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Memorandum 
 To:  Mayor Wheeler 
 Commissioner Eudaly 
 Commissioner Fritz 
 Commissioner Hardesty 
 Commissioner Ryan    
Cc:  Council Chiefs of Staff 
 Police Chief Lovell  
From: Jessica Kinard, Budget Director 
 Katie Shifley, Principal Financial & Policy Analyst  
Date: November 3, 2020  
Subject: CBO analysis on an $18 million reduction to the PPB Budget in the Fall BMP   
 

 

At Council’s October 28, 2020 hearing on the Fall Supplemental Budget, members of Council requested the City 
Budget Office (CBO) provide analysis on how an $18 million General Fund discretionary reduction would impact 
the Police Bureau’s (PPB) budget and operations. CBO does not typically provide analysis on budget 
amendments and proposals offered by the Mayor or Commissioners after the requested budget phase; these 
amendments come late in the process and a detailed CBO analysis typically requires more time than what is 
afforded leading up to final votes. Assessing the precise impact of a reduction of this magnitude would also 
require a more nuanced understanding of likely operational decisions that only the bureau could offer.  
 
This analysis focuses on financial projections and high-level operational implications as it relates to budgeted 
resources, with a specific focus on whether the bureau could absorb a large mid-year reduction without 
reducing staff levels. This analysis does not seek to address the many larger strategic and operational questions 
posed by Council and members of the public with regards to the type, quantity, and quality of services provided 
by the Police Bureau.  
 
In this analysis, CBO offers high-level context for the budgetary options and constraints facing the bureau in the 
remaining 7-8 months of the fiscal year. CBO has looked at current and historical bureau spending patterns and 
sought to identify points of operational discretion or flexibility for PPB to balance to an $18 million reduction in 
the current fiscal year. It should be noted that the operational impacts of a current year $18 million reduction 
are distinct from potential impacts of an $18 million reduction for future budget cycles, and the amendment 
under discussion proposes both. This analysis focuses on the former as the more immediate issue and decision 
in front of the Council. The reduction strategies discussed include both one-time and ongoing reduction options; 
it is presumed that the bureau will consider both in reaction to the proposed amendment.  
 

C I T Y  B U D G E T  O F F I C E  

Jessica Kinard, Director 
 

 (503) 823-6963 
1120 SW 5th Avenue, Suite 1010 

Portland, Oregon 97204 
www.portlandoregon.gov/cbo 

Ted Wheeler, Mayor 
Amanda Fritz, Commissioner 
Chloe Eudaly, Commissioner 
Jo Ann Hardesty, Commissioner 
Dan Ryan, Commissioner 
Mary Hull Caballero, Auditor 

 
 
 
 
 
 



CBO’s analysis identifies the following points of flexibility and discretion to reduce expenditures within the PPB’s 
current year budget: 

o A freeze or reduction to materials and services spending for operations and training beyond current 
efforts (likely a one-time reduction); 

o Targeted reductions to internal materials and services in partnership with internal service providers 
beyond current efforts (likely a mix of ongoing and one-time reductions);   

o Ending or modifying contracts with external service providers (either on a one-time or ongoing basis); 
o Structured staff layoffs across either or both the sworn and professional staff groups (ongoing 

reductions); 
o Shifting additional sworn personnel to cover patrol and demonstration coverage on straight-time, away 

from other units (either on a one-time or ongoing basis); and  
o Looking to make more substantial operational changes in the management of ‘shift backfill’ and 

demonstration overtime (either on a one-time or ongoing basis). 
 
The ability to absorb this reduction without significant service level reductions is challenged by the bureau’s 
current year spending rates. CBO has been closely monitoring the Police Bureau’s General Fund payroll data for 
the last several weeks, as our initial Fall BMP monitoring found bureau expenditures on track to exceed Adopted 
Budget resources by as much as $7 million. Updated projections with more recent payroll data suggest that the 
bureau is now on track to over-expend its General Fund budget by a lower amount, at $4 million. These 
projections assume the bureau will retain savings from current vacancies – meaning that, if those vacancy 
savings are removed from the bureau’s budget, they will be on track to over-expend by that much more.  
 
CBO’s analysis finds that the bureau could likely reduce some level of external and internal materials and 
services spending with minimal impact to current service levels. CBO would estimate this flexibility to be - at 
most - in the low millions of dollars. However, based on CBO’s current year-end projections, the bureau may 
need to reduce those expenses to end the year on budget even without subsequent cuts. 
 
CBO also finds that the bureau could choose to make operational changes that would result in a notable 
decrease in overtime expenses. Redeploying staff from dedicated resource units to precincts could significantly 
reduce shift backfill overtime, for example, but would reduce current service levels provided by those units. 
Reduced overtime would likely be an outcome of some of the options under consideration by the bureau, as an 
October 29th statement from Chief Lovell listed a number of specialty units that the bureau would look to 
eliminate if the mid-year reduction were approved by Council.  
 
Although these notable options for cost reductions exist, CBO’s current analysis indicates that the savings 
garnered from those reductions would not be sufficient to meet an $18 million reduction at this point in the 
fiscal year. As a result, CBO finds it likely that the bureau would need to reduce staff to balance to this level of a 
reduction at this time. As a few of the driving factors for the bureau’s current budget inflexibility may be unique 
to this year, the ongoing implications of the proposed $18 million reduction could potentially be managed with 
less significant service level impacts than an immediate mid-year reduction. 
 
CBO cannot speak to the service level impacts of a reduction in staffing, nor the size and scope of the required 
reduction. This would require more analytical information than we have time to compile, and also would 
ultimately be informed by the bureau and the Commissioner in Charge. The Police Bureau has developed an 
initial framework for evaluating potential staff reductions, the basis of which is minimizing layoffs and 
preserving service levels in its patrol and investigative units.  
 
CBO notes that a reduction in police staffing is not necessarily out of alignment with the goals of some members 
of Council, and a mid-year reduction of this magnitude would force an immediate re-examination of the size and 
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scope of the bureau. However, it is worth also noting that implementing staffing reductions almost halfway 
through the fiscal year would require eliminating about twice the number of positions to capture an annualized 
savings target. 
 

PPB’s General Fund Budget Overview & Current Year Projections 
The FY 2020-21 Adopted General Fund Budget for 
the Portland Police Bureau totals $221.5 million1. 
Nearly 76% of these funds – or $167.2 million – 
are dedicated towards personnel costs. The next 
largest category of expense is internal materials 
and services, at $38.5 million, followed by 
external materials and services at $12.8 million. 
To understand whether the bureau could absorb 
a current year reduction of $18 million with 
minimal service level impact, we look at 
expenditure reduction options in each of these 
categories. 
 
It is important to note that the term General 
Fund here is used to describe the budgeted 
amounts within Fund 100. This distinction is important when assessing the impact of a discretionary cut; the $18 
million reduction would need to be entirely taken from discretionary-backed expenditures in order to be 
reallocated as proposed. Roughly $196 million of these expenditures are backed by General Fund discretionary 
resources that can be reallocated to other purposes. In addition to discretionary resources, the Police Bureau 
receives non-discretionary revenues that are budgeted in the General Fund. While reducing expenses backed by 
these non-discretionary revenues will not generate General Fund discretionary savings, fluctuations in these 
revenues do affect the year-end projected deficit for which the Police Bureau is trying to solve.  
 
Outside the General Fund, the FY 2020-21 Police Bureau Adopted Budget also includes about $2.6 million in 
Grants Fund resources and about $5.4 million in Police Special Revenue Fund resources. Grants Fund resources 
are dedicated to activities outlined in various grant agreements and are not generally considered fungible. 
Resources in the Police Special Revenue Fund are primarily related to asset forfeiture (about $5 million), though 
a portion of those resources reflect intergovernmental revenues from partner jurisdictions for sustainment of 
the multi-jurisdictional records management system (RegJIN). 
 
The expenditure of asset forfeiture resources is not discretionary in nature; legal restrictions dictate how these 
funds can be used and vary by specific funding source. In general, asset forfeiture resources cannot be used to 
supplant operational spending. Because of this restriction it is not a particularly useful resource to offset mid-
year reductions; the bureau’s current materials and services budget is sized to cover only contracts and 
operational expenses. If the bureau’s materials and services budget included funding for large, one-time, 
discrete projects, the asset forfeiture resources would be a useful point of flexibility to offset a General Fund 
discretionary reduction. As it stands, the bureau is currently planning on directing a substantial portion of these 
resources to a RegJIN replacement project in the coming years, having already redirected the General Fund 
portion of the project budget to help support the current year projected General Fund budget shortfall. 
 

 
1 The Police Bureau’s FY 2020-21 Adopted Budget totals $229.5 million. The Police Bureau budgets across three funds: the General Fund, the Grants 
Fund, and the Police Special Revenue Fund. This analysis will focus primarily on the bureau’s General Fund budget.  
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Current Year PPB Spending Projections 
As of this analysis, one-third of the fiscal year has elapsed. To assess the ability to absorb a mid-year reduction 
of $18 million, CBO looked at the bureau’s current spending rates and year-end projections under the status 
quo. While it is still early in the year to have high confidence in year-end projections, this projection provides an 
indication of where the bureau is headed, which informs the bureau’s potential ability to absorb additional 
reductions.  
     
If current spending and revenue trends through October 14, 2020 continue through the end of the fiscal year, 
CBO’s projections suggest that PPB is on track to have a $4 million General Fund budget shortfall by fiscal year 
end. This reflects a reduced amount of over-expenditure than CBO’s earlier Fall BMP projection, due to a 
decrease in overtime expenditures that were incurred in the most recent payroll.  
 
This projection of over-expenditure is notable because it accounts for the savings the bureau is incurring from 
having about 80 positions vacant now (about half of which are sworn) and an additional 20 from January 
through the end of the fiscal year. In other words, the bureau is on track to overspend even while capturing 
vacancy savings; eliminating funds associated with those vacant positions will increase the bureau’s projected 
over-expenditure.  
 
CBO’s Fall BMP Analysis found that this rate of 
over-expenditure is likely predominantly due 
to three factors: 1) above-typical overtime 
expenditures incurred thus far this year, 2) a 
high number of retirements in August resulted 
in sizable one-time vacation and comp time 
payouts; and 3) the bureau had an existing 
budget deficit that it was able to cover in prior 
years through vacancy savings; however, 
those vacant positions were eliminated during 
the Adopted Budget process. Please see this 
analysis for more information on the 
structural deficit (pages 5-11).  
 
The chart below2 shows the Police Bureau’s General Fund (Fund 100) Budget under the following scenarios:  

• FY 2020-21 Adopted Budget 

• FY 2020-21 Mayor’s Proposed BMP 

• CBO’s current FY 2020-21 year-end projections (low confidence); and  

• CBO year-end projections inclusive of an $18 million reduction.  
 
Assuming current spending patterns hold, this reduction will add to the projected $4 million deficit, thus 
requiring the bureau to “solve for” a total $22 million projected budget deficit over the remainder of the fiscal 
year (highlighted in yellow in chart below). 
 
In order to end the year within budget, the Police Bureau would need to closely examine and adjust the 

 
2 CBO projections have been updated based on Pay Period 8 payroll data, which showed a decline in bi-weekly overtime spending. The projection was 
also updated to reduce anticipated external revenues, based on year-to-date trends indicating actual revenues will not meet budgeted targets. The 
projections assume that the Police Bureau will redirect available General Fund resources for the RegJIN replacement capital project to cover 
operating expenses. The increase in cash transfer revenues in the Mayor’s Proposed relates to a required disbursement of CityFleet reserves to 
TriMet for Transit Police vehicles. 
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expenditures highlighted in orange – Personnel, External Materials & Services, and Internal Materials & Services. 
CBO provides a high-level look at the potential for the bureau to reduce expenditures in each category in the 
below analysis.  
 

 
 
 

Potential PPB Expenditure Reductions  
Given that current bureau expenditures are on track to exceed budget, the bureau would need to significantly 
change current spending practices in order to adjust to an additional $18 million reduction in discretionary 
resources. As with all bureaus, the Portland Police Bureau does not have operational discretion over all aspects 
of its expense budget. For example, labor contracts determine rates of pay for employees, and agreements with 
internal service bureaus determine the rate of pay for things like technology services and fleet. To determine 
the bureau’s ability to absorb an additional reduction of $18 million at this point in the fiscal year, we must 
attempt to understand what costs the bureau has operational discretion to change quickly. CBO attempts to 
illuminate these items in each expenditure category, below. CBO notes that determining operational discretion 
to reduce expenditures is different than determining the service level impacts and tradeoffs associated with 
various reductions.  
 

External Materials & Services  
The Bureau’s external materials and services (EMS) budget was $12.8 million in the FY 2020-21 Adopted 
Budget3, which is lower than what the bureau typically budgets for external materials and services. A significant 
portion of the bureau’s EMS budget is comprised of contracts with outside service providers. These represent 
relatively more fixed costs in the sense that the bureau would need to eliminate an agreed-to contracted service 
in order to reduce those costs. Contracted costs include: 

 

• Behavioral Health Unit (BHU) contract with Project Respond 

 
3 The Mayor’s Proposed BMP shows and external materials & services budget for the Police Bureau that is $1.1 million higher, at $13.9 million. The 
reason for the $1.1 million increase is to facilitate a transfer out of TriMet’s CityFleet vehicle replacement reserves that had been held by the CityFleet 
Operating Fund. This is required under the sunsetting of the City’s agreement with TriMet for management of and participation in the multi-
jurisdictional Transit Police.  

Adopted 

Budget
Mayor's Proposed BMP

Current Year End Projection                                                         
(low confidence, with updated payroll data)

Less $18 million in 

General Fund 

Discretionary 

Revenues

Licenses & Permits $1 $1 $1 $1

Service Charges & Fees $3 $2 $2 $2

Federal, State, and Local Sources $3 $2 $2 $2

Miscellaneous Sources $1 $1 $1 $1

General Fund Discretionary $196 $194 $194 $176

Interagency Revenues $15 $15 $13 $13

Interfund Cash Transfer $3 $4 $4 $4

Total $221 $220 $218 $200

Expenses

Personal Services $167 $167 $171 $171

External Materials & Services $13 $14 $14 $14

Internal Materials & Services $38 $36 $36 $36

Capital Outlay $3 $2 $1 $1

Total $221 $220 $222 $222

$4 $22

FY 2020-21 Police Bureau General Fund Budget (in millions)

Projected Deficit to Solve for by Fiscal Year End



• Service Coordination Team (SCT) 

• Employee Assistance Program 

• Photo Radar/Red Light Camera service provider contracts (backed with external revenues) 

• Technology Contracts (records management system, software licenses, etc.) 

• Towed vehicle storage 

• LifeWorks NW 

• Multnomah County District Attorney Investigators 

• Family Services – payment to Multnomah County Human Services 
 
CBO was not able to obtain precise information on contract totals and year-to-date spending across contracts 
given the limited time to complete this analysis. Based upon prior conversations with the PPB, CBO estimates 
that approximately $8 million of the bureau’s external materials and services budget goes towards contracted 
services or obligated expenditures, and would estimate that approximately $4 million may be used for more 
discretionary annual operating costs.  
 
In recent years, the Police Bureau’s annual external materials and services expenditures averaged about $16.1 
million4, which is about 26% higher than the bureau’s current budget of $12.8 million. In response to mid-year 
revenue reduction of $18 million, the bureau would almost certainly evaluate its materials and services 
spending to identify any areas to reduce its operating costs before looking to staff layoffs. As some level of 
operating materials and services expenses will still be required, CBO would anticipate that the bureau would 
only be able to reduce its discretionary EMS spending by a proportion of the estimated $4 million in 
discretionary materials and services spending.  
 
However, given the above financial projections, the bureau will likely look to reduce discretionary external 
materials and services spending to stay within their budgeted appropriation even without further cuts. The 
bureau and Commissioner-in-Charge might also explore contracted obligations to identify any reductions in 
order to limit staff reductions. However, the larger dollar contracts are for required technology services (i.e. the 
bureau’s records management system) and for outside contracts that have implications for the City’s 
compliance with the DOJ settlement agreement (i.e. BHU, SCT).  
 

Internal Materials & Services  
The Police Bureau’s FY 2020-21 Adopted Budget for Internal Materials & Services (IMS) was set at $38.5 million. 
IMS expenses are paid from the Police Bureau to a variety of City bureau internal service providers. Because the 
payments are generally based on 
cost-recovery rate structures, it 
is not within the bureau’s control 
to unilaterally reduce many of 
these interagency payments. In 
general, IMS reductions should 
be based on decreased utilization 
of services and should be made 
in agreement with the providing 
agency.  
 
The Mayor’s Proposed BMP as 
filed reduces the Police Bureau’s 
IMS to $36.3 million, capturing 

 
4 This is based on a four-year average of spending from FY 2016-17 through FY 2019-20, with a 2% uplift for inflation.  



about $2 million in General Fund savings. These reductions were based on utilization analysis across Technology 
Services and CityFleet. The internal service providers agreed to the reduction, and CBO recommended the 
reductions as part of Fall BMP analysis based on the rationale for decreased utilization. The Police Bureau 
sought to decrease its interagency payment to OMF-Facilities by about $700,000 for major maintenance as part 
of its Fall BMP request. Neither CBO nor OMF-Facilities supported this request, as it was likely to slow or defer 
planned major maintenance across police facilities and lead to increased costs in the future.  
 
It takes time, communication, and planning to thoughtfully reduce utilization such that cost-recovery 
interagency agreements can be reduced in a logical, fiscally responsible way. The reductions that were offered 
as part of the Fall BMP took several months to size and scope. There are likely opportunities to further reduce 
the Police Bureau’s interagency payments for services heading into next budget year. Examples include 
continued analysis of the bureau’s fleet requirements (including take-home vehicle policies and fuel 
consumption), facilities footprint analysis (e.g. disposition of certain police facilities), and technology services 
expenses. The bureau may be able to identify and achieve additional reductions in partnership with interagency 
providers over the remainder of the fiscal year, but CBO finds it unlikely that these reductions will substantially 
help the bureau meet an $18 million revenue loss.  
 

Personnel Expenses 
Over 75% of the Police Bureau’s Adopted General Fund budget is used to support staffing costs. Given 
constraints on materials & services spending discussed above and the relative proportion of personnel spending 
in the bureau’s total budget, reducing personnel costs would be a key component of the bureau’s response to 
an $18 million mid-year reduction. As noted above, the bureau is already relying on vacancy savings to help 
cushion high overtime and payout costs. Eliminating the budget for these vacant positions would increase the 
total funding gap PPB would need to cover through other personnel changes. 
 
Staff pay rates and base hourly schedules are determined by binding contracts. The most flexible tool that the 
bureau has to respond to a large reduction in revenues is to lay off staff. Beyond laying off employees, the 
bureau’s only other notable current point of potential operational discretion is to pursue significant reductions 
in overtime, particularly for shift backfill and protest overtime. The bureau could recognize some level of savings 
by limiting its application of premium pay for on-call status, but CBO would estimate this amount to be $500,000 
or less for the remainder of the fiscal year. 
 
Overtime Projections  
CBO has been closely monitoring the Police Bureau’s General Fund payroll data for the last several weeks, as our 
initial Fall BMP monitoring suggested that bureau expenditures were on track to exceed Adopted Budget 
resources by as much as $7 million by fiscal year end if spending patterns continued. This projected deficit was 
driven primarily by personnel costs projected to reach $174.4 million, including almost $20 million of overtime 
costs and higher-than-typical payouts for retirement and comp time.  
 
Based on more recent payroll data showing a dip in average bi-weekly overtime, CBO would revise the “current 
state” personnel projection for fiscal year-end to $170.6 million, with year-end overtime spending projected to 
be about $17 million. This projection assumes that overtime will be approximately $9 million for the remaining 8 
months of the fiscal year, plus anticipates an additional $2 million spike in overtime costs related to 
demonstration coverage around the election and/or inauguration. 
 
This projection assumes that the bureau will average a little more than $500,000 bi-weekly in overtime costs for 
the remainder of the year, or about $9 million in additional run-rate overtime costs. This is a straight-line model 
based on average prior year overtime trends, which are lower than actual bi-weekly overtime spending to date 
in the current fiscal year and is in alignment with historical spending (light blue line in chart). 
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This overtime expense projection would increase if the projected uptick in protest and demonstration coverage 
around the election extends beyond the month of November, and may decrease if an operational choice is 
made to pull sworn staff from the Rapid Response Team or from other operational units to support patrol 
(thereby reducing “shift backfill” overtime across precincts). These projections are predicated on the fact that 
other types of overtime – for things like court appearance, call-backs, investigations, etc. – remain relatively low 
and stable for the remainder of the year.  
 
Payout Projections 
The terms of retirement and comp payouts are 
governed by labor agreements and employment 
contracts the City has with Police Bureau 
employees and are not up to the discretion of the 
bureau. Current year projections suggest that 
payouts will be almost $6 million for retirements 
and for comp time in FY 2020-21. This is $2 million, 
or 50%, higher than payouts have reached in any of 
the last three fiscal years, as shown in the chart to 
the right. 

 
The bureau is likely to have additional vacancies in 
January 2021, but the retirement payouts for those employees are anticipated to offset any current-year 
vacancy savings that would accrue.  
 

Potential Overtime Budget Reductions 
The largest outstanding question in evaluating the bureau’s year-end projections is overtime spending. Early in 
the fiscal year, the Police Bureau was spending heavily on overtime for protest and demonstration coverage. 
That overtime spending has slowed with the assignment of about 50 officers to the Rapid Response Team (RRT) 
for regular protest/demonstration coverage, but still occurs to the tune of $215,000 to $475,000 a pay period 
(see chart below). Shift backfill overtime (primarily for patrol) has continued apace. 
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These two types of overtime – protest coverage and shift backfill – are the most significant types of overtime 
spending that are currently happening in the bureau, comprising over 75% of year-to-date overtime spending, 
compared to just 39% in the same period in FY 2019-20. 
 
In its Fall BMP Review of the PPB budget, CBO highlighted the following options in relation to managing 
overtime that could be deployed to manage the PPB’s projected deficit: 

o The Commissioner-in-Charge could direct operational changes that would change the bureau’s response 
to protest and demonstration coverage entirely. There may be restrictions or considerations that CBO is 
not aware of that limit the options and flexibility with this approach.   

o The bureau could make major changes in its application of other types of overtime (e.g. investigations, 
shifting more staff to patrol to reduce backfill overtime) and quickly reduce the number of positions 
receiving on-call premium pay. 

 
Drastically reducing overtime across all categories would require that the bureau change its operational 
response to protest and demonstration coverage and may mean that minimum staffing levels will not be met on 
all patrol shifts. There are sworn members who could be reassigned from existing units to cover patrol, but that 
would necessitate lower staffing levels in other units. The chart below5 demonstrates this dynamic. This would 
have impacts on service level provision, and in the case of Training, jeopardize compliance and required training 
already affected by COVID-19. 

 

 
5 This is a point-in-time look at officer assignments as of mid-September 2020. Staffing assignments may have changed since that time. CBO has made 
estimates for different units to remove officers not available for assignment (e.g. officers in training). This chart is meant to serve as an illustration of 
the varied officer assignments but may not be fully accurate.  
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It is difficult for CBO to assess precisely how much the bureau might be able to reduce its overtime costs, as this 
is largely dependent on bureau and Commissioner-in-Charge operational decisions, each of which would entail 
certain tradeoffs and service level impacts. CBO’s projections assume a total of $11 million in overtime costs will 
be incurred from October 14th through the remainder of this fiscal year; arguably this would be the maximum 
amount that overtime costs could be reduced, although CBO finds that level of reduction unrealistic. Some level 
of overtime will likely always exist in the Police Bureau, since it is not generally efficient to staff at a level that 
would require no overtime for certain activities. Additionally, it is not clear to CBO how significantly or quickly 
the bureau would be able to slow or reduce its projected overtime spending from an operational perspective.  
 
Even with a maximum potential reduction of overtime plus a few million in reduced EMS and IMS costs, the 
savings would not be sufficient to absorb the $18 million reduction. As a result, CBO finds it highly likely that the 
bureau will be required to reduce staff to balance to an $18 million reduction at this point in the fiscal year, 
particularly given projected current overspending. CBO cannot speak to the scale, scope, or impact of that 
staffing reduction. 
 
It is worth noting that in order to meet annualized savings from layoffs taken mid-way through a fiscal year, the 
bureau would have to layoff almost twice as many staff as would be necessary to garner the same savings in a 
full fiscal year. For this reason, and due to the above-typical expenses the bureau has already incurred this fiscal 
year, the bureau would be better positioned to operationalize a significant reduction in expenditures in the 
coming full fiscal year rather than in the current fiscal year. 
 

Police Bureau Response to a Mid-Year Reduction  
On October 29th, Police Chief Chuck Lovell released a statement in response to an $18 million reduction, stating 
that the bureau would have to “eliminate programs that provide necessary services which have been developed 
through years of collaboration with professional partners and input from the community.”  
 
Chief Lovell’s statement indicates that significant layoffs would be required, and that these layoffs would impact 
the bureau’s most recent hires due to the City’s labor contract with the PPA. In addition to probationary officers 
in patrol, the least senior sworn employees tend to be in the bureau’s patrol function. In order to minimize the 
operational impact of layoffs, the bureau would seek to reduce service levels in programs that are less core to 
the bureau’s mission. Functionally, this would be achieved by reducing or shutting down various dedicated 
resource units and shifting those staff to patrol and investigations units. 
 
Programs listed by the Chief to be affected by the reduction included: 

• The Behavioral Health Unit and Service Coordination Team. This would decrease or eliminate 
contracted services within the bureau’s External Materials and Services budget, and redeploy associated 
staffing positions to other functions. The annual budget for the contracted services totals $2.8 million (of 
a $4.5 million program budget) and there are 11 FTE associated with these programs. It is not clear to 
CBO how much savings can be garnered by cancelling these contracts at this point in the fiscal year. It is 
not clear what the precise service level impacts would be of eliminating these units, but CBO notes that 
eliminating or reducing these units could impact the City’s compliance with the Department of Justice 
agreement. CBO would expect the bureau to carefully consider those implications before making a 
decision impacting these units.   

• The Narcotics and Organized Crime Unit and the Traffic Division. Operationally, the bureau would likely 
redeploy these staff to patrol, potentially reducing overtime expenditures for shift backfill. This option 
was one of the strategies discussed by CBO in the overtime section, above. The bureau current has 19 
sworn staff assigned to the Narcotics and Organized Crime Unit and 33 assigned to the Traffic Division. It 
is not clear to CBO whether the bureau would redeploy all assigned staff or only a portion. The impact to 



operations and the amount of savings captured would depend on the number of officers redeployed to 
precincts to reduce overtime.  

• Air Support Unit, Community Engagement Unit, Emergency Management Unit, Criminal Intelligence 
Unit, K9 Unit, and Neighborhood Response teams. CBO does not have detailed information about how 
service levels in these units would change, or what the operational impact would be of redeploying 
resources from these units to offset a mid-year reduction. 

 
CBO concurs that laying off staff would likely be required in order to address an $18 million mid-year reduction. 
However, CBO has not evaluated these programmatic options in conjunction with bureau leadership and cannot 
provide detailed information or analysis on the likely operational or service level impact at this time. The total 
annual budget associated with these combined programs exceeds the $18 million reduction; the amount of 
savings that would be garnered from these strategies is dependent upon the intention of the bureau to entirely 
eliminate or marginally reduce programs and associated staffing, as well as the amount of program 
expenditures that have already been incurred this fiscal year. As a result, CBO would expect this proposal to be 
further refined before being implemented.  
 

Conclusion & Summary of Findings 
There are limitations in CBO’s ability to assess the feasibility and impact of a potential $18 million reduction to 
the Police Bureau’s budget at this point in the fiscal year. At four months into the fiscal year, our year-end 
projections are low confidence. CBO has limited access to information and a limited timeframe with which to 
conduct this analysis; to be more precise would require more time as well as additional modeling and 
information from the bureau. Ultimately, the operational consequences of a revenue reduction will be decided 
by the Commissioner-in-Charge and the bureau.  
 
However, CBO’s analysis of year-to-date spending and typical spending patterns provide for the following 
findings:  
 

• The bureau likely has flexibility to reduce some level of external materials and services and internal 
materials and services spending. CBO would estimate this flexibility to be - at most - in the low millions of 
dollars. However, based upon the current rate of expenditure, the bureau may need to reduce those 
expenses to end the year on budget even without additional reductions. 

 

• CBO analysis also found that the bureau could look to eliminate contracts with certain service providers 
to capture a few million dollars in savings, and there would be commensurate service level reductions as 
a result. This appears to be an option that the bureau would pursue with the Service Coordination Team 
and Behavioral Health Unit.  

 

• The most critical factor in decreasing costs quickly will be a decision to decrease personnel costs. Due to 
the bureau’s current rate of spending leading to projected over-expenditure, eliminating vacancy savings 
will only exacerbate their year-end projected deficit. Issuing layoffs is the most expedient and certain 
way to reduce personnel costs; beyond that option, reducing overtime costs for shift backfill and 
demonstration coverage is the next most impactful option. The bureau could decide to make operational 
changes that would result in a notable decrease in overtime expenses. These changes would have 
tradeoffs and service level impacts that the CBO would need the bureau to articulate. A decision to 
decrease shift backfill, or decreasing specialty unit staffing altogether, appears to be an option under 
consideration with regards the units described in the Chief’s email.   

 



• CBO projections assume that the bureau will incur approximately $11 million in overtime expenses from 
October 14th through the remainder of the fiscal year. CBO does not believe it is realistic to assume PPB 
will incur no overtime through the remainder of the year; however, even assuming the bureau 
substantially reduces its overtime, and garners a few million dollars of savings from their EMS and IMS 
budgets, the savings would not be sufficient to meet the $18 million cut. This fact is exacerbated by the 
bureau’s current projected over-expenditure, even absent additional reductions.  
 

As a result, CBO believes it is very likely that the bureau will need to pursue staffing reductions in order to 
balance to a reduction of this size. Any layoffs at this point in the fiscal year would generate approximately half 
of the savings that those same layoffs would generate if taken at the beginning of a fiscal year. 
 
CBO cannot speak to the service level impacts of a reduction in staffing, nor the size and scope of the required 
reduction. All of these issues are dependent on the choices and priorities of the bureau and the Commissioner-
in-Charge would ultimately make in response to a mid-year reduction. CBO notes that a few of the factors 
driving the bureau’s current budget inflexibility are potentially unique to this year; as a result, the ongoing 
implications of the proposed $18 million reduction could potentially be managed with less significant service 
level impacts.   
 

 


