Funding Documentation Review 
	Source
	Indicated throughout workpaper. 

	Purpose
	Verify cost controls per fieldwork objective 2, Task 4. 

	Methodology
	See full methodology. 

	Conclusion
	· I determined that five of the eight projects had estimations for O&M, MM, and lifecycle replacement costs at time the asset was planned in the CIP or requested through the Requested Budget. [here]
· [bookmark: _Hlk202170630]I determined that none of the eight projects had funding plans for MM, and lifecycle replacement costs. Which meant plans were not included in the Adopted budget. [here]
· I determined that none of the eight projects had been recommended with the resources to operate, maintain and replace the resulting assets over the assets projected lifecycle. [here]. 

	Preparer Name
Date
	Mason Atkin
5/14/2025

	Reviewer 
Date [optional]
	KC Jones
9/12/25


[bookmark: _13_Amenities_listed][bookmark: _Methodology][bookmark: _Summary]
Job number and name		Workpaper number
Job 548 Parks Fiscal Management		D-02-00-01
· 
Document1
		1 of 1
	[bookmark: _Document_Review]Cost Control – FW Plan 
	Criteria
	Label
	Required Evidence 

	Determine if the Bureau estimated full O&M major maintenance and lifecycle costs at the time a new capital asset was planned in the CIP or requested through the Requested Budget. Per fieldwork objective 2, Task 4, Step b.
	Criteria 1: Estimates 

FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A1
	1a
	Cost estimates for full O&M. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete. 	Comment by Atkin, Mason: Idea to not lose: Pauline indicated twice in interviews that the 30-60-90 O&M calculations do not always happen. Also I have heard through interviews that scope change happens - people try to do as much as they can when working on a particular site. 

	
	
	1b
	Cost estimates for major maintenance, and lifecycle costs. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete.

	
	
	1c
	Cost estimates for Capital Replacement. Needs to include date for when cost estimates were complete.

	
	
	2
	Evidence of when project was planned in CIP or evidence of when project was requested in requested budget: 

	[bookmark: fundingplancrit]Verify existence of funding plans for the new capital asset’s costs and their inclusion in the adopted budgets. Per fieldwork objective 2, Task 4, Step c.
	Criteria 2: Funding Plans 

FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A2
	3
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs  

	
	
	4
	Evidence of funding plan inclusion in adopted budget: 

	Determine if each capital project was recommended with the resources to operate and maintain the asset over its projected lifecycle. Per fieldwork objective 2, Task 4, Step d. 
	Criteria 3:
Recommendation 

FIN 2.19 Asset Management PDF2 A
	3 (repeat)
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs  

	[bookmark: reccriteria]
	
	5
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project: 


Required Evidence, Criteria, and the FW plan A



Identifying Funding Controls
Summary
	Project
	Criteria 1: Estimates
	Criteria 2: Funding Plans
	Criteria 3: Recommendations
	Total Criteria Followed 

	Creston Skatepark
	No
	No
	No
	0/3

	North Park Block Extension
	No
	No
	No
	0/3

	Old Town Skatepark
	Yes
	No
	No
	1/3

	University Park
	No
	No
	No
	0/3

	Conway Slabtown
	Yes 
	No
	No
	1/3

	Mill Park
	Yes
	No
	No
	1/3

	Laurelhurst Activation
	Yes
	No
	No
	1/3

	Parklane Park 
	Yes 
	No
	No
	1/3


By Criteria 
[bookmark: _Criteria_1:_Estimates]Criteria 1: Estimates
FIN 2.03 “At the time a new capital asset or equipment is planned in the CIP or requested through the Requested Budget, bureaus shall estimate the full operations and maintenance (O&M), major maintenance, and lifecycle replacements costs for that asset. “
[bookmark: estimates]I determined that five of the eight projects were following Criteria 1. 
	
	Dated Cost Estimates
	
	

	Project
	O&M
	MM
	Lifecycle
	Inclusion in Requested budget or CIP 
	Is criteria being followed? 

	Creston Skatepark
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No

	North Park Block Extension
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Old Town Skatepark
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	University Park
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Conway Slabtown
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 

	Mill Park
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Laurelhurst Activation
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Parklane Park 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes 



[bookmark: _Criteria_2:_Funding]Criteria 2: Funding Plans
[bookmark: _Hlk202173568]FIN 2.03 “A funding plan for the O&M, major maintenance and lifecycle replacement costs shall be included as part of the Adopted budget.”
[bookmark: fundingplans]I determined that none of the eight projects were following Criteria 2.
	
	Funding plans
	
	

	Project
	O&M	Comment by Atkin, Mason: Auditor note: 

When I showed this information to Parks staff, they said that O&M was funded by the levy. 

I need to confirm that Parks has dedicated the levy resources to the O&M of these assets. 
	MM
	Lifecycle
	Inclusion in Adopted budget
	Is criteria being followed? 

	Creston Skatepark
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	North Park Block Extension
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Old Town Skatepark
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	University Park
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Conway Slabtown
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Mill Park
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Laurelhurst Activation
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Parklane Park 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No



[bookmark: _Criteria_3:_Recommendation]Criteria 3: Recommendation 
FIN 2.19 “Each City bureau that manages capital assets shall only recommend capital projects with the resources to operate, maintain and replace the resulting assets over the assets projected life-cycle.” 
I determined that none of the eight projects were following Criteria 3.
	
	Funding plans
	
	

	Project
	O&M	Comment by Atkin, Mason: Auditor note: 

When I showed this information to Parks staff, they said that O&M was funded by the levy. 

I need to confirm that Parks has dedicated the levy resources to the O&M of these assets. 
	MM
	Lifecycle
	Bureau Director recommendation 
	Is criteria being followed? 

	Creston Skatepark
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	North Park Block Extension
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	Old Town Skatepark
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	University Park
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Conway Slabtown
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Mill Park
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No

	Laurelhurst Activation
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Parklane Park 
	No
	No
	No
	No*
	No



*Parklane evidence included a Director signed recommendation project list for additional funding; but not the original. 
[bookmark: _Creston_Skatepark][bookmark: cresthead]
Project Analysis
Creston Skatepark
Verification of cost controls:
	Criteria
	Label
	Required Evidence 
	Source
	Is criteria being followed?

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A1
	1a
	Cost estimates for full O&M. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete. 
	$96,400 [D-02-01-00]
Feb 2025 
	[bookmark: creston1]No

	
	1b
	Cost estimates for major maintenance, and lifecycle costs. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete.
	No estimates [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	1c
	Cost estimates for Capital Replacement. Needs to include date for when cost estimates were complete.
	No estimates [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	2
	Evidence of when project was planned in CIP or evidence of when project was requested in requested budget: 
	Not in budget yet [D-02-01-00]
Not in CIP [D-02-01-00]
	

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A2
	3
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs  
	No evidence
	[bookmark: creston2]No

	
	4
	Evidence of funding plan inclusion in adopted budget: 
	If 3 doesn’t exist, this can’t exist
	

	FIN 2.19 Asset Management PDF2 A
	3 (repeat)
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs
	No evidence 
	[bookmark: creston3again]No

	
	5
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project
	12/16/2022. [D-02-01-01 PDF1 B]


	



Notes: 
· FY23 was the first expense. [D-02-01-00] How are they spending money on projects that have not yet been approved through the budget? 
· Have not yet calculated RACC because unannounced SDC funding [D-02-01-00]
· O&M estimate [D-02-01-00]. Parks reports it was Feb 2025: Is there a way to confirm that? There’s a -$25,000 adjustment made to plazas. Unclear why.  
· Director Recommendation [D-02-01-01]. File notes that the project is a commissioner request being prioritized to deal with “DIY” issues, and that a site had not yet been finalized for the project. [PDF1 A1,A2] I would like to see evidence of when Parks explained to the Commissioner that the request violates financial policy.	Comment by Atkin, Mason: I need to try and establish cause more for some of these…For an element related to not taking responsibility of managing parks resources. 

Can you show me evidence of when you:
Explained to Commissioners that their wishes countered financial policies 
Explained to commissioners that their wishes went against the level of service
Explained to the community that their wishes went against the level of service 
· Creston skatepark has been allocated $5Million in funding (all SDC), and the total spend in Summer 2024 was $298,163. [D-01-01, PDF58 A]. 
[bookmark: creston3]Files shared
	Link
	File Name
	File Notes

	D-02-01-01
	2022-12-15 FY23-24 CAPITAL GROWTH LIST OF PROJECTS RECOMMENDED FINAL COMMISSIONER APPROVAL DAL CCR
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project on 12/16/2022. [PDF1 B]







North Park Block Extension 	Comment by Atkin, Mason: Note that NPBE apparently includes reservable picnic areas D-02-02-00 Tab O&M North Park Blocks	Comment by Atkin, Mason: I need to check all O&M amenities shared with me vs what I had seen so far in my work. 
Verification of cost controls
	Criteria
	Label
	Required Evidence 
	Source
	Is criteria being followed?

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A1
	1a
	Cost estimates for full O&M. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete. 
	$292,997, “2023” [D-02-01-00]
$241,057, no date [D-02-01-02a]
$260,479, 1/15/2020   [D-02-01-02c, PDF1 C]
	[bookmark: NP1]No

	
	1b
	Cost estimates for major maintenance, and lifecycle costs. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete.
	No estimates [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	1c
	Cost estimates for Capital Replacement. Needs to include date for when cost estimates were complete.
	No estimates [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	2
	Evidence of when project was planned in CIP or evidence of when project was requested in requested budget: 
	Not in budget yet [D-02-01-00]
Not in CIP [D-02-01-00]
	

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A2
	3
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs  
	No evidence
	[bookmark: NP2]No

	
	4
	Evidence of funding plan inclusion in adopted budget: 
	If 3 doesn’t exist, this can’t exist
	

	FIN 2.19 Asset Management PDF2 A
	3 (repeat)
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs
	No evidence 
	[bookmark: NP3]No

	
	5
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project
	1/15/2020. [D-02-01-02c PDF1, A,B]


	




Note:
· FY21 was the first expense [D-02-01-00] How are they spending money on projects that have not been in the budget?
· Have not yet calculated RACC because unannounced SDC funding [D-02-01-00]
· NPBE has been allocated $8Million in funding (all SDC), and the total spend in Summer 2024 was $658,491. [D-01-01, PDF59 A]. 
· There are three different estimates for O&M. Why is that? Can I verify the $292,997, “2023” date? [D-02-01-00]
Files Shared 
D-02-01-02 Series: 3 files
	Link
	File Name
	File Notes

	D-02-01-02a
	2023 North Park Blocks Extension O&M Template - Copy
	O&M cost estimate. Does not include date. 

	D-02-01-02b
	Broadway-Corridor_Dir_Briefing Memo 2019022
	Director briefing. 

Unclear how this connects to funding; I do not see a connection to funding within it. I searched the document for “funding”, “operations”, “maintenance”, “O&M”, “cost” and “fund” and didn’t find anything. 

	D-02-01-02c
	Commissioner-Director_Funding_Approvals_1.16.2020
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project on 1/15/2020. [PDF1, A,B]

Notes a preliminary O&M estimate of $260,479 [PDF1 C].





Old Town Skatepark 	Comment by Atkin, Mason: Note that the park appears to include “ranger services” and restrooms and a plaza. Some items were not counted during my amenity analysis. D-02-01-00 tab O&M Old Town Skatepark
Verification of cost controls
	Criteria
	Label
	Required Evidence 
	Source
	Is criteria being followed?

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A1
	1a
	Cost estimates for full O&M. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete. 
	$869,702, March 2025 [D-02-01-00]
$300,000, 11/13/2023   [D-02-01-03, PDF1 F]
Note.
	Yes

	[bookmark: otsestimates]
	1b
	Cost estimates for major maintenance, and lifecycle costs. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete.
	$450,000 [D-02-01-00]
Not dated
Note
	

	
	1c
	Cost estimates for Capital Replacement. Needs to include date for when cost estimates were complete.
	$375,000 [D-02-01-00]
Not dated
Note
	

	
	2
	Evidence of when project was planned in CIP or evidence of when project was requested in requested budget: 
	Budget: FY25-26 [D-02-01-03a, PDF17 A]
CIP:  FY25-26 [D-02-01-00]

Note: Project money spent before it appeared in budget. Budget FY25-26 indicates prior year expenditures. Budget FY24-25 indicates spending began in FY23-24. [D-02-01-03c PDF58, A]. Neither FY23-24 [D-02-01-03b PDF31, A] or FY24-25 [D-02-01-03c PDF34, A] include budgeting for the project. 
	

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A2
	3
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs  
	No evidence
	[bookmark: ot2]No

	
	4
	Evidence of funding plan inclusion in adopted budget: 
	If 3 doesn’t exist, this can’t exist
	

	FIN 2.19 Asset Management PDF2 A
	3 (repeat)
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs
	No evidence 
	[bookmark: ot3]No

	
	5
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project
	11/13/2023. [D-02-01-03 PDF1, A,B]


	


Notes
· FY24 was the first expense [D-02-01-00]
· NPBE has been allocated $15Million in funding (all SDC), and the total spend in Summer 2024 was $26,781. [D-01-01, PDF59 B]. 
· O&M Estimate
·  includes a +$30,000 estimate for skate park line item [D-02-01-00] 
· Appears to have been calculated in March 2025. It is unclear if that was before the requested budget came out, as it is not dated. [D-02-01-03a]. 
· Reported MM calculation: 15,000,000*3% = $450,000. Is this sufficient? 
· Reported CR calculation: 15,000,000 / xx = $375,000. XX = 40 years. Why was 40 years chosen?  
· Budget shared is for FY25-26: I am seeking evidence that the first time money is requested for the project, O&M, MM and CR have already been calculated. The first expense was FY24. 
· Need evidence of it being included in CIP. 
Files Shared 
1 file
	Link
	File Name
	File Notes

	D-02-01-03
	1B. 2023-11-17 CO APPROVED FY 24-25 Central City Growth Projects 11_17_23
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project on 11/13/2023. [PDF1, A,B]

Notes indicate it is a Commissioner priority project [PDF1 D] and that an amendment is required to add the Old Town Skatepark to the CIP [PDF1 C]. Also indicate that the project assumes that a property agreement is worked out. [PDF1 E]

Preliminary O&M is estimated at $300,000 [F]. 




University Park 
Verification of cost controlsA

	Criteria
	Label
	Required Evidence 
	Source
	Is criteria being followed?

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A1
	1a
	Cost estimates for full O&M. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete. 
	No estimate yet; placeholder calculated at $150,000 [D-02-01-00, and D-02-01-00]
See note

	[bookmark: up1]No

	
	1b
	Cost estimates for major maintenance, and lifecycle costs. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete.
	No estimates [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	1c
	Cost estimates for Capital Replacement. Needs to include date for when cost estimates were complete.
	No estimates [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	2
	Evidence of when project was planned in CIP or evidence of when project was requested in requested budget: 
	Not in budget yet [D-02-01-00]
Not in CIP [D-02-01-00]
	

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A2
	3
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs  
	No evidence
	[bookmark: up2]No

	
	4
	Evidence of funding plan inclusion in adopted budget: 
	If 3 doesn’t exist, this can’t exist
	

	FIN 2.19 Asset Management PDF2 A
	3 (repeat)
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs
	No evidence 
	[bookmark: up3]No

	
	5
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project
	No evidence 


	



Notes
· No expenses yet [D-02-01-00]
· Reported OM calculation: 1,800,000*3% = $54,000. Is this sufficient? It does not match the placeholder estimate shared in the excel that does not yet have a date [D-02-01-00, and D-02-01-00]. Unclear what the date was of it’s calculation. 
· NPBE has been allocated $1.8Million in funding (all SDC), and the total spend in Summer 2024 was $0. [D-01-01, PDF60 A]. 

Files shared 
D-02-01-04 Series: 3 files
	Link
	File Name
	File Notes

	D-02-01-04a
	1. FY 21-22 Growth Capital Projects Proposed for Director Review 2021-01-14 FINAL CCR 2021.01.29
	Signed form: Does not indicate anything about University. 

	D-02-01-04b
	FW_ O&M University
	March 18, 2025 Email states that no O&M discussed: they don’t know yet what amenities are going in. 

	D-02-01-04c
	Parks SDC Program - Funding Scenarios_11.13.23 (Presented to CO)
	Shows a mention of allocated money to University Park. Does not include information as to the first director approval. 

	
	
	



· 

Conway Slabtown
[bookmark: _Verification_of_cost_1]Verification of cost controls
	Criteria
	Label
	Required Evidence 
	Source
	Is criteria being followed? 

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A1
	1a
	Cost estimates for full O&M. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete. 
	No estimate yet; placeholder calculated at $150,000 [D-02-01-00]

	[bookmark: cs1]Yes

	[bookmark: csestimates]
	1b
	Cost estimates for major maintenance, and lifecycle costs. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete.
	$150,000 [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	1c
	Cost estimates for Capital Replacement. Needs to include date for when cost estimates were complete.
	$250,000 [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	2
	Evidence of when project was planned in CIP or evidence of when project was requested in requested budget: 
	FY21-22  [D-02-01-05a, PDF52 A]
CIP: FY21-22 [D-02-01-00]
	

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A2
	3
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs  
	No evidence
	No

	
	4
	Evidence of funding plan inclusion in adopted budget: 
	If 3 doesn’t exist, this can’t exist
	

	FIN 2.19 Asset Management PDF2 A
	3 (repeat)
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs
	No evidence 
	[bookmark: cs3]No

	
	5
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project
	No evidence 


	



Notes
· FY14-15 was the first expense [D-02-01-00]
· Have not verified CIP inclusion – but do not need to because the FY21-22 Budget includes it  
· FY21-22 Budget includes 
· In Capital Improvement Plan Summaries, Conway Property Development as a Capital Program Project with a total project cost of $5M [D-02-01-05a, PDF52 A]
· In CIP Summary, Slabtown Park Conway Development as a Bureau Capital Program Project with a 5-year total cost of $4,993,000 [D-02-01-05a, PDF31 A]
· Conway Slabtown has been allocated $5Million in funding (all SDC), and the total spend in Summer 2024 was $21,594. [D-01-01, PDF58 B]. 
· Reported OM calculation: 5,000,000*3% = $150,000. Is this sufficient? Unclear what the date was of it’s calculation. 
· Reported MM calculation: 5,000,000*3% = $150,000. Is this sufficient? 
· Reported CR calculation: 5,000,000 / xx = $250,000. Xx = 20 years. Why was 20 years chosen. Why does it vary from the year count of Old town?  
· Budget shared is for FY21-22: I am seeking evidence that the first time money is requested for the project, O&M, MM and CR have already been calculated. The first expense was FY14-15. Need another budget. 
Files shared 
File:
	Link
	File Name
	File Notes

	D-02-01-05
	SDC Funding Priorities 2.4.16 Commissioner Direction
	A list of projects approved for funding dated 2/4/2016. It shows the Con-Way /Slabtown property with a project name of Address Funding Gap, requesting $2M. A note indicates that it is on the current SDC-CIP list. [PDF1 highlight]






Mill Park
Verification of cost controls
	Criteria
	Label
	Required Evidence 
	Source
	Is criteria being followed? 

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A1
	1a
	Cost estimates for full O&M. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete. 
	$531,632 [D-02-01-00]

	[bookmark: mp1]Yes

	[bookmark: mpestimates]
	1b
	Cost estimates for major maintenance, and lifecycle costs. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete.
	$396,000 [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	1c
	Cost estimates for Capital Replacement. Needs to include date for when cost estimates were complete.
	$661,000 [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	2
	Evidence of when project was planned in CIP or evidence of when project was requested in requested budget: 
	FY21-22  [D-02-01-05a, PDF31 B]
CIP: FY21-22 [D-02-01-00]

Note: Project money spent before it appeared in budget. Budget FY21-22 indicates prior year expenditures. [D-02-01-05a, PDF31 B]. Parks reported FY21 was the first expense[D-02-01-00].  Budget FY20-21 does not indicate any spending on the project. [D-02-01-06d, pdf 38 A].
	

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A2
	3
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs  
	No evidence
	[bookmark: mp2]No

	
	4
	Evidence of funding plan inclusion in adopted budget: 
	If 3 doesn’t exist, this can’t exist
	

	FIN 2.19 Asset Management PDF2 A
	3 (repeat)
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs
	No evidence 
	[bookmark: mp3]No

	
	5
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project
	1/15/2020 [D-02-01-06c]


	



Notes
· FY21 was the first expense [D-02-01-00] Verify first expense years. 
· Did not verify CIP inclusion – but do not need to, as the budget inclusion is sufficient 
· FY21-22 Budget includes 
· In Capital Improvement Plan Summaries, NEW-Mill Park Development Phase 1 as a Capital Program Project with a total project cost of $6.5M [D-02-01-05a, PDF60 A]
· In CIP Summary, NEW-Mill Park Development Phase 1 as a Bureau Capital Program Project with a 5-year total cost of $6,480,000 [D-02-01-05a, PDF31 B]
· Mill Park has been allocated $13.22Million in funding (all SDC), and the total spend in Summer 2024 was $7,419,650. [D-01-01, PDF59 C]. 
· OM calculation was dated Sep 2022. Can I verify that? 
· Reported MM calculation: 13,220,000*3% = $396,000. Is this sufficient? 
· Reported CR calculation: 13,220,000 / xx = $661,000. Xx = 20 years. Why was 20 years chosen. Why does it vary from the year count of Old town?  
· Budget shared is for FY21-22: I am seeking evidence that the first time money is requested for the project, O&M, MM and CR have already been calculated. According to the FY21-22 budget, there was $20,000 spent in prior years. [D-02-01-05a, PDF31 C].  
[bookmark: _Files_shared]Files shared 
D-02-01-06 Series: 3 files
	Link
	File Name
	File Notes

	D-02-01-06a
	1. FY 21-22 Growth Capital Projects Proposed for Director Review 2021-01-14 FINAL CCR 2021.01.29 (002)
	Director signed recommended projects list for Mill Park Phase 2 and an acquisition next to Mill Park. [PDF1 A,B]. Recommended 1/26/21. 

Includes estimated O&M for Phase 2 Development. [PDF1 C].

	D-02-01-06b
	23-02_Mill Park_SDC Funding Request Approval Form_cjc_TL-DAL-CDR
	SDC Funding Request Approval Form for Mill Park Development. Requesting $2,820,000 in SDC funds.[PDF1 highlights] Recommended by Director on May 23, 2023. [PDF2 highlights]

Approval for SDC funds is not the same as a funding plan. 

	D-02-01-06c
	Commissioner-Director_Funding_Approvals_1.16.2020
	Director signed recommended projects list for Mill Park Development on 1/15/2020. [PDF1 highlights]


[bookmark: _Laurelhurst_Park_Activation]


Laurelhurst Park Activation 
Verification of cost controls
	Criteria
	Label
	Required Evidence 
	Source
	Is criteria being followed?

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A1
	1a
	Cost estimates for full O&M. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete. 
	$43,256 [D-02-01-00] Dated Oct 2023[D-02-01-00].

	[bookmark: lp1]Yes

	[bookmark: laestimates]
	1b
	Cost estimates for major maintenance, and lifecycle costs. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete.
	$15,000 [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	1c
	Cost estimates for Capital Replacement. Needs to include date for when cost estimates were complete.
	$25,000 [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	2
	Evidence of when project was planned in CIP or evidence of when project was requested in requested budget: 
	FY23-24  [D-02-01-08, PDF62 A]
CIP: FY23-24 [D-02-01-00]

Note: Project money spent before it appeared in budget. Parks reported FY23 was the first expense[D-02-01-00].  Budget FY22-23 does not indicate any spending on the project. [D-02-01-08a, pdf 1 A].
	

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A2
	3
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs  
	No evidence
	[bookmark: lp2]No

	
	4
	Evidence of funding plan inclusion in adopted budget: 
	If 3 doesn’t exist, this can’t exist
	

	FIN 2.19 Asset Management PDF2 A
	3 (repeat)
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs
	No evidence 
	[bookmark: lp3]No

	
	5
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project
	No evidence


	




Notes
· FY23 was the first expense [D-02-01-00] Verify first expense years. 
· Need to verify CIP inclusion 
· FY23-24 Budget includes 
· In Fund Summaries - Capital Improvement Plan, Laurelhurst Oak St as a Project with a total project cost of $500,000 [D-02-01-08, PDF62 A].
· Note: Revenue source(s) states: Funded in FY22-23 by the Mayor’s Public Environment Management Office 
· Can I verify date of OM completion? 
· Laurelhurst Activation has been allocated $500,000 in funding (all PEMO GF), and the total spend in Summer 2024 was $0. [D-01-01, PDF58 C]. How can that be true that no money has been spent? It exists as a site. 
· Reported MM calculation: 500,000*3% = $15,000. Is this sufficient? 
· Reported CR calculation: 500,000 / xx = $25,000. Xx = 20 years. Why was 20 years chosen. Why does it vary from the year count of Old town?  

[bookmark: _Files_shared_1]Files shared 
0 files



Parklane
[bookmark: _Verification_of_cost]Verification of cost controls
	Criteria
	Label
	Required Evidence 
	Source
	Is criteria being followed? 

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A1
	1a
	Cost estimates for full O&M. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete. 
	$706,365 [D-02-01-00]
Oct 2023 [D-02-01-00]
	[bookmark: pp1]Yes

	[bookmark: ppestimates]
	1b
	Cost estimates for major maintenance, and lifecycle costs. Needs to include the date for when cost estimates were complete.
	$891,000 [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	1c
	Cost estimates for Capital Replacement. Needs to include date for when cost estimates were complete.
	$1,485,000 [D-02-01-00]
	

	
	2
	Evidence of when project was planned in CIP or evidence of when project was requested in requested budget: 
	FY17-18 [D-02-01-07d, PDF46 A]
CIP: FY17-18 [D-02-01-00]

Note: Project money spent before it appeared in budget. Parks reported FY15-16 was the first expense[D-02-01-00].  Budget FY15-16 does not indicate any spending on the project. [D-02-01-07e, pdf 1 A].
	

	FIN 2.03 Financial Planning PDF4 A2
	3
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs  
	No evidence
	[bookmark: pp2]No

	
	4
	Evidence of funding plan inclusion in adopted budget: 
	If 3 doesn’t exist, this can’t exist
	

	FIN 2.19 Asset Management PDF2 A
	3 (repeat)
	Funding plans for project (capital asset) costs
	No evidence 
	[bookmark: pp3]No

	
	5
	Director Signed recommended project list that includes the project
	Evidence of additional funding recommendations: but not the original. 


	




Notes
· FY15-16 was the first expense [D-02-01-00] Verify first expense years. 
· Need to verify CIP inclusion 
· FY17-18 Budget includes 
· In CIP Summary, Parklane Park Development as a Bureau Capital Program Project with a 5-year total cost of $5,950,000 [D-02-01-07d, PDF46 A]
· In Capital Improvement Plan Summaries, Parklane Park Development is listed as a Developed Park with a total project cost of $6Million. [D-02-01-07d, PDF71 A]
· Parklane Park has been allocated $29.7Million in funding (all SDC), and the total spend in Summer 2024 was $19,656,640. [D-01-01, PDF59 D]. 
· OM calculation was dated Oct 2023. Can I verify that? 
· Reported MM calculation: 29,700,000*3% = $891,000. Is this sufficient? 
· Reported CR calculation: 29,700,000 / xx = $661,000. Xx = 20 years. Why was 20 years chosen. Why does it vary from the year count of Old town?  
· Budget shared is for FY17-18: I am seeking evidence that the first time money is requested for the project, O&M, MM and CR have already been calculated. According to the FY17-18 requested budget, there was $1,763 and $48,237 spent in prior years. [D-02-01-07d, PDF46 B]
Files shared 
D-02-01-07 Series: 3 files
	Link
	File Name
	File Notes

	D-02-01-07a
	1. FINAL CO SIGNED Growth Capital Projects FY22_23 Annual Process
	Director signed recommended projects list for Parklane Park Master Plan Implementation on 1/14/2022. [PDF1 highlights]

O&M Estimated included at $465,000. 

[Auditor notes: because SDC funding request was in 2018, I am not sure that this is the original request]


	D-02-01-07b
	Request 22-07_SDC_Funding_Approval_Form_Parklane_cjc tl AL CCR
	SDC Funding Request Approval Form for Parklane Park Improvements. Requesting $5,300,000 in SDC funds.[PDF1 highlights] Recommended signed by Director on Nov 30, 2023. [PDF2 highlights]

[Auditor note: Approval for SDC funds is not the same as a funding plan.]

	D-02-01-07c
	SDC_Funding_Approvals_7.25.2018
	Funding request for Parklane Park to receive additional SDC funding of $10Million signed and dated 7/30/2018. [PDF2 highlights]. 

	D-02-01-07d
	Funding_Decisions_7.30.18
	Shows Parklane approved for additional SDC funding. 

	D-02-01-07e
	Growth Capital Projects FY22_23 Annual Process_Cmr Rubio sig
	Shows Parklane approved for additional SDC funding. 

	D-02-01-07f
	SDC Funding Priorities 2.4.16 Commissioner Direction
	Shows Parklane listed as a project approved for SDC funding. Also indicates that Parklane was not on the CIP list. [flag]



Notes: 

[bookmark: _Methodology_1]

Post Parks Check-in 
I met with Parks staff on 5/27/25 to discuss what I found [C-01-19]. After the conversation, I requested two types of follow-up files [C-02-45, PDF1 B]. First, evidence of Bureau recommendations for 4 parks projects, and second, evidence of project O&M costs tied to the high-level financial plan. Daniel Ramirez-Cornejo shared files for Bureau recommendations. [C-02-44]. Claudio Campuzano shared evidence of project O&M costs [C-02-45, PDF1 A]. 
Review of files for Bureau recommendations 
Conclusion: In the six files he sent, I did not find any evidence of Bureau recommendations for the initial projects.
This was my request:
· The signed director recommendations for the four parks listed below. Please be sure it is for the initial project, not additional funding.  
· University Park
· Conway Slabtown 
· Laurelhurst Activation
· Parklane Park
I reviewed files Daniel sent  [C-02-44]. and added them to the project specific file tables above in this work paper. 
1. University Park. I did not see evidence of a Bureau recommendation for the University Park capital project. Daniel sent the notes in blue, and here are my responses. 
0. 1.FY 21-22 Growth Capital Projects Proposed for Director Review 2021-01-14 Final pdf.  The Commissioner in Charge, per SDC Code, had the authority to change project budgets and therefore directed a portion of the funding from a previous allocation approval for Citywide Park Amenities to University Park.  I don’t see a mention of University Park in this document. 
0. Parks SDC Program – Funding Scenarios_11.13.23 (Presented to CO) word document. This document was presented to the Commissioner in Charge in November 2023 with notes on allocation.  I do not see a Bureau recommendation for the project in this document. I see a statement that $4M in SDC was allocated to improvements at four sites, one of which is University Park. 
1. Conway Slabtown. I did not see evidence of a Bureau recommendation for Conway Slabtown. The file shared with me showed a request for $2M SDC funding for the Conway/Slabtown project to address a funding gap. This is not a Bureau recommendation for the project. 
1. Laurelhurst activation. I have not received evidence of a Bureau recommendation for this project. Daniel’s note indicated this was not SDC funded and so he sent no files. 
1. Parklane project. I did not see evidence of a Bureau recommendation for Parklane Project at the time of initial funding. There were recommendations for additional funding. 
3. I saw evidence for $6M approved for SDC funding in 2016. This file does not indicate any recommendation from the Bureau. File: SDC Funding Priorities 2.4.16 Commissioner Direction pdf
3. I saw evidence of a draft Bureau recommendation for an additional $10M in SDC funding in 2018. File: Funding_Decisions_7.30.18 pdf
3. I saw evidence of a Bureau recommendation through the capital general growth projects process for an additional $8.4M in SDC funding in Jan 2022. File: Growth Capital Projects FY22_23 Annual Process_Cmr Rubio sig pdf 
3. I saw evidence of a Bureau recommendation for $5.3M in SDC funding in Nov 2022. File: Request 22-07 SDC Funding Approval Parklane pdf 

Review of files for O&M project costs  
Conclusion: The evidence shows O&M included in the financial plan that is used in the budget for five of the eight projects. The criteria requires funding plans be included the year the project is approved. I do not have evidence for the year that the project is approved for all of the projects – the evidence provided is for a snapshot in time. 
I needed to review O&M funding plans for the eight projects, per criteria #2 and #3 of obj2 [above]. Claudio directed me to the tab “Future O&M Requests for Forecast” as the place I could find individual project O&M forecasts. On that tab, I was able to identify 5 of the 8 projects; I was not able to find Laurelhurst, Parklane or Mill park. [D-02-01-00a]. FY work starts for those projects were: Mill Park in FY21, Parklane Park FY16, and Laurelhurst Park FY22. The policy states that funding plans should be included in the budget the first year a capital project [C-02-19]. However, the policy’s start date was 2021 [B-10-03a]. 
Methodology
File reception and review  A

1. [bookmark: method1]I received project documentation from Parks Project Managers in an online SharePoint file and took inventory. [D-02-00-00 Shared Files]
2. I reviewed project files on SharePoint to identify files that evidenced funding controls [D-02-00-00]. Results for each project are above under heading Files Shared. See Mill Park and Laurelhurst, as examples. I wrote notes for each of the project files. 
3. I determined the compiled excel, 2025_PP&R_FinanceResponse [D-02-01-00] was also relevant. 
Verifying cost control criteria 
4. I made a summary table that connected fieldwork objectives and Financial Policy Criteria to the type of evidence required to verify criteria was being followed. 
5. I made project specific tables that connected Financial Policy Criteria and type of required evidence to source evidence. Summary tables are under each project heading Verification of cost controls: See Parklane and Conway Slabtown as examples. In these project specific tables I was able to determine if there was sufficient evidence to verify that each criteria was being followed. 




Template: Appendix F3, revised June 14, 2024
Portland City Auditor Internal Document Template June 11, 2024
