget, staffing trends and the rise in employee costs above 
inflation is of value to Bureau management and staff, setting a 
larger comparative context for Bureau decisions. 

The report identifies the increased workload resulting from the 
Bureau's aging park system, and substantiates the Bureau's 
identified FY 91-92 budget priority to focus resources on 
infrastructure preservation. The need for a more comprehensive and 
quantifiable approach to setting recreation program goals and fees 
is well defined in the report, providing the Bureau with specific 
recommendations concerning management information requirements and 
collection of participant and cost recovery data. Improving 
Bureau-wide information technology systems capability and applying 
data to management decisions supports the recent work of the 
Bureau's Automation Steering Committee and provides specific 
suggestions for the Bureau to incorporate into the Automation Plan. 
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Audit report findings and recommendations are already being 
utilized for objective analysis and conclusions about the Bureau 
and its management opportunities. Information provided in the 
audit report is now being incorporated into the final version of 
the Request-for-Proposal to implement the Bureau Automation Plan. 
Suggestions for improving cost recovery and participant data 
collection are being integrated with current revisions to the 
City's Integrated Business Information System (IBIS) center codes. 

The Auditor's findings are also being reviewed in the context of 
completing the final Futures Report for consideration and approval 
by the City council later this year. Observations concerning the 
Bureau's capital process are being incorporated into the proposed 
internal revisions to the Bureau's capital improvement process now 
underway. 

These examples demonstrate the Bureau's ongoing commitment to 
identify and address its management challenges through a variety of 
means, including information resulting from periodic reviews 
conducted by the Auditor's office. This next section summarizes 
the major findings in the Auditor's report and highlights the 
Bureau's response to them. 

CLEARER GOALS AND PRIORITIES NEEDED - The Auditor's report suggests 
that the Park Futures master plan more clearly identify capital 
spending priori ties. This point is well taken. The available data 
is viewed as a major source of decision-making information that 
should be combined with the actual operating and maintenance costs 
and experience of Bureau management and staff serving the public. 
The Bureau intends to more closely rely upon all of these sources 
of information and to tighten the decision-making process used for 
identifying capital priorities. The Bureau agrees it is critical 
that its short and long-term capital expenditure priorities be more 
focused and that management and budget decisions are consistent 
with the achievement of identified priorities. 

In the final version of the Park Futures report, language will be 
clarified to convey that the master plan is intended to serve as 
the general framework and guide for the Bureau's capital spending. 
The language of the plan will also be revised to clearly 
communicate the Bureau's intent to preserve enough flexibility in 
its capital spending to take advantage of unforeseen opportunities. 
The Bureau has and will continue to make conscious choices to 
allocate resources that improve or enhance the park system through 
partnerships with others, thereby leveraging various funding 
sources for the benefit of the public good and the system as a 
whole. 

The Bureau is in agreement with the report's stated need to 
establish policies on recreation fees and quantifiable service and 
financial recreation goals. Prompted by the passage of the 
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property tax limitation measure, the Bureau revised its fee policy 
and structure by comparing the value of its property and facilities 
to other like jurisdictions and businesses. More analysis is 
planned to refine the recreation fee policy, especially with the 
benefit of a year of operating with increased fees. From the 
Bureau's perspective, such analysis should include cost recovery 
guidelines by program area and location, allowing for flexibility 
and diversity at the local community center, school and 
neighborhood level. 

The need to collect, analyze and apply recreation participation and 
cost data to management decisions is understood and supported by 
the Bureau. The Bureau's initial attempt to collect this and other 
detailed information proved to be too cumbersome and is now being 
simplified. current Bureau efforts to consolidate reporting and 
data collection for youth, cost recovery and other facets of Bureau 
activities are generally in keeping with the conclusions of the 
Auditor's report. 

In addition, the Auditor's report seems to imply that recreation 
participation rates and cost recovery rates should be relied upon 
to measure program effectiveness. The Auditor's report further 
implies that the Bureau ought to "set goals for the number and 
percent of youth, adult or other service groups they wish to serve 

" 
The Bureau concurs with the need to improve participation data 
collection and cost information as one component for evaluating a 
program's effectiveness. A target percentage of the population 
reached may provide useful information as would the rate of cost 
recovery by location. However, the Bureau adheres to a philosophy 
that such data must be combined with the program knowledge and 
actual experience of Bureau staff and recreation participants. 
This adds factors for program quality and demand for service to any 
evaluation. When assessing and defining program needs and resource 
requirements, the Bureau intends to first improve its data 
collection systems and combine such information with the experience 
of program staff and management. 

INADEQUATE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION - The Bureau is largely in 
agreement with the Auditor's report conclusions and recommendations 
pertaining to management information needs. Much attention in the 
report is focused on the shortcomings of the initial maintenance 
management system. Bureau managers analyzed and made intentional 
decisions not to proceed with full implementation of the initial 
maintenance management system for a variety of specific reasons. 
However, the fact remains that the Bureau is in critical need of 
improved maintenance information to assist supervisors in 
identifying priorities, allocating resources and evaluating 
achievements. 
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Whereas in the past, information technology needs have been 
identified and pursued on an individual division or work unit 
basis, the Bureau Automation Plan identifies Bureau-wide 
information and data collection requirements and priorities. The 
Audi tor's report acknowledges the Bureau's automation planning 
efforts and stresses the importance of Bureau management committing 
the time necessary to clarify and confirm information needs. This 
is the Bureau's intent. 

MONITORING OF PERFORMANCE CAN BE IMPROVED - The Bureau endorses the 
performance monitoring philosophy outlined in the Auditor's report. 
This philosophy is also consistent with the stated Bureau priority 
to II invest in employees. 11 For the Bureau to have the most 
effective programs possible would require instituting new 
performance standards and measurements to be revisited on an annual 
basis. The Bureau also supports City-wide adoption of an employee 
evaluation process for appraising accomplishments and agrees with 
report conclusions that such a system would help address classic 
personnel communication, training and accountability issues. 

The achievement of all these performance monitoring ends requires 
investment by all members of the organization, strong management 
commitment and personnel resources. It is the Bureau's intent to 
develop such a program internally with input from Bureau employees, 
benefiting also from the efforts of other City agencies that have 
adopted this approach. 

In conclusion, the Bureau understands that to fully implement the 
Auditor's report recommendations would require the re-allocation of 
already overloaded existing resources or the addition of new 
resources. Some assistance in further identifying the Bureau's 
resource shortages and defining ways to overcome the obstacles 
inhibiting the Bureau from accomplishing the report's worthwhile 
recommendations might have been more thoroughly discussed. 

The Bureau appreciates the analys i s conducted and the perspectives 
offered by the Auditor's Office. The report findings and 
conclusions will serve as a reference for the Bureau as continuing 
efforts are made to improve the quality of both our internal 
operations and the parks and recreation services delivered to the 
public. Th~nk you. 
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THIS REPORT IS INTENDED TO PROMOTE 
BEST POSSIBLE MANAGEMENT OF PUBLIC RESOURCES 

You are welcome to keep this copy if it is useful to you. 
If you no longer need this copy, you are encouraged to return it to: 

Audit Services Division 
City of Portland 

1220 S.W. 5th Avenue, Room 120 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

We maintain an inventory of past audit reports and your 
cooperation will help us save on extra copying costs. 


