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September 23, 2010

To the Honorables:  Mayor Luke Ravenstahl and 

Members of Pittsburgh City Council:


The Office of City Controller is pleased to present this Performance Audit of the Citiparks Recreation, Aquatic, and Senior Divisions conducted pursuant to the Controller’s powers under Section 404(c) of the Pittsburgh Home Rule Charter.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Citiparks is the department of City government that provides residents with recreational and lifestyle services.  Play areas and swings are often a Pittsburgher’s first introduction to City services; Senior Centers and lunches are often the last services used.  

This audit examines the facility usage and the cost effectiveness of Citiparks Recreation, Aquatic, and Senior division programs and activities.
Findings and Recommendations

Community Recreation

Finding: Citiparks’ programming attracts all age groups.  Coordinating Citiparks programming with Senior Center facilities and programming could provide economies of scale in facility operation and staffing, along with a wider range of activities.

Recommendation: Citiparks should continue to move toward combining its facilities and tailoring its programming to serve all City age populations.

Recommendation:Citiparks management should determine a rental fee schedule, either City-wide or for each recreation center, to ensure consistency in the application of its rental policies.

Finding: The rental income generated by the individual Recreation Centers is not deposited to the General Fund, but used as a petty cash fund.  The amounts are not large, amounting to $7,500 (and generally much less) per Recreational Center.

Finding:  Some income generated by Recreation Centers, such as youth sports fees, are used to cover operating expenses.  Any excess is added to an imprest, or “petty cash” account, which is used for minor Recreational Center improvements as approved by the local Advisory Council.

Recommendation: Recreation Center Advisory Council funds should be under City oversight.  The reports should follow the model of the Senior Advisory Council reports, which are forwarded monthly to a Program Supervisor and then to the Fiscal Supervisor for audit.

Aquatics

Finding:  Many of the City’s aquatic facilities have been closed for several years, and most of the open pools are sixty years old or more.  The current facilities are inspected before the season and winterized afterward, but not substantially upgraded.  An Aquatics Study from 2004 provides a future plan for the aquatic system.

Recommendation: The City should prepare a master plan for the future use and upkeep of its pool system as part of an overall recreation facilities plan.

Finding: The General Fund net cost to the City to provide summer aquatics is approximately $300,000 annually which is less than the $350,000 amount Act 47 recommends committing to pools.

Finding:  Four pools in the City system did not meet the lowest Act 47 attendance standard of 4,690 users per season.  These pools are located primarily in low-income or underserved City communities.

Finding:  Spray parks or “splash zones” require little or no staffing, have lower upkeep costs than swimming pools and still provide adequate aquatic recreation opportunities.

Recommendation:  If the City is required to eliminate more pools by its state oversight panels or for reasons of physical deterioration, it should prepare a post-closure site plan with neighborhood input before shut-down occurs.  The plan should determine the future of the closed facility and provide some level of replacement service to the community.

Finding:  The City is to be commended for seeking public-private partnerships in the operation of its pools.  But a shared arrangement in which the City has ownership and responsibility for the physical plant but does not control staffing, policy, and procedures presents the potential for liability issues and operational problems.

Recommendation:  If the City wishes to transfer a pool to another operator, it should transfer the asset in its entirety to prevent potential liability, operational and financial risk issues. 

Senior Community Centers and Programs

Finding: City-based senior centers that are operated privately and by Citiparks both offer healthy living activities.  Unlike the private senior providers, Citiparks does not offer adult care or social services programming.  Citiparks clients needing such services are referred to the appropriate provider. 

Recommendation:  Citiparks should continue to work with the City’s private senior contractors and attempt to further formalize the relationships. This would help to ensure complete community coverage of senior programming, activities and adult care across the City with a minimum of duplication. 

Finding:  Citiparks is exploring the combination of senior and recreation center programming under one roof, creating multipurpose facilities that would accommodate a broader spectrum of the population while reducing expenses.  This plan would satisfy the goals of Act 47 and the County’s Transformations project.

Finding: The City staffs two HACP sites, Northview Heights and Glen Hazel, which were two of the lowest three attended senior sites in the City system during the audit period.  HACP contracts out for the remainder of its populations’ other senior services.

Recommendation:  The City should consider staffing low performing HACP senior sites either on a contractual basis, as are all the other senior service providers used by the Housing Authority, or closing the centers and transferring its registered users and staff to other nearby senior facilities.

Facility Rental, Admission Fees, and Alternate Revenue Sources

Finding: The City’s field, facility and shelter rental fees are competitive with the other selected local public providers.  However, the admission fees of the City are in many cases the lowest prices charged

Recommendation: The City should consider adjusting its admission and user fees to match those charged by other local municipalities.  An increase in admission and user fees would help the City recreational system comply with the state mandate to minimize expenditures. 

Finding:  The Frick Trust managed by Mellon Bank has traditionally helped to cover the payroll of Frick Park employees.

Recommendation: The City should consider utilizing the Mellon Frick Trust income to help fund Frick Park operational expenses.

Finding: The Senior Citizen’s Trust Fund has been funded at a flat rate during the last decade.

Recommendation: The CDBG allotment to the Senior Program Trust Fund should be increased and poor-performing sites should be reduced to alleviate the cost pressure on the Trust Fund.

Finding: The Field and Park Permit Trust Funds are no longer required, as the permit revenue is now deposited directly into the City’s General Fund.

Recommendation: The Public Works Department should initiate action to either spend down or transfer the balances of the Athletic Field and Park Permits to the General Fund and designate the accounts as inactive to the City Controller’s Office accounting section so that they can be closed.

Finding: The Sophia Evert Trust Fund is dedicated to a play area in Morningside that no longer exists.

Recommendation: The Department of Parks and Recreation should expend the Sophia Evert Trust Fund account either on Joe Natoli Field improvements and/or as a donation to a Morningside-based recreational youth program.  The account should then be designated as inactive to the City Controller’s Office accounting section so that it can be closed.
Finding:  The Citiparks Recreation Division generates nearly all its cash flow from government grants and user fees.  There are several existing revenue and sponsorship models capable of supplementing revenues and reducing costs that could be adopted by Citiparks.

Recommendation: Citiparks should investigate the existing non-governmental revenue, sponsorship, and P3 (public-private partnerships) models used nationally and adopt those that would best help reduce Pittsburgh’s recreational costs.

Property and Facility Planning

Finding: Citiparks operations involve a large, diverse amount of property and physical assets, many dating back to the Depression era.  Citiparks has no integrated master plan to guide its future direction in utilizing all its assets.

Recommendation: Citiparks should prepare a master plan that provides a blueprint for the complete integration of its facilities and services rather than take a separate, division-by-division approach to facility planning. 


We are pleased that Citiparks administration agrees with most of the audit recommendations.









Sincerely,









Michael E. Lamb









City Controller


