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Description/Analysis

Issue: The annual budget process includes a financial planning workshop with the City Council to
consider, discuss and provide direction on the development of the proposed budget for next fiscal
year.

One of the key components of this workshop is determining whether the City's budget reflects
Council's priorities. In order to complete this analysis we will be reviewing and modifying, if necessary
based on the discussion, the attached Draft Focus Areas developed by Council early last year.
Finalizing these focus areas and developing associated results/outcomes is a critical step to ensure
that the City's budget reflects Council's priorities.

The City’s Finance Department has engaged the Center for Priority Based Budgeting to assist in
aligning what the City currently has developed, as reflected in the Program Oriented Development
(POD) exercise prepared by departments, with Council’s Focus Areas. Completion of this exercise
will enable the Council and constituents to understand the allocation of the City’s resources with
respect to Council’s priorities.

Policy Considerations: In order to complete the analysis of the relationship between Council’s
priorities and budget allocations the workshop will include the review and modification, if necessary of
the following draft Focus Areas:

Economic Vitality
Public Safety
Effective Government
Quality of Life

Youth and Education

In addition to finalizing the focus areas the consultants will be working with the Council to develop
results/outcomes necessary to understand the relationship between priorities and resources.

Environmental Considerations: Not applicable to this report.
Sustainability: None.

Commission/Committee Action: None.

Rationale for Recommendation: As part of the City Manager’s Office responsibility for development
of the FY2012/13 Proposed Budget, an overview of the current fiscal position of the City is prudent
and allows for discussion and direction from Council.

Financial Considerations: For this workshop, financial information will be provided for Council’s
consideration, discussion and direction. Consistent with the City Charter requirements, the City
Manager will present the FY2012/13 Proposed Budget by May 1, 2012.

Emerging Small Business Development (ESBD): Does not apply.
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General Fund Reduction History

Reduction Strategy FY2007/08 FY2008/09 FY2009/10 FY2010/11 /Ii\sg(;(i\ll;ele
General Fund Deficit (s in 0o0s) $ 29000 $ 58,000 $ 50,000 $ 43,000 $ 39,000
One-Time Funding 29,543 19,000 8,300 17,511 4,600
New/Increased Revenues - 3,700 5,100 1,000 2,400
Labor Reductions - 30,200 28,900 12,367 27,100
Other Reductions/Reimbursements - 5,100 7,700 12,400 4,800
Totals $ 29543 $ 58,000 $ 50,000 $ 43,278 r$ 38,900

FTE Reductions - 359.01 360.26 207.50 302.70
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General Fund
Revenue and FTE Trend
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2 Year Budget Challenge

($ in millions)

Changes FY2012/13 FY2013/14 Total
PERS Increase 1.40 2.10 3.50
SCERS Increase 0.10 0.40 0.50
SAFER required retention of grant FTE 0.40 2.80 3.20
COPS retention of grant FTE - 4.40 4.40
Contract, wage and benefit costs 13.01 3.40 16.41
Service and Supply Growth 1.60 0.80 2.40
Proposition 218 0.33 - 0.33
Parks Utilities Shortfall 0.75 - 0.75
CIP (Def Maint, Base, ADA) 1.06 - 1.06
Fire Apparatus Financing - 0.17 0.17

S 18.65 S 14.07 $32.72

Revenue Growth (2.69) (5.58) (8.27)
Deficit S 15.96 S 8.50 $Z4.46‘
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Priority Based Budgeting
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Program Oriented Development
(POD)

» POD Review process was developed during
FY2010/11 budget development, and updated
and used again for FY2011/12 budget
development
- |ldentify and inventory the City’s programs and services

and establish a starting point of hierarchy for priorities.
> Programs were categorized as Mandated, Essential or
Existing
- Budget reductions reflected these classifications and
changes in service levels for which programs and

services must be provided, which can be modified, and
which we can no longer afford.
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Table of Contents
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
ETE Services Supplies Transfers Budget Subtotal

Back to Table Property Debt Service Revenues Net Budget
of Contents
City Attorney
Mandated
e
2 LITIGATION
1001 General Fund
12.70 $1,482,895 $225,721 $2,680 $0 -$1,024,214 $687,082 $0 $687,082
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $356,320 $356,320 $0 $356,320
6502 Risk Management
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $471,112 $471,112 $0 $471,112
Program Subtotal 12.70 $1,482,895 $225,721 $2,680 $0 -$196,782 $1,514,514 $0 $1,514,514
5 TRANSACTIONAL/ADVISORY
1001 General Fund
21.30 $3,122,298 $112,861 $4,020 $0 -$1,535,724 $1,703,455 $52,000 $1,651,455
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,535,724 $1,535,724 $0 $1,535,724
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $188,263 $188,263 $0 $188,263
Program Subtotal 21.30 $3,122,298 $112,861 $4,020 $0 $188,263 $3,427,442 $52,000 $3,375,442
Essential 1
. ___________________________________________________________________________________|
1 ADMINISTRATION
1001 General Fund
2.10 $236,456 $16,123 $447 $0 -$170,630 $82,396 $0 $82,396
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JOTIN
Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
ETE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $170,630 $170,630 $0 $170,630
Program Subtotal 2.10 $236,456 $16,123 $447 $0 $0 $253,026 $0 $253,026
NEIGHBORHOOD SAFETY AND NUISANCE ABATEMENT
1001 General Fund
9.90 $1,186,080 $48,369 $1,787 $0 -$648,391 $587,845 $0 $587,845
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $648,391 $648,391 $0 $648,391
Program Subtotal 9.90 $1,186,080 $48,369 $1,787 $0 $0 $1,236,236 $0 $1,236,236
City Attorney Total 46.00 $6,027,729 $403,074 $8,934 $0 -$8,519 $6,431,218 $52,000 $6,379,218
13 of 176
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JOTIN
Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
ETE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
. ____________________________________________________________________________|
1001 GENERAL FUND
46.00 $6,027,729 $403,074 $8,934 -$3,378,959 $3,060,778 $52,000 $3,008,778
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
0.00 $2,711,064 $2,711,064 $2,711,064
6005 WATER FUND
0.00 $188,263 $188,263 $188,263
6502 RISK MANAGEMENT
0.00 $471,112 $471,112 $471,112
Program Subtotal 46.00 $6,027,729 $403,074 $8,934 -$8,520 $6,431,217 $52,000 $6,379,217
Total 46.00 $6,027,729 $403,074 $8,934 -$8,520 $6,431,217 $52,000 $6,379,217
1/17/2012, 5:25:45 PM 3



Employee
Services

Service ~
Supplies

Inter-departmental

Transfers

Expenditure
Budget Subtotal

Back to Table FTE Property Debt Service Revenues Net Budget
of Contents
City Clerk
Mandated
e ——————————
7 Agenda Management - City Council & Standing Committees
1001 General Fund
3.40 $411,330 $90,656 $6,720 $0 -$117,000 $391,706 $0 $391,706
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $120,000 $120,000 $0 $120,000
Program Subtotal 3.40 $411,330 $90,656 $6,720 $0 $3,000 $511,706 $0 $511,706
9 Campaign Disclosure Reporting
1001 General Fund
0.20 $13,641 $23,000 $320 $0 -$9,812 $27,149 $0 $27,149
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,812 $9,812 $0 $9,812
Program Subtotal 0.20 $13,641 $23,000 $320 $0 $0 $36,961 $0 $36,961
11 City Elections [offices, measures, petitions]
1001 General Fund
0.80 $81,955 $171,845 $0 $0 $0 $253,800 $0 $253,800
Program Subtotal 0.80 $81,955 $171,845 $0 $0 $0 $253,800 $0 $253,800
12 Board and Commission Management
1001 General Fund
0.80 $64,925 $12,000 $1,280 $0 -$26,500 $51,705 $0 $51,705
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $26,500 $26,500 $0 $26,500
Program Subtotal 0.80 $64,925 $12,000 $1,280 $0 $0 $78,205 $0 $78,205
13 Claims/Summons/Service
1001 General Fund
0.10 $6,963 $1,500 $160 $0 -$3,255 $5,368 $0 $5,368
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,255 $3,255 $0 $3,255
Program Subtotal 0.10 $6,963 $1,500 $160 $0 $0 $8,623 $0 $8,623
14 Conflict of Interest Filings and Code
1001 General Fund
0.50 $38,935 $18,500 $800 $0 -$16,800 $41,435 $0 $41,435
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,800 $16,800 $0 $16,800
Program Subtotal 0.50 $38,935 $18,500 $800 $0 $0 $58,235 $0 $58,235
16 Ethics Training for Local Officials
1001 General Fund
0.10 $11,940 $1,500 $160 $0 -$3,255 $10,345 $0 $10,345
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,255 $3,255 $0 $3,255
Program Subtotal 0.10 $11,940 $1,500 $160 $0 $0 $13,600 $0 $13,600
17 Legislative Document Processing [Minutes, Resolutions, Ordinances, Agreements & Contracts]
1001 General Fund
2.00 $165,618 $44,771 $3,200 $0 -$75,110 $138,479 $0 $138,479
16 of 176
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
Transfers Budget Subtotal

FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Revenues Net Budget
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $75,110 $75,110 $0 $75,110
Program Subtotal 2.00 $165,618 $44,771 $3,200 $0 $0 $213,589 $0 $213,589
19 Municipal Code Management [Ordinance Codification]
1001 General Fund
0.20 $15,048 $17,975 $320 $0 -$6,700 $26,643 $0 $26,643
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,700 $6,700 $0 $6,700
Program Subtotal 0.20 $15,048 $17,975 $320 $0 $0 $33,343 $0 $33,343
21 Records Management / Public Records Act Requests
1001 General Fund
1.30 $136,562 $27,351 $2,080 $0 -$44,400 $121,593 $0 $121,593
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $44,400 $44,400 $0 $44,400
Program Subtotal 1.30 $136,562 $27,351 $2,080 $0 $0 $165,993 $0 $165,993
Existing
I ———
8 Bids - Formal
1001 General Fund
0.40 $27,883 $6,600 $640 $0 -$13,200 $21,923 $0 $21,923
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,200 $13,200 $0 $13,200
Program Subtotal 0.40 $27,883 $6,600 $640 $0 $0 $35,123 $0 $35,123
10 Campaign Finance [Public Matching Funds]
17 of 176

1/17/2012, 5:26:04 PM 3



Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
15 Domestic Partner Registration
1001 General Fund
0.10 $7,613 $1,500 $160 $0 -$3,255 $6,018 $500 $5,518
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,255 $3,255 $0 $3,255
Program Subtotal 0.10 $7,613 $1,500 $160 $0 $0 $9,273 $500 $8,773
18 Lobbyist Registration
1001 General Fund
0.10 $7,021 $1,500 $160 $0 -$3,255 $5,426 $1,500 $3,926
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,255 $3,255 $0 $3,255
Program Subtotal 0.10 $7,021 $1,500 $160 $0 $0 $8,681 $1,500 $7,181
20 Passport Processing Agent
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
City Clerk Total 10.00 $989,434 $418,698 $16,000 $0 $3,000 $1,427,132 $2,000 $1,425,132
18 of 176
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JOTIN
Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
ETE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
. ____________________________________________________________________________|
1001 GENERAL FUND
10.00 $989,434 $418,698 $16,000 -$322,542 $1,101,590 $2,000 $1,099,590
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
0.00 $325,542 $325,542 $325,542
Program Subtotal 10.00 $989,434 $418,698 $16,000 $3,000 $1,427,132 $2,000 $1,425,132
Total 10.00 $989,434 $418,698 $16,000 $3,000 $1,427,132 $2,000 $1,425,132
1/17/2012, 5:26:04 PM 5



Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
Back to Table FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
of Contents
City Manager
Mandated
I ———
547 Executive Office
1001 GENERAL FUND
8.00 $1,477,018 $208,379 $12,826 -$531,133 $1,167,090 $1,167,090
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$531,133 $531,133 $531,133
Program Subtotal 8.00 $1,477,018 $208,379 $12,826 $0 $1,698,223 $1,698,223
Essential 2
. ___________________________________________________________________________|
553 Office of Emergency Services
1001 GENERAL FUND
3.00 $319,976 $20,886 -$129,493 $211,369 $211,369
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$104,543 $104,543 $104,543
Program Subtotal 3.00 $319,976 $20,886 -$24,950 $315,912 $315,912
Essential 3
. ___________________________________________________________________________|
542 E-Government
1001 GENERAL FUND
1.00 $124,209 $124,209 $124,209
Program Subtotal 1.00 $124,209 $124,209 $124,209
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
543 Governmental Affairs
1001 GENERAL FUND
2.00 $306,988 $225,608 $2,000 -$330,467 $204,129 $204,129
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$330,467 $330,467 $330,467
Program Subtotal 2.00 $306,988 $225,608 $2,000 $0 $534,596 $534,596
552 Office of Public Safety Accountability (OPSA)
1001 GENERAL FUND
1.00 $162,324 $5,500 $2,000 $169,824 $169,824
Program Subtotal 1.00 $162,324 $5,500 $2,000 $169,824 $169,824
Existing
IS S>> —
554 Governmental Affairs - Federal Legislative Advocacy
1001 GENERAL FUND
$50,000 $50,000 $50,000
Program Subtotal $50,000 $50,000 $50,000
City Manager Total 15.00 $2,390,515 $510,373 $16,826 -$24,950 $2,892,764 $2,892,764
21 of 176
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JOTIN
Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
ETE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
. ____________________________________________________________________________|
1001 GENERAL FUND

15.00 $2,390,515 $510,373 $16,826 -$991,093 $1,926,621 $1,926,621

1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
0.00 $970,199 $970,199 $970,199
Program Subtotal 15.00 $2,390,515 $510,373 $16,826 -$20,894 $2,896,820 $2,896,820
Total 15.00 $2,390,515 $510,373 $16,826 -$20,894 $2,896,820 $2,896,820

1/17/2012, 5:25:27 PM
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Employee

Service ~

Inter-departmental

Expenditure

. FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
of Contents
City Treasurer
Mandated
IS S>> —
22 Debt Issuance Process / Due Diligence
1001 General Fund
0.74 $103,750 $23,818 $123 $0 $22 $127,712 $0 $127,712
Program Subtotal 0.74 $103,750 $23,818 $123 $0 $22 $127,712 $0 $127,712
25 Cash Flow Management
1001 General Fund
5.02 $703,817 $72,699 $837 $0 $146 $777,499 $2,075,685 -$1,298,186
Program Subtotal 5.02 $703,817 $72,699 $837 $0 $146 $777,499 $2,075,685 -$1,298,186
26 Debt Management
1001 General Fund
3.25 $455,658 $107,210 $542 $0 -$196,021 $367,389 $0 $367,389
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $10,709 $10,709 $0 $10,709
2210 ASSESSMENT BOND REGISTRATION
$185,407 $185,407 $44,293 $141,114
Program Subtotal 3.25 $455,658 $107,210 $542 $0 $95 $563,505 $44,293 $519,212
27 SCERS
1001 General Fund
1.64 $229,932 $145,536 $273 $0 $48 $375,789 $847,815 -$472,026
Program Subtotal 1.64 $229,932 $145,536 $273 $0 $48 $375,789 $847,815 -$472,026
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
Essential 3
S —
Project Feasibility / Citywide / Investor-Banker Relations
1001 General Fund
1.00 $140,203 $32,403 $167 $0 $29 $172,802 $0 $172,802
Program Subtotal 1.00 $140,203 $32,403 $167 $0 $29 $172,802 $0 $172,802
Existing
S —
Investor/Rating Agency Relations
1001 General Fund
0.10 $14,020 $3,240 $17 $0 $3 $17,280 $0 $17,280
Program Subtotal 0.10 $14,020 $3,240 $17 $0 $3 $17,280 $0 $17,280
Special Projects
1001 General Fund
0.25 $35,051 $8,101 $42 $0 $7 $43,200 $0 $43,200
Program Subtotal 0.25 $35,051 $8,101 $42 $0 $7 $43,200 $0 $43,200
City Treasurer Total 12.00 $1,682,431 $393,007 $2,000 $0 $350 $2,077,788 $2,967,793 -$890,005
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JOTIN

Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
ETE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
. ____________________________________________________________________________|
1001 GENERAL FUND
12.00 $1,682,431 $393,007 $2,000 -$195,766 $1,881,672 $2,923,500 -$1,041,828
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
0.00 $10,709 $10,709 $10,709
2210 ASSESSMENT BOND REGISTRATION
0.00 $185,407 $185,407 $44,293 $141,114
Program Subtotal 12.00 $1,682,431 $393,007 $2,000 $350 $2,077,788 $2,967,793 -$890,005
Total 12.00 $1,682,431 $393,007 $2,000 $350 $2,077,788 $2,967,793 -$890,005

1/17/2012, 5:26:19 PM
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Employee
Services

Service ~
Supplies

Inter-departmental

Transfers

Expenditure

Budget Subtotal

B’f‘:‘":"":'e FTE Property Debt Service Revenues Net Budget
Community Development
Mandated
I ———
294 Emergency Response to Immediately Dangerous Conditions (such as immediately dangerous structures, public health vectors, gang graffiti.)
1001 General Fund
1.00 $111,504 $46,731 $0 $0 $158,235 $50,000 $108,235
Program Subtotal 1.00 $111,504 $46,731 $0 $0 $158,235 $50,000 $108,235
296 Rehabilitation of Substandard and Dangerous Buildings
1001 General Fund
17.25 $1,611,691 $772,309 $27,662 $0 -$239,804 $2,171,858 $2,276,380 -$104,522
2700 Block Grant/Housing & Redev
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $0
Program Subtotal 17.25 $1,611,691 $772,309 $27,662 $0 $10,196 $2,421,858 $2,526,380 -$104,522
297 Vehicle Abatement (On-street)
1001 General Fund
7.00 $685,633 $222,860 $12,967 $0 $0 $921,460 $300,000 $621,460
Program Subtotal 7.00 $685,633 $222,860 $12,967 $0 $0 $921,460 $300,000 $621,460
298 General Plan Implementation: Sustainability Planning
1001 General Fund
2.60 $288,423 $38,566 $0 $0 -$127,670 $199,319 $0 $199,319
Program Subtotal 2.60 $288,423 $38,566 $0 $0 -$127,670 $199,319 $0 $199,319
299 Construction- Building Permits
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1001 General Fund
4.00 $408,338 $102,557 $0 $0 $0 $510,895 $53,500 $457,395
Program Subtotal 4.00 $408,338 $102,557 $0 $0 $0 $510,895 $53,500 $457,395
300 Construction-Building Inspections
1001 General Fund
19.50 $2,041,228 $410,230 $0 $266,100 $2,717,558 $4,291,109 -$1,573,551
2016 Development Services Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$266,000 -$266,000 $0 -$266,000
Program Subtotal 19.50 $2,041,228 $410,230 $0 $0 $100 $2,451,558 $4,291,109 -$1,839,551
301 Construction-Plan Review
1001 General Fund
7.00 $838,529 $164,092 $0 $166,000 $1,168,621 $2,471,000 -$1,302,379
2016 Development Services Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$166,000 -$166,000 $0 -$166,000
Program Subtotal 7.00 $838,529 $164,092 $0 $0 $0 $1,002,621 $2,471,000 -$1,468,379
302 Counter Operations for Building Permits and Plan Review
1001 General Fund
12.00 $1,119,354 $225,626 $0 $0 $1,344,980 $1,344,980
Program Subtotal 12.00 $1,119,354 $225,626 $0 $0 $1,344,980 $1,344,980
303 Entitlements- Current Planning Project Processing
1001 General Fund
14.90 $1,588,295 $163,544 $0 $0 -$161,600 $1,590,239 $936,116 $654,123
Program Subtotal 14.90 $1,588,295 $163,544 $0 $0 -$161,600 $1,590,239 $936,116 $654,123
304 Entitlements-Counter Operations
27 of 176
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1001 General Fund
6.85 $729,777 $65,772 $0 $0 $0 $795,549 $159,701 $635,848
Program Subtotal 6.85 $729,777 $65,772 $0 $0 $0 $795,549 $159,701 $635,848
305 Entitlements-Environmental Processing
1001 General Fund
4.40 $539,188 $45,569 $0 $0 -$553,784 $30,973 $0 $30,973
Program Subtotal 4.40 $539,188 $45,569 $0 $0 -$553,784 $30,973 $0 $30,973
307 General Plan Implementation: Neighborhood Planning
1001 General Fund
1.00 $101,321 $12,855 $0 $0 -$22,149 $92,027 $0 $92,027
Program Subtotal 1.00 $101,321 $12,855 $0 $0 -$22,149 $92,027 $0 $92,027
Essential 1
________________________________________________________________________|
442 Infill Development
1001 General Fund
1.00 $132,366 $14,127 $0 $0 $0 $146,493 $0 $146,493
Program Subtotal 1.00 $132,366 $14,127 $0 $0 $0 $146,493 $0 $146,493
Essential 2
________________________________________________________________________|
84 Mobile Food Vending Vehicle Enforcement
1001 General Fund
0.50 $46,901 $6,435 $0 $0 $53,336 $8,000 $45,336
Program Subtotal 0.50 $46,901 $6,435 $0 $0 $53,336 $8,000 $45,336
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85 Vector Inspections (Infestations of insects, vermin, or rodents that are public health vectors)
1001 General Fund
0.50 $46,901 $12,382 $0 $0 $59,283 $35,000 $24,283
Program Subtotal 0.50 $46,901 $12,382 $0 $0 $59,283 $35,000 $24,283
274 Annexation Projects
1001 General Fund
0.25 $38,276 $14,247 $0 $0 -$20,000 $32,523 $0 $32,523
3201 No Natomas Community Improv
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,000 $20,000 $0 $20,000
Program Subtotal 0.25 $38,276 $14,247 $0 $0 $0 $52,523 $0 $52,523
Essential 3
I ———
130 Abatement of Public Nuisances
1001 General Fund
13.75 $1,302,908 $672,937 $21,611 $0 $13,530 $2,010,986 $796,000 $1,214,986
Program Subtotal 13.75 $1,302,908 $672,937 $21,611 $0 $13,530 $2,010,986 $796,000 $1,214,986
132 Zoning Enforcement
1001 General Fund
3.25 $327,605 $49,527 $0 $0 $377,132 $80,000 $297,132
Program Subtotal 3.25 $327,605 $49,527 $0 $0 $377,132 $80,000 $297,132
Fully Offset
I ———
131 Rental Housing Inspection Program
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1001 General Fund
16.50 $1,523,583 $53,680 $2,000 $0 $9,275 $1,588,538 $1,753,739 -$165,201
Program Subtotal 16.50 $1,523,583 $53,680 $2,000 $0 $9,275 $1,588,538 $1,753,739 -$165,201
177 Taxi Cab Enforcement
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $8,000 -$8,000
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $8,000 -$8,000
178 Tobacco Retailer Licensing
1001 General Fund
2.00 $143,065 $3,000 $0 $0 $146,065 $150,000 -$3,935
Program Subtotal 2.00 $143,065 $3,000 $0 $0 $146,065 $150,000 -$3,935
185 Natomas Joint Vision
1001 General Fund
0.25 $38,276 $14,247 $0 $0 -$73,000 -$20,477 $185,638 -$206,115
Program Subtotal 0.25 $38,276 $14,247 $0 $0 -$73,000 -$20,477 $185,638 -$206,115
189 Zoning Code Updates and Improvements
1001 General Fund
0.45 $55,722 $3,376 $0 $0 $0 $59,098 $303,306 -$244,208
Program Subtotal 0.45 $55,722 $3,376 $0 $0 $0 $59,098 $303,306 -$244,208
273 Vacant Building Monitoring
1001 General Fund
10.00 $1,004,569 $226,108 $15,560 $0 $0 $1,246,237 $1,238,875 $7,362
Program Subtotal 10.00 $1,004,569 $226,108 $15,560 $0 $0 $1,246,237 $1,238,875 $7,362
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275 Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO Employee Funding)
1001 General Fund
1.00 $148,989 $0 $0 $0 $0 $148,989 $154,751 -$5,762
Program Subtotal 1.00 $148,989 $0 $0 $0 $0 $148,989 $154,751 -$5,762
Existing
________________________________________________________________________|
174 Business Compliance (includes illegal outdoor vending, somatic practitioners, arcades, billiards)
1001 General Fund
1.00 $93,801 $12,870 $0 $0 $106,671 $5,000 $101,671
Program Subtotal 1.00 $93,801 $12,870 $0 $0 $106,671 $5,000 $101,671
175 Entertainment Permits
1001 General Fund
1.50 $167,115 $29,375 $0 $0 $196,490 $10,000 $186,490
Program Subtotal 1.50 $167,115 $29,375 $0 $0 $196,490 $10,000 $186,490
176 Graffiti Abatement
1001 General Fund
5.50 $459,197 $164,143 $8,645 $0 -$267,868 $364,117 $5,000 $359,117
2232 Citywide Lndscpng&Lghting Dist
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $267,868 $267,868 $267,868
Program Subtotal 5.50 $459,197 $164,143 $8,645 $0 $0 $631,985 $5,000 $626,985
179 Vehicle Abatement (Private Property)
1001 General Fund
0.50 $46,901 $12,382 $0 $0 $59,283 $400 $58,883
Program Subtotal 0.50 $46,901 $12,382 $0 $0 $59,283 $400 $58,883
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182 Entitlements- Urban Design
1001 General Fund
4.00 $557,869 $40,084 $0 $0 $0 $597,953 $179,129 $418,824
Program Subtotal 4.00 $557,869 $40,084 $0 $0 $0 $597,953 $179,129 $418,824
183 General Plan Maintenance and Annual Report
1001 General Fund
3.80 $506,310 $61,063 $0 $0 -$346,359 $221,014 $0 $221,014
Program Subtotal 3.80 $506,310 $61,063 $0 $0 -$346,359 $221,014 $0 $221,014
186 North Natomas Implementation
1001 General Fund
1.25 $166,427 $3,562 $0 $0 $0 $169,989 $0 $169,989
Program Subtotal 1.25 $166,427 $3,562 $0 $0 $0 $169,989 $0 $169,989
494 General Plan Implementation: Economic Development Planning
1001 General Fund
1.00 $110,126 $12,855 $0 $0 -$18,900 $104,081 $0 $104,081
Program Subtotal 1.00 $110,126 $12,855 $0 $0 -$18,900 $104,081 $0 $104,081
Community Development Total 165.50 $16,980,188 $3,677,111 $88,445 $0 -$1,270,361 $19,475,383 $15,700,644 $3,774,739
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. ____________________________________________________________________________|
1001 GENERAL FUND
165.50 $16,980,188 $3,677,111 $88,445 -$1,376,229 $19,369,515 $15,450,644 $3,918,871
2016 DEVELOPMENT SERVICES FUND
0.00 -$432,000 -$432,000 -$432,000
2232 CITYWIDE LNDSCPNG&LGHTING DIST
0.00 $267,868 $267,868 $267,868
2700 BLOCK GRANT/HOUSING & REDEV
0.00 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $0
3201 NO NATOMAS COMMUNITY IMPROV
0.00 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000
Program Subtotal 165.50 $16,980,188 $3,677,111 $88,445 -$1,270,361 $19,475,383 $15,700,644 $3,774,739
Total 165.50 $16,980,188 $3,677,111 $88,445 -$1,270,361 $19,475,383 $15,700,644 $3,774,739
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Convention, Culture & Leisure
Mandated
I ———
309 Center for Sacramento History - Official repository for City / County Records and Historical Collections
1001 General Fund
3.00 $290,933 $56,179 $0 $0 $600 $347,712 $183,000 $164,712
Program Subtotal 3.00 $290,933 $56,179 $0 $0 $600 $347,712 $183,000 $164,712
310 City Support to Crocker Art Museum - Ensure Museum Remains Open to the Public
1001 General Fund
6.00 $559,479 $1,114,864 $1,000 $0 $0 $1,675,343 $0 $1,675,343
6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $111,903 $0 $0 $0 $111,903 $0 $111,903
Program Subtotal 6.00 $559,479 $1,226,767 $1,000 $0 $0 $1,787,246 $0 $1,787,246
311 Lease with McClellan Air Force Base
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $60,000 $0 $0 $0 $60,000 $0 $60,000
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $60,000 $0 $0 $0 $60,000 $0 $60,000
312 Miller Park Boat Ramp Dredging / Support
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $49,284 $0 $0 $0 $49,284 $50,000 -$716
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $49,284 $0 $0 $0 $49,284 $50,000 -$716
313 Operate Sacramento Marina
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6009 Sacramento Marina Fund
7.80 $388,607 $427,616 $1,000 $604,468 $286,599 $1,708,290 $1,710,675 -$2,385
6010 COMMUNITY CENTER FUND
-$37,100 -$37,100 -$37,100
Program Subtotal 7.80 $388,607 $390,516 $1,000 $604,468 $286,599 $1,671,190 $1,710,675 -$39,485
314 Operation of the Historic City Cemetery
1001 General Fund
1.00 $62,031 $46,535 $0 $0 $0 $108,566 $1,000 $107,566
Program Subtotal 1.00 $62,031 $46,535 $0 $0 $0 $108,566 $1,000 $107,566
490 H Street Theater Fund
2602 H Street Theater Fund
0.00 $0 $25,000 $20,000 $0 $0 $45,000 $45,000 $0
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $25,000 $20,000 $0 $0 $45,000 $45,000 $0
Essential 2
S —
86 Maintain the Old Sacramento Historic District
1001 General Fund
8.83 $775,254 $514,966 $0 $0 -$136,458 $1,153,762 $975,939 $177,823
2208 Old Sacto Maint Dist
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $69,758 $69,758 $0 $69,758
6010 COMMUNITY CENTER FUND
0.00 $0 $1,156 $0 $0 $67,000 $68,156 $0 $68,156
Program Subtotal 8.83 $775,254 $516,122 $0 $0 $300 $1,291,676 $975,939 $315,737
Essential 3
S —
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135 City Support to Sacramento History Museum
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $220,472 $0 $0 $0 $220,472 $93,205 $127,268
6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $16,261 $0 $0 $0 $16,261 $0 $16,261
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $236,733 $0 $0 $0 $236,733 $93,205 $143,529
137 Operation of City Golf Courses
1001 General Fund
59.36 $3,513,395 -$286,398 $0 $0 -$3,227,000 -$3 $0 -$3
2603 Golf Fund
0.00 $5,750 $2,325,759 $55,500 $0 $3,228,500 $5,615,509 $7,108,847 -$1,493,338
Program Subtotal 59.36 $3,519,145 $2,039,361 $55,500 $0 $1,500 $5,615,506 $7,108,847 -$1,493,341
138 Support the Operation of the Sacramento Zoo
1001 General Fund
6.00 $416,674 $82,808 $0 $0 -$50,000 $449,482 $0 $449,482
2605 Zoo Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $0
6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $69,892 $0 $0 $0 $69,892 $0 $69,892
Program Subtotal 6.00 $416,674 $152,700 $0 $0 $0 $569,374 $50,000 $519,374
276 Convention Center Complex Operations
6010 Community Center Fund
83.15 $5,520,925 $4,232,445 $102,000 $0 $2,482,091 $12,337,461 $23,748,000 -$11,410,539
Program Subtotal 83.15 $5,520,925 $4,232,445 $102,000 $0 $2,482,091 $12,337,461 $23,748,000 -$11,410,539
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405 Department Admin Support Services
6010 Community Center Fund
10.00 $1,167,453 $388,255 $20,000 $0 $2,682 $1,578,390 $22,000 $1,556,390
Program Subtotal 10.00 $1,167,453 $388,255 $20,000 $0 $2,682 $1,578,390 $22,000 $1,556,390
Fully Offset
. ___________________________________________________________________________________|
134 Art in Public Places
1001 General Fund
4.00 $339,099 $24,914 $0 $0 -$364,014 -$1 $0 -$1
Program Subtotal 4.00 $339,099 $24,914 $0 $0 -$364,014 -$1 $0 -$1
Existing
. ___________________________________________________________________________________|
190 Arts Education
1001 General Fund
2.00 $156,729 $23,950 $0 $0 -$9,400 $171,279 $50,000 $121,279
Program Subtotal 2.00 $156,729 $23,950 $0 $0 -$9,400 $171,279 $50,000 $121,279
191 Arts Regranting, Cultural Programs and Technical Assistance
1001 General Fund
1.00 $78,468 $9,329 $0 $0 -$65,100 $22,697 $50,000 -$27,303
Program Subtotal 1.00 $78,468 $9,329 $0 $0 -$65,100 $22,697 $50,000 -$27,303
194 Sacramento Metro Arts Commission's Outreach, Arts Marketing, Business Partnerships and Economic Development Initiative
1001 General Fund
2.00 $246,265 $73,002 $1,500 $0 -$92,634 $228,133 $72,155 $155,978
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Program Subtotal 2.00 $246,265 $73,002 $1,500 $0 -$92,634 $228,133 $72,155 $155,978
196 Support of the Operation of the Powerhouse Science Center
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $222,281 $0 $0 $0 $222,281 $93,205 $129,077
6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $16,260 $0 $0 $0 $16,260 $0 $16,260
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $238,541 $0 $0 $0 $238,541 $93,205 $145,337
197 Support of the Operation of Fairytale Town
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $37,245 $0 $0 -$25,000 $12,245 $0 $12,245
2606 Fairytale Town
0.00 $0 $25,000 $0 $0 $25,000 $50,000 $50,000 $0
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $62,245 $0 $0 $0 $62,245 $50,000 $12,245
277 Maintain Old Sacramento Public Market
2601 Old Sac Market
0.00 $0 $39,000 $0 $0 $0 $39,000 $45,000 -$6,000
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $39,000 $0 $0 $0 $39,000 $45,000 -$6,000
444 Partnership with The First Tee of Greater Sacramento (TFTGS)
2603 Golf Fund
0.00 $0 $30,381 $0 $0 $0 $30,381 $30,000 $381
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $30,381 $0 $0 $0 $30,381 $30,000 $381
Convention, Culture & Leisure Total 194.14 $13,521,062 $9,921,259 $201,000 $604,468 $2,242,624 $26,490,413 $34,378,025 -$7,887,612
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L
1001 GENERAL FUND
93.19 $6,438,327 $2,249,431 $2,500 -$3,969,006 $4,721,252 $1,568,503 $3,152,749
2208 OLD SACTO MAINT DIST
0.00 $69,758 $69,758 $69,758
2601 OLD SAC MARKET
0.00 $39,000 $39,000 $45,000 -$6,000
2602 H STREET THEATER FUND
0.00 $25,000 $20,000 $45,000 $45,000 $0
2603 GOLF FUND
0.00 $5,750 $2,356,140 $55,500 $3,228,500 $5,645,890 $7,138,847 -$1,492,957
2605 ZOO FUND
0.00 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $0
2606 FAIRYTALE TOWN
0.00 $25,000 $25,000 $50,000 $50,000 $0
6009 SACRAMENTO MARINA FUND
7.80 $388,607 $427,616 $1,000 $604,468 $286,599 $1,708,290 $1,710,675 -$2,385
6010 COMMUNITY CENTER FUND
93.15 $6,688,378 $4,799,072 $122,000 $2,551,773 $14,161,223 $23,770,000 -$9,608,777
Program Subtotal 194.14 $13,521,062 $9,921,259 $201,000 $604,468 $2,242,624 $26,490,413 $34,378,025 -$7,887,612
Total 194.14 $13,521,062 $9,921,259 $201,000 $604,468 $2,242,624 $26,490,413 $34,378,025 -$7,887,612
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Economic Development
Mandated
IS S>> —
198 Brownfield Remediation
1001 General Fund
0.50 $58,393 $0 $0 $0 $0 $58,393 $0 $58,393
Program Subtotal 0.50 $58,393 $0 $0 $0 $0 $58,393 $0 $58,393
200 Small Business Assistance
1001 General Fund
2.30 $197,830 $2,500 $0 $0 $0 $200,330 $0 $200,330
Program Subtotal 2.30 $197,830 $2,500 $0 $0 $0 $200,330 $0 $200,330
315 Enterprise Zone Marketing and Compliance
1001 General Fund
0.90 $117,068 $5,000 $0 $0 $0 $122,068 $0 $122,068
Program Subtotal 0.90 $117,068 $5,000 $0 $0 $0 $122,068 $0 $122,068
316 Redevelopment
1001 General Fund
5.10 $599,658 $150,472 $2,000 $0 $752,130 $2,024,880 -$1,272,750
Program Subtotal 5.10 $599,658 $150,472 $2,000 $0 $752,130 $2,024,880 -$1,272,750
406 Office of the Director
1001 General Fund
2.40 $372,350 $0 $0 $0 $0 $372,350 $0 $372,350
Program Subtotal 2.40 $372,350 $0 $0 $0 $0 $372,350 $0 $372,3
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Essential 3
e —
407 Army Depot
1001 General Fund
0.30 $48,455 $1,155,371 $0 $0 $0 $1,203,826 $1,155,371 $48,455
Program Subtotal 0.30 $48,455 $1,155,371 $0 $0 $0 $1,203,826 $1,155,371 $48,455
Existing
e —
199 Business Attraction/Retention
1001 General Fund
2.50 $275,393 $168,123 $0 $0 $2,856 $446,372 $0 $446,372
Program Subtotal 2.50 $275,393 $168,123 $0 $0 $2,856 $446,372 $0 $446,372
Economic Development Total 14.00 $1,669,147 $1,481,466 $2,000 $0 $2,856 $3,155,469 $3,180,251 -$24,782
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. ____________________________________________________________________________|

1001 GENERAL FUND
14.00 $1,669,147 $1,481,466 $2,000 $2,856 $3,155,469 $3,180,251 -$24,782
Program Subtotal 14.00 $1,669,147 $1,481,466 $2,000 $2,856 $3,155,469 $3,180,251 -$24,782
Total 14.00 $1,669,147 $1,481,466 $2,000 $2,856 $3,155,469 $3,180,251 -$24,782
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Finance
Mandated
S —
317 Accounting/CAFR/Other Financial Reporting
1001 General Fund
10.30 $1,085,946 $328,163 $0 $0 -$407,650 $1,006,459 $215,000 $791,459
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $379,415 $379,415 $0 $379,415
Program Subtotal 10.30 $1,085,946 $328,163 $0 $0 -$28,235 $1,385,874 $215,000 $1,170,874
318 Accounts Payable
1001 General Fund
4.50 $328,264 $27,608 $0 -$148,426 $207,446 $0 $207,446
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $148,426 $148,426 $0 $148,426
Program Subtotal 4.50 $328,264 $27,608 $0 $0 $0 $355,872 $0 $355,872
319 Accounts Receivable
1001 General Fund
5.10 $347,041 $65,495 $0 -$92,232 $320,304 $0 $320,304
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $191,863 $191,863 $0 $191,863
Program Subtotal 5.10 $347,041 $65,495 $0 $0 $99,631 $512,167 $0 $512,167
320 Annual Operating/CIP Budget Development and Management
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1001 General Fund
4.90 $550,991 $284,400 $15,000 $0 -$533,072 $317,319 $0 $317,319
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $533,572 $533,572 $0 $533,572
Program Subtotal 4.90 $550,991 $284,400 $15,000 $0 $500 $850,891 $0 $850,891
321 BIA Administration
1001 General Fund
0.15 $14,733 $0 $0 $0 $14,733 $0 $14,733
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2209 DOWNTOWN PLAZA BID
$116,000 -$116,000
2211 OLD SACRAMENTO BID
$142,000 -$142,000
2212 FRANKLIN BLVD BID
$35,000 -$35,000
2214 DEL PASO BID
$40,000 -$40,000
2215 STOCKTON BLVD BIA
$43,000 -$43,000
2239 Sutter Business Imprvmt Area
$150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $0
Program Subtotal 0.15 $14,733 $150,000 $0 $0 $0 $164,733 $526,000 -$361,267
322 Cashiering System Administration
1001 General Fund
0.30 $29,467 $0 $0 $0 $0 $29,467 $0 $29,467
Program Subtotal 0.30 $29,467 $0 $0 $0 $0 $29,467 $0 $29,467
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324 Citywide Infrastructure Financing Strategy
1001 General Fund
0.10 $13,557 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,557 $0 $13,557
Program Subtotal 0.10 $13,557 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,557 $0 $13,557
325 Delinquent Collections
1001 General Fund
4.30 $267,130 $26,198 $0 -$36,893 $256,435 $571,000 -$314,565
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 4.30 $267,130 $26,198 $0 $0 -$36,893 $256,435 $571,000 -$314,565
326 eCAPS Functional Support
1001 General Fund
1.20 $128,447 $92,411 $0 -$106,800 $114,058 $0 $114,058
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 1.20 $128,447 $92,411 $0 $0 -$106,800 $114,058 $0 $114,058
327 Finance Plan Development and Administration
1001 General Fund
1.75 $185,869 $40,401 $0 $0 -$226,270 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 1.75 $185,869 $40,401 $0 $0 -$226,270 $0 $0 $0
328 Payroll
1001 General Fund
5.90 $484,155 $36,197 $0 $0 -$194,602 $325,750 $0 $325,750
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1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $197,795 $197,795 $0 $197,795
Program Subtotal 5.90 $484,155 $36,197 $0 $0 $3,193 $523,545 $0 $523,545
329 Special District Formation and Administration
1001 General Fund
5.05 $509,907 $553,533 $0 -$884,723 $178,717 $22,500 $156,217
2201 Power Inn Rd Md 2003-01
$3,601 $3,601 $7,896 -$4,295
2202 Neighborhood Lighting Dist
$9,084 $9,084 $31,167 -$22,083
2204 Northside Subdiv Maint Dist
$3,743 $3,743 $5,544 -$1,801
2205 Subdiv Lndscpng Maint Dist
$23,923 $23,923 $204,490 -$180,567
2206 Laguna Creek Maint District
$24,636 $24,636 $192,796 -$168,160
2207 12th Street Maint Benefit Area
$3,308 $3,308 $13,302 -$9,994
2208 Old Sacto Maint Dist
$3,538 $3,538 $70,606 -$67,068
2210 Assessment Bond Registration
$44,293 $44,293 $185,407 -$141,114
2216 Oak Park PBID
$5,763 $5,763 $218,654 -$212,891
2217 Franklin Boulevard Pbid
$4,787 $4,787 $111,317 -$106,530
2218 Del Paso Prop & Business Imprv
$8,990 $8,990 $366,387 -$357,397
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2219 Special District Info/Rpt Sys
$93,993 $54,000 $147,993 $147,993
2221 Downtown Sacramento Mgmt Dist
$7,616 $7,616 $2,453,241 -$2,445,625
2222 The River District PBID
$5,430 $5,430 $345,742 -$340,312
2223 N Natomas Transp Mgmt Assoc
$159,707 $159,707 $1,021,749 -$862,042
2224 Stockton Blvd Pbid
$3,336 $3,336 $284,435 -$281,099
2225 Neighborhood Alley Maint Cfd
$3,482 $3,482 $5,164 -$1,682
2226 Neighborhood Water Quality Dst
$10,712 $10,712 $51,320 -$40,608
2227 N Nat Lndscp 99-02
$41,151 $41,151 $193,981 -$152,830
2228 Willowcreek Assmnt Md
$6,927 $6,927 $3,153 $3,774
2229 Willowcreek Lndscpng Cfd
$6,610 $6,610 $88,714 -$82,104
2230 N Natomas Lands Cfd 3
$37,279 $37,279 $1,100,771 -$1,063,492
2231 Village Garden N.-Mtce Dist #1
$5,337 $5,337 $36,684 -$31,347
2232 Citywide Lndscpng&Lghting Dist
$236,759 $236,759 $14,360,431 -$14,123,672
2233 Neighborhood Park Maint CFD
$44,612 $44,612 $44,612
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2234 Power Inn Area Prop & Business
$6,867 $6,867 $498,000 -$491,133
2236 Greater Broadway PBID
$3,066 $3,066 $226,397 -$223,331
2237 Midtown Sacramento PBID
$6,961 $6,961 $628,319 -$621,358
2238 Del Paso Nuevo Landscaping CFD
$6,153 $6,153 $19,036 -$12,883
2242 Correct fund number required
$6,859 $6,859 $410,511 -$403,652
3331 Natomas Central CFD 2006-02
$11,735 $11,735 $11,735
Program Subtotal 5.05 $509,907 $647,526 $0 -$84,458 $1,072,975 $23,157,714 -$22,084,739
330 Tax Collection
1001 General Fund
6.25 $444,458 $189,955 $0 -$402,090 $232,323 $693,000 -$460,677
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $178,091 $178,091 $178,091
2007 MAJOR STREET CONSTRUCTION
$420,000 -$420,000
2213 SACRAMENTO TOURISM BID
0.00 $40,000 $40,000 $372,601 -$332,601
Program Subtotal 6.25 $444,458 $189,955 $0 $0 -$183,999 $450,414 $1,485,601 -$1,035,187
331 UUT Rebate Program
1001 General Fund
0.20 $15,804 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,804 $0 $15,804
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1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 0.20 $15,804 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,804 $0 $15,804
538 Medical Marijuana Dispensary Permits
1001 GENERAL FUND
1.20 $114,805 $5,000 $119,805 $105,000 $14,805
Program Subtotal 1.20 $114,805 $5,000 $119,805 $105,000 $14,805
Essential 1
________________________________________________________________________|
29 Administrative Penalties Collections
1001 General Fund
0.75 $55,585 $0 $55,585 $0 $55,585
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 0.75 $55,585 $0 $0 $0 $55,585 $0 $55,585
30 Annual Lien Process (centralized)
1001 General Fund
0.60 $45,287 $0 $45,287 $0 $45,287
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 0.60 $45,287 $0 $0 $0 $45,287 $0 $45,287
31 Central Cashiering
1001 General Fund
5.45 $365,624 $91,051 $0 -$359,924 $96,751 $122,000 -$25,249
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1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 5.45 $365,624 $91,051 $0 $0 -$359,924 $96,751 $122,000 -$25,249
32 Parking Customer Service (on and off street)
1001 General Fund
9.55 $657,911 $151,752 $0 -$599,874 $209,789 $209,789
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $446,747 $446,747 $0 $446,747
2009 AB2928
$3,000,000 -$3,000,000
Program Subtotal 9.55 $657,911 $151,752 $0 $0 -$153,127 $656,536 $3,000,000 -$2,343,464
Essential 2
|
87 Bus Pass Processing
1001 General Fund
0.70 $43,464 $0 $0 $43,464 $0 $43,464
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 0.70 $43,464 $0 $0 $0 $43,464 $0 $43,464
88 Business Permits
1001 General Fund
2.85 $228,703 $10,000 $2,000 $0 -$736 $239,967 $309,000 -$69,033
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,236 $3,236 $0 $3,236
Program Subtotal 2.85 $228,703 $10,000 $2,000 $0 $2,500 $243,203 $309,000 -$65,797
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89 Council Report Review
1001 General Fund
1.00 $102,514 $0 $0 $0 $0 $102,514 $0 $102,514
Program Subtotal 1.00 $102,514 $0 $0 $0 $0 $102,514 $0 $102,514
408 Administration
1001 General Fund
1.90 $252,098 $144,650 $0 $0 -$158,012 $238,736 $0 $238,736
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $158,262 $158,262 $0 $158,262
Program Subtotal 1.90 $252,098 $144,650 $0 $0 $250 $396,998 $0 $396,998
Finance Total 74.00 $6,271,760 $2,290,807 $17,000 $0 -$1,073,632 $7,505,935 $29,491,315 -$21,985,380
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L
1001 GENERAL FUND
74.00 $6,271,760 $2,046,814 $17,000 -$4,151,304 $4,184,270 $2,037,500 $2,146,770
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
0.00 $2,237,407 $2,237,407 $2,237,407
2007 MAJOR STREET CONSTRUCTION
0.00 $420,000 -$420,000
2009 AB2928
0.00 $3,000,000 -$3,000,000
2013 TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT
0.00 $372,601 -$372,601
2201 POWER INN RD MD 2003-01
0.00 $3,601 $3,601 $7,896 -$4,295
2202 NEIGHBORHOOD LIGHTING DIST
0.00 $9,084 $9,084 $31,167 -$22,083
2204 NORTHSIDE SUBDIV MAINT DIST
0.00 $3,743 $3,743 $5,544 -$1,801
2205 SUBDIV LNDSCPNG MAINT DIST
0.00 $23,923 $23,923 $204,490 -$180,567
2206 LAGUNA CREEK MAINT DISTRICT
0.00 $24,636 $24,636 $192,796 -$168,160
2207 12TH STREET MAINT BENEFIT AREA
0.00 $3,308 $3,308 $13,302 -$9,994
2208 OLD SACTO MAINT DIST
0.00 $3,5638 $3,538 $70,606 -$67,068
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2209 DOWNTOWN PLAZA BID

0.00 $116,000 -$116,000
2210 ASSESSMENT BOND REGISTRATION

0.00 $44,293 $44,293 $185,407 -$141,114
2211 OLD SACRAMENTO BID

0.00 $142,000 -$142,000
2212 FRANKLIN BLVD BID

0.00 $35,000 -$35,000
2213 SACRAMENTO TOURISM BID

0.00 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000
2214 DEL PASO BID

0.00 $40,000 -$40,000
2215 STOCKTON BLVD BIA

0.00 $43,000 -$43,000
2216 OAK PARK PBID

0.00 $5,763 $5,763 $218,654 -$212,891
2217 FRANKLIN BOULEVARD PBID

0.00 $4,787 $4,787 $111,317 -$106,530
2218 DEL PASO PROP & BUSINESS IMPRV

0.00 $8,990 $8,990 $366,387 -$357,397
2219 SPECIAL DISTRICT INFO/RPT SYS

0.00 $93,993 $54,000 $147,993 $147,993
2221 DOWNTOWN SACRAMENTO MGMT DIST

0.00 $7,616 $7,616 $2,453,241 -$2,445,625
2222 CAPITAL STATION DISTRICT PBID

0.00 $5,430 $5,430 $345,742 -$340,312
2223 N NATOMAS TRANSP MGMT ASSOC

0.00 $159,707 $159,707 $1,021,749 -$862,042
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2224 STOCKTON BLVD PBID
0.00 $3,336 $3,336 $284,435 -$281,099
2225 NEIGHBORHOOD ALLEY MAINT CFD
0.00 $3,482 $3,482 $5,164 -$1,682
2226 NEIGHBORHOOD WATER QUALITY DST
0.00 $10,712 $10,712 $51,320 -$40,608
2227 N NAT LNDSCP 99-02
0.00 $41,151 $41,151 $193,981 -$152,830
2228 WILLOWCREEK ASSMNT MD
0.00 $6,927 $6,927 $3,153 $3,774
2229 WILLOWCREEK LNDSCPNG CFD
0.00 $6,610 $6,610 $88,714 -$82,104
2230 N NATOMAS LANDS CFD 3
0.00 $37,279 $37,279 $1,100,771 -$1,063,492
2231 VILLAGE GARDEN N.-MTCE DIST #1
0.00 $5,337 $5,337 $36,684 -$31,347
2232 CITYWIDE LNDSCPNG&LGHTING DIST
0.00 $236,759 $236,759 $14,360,431  -$14,123,672
2233 NEIGHBORHOOD PARK MAINT CFD
0.00 $44,612 $44,612 $44,612
2234 POWER INN AREA PROP & BUSINESS
0.00 $6,867 $6,867 $498,000 -$491,133
2236 GREATER BROADWAY PBID
0.00 $3,066 $3,066 $226,397 -$223,331
2237 MIDTOWN SACRAMENTO PBID
0.00 $6,961 $6,961 $628,319 -$621,358
2238 DEL PASO NUEVO LANDSCAPING CFD
0.00 $6,153 $6,153 $19,036 -$12,883
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ETE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget

2239 Correct fund number required
0.00 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $0

2242 Correct fund number required
0.00 $6,859 $6,859 $410,511 -$403,652

3331 Correct fund number required
0.00 $11,735 $11,735 $11,735
Program Subtotal 74.00 $6,271,760 $2,290,807 $17,000 -$1,073,632 $7,505,935 $29,491,315  -$21,985,380
Total 74.00 $6,271,760 $2,290,807 $17,000 -$1,073,632 $7,505,935 $29,491,315  -$21,985,380
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Fire
Mandated
332 Code Enforcement
1001 General Fund
4.60 $564,752 $4,973 $0 $0 $375 $570,100 $160,000 $410,100
Program Subtotal 4.60 $564,752 $4,973 $0 $0 $375 $570,100 $160,000 $410,100
333 Fire Suppression
1001 General Fund
433.00 $65,680,643 $982,683 $2,500 $422,865 -$3,363,383 $63,725,308 $4,372,000 $59,353,308
Program Subtotal 433.00 $65,680,643 $982,683 $2,500 $422,865 -$3,363,383 $63,725,308 $4,372,000 $59,353,308
334 New Development Plan Review / Inspections / Permits
1001 General Fund
8.60 $972,178 $60,152 $0 $0 $0 $1,032,330 $439,181 $593,149
Program Subtotal 8.60 $972,178 $60,152 $0 $0 $0 $1,032,330 $439,181 $593,149
335 Operations Permits
1001 General Fund
11.60 $1,340,320 $12,441 $0 $0 $965 $1,353,726 $622,000 $731,726
Program Subtotal 11.60 $1,340,320 $12,441 $0 $0 $965 $1,353,726 $622,000 $731,726
415 Centralized Services
1001 General Fund
21.00 $2,605,732 $3,791,556 $36,000 $0 -$474,800 $5,958,488 $1,000 $5,957,488
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
6502 Risk Management
$500,000 $500,000 $500,000
Program Subtotal 21.00 $2,605,732 $3,791,556 $36,000 $0 $25,200 $6,458,488 $1,000 $6,457,488
Essential 1
S —
33 Fire Boat Response
1001 General Fund
0.00 $261,804 $1,500 $0 $0 $0 $263,304 $0 $263,304
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 0.00 $261,804 $1,500 $0 $0 $0 $263,304 $0 $263,304
34 Hazardous Materials Response
1001 General Fund
4.00 $720,186 $86,035 $0 $0 $600 $806,821 $159,000 $647,821
Program Subtotal 4.00 $720,186 $86,035 $0 $0 $600 $806,821 $159,000 $647,821
35 Emergency Medical Response
1001 General Fund
92.00 $13,507,467 $2,058,129 $16,000 $0 $1,000 $15,582,596 $14,533,423 $1,049,173
Program Subtotal 92.00 $13,507,467 $2,058,129 $16,000 $0 $1,000 $15,582,596 $14,533,423 $1,049,173
409 Communications
1001 General Fund
2.00 $568,613 $2,788,924 $1,208,713 $0 $30 $4,566,280 $0 $4,566,280
Program Subtotal 2.00 $568,613 $2,788,924 $1,208,713 $0 $30 $4,566,280 $0 $4,566,280
Essential 3
S —
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139 Fire Investigations
1001 General Fund
6.60 $972,223 $8,385 $0 $0 $0 $980,608 $0 $980,608
Program Subtotal 6.60 $972,223 $8,385 $0 $0 $0 $980,608 $0 $980,608
140 Weed Abatement (already Contracted)
1001 General Fund
1.60 $129,644 $352,544 $0 $0 $1,500 $483,688 $225,000 $258,688
Program Subtotal 1.60 $129,644 $352,544 $0 $0 $1,500 $483,688 $225,000 $258,688
Fully Offset
________________________________________________________________________|
206 US&R
1001 General Fund
5.00 $500,947 $0 $0 $0 -$500,947 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 5.00 $500,947 $0 $0 $0 -$500,947 $0 $0 $0
Fire Total 590.00 $87,824,509 $10,147,322 $1,263,213 $422,865 -$3,834,660 $95,823,249 $20,511,604 $75,311,645
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. ____________________________________________________________________________|
1001 GENERAL FUND

590.00 $87,824,509 $10,147,322 $1,263,213 $422,865 -$4,334,660 $95,323,249 $20,511,604 $74,811,645

6502 RISK MANAGEMENT
0.00 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000
Program Subtotal 590.00 $87,824,509 $10,147,322 $1,263,213 $422,865 -$3,834,660 $95,823,249 $20,511,604 $75,311,645
Total 590.00 $87,824,509 $10,147,322 $1,263,213 $422,865 -$3,834,660 $95,823,249 $20,511,604 $75,311,645
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of Contents
General Services
Mandated
IS S>> —
336 Animal care and sheltering
1001 General Fund
15.50 $920,962 $128,803 $38,725 $0 $0 $1,088,490 $271,382 $817,108
Program Subtotal 15.50 $920,962 $128,803 $38,725 $0 $0 $1,088,490 $271,382 $817,108
337 Animal control and enforcement
1001 General Fund
8.50 $762,433 $122,020 $0 $0 $0 $884,453 $174,000 $710,453
Program Subtotal 8.50 $762,433 $122,020 $0 $0 $0 $884,453 $174,000 $710,453
340 Asset Management - Environmental regulatory compliance
1001 General Fund
1.00 $118,000 $5,000 $0 $0 -$100,000 $23,000 $0 $23,000
Program Subtotal 1.00 $118,000 $5,000 $0 $0 -$100,000 $23,000 $0 $23,000
341 Facilities Maintenance - Regulatory
1001 General Fund
3.00 $298,422 $135,000 $0 $0 -$180,000 $253,422 $0 $253,422
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$75,000 $75,000 $75,000
Program Subtotal 3.00 $298,422 $135,000 $0 $0 -$105,000 $328,422 $0 $328,422
453 Veterinarian services
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1001 General Fund
2.00 $195,882 $99,100 $0 $0 $0 $294,982 $0 $294,982
Program Subtotal 2.00 $195,882 $99,100 $0 $0 $0 $294,982 $0 $294,982
Essential 1
I ———
Architects and Engineers - Professional design and technical review for Emergency/Safety/Code/24-7 response to emergencies.
1001 General Fund
0.50 $80,000 $15,000 $0 $0 -$95,000 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 0.50 $80,000 $15,000 $0 $0 -$95,000 $0 $0 $0
Facilities Maintenance - Emergency/Safety/Code/24-7 response
1001 General Fund
5.50 $627,533 $300,000 $0 $0 -$392,000 $535,533 $0 $535,533
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$150,000 $150,000 $150,000
Program Subtotal 5.50 $627,533 $300,000 $0 $0 -$242,000 $685,533 $0 $685,533
Fleet - Asset Management
6501 Fleet Management
2.95 $286,017 $660,705 $8,983,502 $81,723 $52,055 $10,064,002 $9,709,476 $354,526
Program Subtotal 2.95 $286,017 $660,705 $8,983,502 $81,723 $52,055  $10,064,002 $9,709,476 $354,526
Fleet maintenance/repair - Heavy duty
6501 Fleet Management
52.40 $4,742,975 $345,133 $0 $832,883 $5,920,991 $5,216,177 $704,814
Program Subtotal 52.40 $4,742,975 $345,133 $0 $832,883 $5,920,991 $5,216,177 $704,814
Fleet maintenance/repair - Light duty
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6501 Fleet Management
18.70 $1,466,469 $121,937 $0 $294,980 $1,883,386 $1,634,061 $249,324
Program Subtotal 18.70 $1,466,469 $121,937 $0 $294,980 $1,883,386 $1,634,061 $249,324
51 Multi-use facility contracts for pest management, janitorial, overhead doors, and elevator inspection/maintenance
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $294,942 $0 $0 -$145,319 $149,623 $0 $149,623
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$103,719 $103,719 $103,719
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $294,942 $0 $0 -$41,600 $253,342 $0 $253,342
52 Utilities at multi-use facilities
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $1,500,000 $0 $0 -$739,058 $760,942 $0 $760,942
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$739,058 $739,058 $739,058
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $1,500,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,500,000 $0 $1,500,000
472 Department leadership
1001 General Fund
1.70 $292,118 $16,131 $8,102 $0 -$88,691 $227,660 $0 $227,660
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $88,691 $88,691 $0 $88,691
Program Subtotal 1.70 $292,118 $16,131 $8,102 $0 $0 $316,351 $0 $316,351
473 311 call processing
1001 General Fund
13.70 $883,528 $78,976 $2,948 $0 -$439,396 $526,056 $0 $526,056
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2002 Gas Tax 2106
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $35,287 $35,287 $0 $35,287
6004 Parking Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $12,755 $12,755 $0 $12,755
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $44,833 $44,833 $0 $44,833
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $13,597 $13,597 $0 $13,597
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $323,692 $323,692 $0 $323,692
6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $782 $782 $0 $782
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,449 $8,449 $0 $8,449
Program Subtotal 13.70 $883,528 $78,976 $2,948 $0 -$1 $965,451 $0 $965,451
474 311 e-mail processing
1001 General Fund
1.10 $82,332 $7,359 $275 $0 -$40,945 $49,021 $0 $49,021
2002 Gas Tax 2106
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,288 $3,288 $0 $3,288
6004 Parking Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,189 $1,189 $0 $1,189
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,178 $4,178 $0 $4,178
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,267 $1,267 $0 $1,267
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $30,163 $30,163 $0 $30,163
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6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $73 $73 $0 $73
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $787 $787 $0 $787
Program Subtotal 1.10 $82,332 $7,359 $275 $0 $0 $89,966 $0 $89,966
483 311 supervision
1001 General Fund
1.30 $125,045 $11,177 $417 $0 -$62,188 $74,451 $0 $74,451
2002 Gas Tax 2106
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,994 $4,994 $0 $4,994
6004 Parking Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,805 $1,805 $0 $1,805
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,345 $6,345 $0 $6,345
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,924 $1,924 $0 $1,924
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $45,812 $45,812 $0 $45,812
6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $111 $111 $0 $111
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,196 $1,196 $0 $1,196
Program Subtotal 1.30 $125,045 $11,177 $417 $0 -$1 $136,638 $0 $136,638
485 311 dispatch
1001 General Fund
5.00 $307,308 $27,469 $1,025 $0 -$152,830 $182,972 $0 $182,972
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2002 Gas Tax 2106
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $12,273 $12,273 $0 $12,273
6004 Parking Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,436 $4,436 $0 $4,436
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,594 $15,594 $0 $15,594
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,729 $4,729 $0 $4,729
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $112,586 $112,586 $0 $112,586
6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $272 $272 $0 $272
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,939 $2,939 $0 $2,939
Program Subtotal 5.00 $307,308 $27,469 $1,025 $0 -$1 $335,801 $0 $335,801
486 311 reporting and system administration
1001 General Fund
0.60 $68,573 $6,130 $229 $0 -$34,103 $40,829 $0 $40,829
2002 Gas Tax 2106
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,739 $2,739 $0 $2,739
6004 Parking Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $990 $990 $0 $990
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,480 $3,480 $0 $3,480
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,055 $1,055 $0 $1,055
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,123 $25,123 $0 $25,123
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $61 $61 $0 $61
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $656 $656 $0 $656
Program Subtotal 0.60 $68,573 $6,130 $229 $0 $1 $74,933 $0 $74,933
535 Fleet - Build
6501 FLEET MANAGEMENT
3.00 $279,072 $22,147 $52,055 $353,274 $308,647 $44,627
Program Subtotal 3.00 $279,072 $22,147 $52,055 $353,274 $308,647 $44,627
537 Fleet - Sublet
6501 FLEET MANAGEMENT
2.80 $257,432 $376,965 $48,585 $682,982 $620,002 $62,980
Program Subtotal 2.80 $257,432 $376,965 $48,585 $682,982 $620,002 $62,980
Essential 2
I ———
91 Animal Care Services management
1001 General Fund
1.00 $146,566 $163,690 $11,115 $0 $7,000 $328,371 $558,000 -$229,629
Program Subtotal 1.00 $146,566 $163,690 $11,115 $0 $7,000 $328,371 $558,000 -$229,629
93 Architects and Engineers - Professional design and technical review for daily repairs and corrective work
1001 General Fund
2.00 $215,000 $40,000 $0 $0 -$255,000 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 2.00 $215,000 $40,000 $0 $0 -$255,000 $0 $0 $0
94 Asset Management - Property management for downtown properties and multi-use facilities
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1001 General Fund
1.25 $123,500 $5,000 $0 $0 -$15,000 $113,500 $0 $113,500
Program Subtotal 1.25 $123,500 $5,000 $0 $0 -$15,000 $113,500 $0 $113,500
95 Asset Management - Response to citywide departments and public inquiries regarding city property
1001 General Fund
0.50 $77,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $77,000 $0 $77,000
Program Subtotal 0.50 $77,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $77,000 $0 $77,000
97 Facilities Maintenance - Preventive maintenance, daily repairs, corrective work, and Deferred Maintenance
1001 General Fund
23.50 $2,291,784 $967,610 $18,000 $0 -$1,206,127 $2,071,267 $15,000 $2,056,267
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$269,787 $269,787 $269,787
Program Subtotal 23.50 $2,291,784 $967,610 $18,000 $0 -$936,340 $2,341,054 $15,000 $2,326,054
99 Facilities Maintenance - Security
1001 General Fund
2.50 $196,461 $800,000 $0 $0 -$180,000 $816,461 $0 $816,461
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$150,000 $150,000 $150,000
Program Subtotal 2.50 $196,461 $800,000 $0 $0 -$30,000 $966,461 $0 $966,461
100 Facilities & Real Property Management - Managing multi business lines, strategic analysis, process improvements, budget, finance and contracting
1001 General Fund
4.00 $331,601 $7,680 $5,000 $0 -$47,500 $296,781 $0 $296,781
Program Subtotal 4.00 $331,601 $7,680 $5,000 $0 -$47,500 $296,781 $0 $296,781
101 Fleet - Administration and system support
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6501 Fleet Management
8.25 $907,634 $118,237 $248,130 $1,274,001 $0 $1,274,001
Program Subtotal 8.25 $907,634 $118,237 $248,130 $1,274,001 $0 $1,274,001
446 Procurement administration
1001 General Fund
3.50 $275,194 $9,501 $1,369 $0 -$95,944 $190,120 $0 $190,120
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $76,723 $76,723 $0 $76,723
Program Subtotal 3.50 $275,194 $9,501 $1,369 $0 -$19,221 $266,843 $0 $266,843
447 eCAPS support
1001 General Fund
0.25 $23,188 $1,156 $166 $0 -$9,161 $15,349 $0 $15,349
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $9,332 $9,332 $0 $9,332
Program Subtotal 0.25 $23,188 $1,156 $166 $0 $171 $24,681 $0 $24,681
448 Labor compliance
1001 General Fund
0.75 $71,260 $2,147 $309 $0 -$23,893 $49,823 $0 $49,823
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $17,336 $17,336 $0 $17,336
Program Subtotal 0.75 $71,260 $2,147 $309 $0 -$6,557 $67,159 $0 $67,159
449 Purchasing
1001 General Fund
3.00 $256,264 $12,772 $1,840 $0 -$101,249 $169,627 $0 $169,627
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $103,136 $103,136 $0 $103,136
Program Subtotal 3.00 $256,264 $12,772 $1,840 $0 $1,887 $272,763 $0 $272,763
Fully Offset
I ———
38 Asset Management - Central Services (Mail)
1001 General Fund
2.00 $146,391 $454,126 $0 $0 -$632,982 -$32,465 $0 -$32,465
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$33,962 $33,962 $33,962
Program Subtotal 2.00 $146,391 $454,126 $0 $0 -$599,020 $1,497 $0 $1,497
39 Asset Management - Right of way and real property acquisition, appraisals/reviews, disposal, property leases & cell tower leases
1001 General Fund
5.25 $563,928 $14,849 $0 $0 -$641,468 -$62,691 $148,000 -$210,691
Program Subtotal 5.25 $563,928 $14,849 $0 $0 -$641,468 -$62,691 $148,000 -$210,691
48 Fuel management
6501 Fleet Management
0.50 $42,063 $7,053,056 $0 $8,676 $7,103,795 $7,977,848 -$874,053
Program Subtotal 0.50 $42,063 $7,053,056 $0 $8,676 $7,103,795 $7,977,848 -$874,053
90 Animal Care customer service
1001 General Fund
5.00 $305,315 $28,950 $0 $0 $0 $334,265 $0 $334,265
Program Subtotal 5.00 $305,315 $28,950 $0 $0 $0 $334,265 $0 $334,265
92 Architects and Engineers - City facilities project management
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1001 General Fund
4.25 $546,234 $97,000 $0 $0 -$764,721 -$121,487 $0 -$121,487
Program Subtotal 4.25 $546,234 $97,000 $0 $0 -$764,721 -$121,487 $0 -$121,487
98 Facilities Maintenance - Remodels, improvements, and billable work based on customer service agreements
1001 General Fund
3.00 $322,519 $225,000 $0 $0 -$746,809 -$199,290 $0 -$199,290
Program Subtotal 3.00 $322,519 $225,000 $0 $0 -$746,809 -$199,290 $0 -$199,290
102 Fleet parts inventory management
6501 Fleet Management
2.00 $174,600 $2,063,774 $4,675,944 $0 $34,703 $6,949,021 $7,857,687 -$908,666
Program Subtotal 2.00 $174,600 $2,063,774 $4,675,944 $0 $34,703 $6,949,021 $7,857,687 -$908,666
104 Motor pool/Car share
6501 Fleet Management
0.40 $30,463 $99,079 $0 $0 $6,941 $136,483 $393,233 -$256,750
Program Subtotal 0.40 $30,463 $99,079 $0 $0 $6,941 $136,483 $393,233 -$256,750
214 Sustainability
1001 General Fund
1.00 $118,797 $6,560 $3,295 $0 -$116,868 $11,784 $0 $11,784
Program Subtotal 1.00 $118,797 $6,560 $3,295 $0 -$116,868 $11,784 $0 $11,784

278 Architects and Engineers - Energy management, sustainability, LEED, monitoring utility account management system (Energy Cap), and maintenance and

construction

1001 General Fund

Program Subtotal

1/17/2012, 5:27:55 PM

0.50 $75,000 $15,000 $0 $0 -$90,000 $0 $0 $0

0.50 $75,000 $15,000 $0 $0 -$90,000 $0 $0 $0
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Architects and Engineers - Americans with Disabilities Act construction projects and compliance
1001 General Fund
1.25 $160,000 $20,000 $0 $0 -$180,000 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 1.25 $160,000 $20,000 $0 $0 -$180,000 $0 $0 $0
Architects and Engineers - Design, management, code compliance and quality inspection supporting Facility Maintenance
1001 General Fund
2.00 $265,000 $35,000 $0 $0 -$300,000 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 2.00 $265,000 $35,000 $0 $0 -$300,000 $0 $0 $0
Architects and Engineers - Green Facilities Program
1001 General Fund
1.00 $123,000 $584 -$123,584 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 1.00 $123,000 $584 -$123,584 $0 $0
Facilities Maintenance - Cal Epa
2801 Cal Epa Fund
$7,701,630 $7,701,630 $7,874,000 -$172,370
Program Subtotal $7,701,630 $7,701,630 $7,874,000 -$172,370
Existing
I ———
Animal Care community outreach/education
1001 General Fund
0.50 $45,531 $1,950 $0 $0 $0 $47,481 $0 $47,481
Program Subtotal 0.50 $45,531 $1,950 $0 $0 $0 $47,481 $0 $47,481
Department IT
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1001 General Fund
2.00 $243,837 $150,346 $22,763 $0 -$158,699 $258,247 $0 $258,247
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $119,852 $119,852 $0 $119,852
2003 Gas Tax 2107
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $38,847 $38,847 $0 $38,847
Program Subtotal 2.00 $243,837 $150,346 $22,763 $0 $0 $416,946 $0 $416,946
450 Purchase cards
1001 General Fund
0.25 $15,003 $748 $108 $0 -$5,928 $9,931 $0 $9,931
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,038 $6,038 $0 $6,038
Program Subtotal 0.25 $15,003 $748 $108 $0 $110 $15,969 $0 $15,969
451 Special programs
1001 General Fund
0.25 $15,003 $748 $108 $0 -$5,928 $9,931 $0 $9,931
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,038 $6,038 $0 $6,038
Program Subtotal 0.25 $15,003 $748 $108 $0 $110 $15,969 $0 $15,969
469 Department fiscal
1001 General Fund
1.00 $132,743 $7,330 $3,682 $0 -$139,964 $3,791 $0 $3,791
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,303 $40,303 $0 $40,303
Program Subtotal 1.00 $132,743 $7,330 $3,682 $0 -$99,661 $44,094 $0 $44,094
72 of 176
1/17/2012, 5:27:55 PM 13



471 Department HR
1001 General Fund
2.30 $204,044 $11,268 $5,659 $0 -$109,002 $111,969 $0 $111,969
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $61,951 $61,951 $0 $61,951
2003 Gas Tax 2107
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $44,241 $44,241 $0 $44,241
Program Subtotal 2.30 $204,044 $11,268 $5,659 $0 -$2,810 $218,161 $0 $218,161
482 311 marketing
1001 General Fund
0.30 $31,554 $2,820 $105 $0 -$15,692 $18,787 $0 $18,787
2002 Gas Tax 2106
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,260 $1,260 $0 $1,260
6004 Parking Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $456 $456 $0 $456
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,601 $1,601 $0 $1,601
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $486 $486 $0 $486
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,560 $11,560 $0 $11,560
6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $28 $28 $0 $28
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $302 $302 $0 $302
Program Subtotal 0.30 $31,554 $2,820 $105 $0 $1 $34,480 $0 $34,480
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
ETE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
General Services Total 224.50 $20,270,578 $24,391,605 $13,784,686 $81,723 -$3,969,874 $54,558,718 $42,757,513 $11,801,205
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I
1001 GENERAL FUND
133.50 $12,083,852 $5,828,943 $125,240 -$8,428,049 $9,609,986 $1,166,382 $8,443,604
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
0.00 $2,050,926 $2,050,926 $2,050,926
2002 GAS TAX 2106
0.00 $59,841 $59,841 $59,841
2003 GAS TAX 2107
0.00 $83,088 $83,088 $83,088
2801 CAL EPA FUND
0.00 $7,701,630 $7,701,630 $7,874,000 -$172,370
6004 PARKING FUND
0.00 $21,631 $21,631 $21,631
6005 WATER FUND
0.00 $76,031 $76,031 $76,031
6006 SEWER FUND
0.00 $23,058 $23,058 $23,058
6007 SOLID WASTE FUND
0.00 $548,937 $548,937 $548,937
6010 COMMUNITY CENTER FUND
0.00 $1,327 $1,327 $1,327
6011 STORM DRAINAGE FUND
0.00 $14,329 $14,329 $14,329
6501 FLEET MANAGEMENT
91.00 $8,036,725 $11,714,382 $13,659,446 -$422,865 $1,380,247 $34,367,935 $33,717,131 $650,804
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
ETE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
Program Subtotal 224.50 $20,120,577 $25,244,955 $13,784,686 -$422,865 -$4,168,634 $54,558,719 $42,757,513 $11,801,206
Total 224.50 $20,120,577 $25,244,955 $13,784,686 -$422,865 -$4,168,634 $54,558,719 $42,757,513 $11,801,206
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Back to Table FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
of Contents
Human Resources
Mandated
e
53 Insurance verification for contracts, permits & encroachments
6502 Risk Management
1.00 $73,144 $0 $0 $0 $0 $73,144 $0 $73,144
Program Subtotal 1.00 $73,144 $0 $0 $0 $0 $73,144 $0 $73,144
345 CalPERS Retirement Administration
1001 General Fund
1.00 $70,679 $6,703 $250 $0 -$21,043 $56,589 $0 $56,589
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$25,114 $25,114 $25,114
Program Subtotal 1.00 $70,679 $6,703 $250 $0 $4,071 $81,703 $0 $81,703
346 Certification / Selection
1001 General Fund
1.00 $57,991 $7,900 $0 $0 -$17,514 $48,377 $0 $48,377
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $21,264 $21,264 $0 $21,264
Program Subtotal 1.00 $57,991 $7,900 $0 $0 $3,750 $69,641 $0 $69,641
347 Classification / Reclassification/ Salary Surveys
1001 General Fund
3.00 $300,199 $44,183 $0 $0 -$117,211 $227,171 $0 $227,171
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$131,367 $131,367 $131,367
Program Subtotal 3.00 $300,199 $44,183 $0 $0 $14,156 $358,538 $0 $358,538
348 Complaint Investigation/Program Compliance
1001 General Fund
1.50 $154,411 $10,000 $200 $0 -$48,193 $116,418 $0 $116,418
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$53,406 $53,406 $53,406
6502 Risk Management
0.50 $50,914 $0 $0 $0 $50,914 $0 $50,914
Program Subtotal 2.00 $205,325 $10,000 $200 $0 $5,213 $220,738 $0 $220,738
349 Facility Access, Public Accommodation
1001 General Fund
1.00 $108,096 $10,000 $200 $0 -$34,555 $83,741 $0 $83,741
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$38,345 $38,345 $38,345
6502 Risk Management
0.50 $50,914 $0 $0 $0 $0 $50,914 $0 $50,914
Program Subtotal 1.50 $159,010 $10,000 $200 $0 $3,790 $173,000 $0 $173,000
350 General and Auto Liability Claim Adjusting
6502 Risk Management
1.00 $160,969 $7,707,915 $25,606 $0 $2,198,167 $10,092,657 $14,435,101 -$4,342,444
Program Subtotal 1.00 $160,969 $7,707,915 $25,606 $0 $2,198,167  $10,092,657  $14,435,101 -$4,342,444
351 Health & Welfare Benefit Administration
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1001 General Fund
5.00 $410,948 $157,922 $250 $0 -$163,802 $405,318 $152,000 $253,318
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$182,774 $182,774 $182,774
6005 WATER FUND
$54,653 $54,653 $54,653
6006 SEWER FUND
$17,604 $17,604 $17,604
6007 SOLID WASTE FUND
$91,063 $91,063 $91,063
6011 STORM DRAINAGE FUND
$42,802 $42,802 $42,802
6501 FLEET MANAGEMENT
$40,582 $40,582 $40,582
6502 Risk Management
0.00 $625,000 $0 $0 $0 $625,000 $0 $625,000
Program Subtotal 5.00 $1,035,948 $157,922 $250 $0 $265,676 $1,459,796 $152,000 $1,307,796
352 Leave Administration
1001 General Fund
0.50 $60,621 $40,000 $0 $0 -$28,725 $71,896 $0 $71,896
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$32,181 $32,181 $32,181
6502 Risk Management
1.00 $84,897 $0 $0 $0 $0 $84,897 $0 $84,897
Program Subtotal 1.50 $145,518 $40,000 $0 $0 $3,456 $188,974 $0 $188,974
353 Occupational Safety & Health Program
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
6502 Risk Management
10.50 $991,050 $147,626 $0 $0 -$327,991 $810,685 $0 $810,685
Program Subtotal 10.50 $991,050 $147,626 $0 $0 -$327,991 $810,685 $0 $810,685
354 Recruitment/Testing (Civil Service & Exempt)
1001 General Fund
5.00 $552,491 $113,358 $0 $0 -$196,467 $469,382 $0 $469,382
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$218,082 $218,082 $218,082
Program Subtotal 5.00 $552,491 $113,358 $0 $0 $21,615 $687,464 $0 $687,464
355 Sacramento City Employees Retirement System Administration
1001 General Fund
1.50 $131,299 $46,703 $250 $0 -$50,183 $128,069 $0 $128,069
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$57,295 $57,295 $57,295
Program Subtotal 1.50 $131,299 $46,703 $250 $0 $7,112 $185,364 $0 $185,364
356 Sexual Harassment Prevention Training
1001 General Fund
$5,000 $0 $0 -$4,144 $856 $0 $856
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$4,577 $4,577 $4,577
Program Subtotal $5,000 $0 $0 $433 $5,433 $0 $5,433
357 Workers' Compensation Claims Administration
6504 Worker's Compensation Fund
20.00 $1,687,339 $8,307,004 $17,500 $0 $372,156 $10,383,999 $8,999,354 $1,384,645
Program Subtotal 20.00 $1,687,339 $8,307,004 $17,500 $0 $372,156 $10,383,999 $8,999,354 $1,384,645
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
358 Contract Enforcement
1001 General Fund
0.50 $45,902 $6,500 $125 $0 -$15,214 $37,313 $0 $37,313
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $16,986 $16,986 $0 $16,986
Program Subtotal 0.50 $45,902 $6,500 $125 $0 $1,772 $54,299 $0 $54,299
359 Discipline
1001 General Fund
2.00 $222,996 $23,344 $125 $0 -$88,420 $158,045 $0 $158,045
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $97,833 $97,833 $0 $97,833
Program Subtotal 2.00 $222,996 $23,344 $125 $0 $9,413 $255,878 $0 $255,878
360 Grievance Handling
1001 General Fund
2.00 $222,996 $3,000 $125 $0 -$82,688 $143,433 $0 $143,433
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $91,502 $91,502 $0 $91,502
Program Subtotal 2.00 $222,996 $3,000 $125 $0 $8,814 $234,935 $0 $234,935
361 Layoffs
1001 General Fund
0.50 $45,901 $3,000 $125 $0 -$14,229 $34,797 $0 $34,797
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $15,897 $15,897 $0 $15,897
Program Subtotal 0.50 $45,901 $3,000 $125 $0 $1,668 $50,694 $0 $50,694
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
362 Negotiations
1001 General Fund
1.00 $322,177 $35,000 $3,000 $0 -$49,533 $310,644 $120,000 $190,644
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$54,886 $54,886 $54,886
Program Subtotal 1.00 $322,177 $35,000 $3,000 $0 $5,353 $365,530 $120,000 $245,530
Essential 1
S —
54 Non-Industrial Medical Program
6502 Risk Management
1.00 $59,738 $327,000 $0 $0 $0 $386,738 $0 $386,738
Program Subtotal 1.00 $59,738 $327,000 $0 $0 $0 $386,738 $0 $386,738
Essential 2
________________________________________________________________________|
107 Administration of City's "self-insured" losses of City assets
6502 Risk Management
0.50 $52,346 $449,000 $0 $0 $0 $501,346 $0 $501,346
Program Subtotal 0.50 $52,346 $449,000 $0 $0 $0 $501,346 $0 $501,346
108 Contract Administration
1001 General Fund
0.50 $28,245 $15,000 $0 $0 -$12,519 $30,726 $0 $30,726
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$13,826 $13,826 $13,826
Program Subtotal 0.50 $28,245 $15,000 $0 $0 $1,307 $44,552 $0 $44,552
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109 Management Appointments
1001 General Fund
0.50 $28,246 $5,000 $200 $0 -$9,592 $23,854 $0 $23,854
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$10,776 $10,776 $10,776
Program Subtotal 0.50 $28,246 $5,000 $200 $0 $1,184 $34,630 $0 $34,630
110 Mediation
1001 General Fund
0.50 $65,741 $3,000 $200 $0 -$20,118 $48,823 $0 $48,823
Program Subtotal 0.50 $65,741 $3,000 $200 $0 -$20,118 $48,823 $0 $48,823
111 Personnel Actions
1001 General Fund
1.50 $89,042 $7,900 $0 $0 -$26,636 $70,306 $0 $70,306
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$31,339 $31,339 $31,339
Program Subtotal 1.50 $89,042 $7,900 $0 $0 $4,703 $101,645 $0 $101,645
112 Position Control
1001 General Fund
0.50 $27,791 $7,900 $0 $0 -$8,644 $27,047 $0 $27,047
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,468 $11,468 $0 $11,468
6502 Risk Management
1.00 $121,130 $0 $0 $0 $0 $121,130 $0 $121,130
Program Subtotal 1.50 $148,921 $7,900 $0 $0 $2,824 $159,645 $0 $159,645
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113 SMART Supervisory Academy
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $5,500 $0 $0 -$4,558 $942 $0 $942
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$5,034 $5,034 $5,034
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $5,500 $0 $0 $476 $5,976 $0 $5,976
114 Third party cost recovery resulting from damage to City assets
6502 Risk Management
1.00 $62,379 $0 $0 $0 $0 $62,379 $250,000 -$187,621
Program Subtotal 1.00 $62,379 $0 $0 $0 $0 $62,379 $250,000 -$187,621
Existing
________________________________________________________________________|
215 Career Development
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $5,000 $0 $0 -$1,409 $3,591 $0 $3,591
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,556 $1,556 $0 $1,556
6502 Risk Management
0.50 $52,578 $0 $0 $0 $0 $52,578 $0 $52,578
Program Subtotal 0.50 $52,578 $5,000 $0 $0 $147 $57,725 $0 $57,725
218 Citywide Volunteer Coordination
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $5,000 $200 $0 -$1,300 $3,900 $0 $3,900
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1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$1,618 $1,618 $1,618
6502 Risk Management
1.00 $110,272 $0 $0 $0 $0 $110,272 $0 $110,272
Program Subtotal 1.00 $110,272 $5,000 $200 $0 $318 $115,790 $0 $115,790
221 Retiree Insurance Administration
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $6,703 $250 $0 -$263 $6,690 $0 $6,690
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$2,164 $2,164 $2,164
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $6,703 $250 $0 $1,901 $8,854 $0 $8,854
222 Wellness
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $5,000 $0 $0 -$1,409 $3,591 $0 $3,591
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$1,556 $1,556 $1,556
6502 Risk Management
0.50 $52,578 $0 $0 $0 $0 $52,578 $0 $52,578
Program Subtotal 0.50 $52,578 $5,000 $0 $0 $147 $57,725 $0 $57,725
Human Resources Total 69.00 $7,181,020 $17,517,161 $48,606 $0 $2,591,513 $27,338,300 $23,956,455 $3,381,845
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I ———
1001 GENERAL FUND
29.00 $2,945,772 $578,616 $5,500 -$1,018,369 $2,511,519 $272,000 $2,239,519
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
0.00 $1,120,846 $1,120,846 $1,120,846
6005 WATER FUND
0.00 $54,653 $54,653 $54,653
6006 SEWER FUND
0.00 $17,604 $17,604 $17,604
6007 SOLID WASTE FUND
0.00 $91,063 $91,063 $91,063
6011 STORM DRAINAGE FUND
0.00 $42,802 $42,802 $42,802
6501 FLEET MANAGEMENT
0.00 $40,582 $40,582 $40,582
6502 RISK MANAGEMENT
20.00 $2,547,909 $8,631,541 $25,606 $1,870,176  $13,075232  $14,685,101 -$1,609,869
6504 WORKER'S COMPENSATION FUND
20.00 $1,687,339 $8,307,004 $17,500 $372,156  $10,383,999 $8,999,354 $1,384,645
Program Subtotal 69.00 $7,181,020 $17,517,161 $48,606 $2,591,513 $27,338,300  $23,956,455 $3,381,845
Total 69.00 $7,181,020  $17,517,161 $48,606 $2,591,513  $27,338,300  $23,956,455 $3,381,845
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Information Technology
Essential 1
IS S>> —
55 Citywide Oracle Database Administration
1001 General Fund
3.00 $413,318 $185,000 $0 $0 -$209,571 $388,747 $0 $388,747
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
$209,571 $209,571 $209,571
Program Subtotal 3.00 $413,318 $185,000 $0 $0 $0 $598,318 $0 $598,318
56 CIS Applications Support (Utility Billing Support)
1001 General Fund
3.20 $420,062 $0 $0 $0 -$212,990 $207,072 $0 $207,072
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$212,990 $212,990 $212,990
Program Subtotal 3.20 $420,062 $0 $0 $0 $0 $420,062 $0 $420,062
57 Citywide Content Management (CCM) System
1001 General Fund
2.00 $242,788 $0 $0 -$123,104 $119,684 $0 $119,684
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$123,104 $123,104 $123,104
Program Subtotal 2.00 $242,788 $0 $0 $0 $242,788 $0 $242,788
58 CRM/311 Applications Support
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1001 General Fund
1.20 $152,224 $0 $0 -$77,185 $75,039 $0 $75,039
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$77,185 $77,185 $77,185
Program Subtotal 1.20 $152,224 $0 $0 $0 $152,224 $0 $152,224
59 eCAPS Applications Support
1001 General Fund
6.80 $847,832 $355,000 $0 $0 -$429,888 $772,944 $0 $772,944
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$429,888 $429,888 $429,888
Program Subtotal 6.80 $847,832 $355,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,202,832 $0 $1,202,832
60 Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
1001 General Fund
3.80 $493,284 $75,000 $0 -$250,117 $318,167 $0 $318,167
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$250,117 $250,117 $250,117
6011 STORM DRAINAGE FUND
0.00 $127,506 $0 $0 $0 $0 $127,506 $127,506
Program Subtotal 3.80 $620,790 $75,000 $0 $0 $0 $695,790 $0 $695,790
61 IT Security Services
1001 General Fund
2.00 $213,885 $65,000 $0 $0 -$108,449 $170,436 $0 $170,436
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $108,449 $108,449 $0 $108,449
Program Subtotal 2.00 $213,885 $65,000 $0 $0 $0 $278,885 $0 $278,885
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62 |T Service Desk
1001 General Fund
7.00 $780,391 $50,000 $0 $0 -$395,693 $434,698 $0 $434,698
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$395,693 $395,693 $395,693
Program Subtotal 7.00 $780,391 $50,000 $0 $0 $0 $830,391 $0 $830,391
63 Network & Telecommunications Services
1001 General Fund
8.50 $1,010,656 $300,000 $0 -$512,446 $798,210 $0 $798,210
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $512,446 $512,446 $0 $512,446
6502 Risk Management
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 8.50 $1,010,656 $300,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,310,656 $0 $1,310,656
64 Server Infrastructure Support
1001 General Fund
7.50 $952,848 $100,000 $0 $0 -$483,136 $569,712 $0 $569,712
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
$483,136 $483,136 $483,136
Program Subtotal 7.50 $952,848 $100,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,052,848 $0 $1,052,848
Essential 2
S —
119 Technology Administration and Management
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1001 General Fund
4.00 $494,248 $1,022,427 $397,123 $0 -$406,958 $1,506,840 $0 $1,506,840
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $406,958 $406,958 $0 $406,958
Program Subtotal 4.00 $494,248 $1,022,427 $397,123 $0 $0 $1,913,798 $0 $1,913,798
420 |T Equipment Replacement - Pass Through
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 -$510,882 $0 $0 -$510,882 $0 -$510,882
1002 Interdepartmental Service Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 -$510,882 $0 $0 -$510,882 $0 -$510,882
Information Technology Total 49.00 $6,149,042 $1,641,545 $397,123 $0 $0 $8,187,710 $0 $8,187,710
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. ____________________________________________________________________________|
1001 GENERAL FUND
49.00 $6,021,536 $1,641,545 $397,123 -$3,209,537 $4,850,667 $4,850,667
1002 INTERDEPARTMENTAL SERVICE FUND
0.00 $3,209,537 $3,209,537 $3,209,537
6011 STORM DRAINAGE FUND
0.00 $127,506 $127,506 $127,506
Program Subtotal 49.00 $6,149,042 $1,641,545 $397,123 $0 $8,187,710 $8,187,710
Total 49.00 $6,149,042 $1,641,545 $397,123 $0 $8,187,710 $8,187,710

1/17/2012, 5:26:48 PM
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Parks & Recreation
Mandated
I ———
364 Park Maintenance - Playground Inspection and Repair
1001 General Fund
2.00 $167,257 $30,000 $197,257 $197,257
Program Subtotal 2.00 $167,257 $30,000 $197,257 $197,257
423 Office of the Director
1001 General Fund
2.00 $288,608 $8,000 $296,608 $296,608
Program Subtotal 2.00 $288,608 $8,000 $296,608 $296,608
Essential 2
. ___________________________________________________________________________________|
120 Cover the Kids and HKHF Health Insurance Program
1001 GENERAL FUND
18.20 $1,096,967 $394 -$1,097,362 -$1 -$1
Program Subtotal 18.20 $1,096,967 $394 -$1,097,362 -$1 -$1
123 Summer / Year Round Food Program
1001 General Fund
2.74 $82,410 -$82,409 $1 $1
Program Subtotal 2.74 $82,410 -$82,409 $1 $1
Essential 3
. ___________________________________________________________________________________|
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145 Park Safety Services
1001 General Fund
8.60 $675,979 $45,811 $6,000 -$406,246 $321,544 $321,544
2504 Special Recreation
$317,246 $317,246 $320,000 -$2,754
2507 Park Fund
$89,000 $89,000 $27,000 $62,000
Program Subtotal 8.60 $675,979 $45,811 $6,000 $0 $727,790 $347,000 $380,790
425 Technology Services
1001 General Fund
3.60 $328,242 $86,178 $20,730 -$202,240 $232,910 $232,910
2501 Start
$40,000 $40,000 $40,000
2504 Special Recreation
$163,240 $163,240 $163,240
6012 4th R Program
$16,000 $16,000 $16,000
Program Subtotal 3.60 $384,242 $86,178 $20,730 -$39,000 $452,150 $452,150
475 Park Maintenance
1001 General Fund
68.50 $4,810,351 $2,712,661 $21,497 -$4,017,285 $3,527,224 $5,000 $3,522,224
2206 Laguna Creek Maint District
$126,524 $126,524 $126,524
2226 Neighborhood Water Quality Dst
$23,944 $23,944 $23,944
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2227 N Nat Lndscp 99-02
$0 $0 $0
2230 N Natomas Lands Cfd 3
$67,774 $67,774 $67,774
2232 Citywide Lndscpng&Lghting Dist
$2,670,000 $2,670,000 $2,670,000
2233 Neighborhood Park Maint CFD
$926,569 $926,569 $983,872 -$57,303
2504 Special Recreation
$158,000 $158,000 $158,000
2507 Park Fund
$20,000 $20,000 $64,000 -$44,000
Program Subtotal 68.50 $4,810,351 $2,712,661 $21,497 -$24,474 $7,520,035 $1,052,872 $6,467,163
476 Community Centers and Clubhouses
1001 General Fund
23.23 $955,903 $852,042 $16,390 -$251,137 $1,573,198 $13,140 $1,560,058
2501 Start
$100,000 $100,000 $100,000
2504 Special Recreation
$251,936 $251,936 $323,700 -$71,764
Program Subtotal 23.23 $1,055,903 $852,042 $16,390 $799 $1,925,134 $336,840 $1,588,294
478 Aquatics
1001 General Fund
17.05 $1,012,169 $231,553 $1,654 -$454,149 $791,227 $31,260 $759,967
2504 Special Recreation
$455,395 $455,395 $185,000 $270,395
Program Subtotal 17.05 $1,012,169 $231,553 $1,654 $1,246 $1,246,622 $216,260 $1,030,362
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479 Special Events
1001 General Fund
5.48 $351,825 $195,745 $1,000 -$262,658 $285,912 $285,912
2504 Special Recreation
$272,658 $272,658 $257,000 $15,658
Program Subtotal 5.48 $351,825 $195,745 $1,000 $10,000 $558,570 $257,000 $301,570
512 Youth Employment Program
1001 General Fund
25.63 $700,004 $24,259 $1,248 -$674,289 $51,222 $51,222
2232 Citywide Lndscpng&Lghting Dist
$395,457 $395,457 $395,457
2504 Special Recreation
$17,246 $17,246 $17,246
Program Subtotal 25.63 $700,004 $24,259 $1,248 -$261,586 $463,925 $463,925
Fully Offset
________________________________________________________________________|
225 Camp Sacramento
1001 General Fund
10.39 $250,439 $196,350 $232 -$18,308 $428,713 $463,000 -$34,287
2504 Special Recreation
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000
Program Subtotal 10.39 $250,439 $196,350 $232 $1,692 $448,713 $463,000 -$14,287
237 Park and Bikeway Landscape Architecture
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1001 General Fund
10.50 $1,127,286 $39,104 $5,112 -$2,047,023 -$875,521 $3,000 -$878,521
3204 Park Development
$216,800 $216,800 $216,800
Program Subtotal 10.50 $1,127,286 $39,104 $5,112 -$1,830,223 -$658,721 $3,000 -$661,721
238 Park and Recreation Advance Planning
1001 General Fund
1.50 $211,628 $7,340 $960 -$228,787 -$8,859 -$8,859
Program Subtotal 1.50 $211,628 $7,340 $960 -$228,787 -$8,859 -$8,859
513 4th R Childcare Program
1001 General Fund
$0 $0
6012 4th R Program
140.55 $4,926,702 $920,773 $39,800 $40,000 $1,000 $5,928,275 $5,964,275 -$36,000
Program Subtotal 140.55 $4,926,702 $920,773 $39,800 $40,000 $1,000 $5,928,275 $5,964,275 -$36,000
Existing
|
223 Adult Sports
1001 General Fund
3.87 $173,499 $217,611 $1,500 -$217,202 $175,408 $175,408
2504 Special Recreation
$222,702 $222,702 $305,181 -$82,479
Program Subtotal 3.87 $173,499 $217,611 $1,500 $5,500 $398,110 $305,181 $92,929
241 Teen Services
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1001 General Fund
28.00 $1,118,299 $116,030 $50 -$602,857 $631,522 $631,522
2504 Special Recreation
$32,000 $32,000 $65,000 -$33,000
Program Subtotal 28.00 $1,118,299 $116,030 $50 -$570,857 $663,522 $65,000 $598,522
242 Programs for Youth and Veterans with Disabilities
1001 General Fund
11.86 $528,530 $17,897 $1,500 -$318,201 $229,726 $229,726
2504 Special Recreation
$320,201 $320,201 $408,468 -$88,267
Program Subtotal 11.86 $528,530 $17,897 $1,500 $2,000 $549,927 $408,468 $141,459
244 School Crossing Guards
1001 General Fund
4.16 $120,000 $3,500 $123,500 $120,000 $3,500
Program Subtotal 4.16 $120,000 $3,500 $123,500 $120,000 $3,500
245 Senior Center and Senior Services
1001 General Fund
14.27 $602,941 $141,325 $1,546 -$437,576 $308,236 $308,236
2504 Special Recreation
$439,576 $439,576 $445,500 -$5,924
Program Subtotal 14.27 $602,941 $141,325 $1,546 $2,000 $747,812 $445,500 $302,312
422 Department-Wide Administrative Support
1001 General Fund
5.00 $376,942 $129,264 -$94,087 $412,119 $21,512 $390,607
Program Subtotal 5.00 $376,942 $129,264 -$94,087 $412,119 $21,512 $390,607
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424 Operations Management, Grant Management, Fiscal and Contract Compliance
1001 General Fund
4.00 $513,122 $54,302 $15,000 -$39,080 $543,344 $543,344
2504 Special Recreation
$21,080 $21,080 $21,080
6012 4th R Program
$20,000 $20,000 $20,000
Program Subtotal 4.00 $513,122 $54,302 $15,000 $2,000 $584,424 $584,424
480 Neighborhood Services
1001 General Fund
5.00 $581,701 $47,500 $629,201 $629,201
Program Subtotal 5.00 $581,701 $47,500 $629,201 $629,201
481 Marketing, Reservations & Leisure Enrichment
1001 General Fund
5.00 $392,581 $76,200 $3,370 -$162,000 $310,151 $310,151
2504 Special Recreation
$168,500 $168,500 $60,000 $108,500
Program Subtotal 5.00 $392,581 $76,200 $3,370 $6,500 $478,651 $60,000 $418,651
515 Sacramento START Afterschool Literacy & Enrichment Program
1001 General Fund
$9,418 $552,702 $562,120 $562,120
2501 Start
157.50 $4,934,940 $695,610 -$552,352 $5,078,198 $5,218,199 -$140,001
Program Subtotal 157.50 $4,944,358 $695,610 $350 $5,640,318 $5,218,199 $422,119
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Parks & Recreation Total 578.63 $26,493,743 $6,849,449 $137,589 $40,000 -$4,195,698 $29,325,083 $15,284,107 $14,040,976
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L
1001 GENERAL FUND
280.58 $16,476,101 $5,233,066 $97,789 -$11,060,194 $10,746,762 $656,912 $10,089,850
2206 LAGUNA CREEK MAINT DISTRICT
0.00 $0 $126,524 $126,524 $126,524
2226 NEIGHBORHOOD WATER QUALITY DST
0.00 $23,944 $23,944 $23,944
2230 N NATOMAS LANDS CFD 3
0.00 $67,774 $67,774 $67,774
2232 CITYWIDE LNDSCPNG&LGHTING DIST
0.00 $3,065,457 $3,065,457 $3,065,457
2233 NEIGHBORHOOD PARK MAINT CFD
0.00 $926,569 $926,569 $983,872 -$57,303
2501 START
157.50 $5,074,940 $695,610 -$552,352 $5,218,198 $5,218,199 -$1
2504 SPECIAL RECREATION
0.00 $2,859,780 $2,859,780 $2,369,849 $489,931
2507 PARK FUND
0.00 $109,000 $109,000 $91,000 $18,000
3204 PARK DEVELOPMENT
0.00 $216,800 $216,800 $216,800
6012 4TH R PROGRAM
140.55 $4,942,702 $920,773 $39,800 $40,000 $21,000 $5,964,275 $5,964,275 $0
Program Subtotal 578.63 $26,493,743 $6,849,449 $137,589 $40,000 -$4,195,698 $29,325,083 $15,284,107 $14,040,976
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578.63 $26,493,743 $6,849,449 $137,589 $40,000 -$4,195,698 $29,325,083 $15,284,107 $14,040,976
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Police
Mandated
IS S>> —
488 Records
1001 General Fund
55.00 $4,640,297 $110,487 $8,000 $0 $0 $4,758,784 $106,308 $4,652,476
Program Subtotal 55.00 $4,640,297 $110,487 $8,000 $0 $0 $4,758,784 $106,308 $4,652,476
497 Property
1001 General Fund
16.00 $1,358,313 $502,447 $0 $0 $0 $1,860,760 $20,000 $1,840,760
Program Subtotal 16.00 $1,358,313 $502,447 $0 $0 $0 $1,860,760 $20,000 $1,840,760
498 Internal Affairs & Professional Standards Unit
1001 General Fund
11.00 $1,553,315 $94,626 $0 $0 $0 $1,647,941 $0 $1,647,941
Program Subtotal 11.00 $1,553,315 $94,626 $0 $0 $0 $1,647,941 $0 $1,647,941
509 Personnel & Backgrounds
1001 General Fund
9.00 $1,809,003 $105,420 $0 $0 $0 $1,914,423 $0 $1,914,423
Program Subtotal 9.00 $1,809,003 $105,420 $0 $0 $0 $1,914,423 $0 $1,914,423
Essential 1
IS S>> —
464 Patrol
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
1001 General Fund
490.00 $61,312,820 $167,817 $310 $0 -$10,183,165 $51,297,782 $736,565 $50,561,217
Program Subtotal 490.00 $61,312,820 $167,817 $310 $0  -$10,183,165 $51,297,782 $736,565 $50,561,217
465 Investigations
1001 General Fund
116.00 $15,745,609 $135,087 $5,450 $0 -$297,177 $15,588,969 $20,000 $15,568,969
Program Subtotal 116.00 $15,745,609 $135,087 $5,450 $0 -$297,177 $15,588,969 $20,000 $15,568,969
466 Metro Special Operations
1001 General Fund
39.66 $5,422,048 $124,920 $2,500 $0 $0 $5,549,468 $75,000 $5,474,468
Program Subtotal 39.66 $5,422,048 $124,920 $2,500 $0 $0 $5,549,468 $75,000 $5,474,468
467 Homeland Security
1001 General Fund
11.00 $973,943 $2,950 $0 $0 -$648,191 $328,702 $0 $328,702
Program Subtotal 11.00 $973,943 $2,950 $0 $0 -$648,191 $328,702 $0 $328,702
468 Office of the Chief
1001 General Fund
19.00 $2,046,005 $390,060 $0 $0 $0 $2,436,065 $16,000 $2,420,065
Program Subtotal 19.00 $2,046,005 $390,060 $0 $0 $0 $2,436,065 $16,000 $2,420,065
499 Training
1001 General Fund
20.00 $2,505,105 $346,198 $0 $0 -$533,278 $2,318,025 $68,588 $2,249,437
6502 Risk Management
0.00 $533,278 $533,278 $533,278
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
Program Subtotal 20.00 $2,505,105 $346,198 $0 $0 $0 $2,851,303 $68,588 $2,782,715
500 Metro Traffic / Air Operations
1001 General Fund
33.00 $4,506,542 $124,662 $0 $0 -$741,769 $3,889,435 $599,100 $3,290,335
2006 Traffic Safety
0.00 $700,000 -$700,000
Program Subtotal 33.00 $4,506,542 $124,662 $0 $0 -$741,769 $3,889,435 $1,299,100 $2,590,335
501 Communications
1001 General Fund
82.00 $9,026,175 $288,297 $5,000 $0 $0 $9,319,472 $0 $9,319,472
Program Subtotal 82.00 $9,026,175 $288,297 $5,000 $0 $0 $9,319,472 $0 $9,319,472
502 Forensic ldentification
1001 General Fund
13.00 $1,391,332 $161,151 $0 $0 $0 $1,552,483 $35,271 $1,517,212
Program Subtotal 13.00 $1,391,332 $161,151 $0 $0 $0 $1,552,483 $35,271 $1,517,212
505 Crime Analysis
1001 General Fund
3.00 $367,148 $5,585 $0 $0 $0 $372,733 $0 $372,733
Program Subtotal 3.00 $367,148 $5,585 $0 $0 $0 $372,733 $0 $372,733
508 Public Safety IT
1001 General Fund
24.00 $2,463,826 $550,845 $123,129 $0 $0 $3,137,800 $0 $3,137,800
Program Subtotal 24.00 $2,463,826 $550,845 $123,129 $0 $0 $3,137,800 $0 $3,137,800
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ETE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
Essential 3
I ————
506 Fiscal / Alarms Billing
1001 General Fund
11.00 $997,453 $1,413,058 $0 $0 $105,000 $2,515,511 $915,000 $1,600,511
Program Subtotal 11.00 $997,453 $1,413,058 $0 $0 $105,000 $2,515,511 $915,000 $1,600,511
507 Fleet & Facilities
1001 General Fund
7.30 $495,876 $5,188,885 $44,000 $0 -$2,890 $5,725,871 $0 $5,725,871
Program Subtotal 7.30 $495,876 $5,188,885 $44,000 $0 -$2,890 $5,725,871 $0 $5,725,871
Police Total 959.96 $116,614,810 $9,712,495 $188,389 $0 -$11,768,192  $114,747,502 $3,291,832  $111,455,670
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. ____________________________________________________________________________|
1001 GENERAL FUND
959.96 $116,614,810 $9,712,495 $188,389 -$12,301,470  $114,214,224 $2,591,832  $111,622,392
2006 TRAFFIC SAFETY
0.00 $700,000 -$700,000
6502 RISK MANAGEMENT
0.00 $533,278 $533,278 $533,278
Program Subtotal 959.96 $116,614,810 $9,712,495 $188,389 -$11,768,192  $114,747,502 $3,291,832  $111,455,670
Total 959.96 $116,614,810 $9,712,495 $188,389 -$11,768,192  $114,747,502 $3,291,832  $111,455,670
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377 ADA
1001 General Fund
2.00 $190,657 $20,344 $0 $0 -$179,962 $31,040 $0 $31,040
Program Subtotal 2.00 $190,657 $20,344 $0 $0 -$179,962 $31,040 $0 $31,040
379 Development Plan Review
1001 General Fund
5.00 $494,265 $40,689 $0 $0 -$581,566 -$46,612 $0 -$46,612
Program Subtotal 5.00 $494,265 $40,689 $0 $0 -$581,566 -$46,612 $0 -$46,612
Essential 1
. ___________________________________________________________________________________|
81 Street Lights & Traffic Signals Maintenance
1001 General Fund
21.00 $1,920,472 $3,512,199 $0 $0 -$5,195,937 $236,734 $91,000 $145,734
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$1,641,810 $1,641,810 $1,641,810
2011 STATE ROUTE 275
$46,902 $46,902 $46,902
2202 NEIGHBORHOOD LIGHTING DIST
$28,460 $28,460 $28,460
2232 CITYWIDE LNDSCPNG&LGHTING DIST
$3,278,765 $3,278,765 $3,278,765
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Program Subtotal 21.00 $1,920,472 $3,512,199 $0 $0 -$200,000 $5,232,671 $91,000 $5,141,671
Essential 3
. ___________________________________________________________________________________|
290 Street Services Advanced Planning & Admin
1001 General Fund
12.75 $1,153,336 $540,987 $0 $0 -$1,663,957 $30,366 $25,000 $5,366
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$1,001,513 $1,001,513 $1,001,513
2026 MEASURE A MAINTENANCE
$713,510 $713,510 $713,510
Program Subtotal 12.75 $1,153,336 $540,987 $0 $0 $51,066 $1,745,389 $25,000 $1,720,389
Fully Offset
. ___________________________________________________________________________________|
76 Bridge Repair
1001 General Fund
2.00 $202,354 $0 -$210,244 -$7,890 $0 -$7,890
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$210,244 $210,244 $210,244
Program Subtotal 2.00 $202,354 $0 $0 $202,354 $0 $202,354
77 Concrete Services
1001 General Fund
22.00 $1,989,957 $5,031,744 $48,500 $0 -$6,206,773 $863,428 $1,509,000 -$645,572
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$106,694 $106,694 $106,694
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
2026 MEASURE A MAINTENANCE
$1,096,927 $1,096,927 $1,096,927
Program Subtotal 22.00 $1,989,957 $5,031,744 $48,500 $0 -$5,003,152 $2,067,049 $1,509,000 $558,049
78 Encroachment Permits
1001 General Fund
7.00 $555,712 $61,033 $0 $0 -$792,054 -$175,309 $0 -$175,309
Program Subtotal 7.00 $555,712 $61,033 $0 $0 -$792,054 -$175,309 $0 -$175,309
79 Roadway Maintenance
1001 General Fund
46.50 $4,407,399 $2,399,521 $132,000 $0 -$7,135,088 -$196,168 $36,000 -$232,168
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$1,592,642 $1,592,642 $1,592,642
2005 SACTO TRANSP.SALES TAX-MAINT.
$238,000 $238,000 $238,000
2011 STATE ROUTE 275
$2,703 $2,703 $2,703
2026 MEASURE A MAINTENANCE
$4,233,092 $4,233,092 $4,233,092
6011 STORM DRAINAGE FUND
$111,000 $111,000 $111,000
Program Subtotal 46.50 $4,407,399 $2,399,521 $132,000 $0 -$957,651 $5,981,269 $36,000 $5,945,269
80 Speed Limit Program
1001 General Fund
1.45 $139,350 $10,839 $892 $0 -$182,875 -$31,794 $0 -$31,794
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$65,188 $65,188 $65,188
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
2003 GAS TAX 2107
$117,687 $117,687 $117,687
Program Subtotal 1.45 $139,350 $10,839 $892 $0 $0 $151,081 $0 $151,081
82 Traffic Signal Operations
1001 General Fund
5.37 $643,149 $39,769 $3,305 $0 -$825,929 -$139,706 $0 -$139,706
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$147,206 $147,206 $147,206
2003 GAS TAX 2107
$265,759 $265,759 $265,759
Program Subtotal 5.37 $643,149 $39,769 $3,305 $0 -$412,964 $273,259 $0 $273,259
83 Traffic Signs & Markings
1001 General Fund
22.00 $1,794,958 $350,449 $26,000 $0 -$2,338,509 -$167,102 $22,000 -$189,102
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$1,436,826 $1,436,826 $1,436,826
2006 TRAFFIC SAFETY
$769,688 $769,688 $769,688
2011 STATE ROUTE 275
$2,192 $2,192 $2,192
2026 MEASURE A MAINTENANCE
$20,453 $20,453 $20,453
Program Subtotal 22.00 $1,794,958 $350,449 $26,000 $0 -$109,350 $2,062,057 $22,000 $2,040,057
160 Arborist Services
1001 General Fund
2.60 $238,520 $128,406 $6,605 $0 -$372,477 $1,054 $15,000 -$13,946
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
2232 CITYWIDE LNDSCPNG&LGHTING DIST
$372,477 $372,477 $372,477
Program Subtotal 2.60 $238,520 $128,406 $6,605 $0 $0 $373,531 $15,000 $358,531
161 Urban Forest Health
1001 General Fund
11.60 $908,047 $492,232 $25,323 $0 -$1,443,348 -$17,746 $0 -$17,746
2232 CITYWIDE LNDSCPNG&LGHTING DIST
$1,443,348 $1,443,348 $1,443,348
Program Subtotal 11.60 $908,047 $492,232 $25,323 $0 $0 $1,425,602 $0 $1,425,602
162 Urban Forest Maintenance
1001 General Fund
22.80 $1,829,437 $973,927 $50,100 $0 -$2,840,136 $13,328 $0 $13,328
2232 CITYWIDE LNDSCPNG&LGHTING DIST
$2,800,136 $2,800,136 $2,800,136
2507 PARK FUND
$40,000 $40,000 $40,000
Program Subtotal 22.80 $1,829,437 $973,927 $50,100 $0 $0 $2,853,464 $0 $2,853,464
262 Alternative Modes
1001 General Fund
1.00 $96,274 $10,172 $0 $0 -$115,304 -$8,857 $0 -$8,857
Program Subtotal 1.00 $96,274 $10,172 $0 $0 -$115,304 -$8,857 $0 -$8,857
264 Project Development
1001 General Fund
11.00 $1,345,730 $101,722 $0 $0 -$1,598,872 -$151,421 $0 -$151,421
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2002 GAS TAX 2106
$300,000 $300,000 $300,000
Program Subtotal 11.00 $1,345,730 $101,722 $0 $0 -$1,298,872 $148,579 $0 $148,579
265 Streetscape Maintenance
1001 General Fund
4.00 $341,940 $2,223,459 $0 $0 -$2,604,674 -$39,275 $0 -$39,275
2011 STATE ROUTE 275
$39,389 $39,389 $39,389
2017 CITATION I-5 MAIN FUND
$10,500 $10,500 $10,500
2201 POWER INN RD MD 2003-01
$6,610 $6,610 $6,610
2204 NORTHSIDE SUBDIV MAINT DIST
$2,576 $2,576 $2,576
2205 SUBDIV LNDSCPNG MAINT DIST
$187,350 $187,350 $187,350
2206 LAGUNA CREEK MAINT DISTRICT
$30,286 $30,286 $30,286
2207 12TH STREET MAINT BENEFIT AREA
$6,343 $6,343 $6,343
2226 NEIGHBORHOOD WATER QUALITY DST
$15,351 $15,351 $15,351
2227 N NAT LNDSCP 99-02
$231,153 $231,153 $231,153
2229 WILLOWCREEK LNDSCPNG CFD
$81,022 $81,022 $81,022
2230 N NATOMAS LANDS CFD 3
$340,000 $340,000 $340,000
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2231 VILLAGE GARDEN N.-MTCE DIST #1
$25,305 $25,305 $25,305
2232 CITYWIDE LNDSCPNG&LGHTING DIST
$1,553,732 $1,553,732 $1,553,732
2238 DEL PASO NUEVO LANDSCAPING CFD
$5,057 $5,057 $5,057
Program Subtotal 4.00 $341,940 $2,223,459 $0 $0 -$70,000 $2,495,399 $0 $2,495,399
266 Traffic Calming
1001 General Fund
3.38 $323,227 $24,178 $2,080 $0 -$414,765 -$65,280 $0 -$65,280
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$73,924 $73,924 $73,924
2003 GAS TAX 2107
$133,459 $133,459 $133,459
Program Subtotal 3.38 $323,227 $24,178 $2,080 $0 -$207,383 $142,103 $0 $142,103
267 Transportation Planning
1001 General Fund
1.00 $111,203 $0 $0 $0 -$111,171 $32 $0 $32
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$111,171 $111,171 $111,171
Program Subtotal 1.00 $111,203 $0 $0 $0 $0 $111,203 $0 $111,203
281 Angled Parking Program
1001 General Fund
0.57 $54,911 $4,169 $348 $0 -$71,386 -$11,958 $0 -$11,958
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$25,446 $25,446 $25,446
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2003 GAS TAX 2107
$45,939 $45,939 $45,939
Program Subtotal 0.57 $54,911 $4,169 $348 $0 $0 $59,428 $0 $59,428
282 Captain Jerry Traffic Safety Program
1001 General Fund
0.45 $41,843 $3,335 $278 $0 -$55,538 -$10,082 $0 -$10,082
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$19,797 $19,797 $19,797
2003 GAS TAX 2107
$35,741 $35,741 $35,741
Program Subtotal 0.45 $41,843 $3,335 $278 $0 $0 $45,456 $0 $45,456
283 Off-Street Parking Facilities
6004 Parking Fund
57.75 $4,263,571 $4,547,555 $18,607 $2,386,246 $11,215,979 $15,976,000 -$4,760,021
Program Subtotal 57.75 $4,263,571 $4,547,555 $18,607 $2,386,246 $11,215,979 $15,976,000 -$4,760,021
284 On-Street Parking Enforcement
1001 General Fund
47.00 $2,941,024 $744,876 $18,950 $0 $639,930 $4,344,780 $8,622,432 -$4,277,652
Program Subtotal 47.00 $2,941,024 $744,876 $18,950 $0 $639,930 $4,344,780 $8,622,432 -$4,277,652
285 On-Street Parking Meters
1001 General Fund
7.00 $476,791 $197,173 $310 $408,517 $0 $1,082,791 $3,995,632 -$2,912,841
Program Subtotal 7.00 $476,791 $197,173 $310 $408,517 $0 $1,082,791 $3,995,632 -$2,912,841
286 Project Design & Delivery
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1001 General Fund
19.00 $2,122,933 $152,563 $0 -$2,293,423 -$17,927 $0 -$17,927
Program Subtotal 19.00 $2,122,933 $152,563 $0 -$2,293,423 -$17,927 $0 -$17,927
287 Red Light Program
1001 General Fund
0.20 $22,021 $1,501 $125 $0 -$28,042 -$4,395 $0 -$4,395
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$4,998 $4,998 $4,998
2003 GAS TAX 2107
$9,023 $9,023 $9,023
Program Subtotal 0.20 $22,021 $1,501 $125 $0 -$14,021 $9,626 $0 $9,626
288 Residential Parking Program
1001 General Fund
10.00 $601,930 $153,357 $3,881 $0 $131,070 $890,238 $1,766,040 -$875,802
6004 Parking Fund
0.50 $46,002 $0 $0 $0 $46,002 $46,002
Program Subtotal 10.50 $647,932 $153,357 $3,881 $0 $131,070 $936,240 $1,766,040 -$829,800
289 Retail Space Leasing & Mgmt
6004 Parking Fund
1.00 $117,476 $364,581 $1,490 $95,000 $88,100 $666,647 $1,278,368 -$611,721
Program Subtotal 1.00 $117,476 $364,581 $1,490 $95,000 $88,100 $666,647 $1,278,368 -$611,721
291 Survey
1001 General Fund
12.00 $1,049,355 $101,722 $0 $0 -$1,406,056 -$254,979 $0 -$254,979
Program Subtotal 12.00 $1,049,355 $101,722 $0 $0 -$1,406,056 -$254,979 $0 -$254,979
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292 Traffic Design & Review
1001 General Fund
4.56 $525,286 $33,766 $2,807 $0 -$670,178 -$108,319 $0 -$108,319
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$100,354 $100,354 $100,354
2003 GAS TAX 2107
$181,174 $181,174 $181,174
Program Subtotal 4.56 $525,286 $33,766 $2,807 $0 -$388,650 $173,209 $0 $173,209
293 Traffic Investigations
1001 General Fund
4.47 $370,720 $32,933 $2,748 $0 -$498,156 -$91,755 $0 -$91,755
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$168,695 $168,695 $168,695
2003 GAS TAX 2107
$304,553 $304,553 $304,553
Program Subtotal 4.47 $370,720 $32,933 $2,748 $0 -$24,908 $381,493 $0 $381,493
378 Construction Inspections
1001 General Fund
20.00 $2,011,621 $172,927 $0 -$2,322,287 -$137,739 $0 -$137,739
Program Subtotal 20.00 $2,011,621 $172,927 $0 -$2,322,287 -$137,739 $0 -$137,739
380 Entitlements Review
1001 General Fund
2.60 $277,999 $19,176 $1,600 $0 -$361,190 -$62,415 $0 -$62,415
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$54,085 $54,085 $54,085
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2003 GAS TAX 2107
$97,643 $97,643 $97,643
Program Subtotal 2.60 $277,999 $19,176 $1,600 $0 -$209,461 $89,314 $0 $89,314
381 Map Review
1001 General Fund
3.00 $268,297 $30,516 $0 $0 -$335,143 -$36,329 $0 -$36,329
Program Subtotal 3.00 $268,297 $30,516 $0 $0 -$335,143 -$36,329 $0 -$36,329
382 Traffic Studies
1001 General Fund
2.95 $306,058 $22,094 $1,816 $0 -$400,055 -$70,087 $0 -$70,087
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$59,905 $59,905 $59,905
2003 GAS TAX 2107
$108,150 $108,150 $108,150
Program Subtotal 2.95 $306,058 $22,094 $1,816 $0 -$232,000 $97,968 $0 $97,968
Existing
________________________________________________________________________|
263 Policy & Planning
1001 General Fund
3.00 $462,291 $102,054 $0 $0 -$475,743 $88,602 $0 $88,602
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$158,743 $158,743 $158,743
Program Subtotal 3.00 $462,291 $102,054 $0 $0 -$317,000 $247,345 $0 $247,345
427 Director & Dept-wide Administration
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1001 General Fund
8.00 $960,311 $277,514 $33,000 $0 -$611,461 $659,364 $0 $659,364
2002 GAS TAX 2106
$311,461 $311,461 $311,461
6004 PARKING FUND
$300,000 $300,000 $300,000
Program Subtotal 8.00 $960,311 $277,514 $33,000 $0 $0 $1,270,825 $0 $1,270,825
Transportation Total 408.50 $35,606,425 $22,923,482 $380,766 $503,517 -$14,174,796 $45,239,394 $33,336,472 $11,902,922
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I
1001 GENERAL FUND
349.25 $31,179,376 $17,908,831 $415,066 $408,517 -$43,523,181 $6,388,609 $16,082,104 -$9,693,495
2002 GAS TAX 2106
0.00 $7,590,701 $7,590,701 $7,590,701
2003 GAS TAX 2107
0.00 $1,299,128 $1,299,128 $1,299,128
2005 SACTO TRANSP.SALES TAX-MAINT.
0.00 $238,000 $238,000 $238,000
2006 TRAFFIC SAFETY
0.00 $769,688 $769,688 $769,688
2008 STREET CUT FUND
0.00 $75,000 -$75,000
2011 STATE ROUTE 275
0.00 $91,186 $91,186 $91,186
2017 CITATION I-5 MAIN FUND
0.00 $10,500 $10,500 $10,500
2026 MEASURE A MAINTENANCE
0.00 $6,063,982 $6,063,982 $6,063,982
2201 POWER INN RD MD 2003-01
0.00 $6,610 $6,610 $6,610
2202 NEIGHBORHOOD LIGHTING DIST
0.00 $28,460 $28,460 $28,460
2204 NORTHSIDE SUBDIV MAINT DIST
0.00 $2,576 $2,576 $2,576
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2205 SUBDIV LNDSCPNG MAINT DIST
0.00 $187,350 $187,350 $187,350
2206 LAGUNA CREEK MAINT DISTRICT
0.00 $30,286 $30,286 $30,286
2207 12TH STREET MAINT BENEFIT AREA
0.00 $6,343 $6,343 $6,343
2226 NEIGHBORHOOD WATER QUALITY DST
0.00 $15,351 $15,351 $15,351
2227 N NAT LNDSCP 99-02
0.00 $231,153 $231,153 $231,153
2229 WILLOWCREEK LNDSCPNG CFD
0.00 $81,022 $81,022 $81,022
2230 N NATOMAS LANDS CFD 3
0.00 $307,337 $307,337 $307,337
2231 VILLAGE GARDEN N.-MTCE DIST #1
0.00 $25,305 $25,305 $25,305
2232 CITYWIDE LNDSCPNG&LGHTING DIST
0.00 $9,448,458 $9,448,458 $9,448,458
2238 DEL PASO NUEVO LANDSCAPING CFD
0.00 $5,057 $5,057 $5,057
2507 PARK FUND
0.00 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000
6004 PARKING FUND
59.25 $4,427,049 $4,912,136 $20,097 $95,000 $2,774,346  $12,228,628  $17,254,368 -$5,025,740
6011 STORM DRAINAGE FUND
0.00 $111,000 $111,000 $111,000
Program Subtotal 408.50 $35,606,425 $22,820,967 $435,163 $503,517  -$14,159,342 $45,206,730  $33,411,472 $11,795,258
Total 408.50 $35,606,425  $22,820,967 $435,163 $503,517  -$14,159,342  $45,206,730  $33,411,472  $11,795,258
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Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
B::t::t::ze FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
Utilities
Mandated
S —
128 Development Review Services -1341
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
13.00 $1,356,075 $13,500 $0 $0 -$447,723 $921,852 $921,852 $0
Program Subtotal 13.00 $1,356,075 $13,500 $0 $0 -$447,723 $921,852 $921,852 $0
271 Customer Service -1621
6005 Water Fund
22.50 $1,478,067 $128,619 $16,625 $0 -$1,339,664 $283,647 $283,647 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $2,000 $0 $0 $507,576 $509,576 $509,576 $0
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $2,000 $0 $0 $412,940 $414,940 $414,940 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $2,000 $0 $0 $436,780 $438,780 $438,780 $0
Program Subtotal 22.50 $1,478,067 $134,619 $16,625 $0 $17,632 $1,646,943 $1,646,943 $0
383 Budgeting and accounting -1611
6005 Water Fund
9.00 $769,788 $116,254 $6,000 $0 -$886,616 $5,426 $5,426 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $136,154 $136,154 $136,154 $0
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $337,662 $337,662 $337,662 $0
122 of 176
1/17/2012, 5:28:08 PM 1


LResurreccion
New Stamp


Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $413,000 $413,000 $413,000 $0
Program Subtotal 9.00 $769,788 $116,254 $6,000 $0 $200 $892,242 $892,242 $0
385 Water, sewer, drainage, and citywide emergency generator maintenance and operations -1222
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $52,260 $0 $0 $0 $52,260 $52,260 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $24,133 $0 $0 $0 $24,133 $24,133 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
5.00 $460,797 $75,282 $0 $0 -$159,135 $376,944 $376,944 $0
6501 Fleet Management
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $158,979 $158,979 $158,979
Program Subtotal 5.00 $460,797 $151,675 $0 $0 -$156 $612,316 $453,337 $158,979
386 Drinking Water Production / Treatment Operations -1111
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $54,000 $54,000 $54,000
2603 Golf Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,769 $20,769 $20,769
6005 Water Fund
36.00 $3,645,322 $7,208,827 $169,787 $0 -$268,378 $10,755,558 $10,755,558 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $115,000 $115,000 $115,000 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $79,000 $79,000 $79,000 $0
Program Subtotal 36.00 $3,645,322 $7,208,827 $169,787 $0 $391 $11,024,327 $10,949,558 $74,769
387 General Fund In Lieu Tax -1041
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $8,256,300 $8,256,300 $8,256,300 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $2,043,700 $2,043,700 $2,043,700 $0
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $6,702,000 $6,702,000 $6,702,000 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,531,200 $3,531,200 $3,531,200 $0
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,533,200 $20,533,200 $20,533,200 $0
388 Loose in the Street Green Waste Collection -1761
6007 Solid Waste Fund
36.00 $2,760,958 $2,689,205 $42,000 $0 -$84,000 $5,408,163 $5,408,163 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $84,000 $84,000 $84,000 $0
Program Subtotal 36.00 $2,760,958 $2,689,205 $42,000 $0 $0 $5,492,163 $5,492,163 $0
389 Household Hazardous Waste -1741
2228 Willowcreek Assmnt Md
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $513,118 $0 $0 -$5,000 $508,118 $508,118 $0
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $513,118 $0 $0 $0 $513,118 $508,118 $5,000
390 Landfill Operations - 1771
6007 Solid Waste Fund
2.00 $184,281 $585,945 $0 $0 $0 $770,226 $770,226 $0
Program Subtotal 2.00 $184,281 $585,945 $0 $0 $0 $770,226 $770,226 $0
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget

391 Maintaining Utilities Drainage facilities including the combined system pumping operations and the cleaning of sump wet wells -1131, 1161, 1201, 1221

6005 Water Fund

0.00 $0 $16,900 $0 $0 $581,698 $598,598 $598,598 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $23,835 $0 $0 $828,731 $852,566 $852,566 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
44.00 $4,706,959 $3,490,728 $59,685 $0 -$1,656,318 $6,601,054 $6,601,054 $0
Program Subtotal 44.00 $4,706,959 $3,531,463 $59,685 $0 -$245,889 $8,052,218 $8,052,218 $0

392 Receiving Water Limitations and Source Water Protection (i.e.; Protection of Creeks and Rivers) and Drinking Water Quality -1331

6011 Storm Drainage Fund

8.00 $866,927 $9,244 $0 $0 $174 $876,345 $876,345 $0
Program Subtotal 8.00 $866,927 $9,244 $0 $0 $174 $876,345 $876,345 $0
393 Residential Garbage Collection -1721
6007 Solid Waste Fund
43.00 $3,554,126 $8,916,270 $916,919 $0 $0 $13,387,315 $13,387,315 $0
Program Subtotal 43.00 $3,554,126 $8,916,270 $916,919 $0 $0 $13,387,315 $13,387,315 $0
395 Sewer collection -1421
6006 Sewer Fund
58.50 $5,714,231 $1,711,804 $92,250 $0 -$1,178,469 $6,339,816 $6,339,816 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,421,712 $1,421,712 $1,421,712 $0
Program Subtotal 58.50 $5,714,231 $1,711,804 $92,250 $0 $243,243 $7,761,528 $7,761,528 $0

396 Sewer/Combined system maintenance that includes maintaining Sewer facilities and the combined system pumping operations -1151, 1191
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $79,358 $79,358 $79,358 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
7.00 $744,937 $391,012 $0 $0 -$406,961 $728,988 $728,988 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $292,305 $292,305 $292,305 $0
Program Subtotal 7.00 $744,937 $391,012 $0 $0 -$35,298 $1,100,651 $1,100,651 $0
397 Street Sweeping -1751
2011 State Route 275
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $22,119 $22,119 $22,119
6007 Solid Waste Fund
4.00 $187,124 $262,119 $22,000 $0 -$22,119 $449,124 $449,124 $0
Program Subtotal 4.00 $187,124 $262,119 $22,000 $0 $0 $471,243 $449,124 $22,119
398 USA Program -1461
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $983,573 $983,573 $983,573 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $109,286 $109,286 $109,286 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
10.00 $921,560 $129,411 $5,500 $0 -$1,053,318 $3,153 $3,153 $0
Program Subtotal 10.00 $921,560 $129,411 $5,500 $0 $39,541 $1,096,012 $1,096,012 $0
399 Utility billing -1631
6005 Water Fund
19.00 $1,278,463 $1,464,907 $8,375 $0 -$1,885,126 $866,619 $866,619 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $704,963 $704,963 $704,963 $0
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6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $573,525 $573,525 $573,525 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $606,638 $606,638 $606,638 $0
Program Subtotal 19.00 $1,278,463 $1,464,907 $8,375 $0 $0 $2,751,745 $2,751,745 $0
400 Waste water operation and general maintenance -1121
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
2228 Willowcreek Assmnt Md
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,411 $25,411 $25,411 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
5.00 $599,346 $366,627 $1,600 $0 -$230,948 $736,625 $736,625 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
$198,786 $198,786 $198,786 $0
Program Subtotal 5.00 $599,346 $366,627 $1,600 $0 -$4,751 $962,822 $960,822 $2,000
401 Water Conservation & Management -1441
6005 Water Fund
8.00 $646,687 $217,941 $21,435 $0 $32,377 $918,440 $918,440 $0
Program Subtotal 8.00 $646,687 $217,941 $21,435 $0 $32,377 $918,440 $918,440 $0
402 Water distribution system operations and maintenance - including Water Metering program -1411
1001 General Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $67,410 $67,410 $67,410
2232 Citywide Lndscpng&Lghting Dist
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $137,592 $137,592 $137,592
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2603 Golf Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,171 $3,171 $3,171
6004 Parking Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,359 $1,359 $1,359
6005 Water Fund
86.50 $8,256,573 $3,067,880 $295,975 $0 -$261,075 $11,359,353 $11,359,353 $0
6010 Community Center Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $4,983 $4,983 $4,983
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,000 $20,000 $20,000 $0
Program Subtotal 86.50 $8,256,573 $3,067,880 $295,975 $0 -$26,560  $11,593,868  $11,379,353 $214,515

403 Water quality & monitoring (regulatory compliance) including Laboratory testing and analysis to ensure water quality; Monitor lead & copper related to system

corrosion -1171

6005 Water Fund

9.00 $886,832 $234,912 $0 $0 -$14,801 $1,106,943 $1,106,943 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $3,103 $3,103 $3,103 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11,698 $11,698 $11,698 $0
Program Subtotal 9.00 $886,832 $234,912 $0 $0 $0 $1,121,744 $1,121,744 $0
404 Water treatment plant and well maintenance -1141, 1181
6005 Water Fund
30.00 $3,275,919 $655,683 $5,144 $0 -$614,079 $3,322,667 $3,322,667 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $225,966 $225,966 $225,966 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $360,367 $360,367 $360,367 $0
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Program Subtotal 30.00 $3,275,919 $655,683 $5,144 $0 -$27,746 $3,909,000 $3,909,000 $0
428 Director's Office Administration Support -1011
6005 water Fund
4.00 $351,356 $552,200 $2,625 $0 -$646,641 $259,540 $259,540 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $99,504 $99,504 $99,504 $0
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $246,771 $246,771 $246,771 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $301,829 $301,829 $301,829 $0
Program Subtotal 4.00 $351,356 $552,200 $2,625 $0 $1,463 $907,644 $907,644 $0
431 Engineering Administration -1311
6005 water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,206,487 $1,206,487 $1,206,487 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $729,644 $729,644 $729,644 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
5.32 $386,469 $342,754 $45,000 $0 -$1,948,776 -$1,174,553 -$1,174,553 $0
Program Subtotal 5.32 $386,469 $342,754 $45,000 $0 -$12,645 $761,578 $761,578 $0
432 Field Services Admin & Mgmt -1451
6005 WATER FUND
0.00 $0 $103,446 $0 $0 $0 $103,446 $103,446 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
11.00 $998,745 $12,588 $2,625 $0 -$1,004,889 $9,069 $9,069 $0
Program Subtotal 11.00 $998,745 $116,034 $2,625 $0 -$1,004,889 $112,515 $112,515 $0
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FTE Property Debt Service Revenues Net Budget
433 Fund Level Programs -1041
Debt Service, Cost Plan, Insurance, Bad Debt, banking fees, water rights, and SCERS
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $720,090 $3,201,337 $396,000 $0 $3,369,390 $7,686,817 $7,686,817 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $341,913 $1,517,977 $1,057,184 $2,917,074 $2,917,074 $0
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $1,172,865 $2,585,796 $0 $0 $2,593,787 $6,352,448 $6,352,448 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $269,386 $2,778,621 $0 $2,308,383 $5,356,390 $5,356,390 $0
6502 Risk Management
0.00 -$958,075 -$958,075 -$958,075
Program Subtotal 0.00 $2,504,254 $10,083,731 $396,000 $0 $8,370,669 $21,354,654 $22,312,729 -$958,075
435 Public Educ/ Outreach -1061
6005 water Fund
5.00 $349,754 $273,000 $0 $0 -$326,068 $296,686 $296,686 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $50,062 $50,062 $50,062 $0
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $120,000 $0 $0 $124,153 $244,153 $244,153 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $151,853 $151,853 $151,853 $0
Program Subtotal 5.00 $349,754 $393,000 $0 $0 $0 $742,754 $742,754 $0
440 SW Admin and Mgmt -1711, 1716
6007 Solid Waste Fund
14.00 $1,376,532 $778,315 $18,250 $0 -$3,769 $2,169,328 $2,169,328 $0
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FTE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
Program Subtotal 14.00 $1,376,532 $778,315 $18,250 $0 -$3,769 $2,169,328 $2,169,328 $0
455 Residential Recycling Collection -1731
6007 Solid Waste Fund
21.00 $2,057,004 $2,237,594 $344,128 $0 $0 $4,638,726 $4,638,726 $0
Program Subtotal 21.00 $2,057,004 $2,237,594 $344,128 $0 $0 $4,638,726 $4,638,726 $0
456 Green Waste Collection (containerized) -1841
6007 Solid Waste Fund
12.00 $1,697,866 $2,089,123 $456,783 $0 $0 $4,243,772 $4,243,772 $0
Program Subtotal 12.00 $1,697,866 $2,089,123 $456,783 $0 $0 $4,243,772 $4,243,772 $0
457 National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) — Floodplain Management -1331
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
3.00 $365,265 $0 $0 $0 $0 $365,265 $365,265 $0
Program Subtotal 3.00 $365,265 $0 $0 $0 $0 $365,265 $365,265 $0
458 Maintaining Drainage Facilities -1431
1) Rain & Levee Patrol 2) Weed Abatement (Fire Breaks) for All Levees, Ditches, Canals and Basins 3) South Sacramento Streams Group 4) Preventative
Drainage System Maintenance
2204 Northside Subdiv Maint Dist
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
2226 Neighborhood Water Quality Dst
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $25,515 $25,515 $25,515
2228 Willowcreek Assmnt Md
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $18,450 $18,450 $18,450
2230 N Natomas Lands Cfd 3
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $820,000 $820,000 $820,000
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6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $20,833 $20,833 $20,833 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $31,732 $31,732 $31,732 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
46.00 $4,412,037 $1,826,094 $146,824 $0 -$830,008 $5,554,947 $5,554,947 $0
Program Subtotal 46.00 $4,412,037 $1,826,094 $146,824 $0 $91,522 $6,476,477 $5,607,512 $868,965
463 Plant Services Administrative Support -1211
6005 Water Fund
13.50 $1,231,481 $229,926 $6,000 $0 -$534,251 $933,156 $933,156 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $427,234 $3,000 $0 $98,293 $528,527 $528,527 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
0.00 $0 $277,839 $3,595 $0 $425,937 $707,371 $707,371 $0
Program Subtotal 13.50 $1,231,481 $934,999 $12,595 $0 -$10,021 $2,169,054 $2,169,054 $0
510 Business Services Administration - 1611
6005 water Fund
2.00 $214,695 $0 $0 $0 $0 $214,695 $214,695 $0
$27,242,420 -$27,242,420
6006 SEWER FUND
$3,632,931 -$3,632,931
6007 SOLID WASTE FUND
$14,509,858 -$14,509,858
6011 STORM DRAINAGE FUND
$4,767,534 -$4,767,534
Program Subtotal 2.00 $214,695 $0 $0 $0 $0 $214,695 $50,367,438 -$50,152,743
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511 Financial Planning and Compliance -1611
6005 Water Fund
2.00 $215,613 $0 $0 $0 $0 $215,613 $215,613 $0
Program Subtotal 2.00 $215,613 $0 $0 $0 $0 $215,613 $215,613 $0
Essential 3
________________________________________________________________________|
163 Information technology support (Level 2/3) -1351
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $1,043,363 $1,043,363 $1,043,363 $0
6006 Sewer Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $279,784 $279,784 $279,784 $0
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $164,783 $164,783 $164,783 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
25.18 $2,356,939 $240,903 $115,000 $0 -$1,514,517 $1,198,325 $1,198,325 $0
Program Subtotal 25.18 $2,356,939 $240,903 $115,000 $0 -$26,587 $2,686,255 $2,686,255 $0
429 Solid Waste Bin/ Container Maint - 1821
6007 Solid Waste Fund
11.00 $610,914 $138,365 $17,984 -$19,485 $747,778 $747,778 $0
Program Subtotal 11.00 $610,914 $138,365 $17,984 -$19,485 $747,778 $747,778 $0
434 Metropolitan Water Planning -1051
6005 Water Fund
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $448,832 $448,832 $448,832 $0
Program Subtotal 0.00 $0 $0 $0 $448,832 $448,832 $448,832 $0
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454 CIP Engineering - 1321
6005 WATER FUND
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $36,413 $36,413 $36,413 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
30.00 $3,620,462 $36,343 $0 $0 -$1,977,648 $1,679,157 $1,679,157 $0
Program Subtotal 30.00 $3,620,462 $36,343 $0 $0 -$1,941,235 $1,715,570 $1,715,570 $0
Existing
IS S>> —
268 Code Enforcement - Neighborhood Cleanup -1831
6007 Solid Waste Fund
0.00 $115,550 $22,482 $0 $0 $0 $138,032 $138,032 $0
Program Subtotal 0.00 $115,550 $22,482 $0 $0 $0 $138,032 $138,032 $0
269 Commercial Recycling -1801
6007 Solid Waste Fund
4.00 $324,024 $255,758 $12,500 $0 $0 $592,282 $592,282 $0
Program Subtotal 4.00 $324,024 $255,758 $12,500 $0 $0 $592,282 $592,282 $0
270 Commercial SW Services -1811
1001 GENERAL FUND
0.00 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $40,000 $40,000
6007 Solid Waste Fund
13.00 $773,383 $1,185,059 $47,500 $0 $12,114 $2,018,056 $2,018,056 $0
Program Subtotal 13.00 $773,383 $1,185,059 $47,500 $0 $52,114 $2,058,056 $2,018,056 $40,000
394 SAFCA Flood Control Operations -1021
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6005 WATER FUND
$3 $3 $3 $0
6011 Storm Drainage Fund
16.00 $2,023,359 $18,401 $0 $0 $0 $2,041,760 $2,041,760 $0
Program Subtotal 16.00 $2,023,359 $18,401 $0 $0 $3 $2,041,763 $2,041,763 $0
533 C/Co Ofc Water Planning - 1911
7103 CTY/CNTY OFFICE-WATER PLANNING
4.00 $409,773 $920,552 $5,000 $0 -$214,047 $1,121,278 $637,810 $483,468
7104 HABITAT MANAGEMENT ELEMENT
0.00 $0 $1,068,887 $0 $0 -$185,785 $883,102 $396,570 $486,532
Program Subtotal 4.00 $409,773 $1,989,439 $5,000 $0 -$399,832 $2,004,380 $1,034,380 $970,000
Utilities Total 697.50 $68,690,447 $55,613,010 $3,286,109 $0 $25,624,775  $153,214,341  $201,968,812 -$48,754,471
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L
1001 GENERAL FUND
0.00 $162,410 $162,410 $162,410
2011 STATE ROUTE 275
0.00 $22,119 $22,119 $22,119
2204 NORTHSIDE SUBDIV MAINT DIST
0.00 $5,000 $5,000 $5,000
2226 NEIGHBORHOOD WATER QUALITY DST
0.00 $25,515 $25,515 $25,515
2228 WILLOWCREEK ASSMNT MD
0.00 $24,450 $24,450 $24,450
2230 N NATOMAS LANDS CFD 3
0.00 $820,000 $820,000 $820,000
2232 CITYWIDE LNDSCPNG&LGHTING DIST
0.00 $137,592 $137,592 $137,592
2603 GOLF FUND
0.00 $23,940 $23,940 $23,940
6004 PARKING FUND
0.00 $1,359 $1,359 $1,359
6005 WATER FUND
246.50 $23,320,640 $17,524,092 $927,966 $9,307,339 $51,080,037 $78,322,457 -$27,242,420
6006 SEWER FUND
70.50 $7,400,427 $4,464,622 $96,850 $5,204,304 $17,166,203 $20,799,134 -$3,632,931
6007 SOLID WASTE FUND
160.00 $14,814,627 $22,381,149 $1,878,064 $11,033,362 $50,107,202 $64,617,060 -$14,509,858
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JOTIN
Employee Service ~ Inter-departmental Expenditure
ETE Services Supplies Property Debt Service Transfers Budget Subtotal Revenues Net Budget
6010 COMMUNITY CENTER FUND
0.00 $4,983 $4,983 $4,983
6011 STORM DRAINAGE FUND
216.50 $22,744,980 $9,253,708 $378,229 $51,330 $32,428,247 $37,195,781 -$4,767,534
6501 FLEET MANAGEMENT
0.00 $158,979 $158,979 $158,979
6502 RISK MANAGEMENT
0.00 -$958,075 -$958,075 -$958,075
7103 CTY/CNTY OFFICE-WATER PLANNING
4.00 $409,773 $920,552 $5,000 -$214,047 $1,121,278 $637,810 $483,468
7104 HABITAT MANAGEMENT ELEMENT
0.00 $1,068,887 -$185,785 $883,102 $396,570 $486,532
Program Subtotal 697.50 $68,690,447 $55,613,010 $3,286,109 $25,624,775  $153,214,341  $201,968,812 -$48,754,471
Total 697.50 $68,690,447 $55,613,010 $3,286,109 $25,624,775  $153,214,341  $201,968,812 -$48,754,471
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Priority Based Budgeting

» Links program funding and budget
allocations to Council’s priorities and

expected outcomes.
- Are we currently allocating resources consistent
with priorities and expectations?

» Requires careful consideration of priority
focus areas and associated outcomes.
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Draft Focus Areas

» Economic Vitality

> Facilitate job creation, economic growth and investment
in Sacramento by squorting an economic environment
of partnership, collaboration, innovation and opportunity
to achieve a vibrant and healthy local economy.

» Public Safety

> Protect and preserve life and property by providing the
highest quality police investigation and enforcement
services, fire prevention/emergency preparedness and
response services, and education and prevention
programs that promote safe and livable neighborhoods
and business districts.
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Draft Focus Areas (continued)

» Effective Government

- Transparency in policy making and administration; pursuit of
solutions and investment in technologies to improve service delivery
and efficiency; align revenues and expenditures on an ongoing basis
by prioritizing resources based on available funding, using one-time

resources for one-time expenditures, and maintaining a prudent
reserve for economic uncertainties.

» Quality of Life

> Create andfpreserve public spaces, a vibrant economy, a healthy,
(0

safe and affordable environment, and a thriving social and cultural
life for our residents.

» Youth and Education

- Maximizing every child’s potential by creatincTJ_ an 0|3timum and
inclusive environment for education, healthy lifestyles, and the
successful coordination of community and social resources,

particularly for youth who are endangered by their decisions and/or
situation.
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Results Definition Workshop

e Picture from
the City of
Walnut Creek,
CA “Results
Definition”
Workshop”

* Citizens
answer: “When
the City does
_____ , then the
Result is
achieved’
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getting your priorities straight

by chris fabian, scott collins, and jon johnson

Is Permanent Fiscal Crisis Our Top Concern?

All local government managers have seen what sometimes happens. Revenue growth is slowing, expenses are
increasing, fund balances are dwindling, and it’s perceived that these conditions will persist for the foreseeable
future. As David Osbourne and Peter Hutchinson proclaim in their 2004 book, The Price of Government, we are in an
“age of permanent fiscal crisis!”’ The National League of Cities identifies “local fiscal conditions” as a top issue,2 while
the U.S. Government Accountability Office anticipates “persistent fiscal challenges."3

But why do local government professionals believe that this is the crisis? What assumptions do we hold so firmly
and that so calcify our thinking to convince us that changing fiscal conditions represent our crisis? Would higher
revenues and lower expenses allow us to operate crisis free? Or does the true crisis exist when, despite our fiscal

realities, we don’t focus on those priorities and objectives that ensure the success of our communities? ];_h‘;’ |§'::M
una for

Professional
Managemerit

-

The Crisis Is Not Fiscal

In Reengineering the Corporation, Michael Hammer writes that organizations suffer from “inflexibility,
unresponsiveness, the absence of customer focus, an obsession with activity rather than result, bureaucratic
paralysis, lack of innovation, and high overhead.” Why?

“If costs were high, they could be passed on to customers. If customers were dissatisfied, they had nowhere else to
turn.”* Should we in government only now be concerned with flexibility, responsiveness, customer focus, and results
because we can no longer afford not to be?

Perhaps the biggest concern we face is not a fiscal crisis. Fiscal trends and conditions are by and large out of our
control and simply represent a reality with which we need to cope. The real crisis on our hands is whether our
organizations have the capabilities to address current fiscal realities and still meet the objectives of government and
the expectations of our constituents. Reach

When facing declining growth in revenues, government leaders have approached the issue of balancing the budget in the right
similar ways. A recent article describes California’s approach to managing its fiscal reality: job seekers

The spokesman for the Governor said, “In our view, an across-the-board approach is designed to protect essential
services, by spreading those reductions as evenly as possible so no single program gets singled out for severe
reductions.” In response the state legislative analyst wrote, “the governor’s approach would be like a family deciding
to cutits monthly mortgage payment, dining-out tab, and Netflix subscription each by 10 percent rather than
eliminating the restaurant and DVD spending in order to keep up the house payments.”5

Step 1: Getting the Right Results |

The figure for step 1 shows the five results developed by Jefferson County, Colorado.

OBJECTIVES:
= Results are clear, understandable, and
measurable.
= Results are the objectives and priorities of
the board or council and the citizens.
= Results accommodate potentially diverse
board or council views.

= Results incorporate majority as well as
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Results Description of Results
‘Our organization is commitied o providing cost effective services. We
Fiscally responsible ‘il work digently 1o ba aecountabi for ha nds enirusta o us &nd fo
government seek inncvativ ideas 1o being eficent and effective,
Our appraach bo land u=s planning and development produces
pradictable results hased on the overall land wee vision for the county.
Predictable growth and Our planning procasses resull in balanced communi$es that focus on
development primaiy job creslion, privision of oxsen 6pace, and aliraciive
neghbathoods and communifies.

. . . Our ransportation sysiem is effecthve and well maintained, Tho
minority opinions. Mobility options anspartation nelwork s effectivaly planned providng eased congesiion,
= Results are definable wm streals, 20d naw aplions foe mobity including the

Our employees ane respansive 1o thi needs of cur cuslomars

KEYS TO SUCCESS: Quality customer service Employees are ehical n their behavios and communicals efectively wih
= Strive to establish between five and 10 il
; Our approach ummmbamﬂmﬁ
reéulFs.. These should be the main Safe it petc satey and oours, dont
priorities of the government. Not enforoament of coties and standads.
everything can be a priority. o S S Bl

= Be broad but precise. “Safe community” as
aresultis broad, but it is also distinct. You can talk about what it is and what it isn’t. “Quality of life” as a result is
broad, and it is also too ambiguous and subjective.

= Results are the objectives and priorities of your council or board and the citizens. These are the primary
stakeholders who must be directly engaged in influencing the results-development process. Revise results
periodically, especially when these stakeholders change.

= Recognize there are internal as well as external stakeholders. Draw a distinction between results of public programs
and internal operating programs. The differing results will lead to differing evaluation and measurement.

= Each member of the board or council does not need to agree on the value of each result if the opportunity exists for
each to express individual beliefs about which results should be of higher value.

The Price of Government describes more thoroughly the “7 Deadly Sins” or the seven most commonly implemented
strategies that local governments use to manage their fiscal realities:”

Rob Peter to pay Paul.

. Use accounting tricks.

. Borrow.

. Sell assets.

. Make something up.

. Nickel and dime the employees.

N o U A W N e

. Delay asset maintenance or replacement.

Although these strategies lead to balanced budgets, do they really assist us in reaching our greater objective—that of
achieving results and meeting citizens’ demands? Don’t they ultimately lead to cost cutting that impacts highly
desired services at the same level as services that are relatively unimportant to citizens?

Don’t they endanger government’s ability to provide statutorily mandated services while preserving those services
that are simply nice to have? And furthermore, what does this say about the strategies that governments would use
to allocate resources when more revenue was available?

The true crisis governments face is hardly fiscal; it’s a crisis of priorities. How strategic are we, as local government
professionals, about understanding what we do, why we do it, and (in times of scarcity as well as abundance) how
we should invest our resources to achieve the results our communities need? While focusing on priorities
sometimes takes a back seat to other issues during times of fiscal stress, it’s actually even more critical to make
prioritization a top priority.

Figure 1. County-wide Program Prioritization |

Note that the top-ranking
program in this county-wide
program prioritization was
snow removal, while the
bottom-ranking program was
natural resources and
horticulture. Snow removal
scored highest because the
program was proven to have
a significant influence on all
of the county’s results. The 144 of 176
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Rowd and Bridge - Snow Remowvel
Road and Bridge - Infrastruciura Malnferance
Highways snd Transportsiion - Permifting ond Inspeciions
Road and Bridgs - Traffic Skgnofs and Rosd Marking
Flanming and Ioning - Developmen! and Subdhision Flanning
Ehenfr - Crime Fravention and Education
Shentf - Pairel and Trafflc Controf
aredet Aty - Crivrwes Agaiar Shildren
Helding Inspeciion - Permiiting of New Consfruction
Dimtrict ARomey - Economic Crmes amnd Semor Cxploftefion
Flanning and Zonkng - Perml fssuances and Regulation
Disdrict Alfcwriy - Srieierel invesligations and Case Prepacation
Disirict Attorney - Diverfing People from the Court Syslom
L¥sirict Atforney - Juwvenite Crme Prosscution
Shmetfl - Dimpumtefy

"Priority 1" Programs (Top 25%, by Valuation)

Sl - Evrwrguncy Mapegement anc Critical s pon s

horticulture program had the Assasicy - Praparty Appeaisats and Valkrlion Aggels

least amount of influence of e tstrict Alorney - Frosacution of Court Cazes
the reSultS ThlS is the Very I Enviro Hoaith Svos - Rogulating Air and Water Quailty Standards

Jusiice SFervices - ARemathe Placomend of Offenders

definition of “Bang for the
Buck” as, for every dollar
spent on snow removal,
Jefferson County achieves
more of the results.

Commundy Masith Sanaces - Communicabls disssrs Srevantion

Shanff - imare Wielfars (iaciiding Work Rekase Program)

| ——————— Ll e
I Shertft - Statistcal Grime Analysis

Enviro Health Svcx - Planning, Complisnce and Comvmundy Sofefy
Sl - Datantions

Justios Sorvicas - Protial Sendoes

Hoad and Brdpes - Madian Maimtsnance

"Priority 2" Programs

Srants and Confribetions - Donresrie Vicdkenoe Assisrance

Citark and Recorder MV - Vahicke Licensing and Tillos
I Corrnanite Assistine - Sanie Assistinss and Protetion Sevices
Grants and Cominbutions - Mental Maaith Assistance
I Hoaith Fromoton amT Lifestyies Management - Chifdren with Specka Needs
| FHoawh Promotion and Lifostyies Managoement - Substios AbUso Counsedng

| Treasieer - Cofection and Dispacesmant of Srapaey Tases

] Corenar - e i dered Mannoer of Dealf Celacrridmtion

] Gy Space - Trai Dusign, Conairuerion and Maintemansa

Tk and Recorder Clections - Conducting Clecfions and Voter Ragustration

Sk, Youlh - Adaptiaon i Foster Ciave

Child Suppart Enforcement - Child Supwort Enforcemont
O, Yol - Parental Trainog o Mo

Shartfl - Anfriel Contral and Licensing

Sola Wirsle - Lacfil Moniorkng and Post Closurs Texiig
Shariff - School Resowee Offfcars

Busitedirgg ir; hexey - i af o z arered Rwrniodals

“Priority 3" Programs

Corrnity Haalh Sucvicus - bantal Heihd Fatal Alcsined Sprdrermm

1
] Hoad Start - Eary faf-nskl Shvdhood Devolopman
]
1

Communiy Heakh Services - Pre-nafaf and Chitd Heaith Care

1 Cormmmily Assiarcs - o, LW, Food e Sl st
[ Grants and ContiButions - E0oRoRio Do valopment Suppont (Econ Dev Gouncl)
!:l Woorkforee Davelopmant - Job Traking and Flaoamant
[ tinrk & Recorer - Siflcial Recording of Resl Extate Transactioms

Comymunily Oeveiopment - Mowsing Sducation srd Snencial Assistance

Healkh Fromation and Lifesies Managemend - Meuirtional Healkh Edwcation

Oijparrs Space - Cipwn Sprce Acguisitions

Gommunity Develspmoent - Community Dovelopment Grants
Liwrary « Teon Eduwcational Progrmms
[ apen Spoce - Park Honger Visitor Senvices & Rescurce Protachion
1 Airpon - Rental of Hangers and Faciiies
[ Grants and Conributions - Develymmentaly Disaied AsSistance
ey Spnircen - Wossd aried Paest Conle

Libravy - Books and Medla Ciroutation

———1 Open Space - Education & Volunteor Sonvices Frograms (including Hivwan
[————1 Librry - Conypuiar Accoss
[ Coop Extenwian - 444 Yourh Davelspmant
I Cacp st - Earrlly vt Core e Sekvcim MaliTien Prograrms

Il

“Priarity 4" Programs

Boeticher Mansion - Tows and Edveatons Programs faeisding GHF Shos)
Boortohar Mansion - Weddings!Evants! Confaranoss

1 Fakgrownds - Special Evenis and Campsite of Fargrounds

| Coop Putension - Aatiea! Hesource and Ho iture £ cfucation

Source: Jeffarson County, Colorado

Prioritization, a Better Way to Deal with the Crisis

Prioritization is a way to provide clarity about how a government should invest resources in order to meet its stated
objectives (and about what services could be funded at a reduced level without impacting those objectives).
Prioritization as a process helps us better articulate why the programs we offer exist, what value they offer to
citizens, how they benefit the community, what price we pay for them, and what objectives and citizen demands are
they achieving.

The objectives of implementing a successful prioritization initiative allow us to:

= Evaluate the services we provide, one versus another.
= Better understand our services in the context of the cause-and-effect relationship they have on the organization’s

priorities. 145 of 176
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= Provide a higher degree of understanding among decisionmakers as they engage in a process to rank services based
on priorities.

= Articulate to people in the organization and to the public how we value our services, how we invest in our priorities,
and how we divest ourselves of lower-priority services.

While we are not advocating that public sector organizations mimic our colleagues in the private sector, we find
context in an unusual and unique private sector perspective from Jack Welch, famed chief executive officer of GE:

Every company has strong business or product lines and weak ones and some in between. Differentiation requires
managers to know which is which and invest accordingly . . . [T]o do that you have to have a clear-cut definition of
“strong.”

At GE, “strong” meant a business was No. 1 or No. 2 in its market. If it wasn’t, the managers had to fix it, sell it, or
close it. .. differentiation among your businesses requires a transparent framework that everyone in the company
understands.”

To meet our real crisis, a comparable approach should be applied by government leaders whereby our programs are
prioritized, which in turn encourages decisionmakers to recognize high-priority resource allocations and
differentiate them from those of low priority.

Step 2: Getting the Right Definitions

The figure in this step is from Fort
Collins, Colorado’s initiative to define
the result of “improved

§_ ‘Capacity
& fintersection improvements & - *Dltreach & Edu cationi
E “Slgnalization i

Parking
transportation.” Fort Collins used the | i Al
Kaplan-Norton strategy mapping ol
technique. [ AI"::ziz?SS ¢
W
Note that the five categories in the mpr?;ir
oval closest to the result statement Quality Travel ransporiation Trave! Mode
(traffic flow, quality travel surfaces, Surfaces &

Options -,

Integrated Land Use
& Transportation
Planning

and so forth) are what the city
believes are the primary factors or
indicators demonstrating the

. *MagsiPara Tran
achievement of the result. :

OBJECTIVES:

= Definitions should encompass all

conceivable influences, causes,

R H Driver Behavior, Enforcament, and Accident Response will bo addrossed by the Safe Communifies Results Taam.
factors, and 1r.1d1cators that Spe“ Online/Telecommuting offers (previously included in “Trawel Mode Options ") will be addressed by the High Performing
out the meaning of the result. Government Team.

These factors could be external to
your organization.

= Definitions should be clear, comprehensive, logical, and measurable. They should depict the cause-and-effect
relationship between the result and all identified influences on the result.

KEYS TO SUCCESS:

= Focus on identifying all possible, logical influences and causes for each result. Complete definitions are the key to
linking programs and services to the results they influence. Clear definitions for each result make it easier to
determine a program’s value.

= Use teams to develop the definitions for results to ensure organizational buy-in. Even if the board or council does
not agree with all the identified influences and factors for a particular result, members can identify which influences
and factors they believe are most critical to the achievement of a result in the scoring process.

= Be concise in writing result definitions. Avoid eloquent, overly articulate, and lengthy paragraphs. The purpose of
result definitions is to guide and facilitate program scoring based on that program’s influence on results.

= Solicit the advice of subject-matter experts within your organization when developing results definitions; this adds
value to the final product.

‘Robert S. Kaplan and David P. Norton, Strategy Maps: Converting Intangible Assets into Tangible Outcomes
(Boston: Harvard Business School Press, 2004).

The Process of Prioritization

The logic behind prioritization is that effective resource allocation decisions are transparent when the results of an
organization can be identified and defined, when programs and services can be distinctly (and quantitatively)
evaluated as to their influence on any of the results, and when programs can be valued relative to one another and
ultimately prioritized on the basis of their impact on results.
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Successful execution of prioritization depends on three factors:

= The right results. Accurate prioritization of programs depends on the comprehensive identification of the results we
are in business to achieve.

= The right definitions. Precision in prioritization results from the articulation of the cause-and-effect relationship
between a program and a result. With clearly defined causality and an understanding of the influences on results, we
can minimize subjectivity in linking programs with results.

= The right valuation. With the right results and with clear definitions we can accurately value our programs relative
to their influence on achieving results. Steps 1, 2, and 3 show how two jurisdictions addressed this issue.

Step 3: Getting the Right Valuations

The figure in this step is from Jefferson County, Colorado, and it shows the scoring process used for several
programs offered by the sheriff’s office.

Individual Program Grading Sheet
Tuesday, March 11, 2008

Directions: For every program
the County provides fo it's
citizens, your job is to help us

Basic Program Attributes BCC / Public Results

Mandated to Program Accessible and Planned Quality Fizcalty

understand how that program Provide Sustained by  Demand for Service Efficient c . Growthand Customer HResponsibl
2 - afmrmunity 3

A e A Program Direct User Fee Transportation Development  Service Gowver nme:

influences our abilily fo provide

the results of government.

Sheriff Crime Inveshigalions 10 o 2 0 3 1] [1] o
Sheriff Dedentions 10 5 2 '] o 1] [1] o
Sherir e e e 5 o a 0 2z o 0 0
Sharif Dieig Enforcement i0 3 2 o 2 [} 0 [
Sharir it 5 o 4 0 2 0 i 2
Sharif fffmw ’ 5 e | A . o 2 0 0 o

Source: Jefferson County, Colorado

Note that the programs are scored on the basis of their relationship to each result (see BCC/Public Results) as well
as the basic program attributes. The county recognized that a program’s influence on the stated results alone was
not adequate to understanding the program’s overall priority.

OBJECTIVES:
= Each program, service, and project needing to be funded should be identified by name, by cost, and then rated as to its
believed influence on results.

= Scoring criteria should be established to allow programs to be compared, one with another, based on overall value to
the citizens.

= Scores should be reasonably assigned to programs on the basis of measurable evidence, not opinion.

KEYS TO SUCCESS:

= When defining programs, make sure they are neither too big (the sheriff’s office is not a program) nor too small
(answering e-mails is not a program).

= Link programs, services, and projects with a result by assigning scores based on their influence on that result.

= Evaluate every identified program.

= Expand the grading criteria beyond results to include other factors that give programs a higher priority. (Jefferson
County believed the more a program could pay for itself—in other words, be sustained by user fees—the lower would
be the investment of county taxes in funding the program and, therefore, the higher the priority of the program was
to the county.)

= Program scoring is inherently subjective. Minimize subjectivity by requiring performance metrics and other
measurements to demonstrate how the program influences the result. Where measurements don’t already exist,
require program managers to develop theories about the cause-and-effect relationship a program has on a result, and
test the theory.

= Require justification for all scores given. Tie performance evaluations to the scores.

Summarizing Prioritization: Putting It All Together 147 of 176
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The final steps in the prioritization process involve weighting the results, calculating program scores, and
developing a top-to-bottom summary of all programs, in approximate order of priority. It is critical that this process
be completed before making any budget decisions.

This is a significant deviation from the budgeting-for-outcomes process because with the premise outlined in this
article, prioritization is the beginning of any resource allocation discussion. As in GE’s differentiation process, using
prioritization assumes that regardless of the amount of revenue an organization generates, regardless of a
reasonably calculated price of government, and regardless of what amount of funding a board, council, or citizenry
feels a particular result should receive, it is only when confronted with the end product of prioritization that
resource allocation discussions can begin.

Case Study: Jefferson County, Colorado

Figure 1 shows the result of the Jefferson County’s prioritization process, with a top-to-bottom profile of every
program offered to the public. The bar measurements indicate the priority score (the scale is 0 to 100, and higher
scores indicate a high-priority program).

Figure 2 profiles the dollar amounts spent by Jefferson County on programs offered to the public, in order of priority
(where the top 25 percent of programs are Priority 1, the second 25 percent are Priority 2, and so on). Without
addressing the fiscal reality facing Jefferson County, we can see that these extremely telling figures make statements
about the appropriateness of this county’s resource allocation. Is the level of spending for Priority 3 or Priority 4
programs acceptable? Should the county consider shifting more dollars Priority 1 programs?

If a significant revenue downturn suddenly occurred, should the county implement across-the-board budget cuts, or
might the county use the prioritization information to consider other alternatives about where to look first for
potential spending cutbacks? Conversely, if revenues were unexpectedly higher, would the county implement across-
the-board spending increases, or should the additional investment be made in top priorities first?

Jefferson County, at the end of 2006, projected a $12 million budget shortfall in the general fund alone. With the
adoption of the 2008 budget, 37 full-time positions were eliminated or not funded, and the budget in total was
reduced by $13.7 million . . . without a single layoff. County Administrator Jim Moore observed: “This is the first year
that a county budget has been less than the previous year. This is especially remarkable given the rising costs that
we must pay for fuel and other supplies and expenses.”

Of more significance, however, according to Todd Leopold, administrative services director, was “that the
discussions with the board and the departments shifted from funding levels for programs to how those programs
contributed to the county’s overall mission and goals. At the end of the process, there was a much better
understanding of what we do and why we do it.”

Figure 2. County-wide Resource Allocation, by Priority

Prioritization P mim
Jefferson County, Colorado
2008 Proposed Resource Allocation, Based on Priorifies 1 through 4
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Crisis Averted

The biggest challenge we face in government is not the ever-changing fiscal conditions. Instead, the issue most often
is a crisis of strategy. Recognizing this, we believe that implementing prioritization is an effective way to combat
crises. All organizations, especially those that are stewards of public resources, establish values and objectives to
meet the expectations of those for whom they exist to serve.

Resources contributed by the community or other constituencies are dedicated to achieve those established
objectives, regardless of the current fiscal condition. As we evaluate the inventories of all programs and services
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offered, we would find it implausible to believe that each achieves those objectives to an equal extent.

Prioritization offers an objective process that allows those responsible for resource allocation decisions to ensure
that those programs of higher value to citizens, those programs that achieve the organization’s objectives most
visibly and effectively, can be sustained through adequate funding levels regardless of the fiscal crisis du jour.

Whether there are more resources to distribute or fewer to allocate, prioritization guides that allocation toward
those programs most highly valued by the organization and, most important, by the citizens who depend on those
programs for their well-being, their comfort, and their expected quality of life.
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Anatomy of a Priority-Driven
Budget Process

Introduction

The traditional approach to governmental budg-
eting is incremental: The current year’s budget
becomes the basis for the next year’s spending
plan, and the majority of the organization’s ana-
Iytical and political attention focuses on how to
modify this year’s spending plan based on rev-
enues anticipated in the next year.' An incremen-
tal approach is workable, if suboptimal, in peri-
ods of reasonably stable expenditure and revenue
growth because the current level of expenditures
can be funded with relatively little controversy.
However, the incremental approach to budgeting
is not up to the financial challenges posed by the
new normal of relatively flat or declining rev-
enues, upward cost pressures from health care,
pensions, and service demands, and persistent
structural imbalances.’

Priority-driven budgeting’ is a common sense,
strategic alternative to incremental budgeting.
Priority budgeting is both a philosophy of how to
budget scarce resources and a structured,
although flexible, step-by-step process for doing
s0. The philosophy of priority-driven budgeting
is that resources should be allocated according to
how effectively a program or service achieves the

goals and objectives that are of greatest value to
the community. In a priority-driven approach, a
government identifies its most important strate-
gic priorities, and then, through a collaborative,
evidence-based process, ranks programs or serv-
ices according to how well they align with the
priorities. The government then allocates funding
in accordance with the ranking.

The purpose of this paper is to describe factors
that have led governments to adopt priority
budgeting and to identify the essential concepts
and steps in such a process, including the adap-
tations individual governments have made to
customize priority-driven budgeting to local con-
ditions. The paper is based on the experiences of
the governments below, which were selected for
variety in organization size, type of government,
and approach to budgeting.* This paper builds on
prior publications about priority-driven budget-
ing by taking a step back from specific approach-
es to budgeting and describing the major steps in
the process and then outlining options for put-
ting those steps into operation. It is GFOA’s
hope that this paper will give those who are new
to priority-driven budgeting a solid base from
which to get started, and to provide veterans of
priority-driven budgeting with ideas for further
adapting and sustaining priority-driven budget-
ing in their organizations.

Our Research Participants

City of Savannah, Georgia (pop. 131,000)
City of Walnut Creek, California (pop. 64,000)
Mesa County, Colorado (pop. 146,093)
City of San Jose, California (pop. 1,023,000)
Polk County, Florida (pop. 580,000)
City of Lakeland, Florida (pop. 94,000)

Snohomish County, Washington (pop. 683,655)
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Leading the Way to Priority-Driven time, they must not be overly committed to any
Budgeting particular budgeting technique or process. They
must remain adaptable and able to respond to the
circumstances while remaining true to the philos-
ophy. If the organization doesn’t have this type of
leadership, it might be better to delay priority-
driven budgeting or look to another budgeting
reform that has greater support. The “Philosophy
of Priority-Driven Budgeting” sidebar describes
the philosophy of priority-driven budgeting and
its central principles. Use these principles to test
the support among critical stakeholders and to
build a common understanding of the tenets the
budget process will be designed around.

Priority budgeting represents a fundamental
change in the way resources are allocated. The
governing body and the chief executive must
understand and support the process and commu-
nicate that support throughout the organization.
In addition, these officials must be willing to
carry out their decision-making responsibilities in
a way that is consistent with a priority-driven
process. The change an organization desires to
bring about by virtue of implementing priority-
driven budgeting won’t happen overnight, so
those leading the move to priority budgeting
must make it clear that this type of budgeting is
not a one-time event - it is the “new normal.” To
see the change through for the long-term, leaders
must have a passion for the philosophy underly-
ing priority-driven budgeting, but at the same

Of course, not everyone in the organization can be
expected to immediately accept priority-driven
budgeting with the same enthusiasm. The leader-
ship must articulate why a priority-driven budget

The Philosophy of Priority-Driven Budgeting

The underlying philosophy of priority-driven budgeting is about how a government entity should invest resources
to meet its stated objectives. It helps us to better articulate why the services we offer exist, what price we pay
for them, and, consequently, what value they offer citizens. The principles associated with this philosophy of
budgeting are:

« Prioritize Services. Priority-driven budgeting evaluates the relative importance of individual programs
and services rather than entire departments. It is distinguished by prioritizing the services a govern-
ment provides, one versus another.

+ Do the Important Things Well. Cut Back on the Rest. In a time of revenue decline, a traditional budg-
et process often attempts to continue funding all the same programs it funded last year, albeit at a
reduced level (e.g. across-the-board budget cuts). Priority-driven budgeting identifies the services that
offer the highest value and continues to provide funding for them, while reducing service levels,
divesting, or potentially eliminating lower value services.

» Question Past Patterns of Spending. An incremental budget process doesn’t seriously question the
spending decisions made in years past. Priority-driven budgeting puts all the money on the table to
encourage more creative conversations about services.

« Spend Within the Organization’s Means. Priority-driven budgeting starts with the revenue available to
the government, rather than last year’s expenditures, as the basis for decision making.

« Know the True Cost of Doing Business. Focusing on the full costs of programs ensures that funding
decisions are based on the true cost of providing a service.

« Provide Transparency of Community Priorities. When budget decisions are based on a well-defined
set of community priorities, the government’s aims are not left open to interpretation.

« Provide Transparency of Service Impact. In traditional budgets, it is often not entirely clear how
funded services make a real difference in the lives of citizens. Under priority-driven budgeting, the
focus is on the results the service produces for achieving community priorities.

» Demand Accountability for Results. Traditional budgets focus on accountability for staying within
spending limits. Beyond this, priority-driven budgeting demands accountability for results that were
the basis for a service’s budget allocation.
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is something worth actively supporting and voting
for, rather than just a “least-worst” outcome in a
time of revenue scarcity.’ The leadership must also
create a sense of urgency behind priority-driven
budgeting by showing the financial forecasts,
analysis, and other information that supports the
need for a new approach to budgeting. Ensuring
that a priority-driven budgeting process is suc-
cessfully adopted requires organization-wide
acceptance and a shared understanding of the
entity’s financial condition. For example, the City
of Savannah, Georgia, shared trends in major rev-
enue sources, reserves, and long-term forecasts to
show that the city’s revenues were entering a peri-
od of protracted decline. Of course, the case need
not hinge on financial decline. A case can also be
made based improving the value the public
receives from the tax dollars government spends.

Two groups in particular that must be recruited
to support priority-driven budgeting - elected
officials and senior staff. Elected officials need to
show consensus and support for priority-driven
budgeting to make it through the challenges in
the budget process that will inevitably occur.
Ideally, at least one or two elected officials will be
attracted to the philosophy so they can champion
the idea with other officials. Elected officials may
be particularly drawn to the fact that priority-
driven budgeting allows them to set the organiza-
tion’s key priorities and see how services align or
don’t align with their priorities. This puts elected
officials in an influential policy-making role - per-
haps more powerful than under a traditional
budgeting system. Elected officials who have
experienced priority-driven budgeting consistent-

Do You Have a Strategic Plan?

If you already have a strategic plan that identifies
community priorities, you may be able to use it as
launching pad for priority-driven budgeting. Elected
officials will likely be interested in a budget system
that promises to decisively connect resource use to
their priorities. In fact, some officials might be frus-
trated with an incremental budget system that
doesn’t effectively align resources with evolving
strategic priorities. This dissatisfaction with the sta-
tus quo provides a natural segue to priority-driven
budgeting.

GFOA Research and Consulting / www.gfoa.org

ly say one of the main reasons they endorse it is
because it allows them to achieve what inspired
them to run for office in the first place - identify-
ing the results and implementing the policies that
are most important to their community.

Senior staff must support the process as well
because priority-driven budgeting requires a sig-
nificant time commitment from staff. If the board
and CEO are behind priority-driven budgeting, it
will go a long way toward getting senior staft
engaged. Staff members who have experienced
priority-driven budgeting say they support it
because it gives them a greater degree of influ-
ence over their own destinies. Staff no longer
passively awaits judgment from the budget
office; instead, they create their own solutions
because priority-driven budgeting invites them
to articulate their relevance to the community.

To raise awareness about the move to priority-
driven budgeting and to build support for it
among all stakeholders, the governments that
shared their experiences for this paper emphasize
the importance of a communications and risk mit-
igation strategy. The strategy identifies major
stakeholders, their potential concerns, and mes-
sages and actions that can assuage those concerns.
For example, employees might want to know if
their job tenure will be affected, and citizens
might want to know the implications for service
offerings. The need for transparency in the process
cannot be emphasized enough — many organiza-
tions create a specific Web page to provide
employees and citizens with regular and timely
updates on the process as it unfolds. Involving key
stakeholders - such as the Chamber of Commerce,
labor union leaders, editorial staff from the media,
and leaders of community groups and neighbor-
hood groups - at appropriate stages in the process
often provides the best form of “informal” commu-
nication to the rest of the public. In communities
such as Boulder, Colorado, and Fairfield,
California, a town hall format was used as a com-
munication device. The first group was asked to
invite others to subsequent meetings, and not only
did they invite friends and family, but they
brought them to the event.

155 of 176



Perhaps the primary risk to successful priority-
driven budgeting that officials and other stake-
holders might reject of the process because they
see it as insufficiently legitimate — the process is
thought to be flawed in some way that makes it a
poor basis for allocating resources. Mitigate this
risk by conferring “democratic” and substantive
legitimacy onto priority-driven budgeting.’
Democratic legitimacy means that the process is
consistent with the will of the public. Engage the
elected officials, the public, and employees in the
process to achieve democratic legitimacy. When
a budget process is seen to have democratic legit-
imacy, it gives elected officials permission to
resist narrow bands of self-interest that seek to
overturn resource allocation decisions that are
based on the greater good.

Substantive legitimacy means that priority-driven
budgeting is perceived to be based on sound tech-
nical principles. Use Government Finance Officers
Association (GFOA) training and publications to

Be Adaptable

demonstrate that this kind of budgeting is consis-
tent with best practices, but, most of all, devote
time to intensely study priority-driven budgeting.
Some of the research participants for this article
studied it for two years before moving forward.
While two years of study will not be necessary for
every government, becoming fluent in priority-
driven budgeting allows the leadership to speak
convincingly on the topic and lead an honest dis-
cussion about the feasibility of priority-driven
budgeting for the organization. If the organization
decides to move forward, the leadership’s expert-
ise will allow it to design a credible process, define
the roles of staff in priority-driven budgeting, lead
others through it, and adapt to the pitfalls and
curveballs that will be encountered.

The next section describes the major steps in a
priority-driven budgeting process and provides
options for answering the six questions - listed

below - for customizing priority-driven budget-

ing to your organization.

Snohomish County, Washington, met with some resistance from the County Court. To move the process forward,
the county designed a separate but parallel version of priority-driven budgeting for the courts. With time and
the delivery of a consistent, transparent message, it effectively became the “new normal” in making resource

allocation decisions.

Designing a process that is fair, accessible, transparent, and adaptable is a challenge. However, it is also an
opportunity to customize a priority-driven budgeting process that fits your organization best. This research has

identified six key customization questions you should answer as you design a process:

1. What is the scope of priority-driven budgeting? What are the fundamental objectives of your
process? What funds and revenues are included? What is the desired role of non-profit and private-

sector organizations in providing public services?

2. How and where will elected officials, the public, and staff be engaged in the process?
Engagement is essential for democratic legitimacy. Giving stakeholders a clear understanding of
their role in the process gives them greater confidence in the process and eases the transition.

3. What is the decision-unit to be evaluated for alignment with the organization’s strategic priorities?
Functional units, work groups, programs? Something else?

4. How will support services be handled? The research participants agreed that budgeting for support
services like payroll and accounting was one of the foremost challenges of designing a process.
Support services need to be perceived as full participants in priority-driven budgeting, but at the
same time, accommodations must be made for the fact that they potentially exist to achieve differ-
ent results than those services that have a direct impact on the public.

5. How will decision-units be scored, and who will score them? The scoring mechanism and process
is key implementing priority-driven budgeting successfully.

6. What is the role of priority-driven budgeting in the final budget decision? What method will be
used to allocate resources to services? Will the methodology lead to “formula-driven” allocations or
allow for flexibility and discretion in formulated recommendations?

GFOA Research and Consulting / www.gfoa.org
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Steps in Priority-Driven Budgeting tal shift in its approach to budgeting. This shift,

There are eight major steps in a priority-driven while subFle, 'reqlllires Fhat instead of first having
budget process. Exhibit 1 provides a map for how the organization 1deany the amount of resources
the eight steps fit together, and the steps are “needed” for the next fiscal year, it should first
more fully described in the following pages.” As clearly identify the amount of resources that are
the exhibit shows, the eight steps are not com- t‘af’?ﬂﬁfble” to fund.operations as well as one-time
pletely linear. Steps 1 and 2 can begin at the same initiatives and capital expenditures.

time, and Step 8 comes into play at many differ-

ent points of the process. As their first step in budget development, many

organizations expend a great deal of effort in
completing the analysis of estimated expendi-
tures to identify how much each organizational
unit will need to spend for operations and capital

1. Identify Available Resources
Before embarking on priority-driven resource allo-
cation, the organization must undergo a fundamen-

Exhibit 1: Process Map for Priority-Driven Budgeting

1. ldentify Available 2. ldentify Your
Resources Priorities

U

3. Define Your
Priority Results
More Precisely

L

4. Prepare Decision 8. Create Service
Units for G Efficiencies and
Evaluation Innovation

U

5. Score Decision
Units Against &
Priority Results

U

6. Compare Scores
Between Offers &
and Programs

U

7. Allocate

Resources GG

8. Create

> Accountability for P E—

Results
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in the upcoming fiscal year. Once that “need” is
determined, then the organization looks to the
finance department or budget office to figure out
how these needs are to be funded. An integral
part of the priority-driven budgeting philosophy
is to spend within your means, so the first step in
developing a budget should be focusing on gain-
ing a clear understanding of the factors that drive
revenues and doing the requisite analysis to
develop a reasonably accurate and reliable rev-
enue forecast in order to understand how much
is available to spend for the upcoming fiscal year.

The Price of Government

The “price of government” is a concept originated by
David Osborne and Peter Hutchinson.® Government
takes economic resources from the community to
provide services and, hence, the total revenue that
government receives is really the “price of govern-
ment,” from the perspective of the citizen. This can
be a useful concept in the first step of priority-driven
budgeting because it asks decision-makers to think
about the total tax and fee burden they are willing to
place on the community to fund services - thus, put-
ting revenues before expenditures.

Resources must also be clearly differentiated in
terms of ongoing revenues versus one-time
sources. The organization must be able to identi-
ty any mismatch between ongoing revenues and
ongoing expenditures (operations) as well as
between one-time sources and one-time uses
(one-time initiatives, capital needs, fund balance
reserves). This analysis will ensure that the enti-
ty can pinpoint the source of its structural imbal-
ance and address it in developing its budget. This
will also ensure that a government does not
unknowingly use fund balance (a one-time
source) to support ongoing expenditures.

Once the amount of available resources is identi-
fied, the forecasts should be used to educate and
inform all stakeholders about what is truly avail-
able to spend for the next fiscal year. The organi-
zation must understand and believe that this is
truly all there is as it begins developing the budg-
et. Sharing the assumptions behind the revenue
projections creates a level of transparency that

GFOA Research and Consulting / www.gfoa.org

dispels the belief that there are “secret funds”
that will fix the problem and establishes the level
of trust necessary to be successful.

In the first year, an organization might choose to
focus attention on only those areas that do not have
true structural balance. For most organizations, this
will often include the general fund, but the jurisdic-
tion might decide to include other funds in the
process. Both Polk County, Florida, and the City of
Savannah took steps to limit the scope of imple-
mentation. For example, Polk County concentrated
on the general fund, and Savannah excluded capital
projects from the process.

Step 1 Intended Result: Adopt a “spend within
your means” approach - meaning there is a com-
mon understanding of the amount of resources
available and that there is a clearly established
limit on how much can be budgeted for the
upcoming fiscal year.

2. Identify Your Priorities

Priority-driven budgeting is built around a set of
organizational strategic priorities. These priori-
ties are similar to a well-designed mission state-
ment in that they capture the fundamental pur-
poses for which the organization exists and are
broad enough to have staying power from year to
year. A critical departure from a mission state-
ment is that the priorities should be expressed in
terms of the results or outcomes that are of value
to the public. These results should be specific
enough to be meaningful and measurable, but not
so specific as to say how the result or outcome
will be achieved or become outmoded after a
short time. Below are the five priority results
determined by Mesa County, Colorado. Notice
how these results are expressed in the “voice of
the citizen.”

A strategic plan, vision, and/or mission statement
can serve as the ideal starting point for identifying
the priority results. If you have an existing strate-
gic plan, it might be helpful to ground the priority
results in these previous efforts to respect the
investment stakeholders may have in them and to
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I want a healthy
Mesa County

give the priorities greater legitimacy. If you don’t
have an existing plan, developing one as a prelude
to priority-driven budgeting can provide a
stronger grounding for the priorities. It might also
help increase the enthusiasm of elected officials
and senior staff for priority-driven budgeting, as
they seek a way to connect the new plan to deci-
sions about annual resource allocations.

The governing board also needs to be closely

involved in setting the priorities. The priorities
are the foundation of priority-driven budgeting,

Are Support Services a Priority?

I want plans and
Infrastructure that maintain
quality of life.

Create well planned — !
\ and developed communities. |

Promorte Public Health

so that the governing board must fully support
them. The role of an elected official is to set the
results the organization is expected to achieve.
Developing the priorities might also be a good
place to involve citizens. Some communities have
used traditional means of doing this, such as citi-
zen surveys, focus groups, and town hall meet-
ings to engage citizens in helping establish the
expected results for their community. Others are
being innovative. The City of Chesapeake,
Virginia, recently asked citizens viewing a result-
setting exercise on their public access channel to

Our research subjects offered two alternatives for prioritizing support services. Most commonly, entities created
a “good governance” priority that addressees high-quality support services. This gives support services a clear
place in priority-driven budgeting and allows the relevance of these services to be tested against the organiza-
tion’s priorities. Here is how the City of Walnut Creek, California, defined its governance goals.

« Enhance and facilitate accountability and innovation in all city business.
« Provide superior customer service that is responsive and demystifies city processes.
« Provide analysis and long-range thinking that supports responsible decision making.

o Proactively protect and maintain city resources.
o Ensure regulatory and policy compliance.

Alternatively, other participants envisioned moving to a system that would fully distribute the cost of support
services to operating programs so support services would be affected according to how the operating services

they support are prioritized.
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participate online and share their thoughts on
“what does the city exist to provide.” Cities such
as Walnut Creek, California, and Blue Ash, Ohio,
set up kiosks in city facilities and asked citizens
to participate in a brief survey that helped vali-
date the city council’s established results and to
“weight” the relative importance of those results
to the community.

Step 2 Intended Result: A set of priorities
expressed in terms of measurable results that are
of value to citizens and widely agreed to be legiti-
mate by elected officials, staff, and the public.

3. Define Your Priority Results More
Precisely

The foundation of any prioritization effort is the
results that define why an organization exists.
Organizations must ask, “What is it that makes
us relevant to the citizens?” Being relevant - pro-
viding those programs that achieve relevant
results - is the key purpose and most profound
outcome of a priority-driven budgeting process.

The challenge with results is that the terms can
be broad, and precisely what they mean for each
individual community can be unclear. For
instance, take a result like “Providing a Safe
Community,” which is shared by most local gov-
ernments. Organizations talk about public safety
or providing a safe community as if it is an obvi-
ous and specific concept. But is it?

In the City of Walnut Creek, citizens and city
leadership identified building standards for sur-
viving earthquakes as an important influence on
providing a safe community. In the City of
Lakeland, Florida, however, not a single citizen
or public official discussed earthquakes to define
the very same result. In the City of Grand Island,
Nebraska, the city highlighted community
acceptance and cohesiveness as intrinsic to
achieving a safe community (acknowledging
their initiatives to help integrate a growing and
important population of their community -
immigrant farm workers). However community
integration was not a relevant factor that would
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contribute to the safety of the community in
Walnut Creek. Hence, the specific definitions of
the community’s results is where the identity of
your community and the objective meaning of
what is relevant is revealed.

Staff Teams in Priority-Driven
Budgeting

Creating strategy maps is the first significant role for

cross-functional staff teams in the process. Such teams

have repeated and important uses, so their members
need to be highly skilled and sufficiently supported. A

number of our research subjects engaged consultants to

train and/or directly assist the teams. Many organiza-

tions use that as an opportunity to involve the “up and

coming” leaders in the process to ensure its long-term
sustainability.

A powerful method for defining results was estab-
lished in Strategy Maps by Kaplan and Norton."
Strategy mapping is a simple way to take a com-
plex and potentially ambiguous objective - like
achieving a safe community - and creating a pic-
ture, or map, of how that objective can be achieved.
Sometimes referred to as cause-and-effect diagrams
or result maps, strategy maps provide an effective
way for an organization to achieve clarity about
what it aims to accomplish with its results.
Strategy maps should be developed using cross-
functional teams. Teams consist primarily of staff
(both with subject matter expertise relating to the
priority result and without), but they can also
include elected officials and citizens.

Exhibit 2 (on the following page) provides an
example of a strategy map from the City of
Savannah for “high-performing government”
(Savannah’s equivalent of the “good governance”
result described in the earlier sidebar). Savannah’s
map includes performance indicators to help
gauge if the priority result is being achieved.

Exhibit 3 (on the following page) is a picture of a
slightly different style of strategy map from the
City of San Jose, California, for its “Green,
Sustainable City” priority result. The center of
the map is the result, and the concepts around
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Exhibit 2: High Performing Government Strategy Map from the City of Savannah
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the result are the definitions - they help the city L X
clearly articulate its priorities: “When the City of Exhibit 3: Green City Strategy Map
San Jose (fill in the blank with any of from the City of San Jose

the result definitions), then we achieve a Green,
Sustainable City.”

CITY OF

SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

Consider San Jose’s result map relative to your
own community. Would your community define
the relevance of your organization by its ability to
achieve a green, sustainable community? Would
your community define a result like a green, sus-
tainable community in a similar or different way?

Plans and designs the
City's growth to
‘minimize emissions,
energy usage, and
other environmental
impacts

Promotes and supports
resource conservation
through leadership,
regulation, education, and

incentives

Green,
Sustainable

Promotes new
technology and
business solutions to

One of the challenges local governments face is
trying to address what can seem like a growing
(and seemingly limitless) expectation for pro-
grams and services. One of the benefits of devel-
oping strategy maps is that local governments
can give citizens a more precise description of

challenges
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the results that make local government relevant.
This will establish a shared foundation, a com-
mon context for evaluating and prioritizing the
programs and services the jurisdiction offers. A
service’s relative priority can be evaluated only
through a common belief about the results local
government is striving to achieve.

The City of Walnut Creek knew that citizens
and community stakeholders needed to be
involved in defining the priority results. The
rationale was that the city’s priority results
would be legitimate only if community members
were responsible for establishing the results and
their definitions. The city reached out to the
community on the radio, in the newspaper, and
through the city’s newsletters and Web site to
invite any citizen to participate in one of several
town hall meetings. At the meeting, citizens
were asked to submit answers to the question:
“When the City of Walnut Creek ,
then they achieve [the result the citizen was
focused on].” The response from citizens was
tremendous and generated a host of answers.
City government staff members (who participat-
ed in the meetings) were then responsible for
summarizing the citizen’s responses by develop-
ing strategy maps.

Define Your Priorities: A Quick Win

If the organization has not already clearly defined its
priorities, just getting through this step could be a
major accomplishment. Knowing the priorities can help
an organization make better resource allocation deci-
sions, even in the absence of a true priority-driven
budgeting system.

Lastly, when defining the priority results, consid-
er whether some results might be more impor-
tant than others. This could have an impact on
how programs are valued and prioritized. Elected
officials, staff, and/or citizens can participate in
ranking exercises, where each participant is
given a quantity of “votes” (or dollars, or points,
etc.) and can allocate their votes among all the
priority results to indicate the relative value of
one result versus another. It is important to make
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clear to participants that this ranking process is
not a budget allocation exercise (whereby the
budget of a certain result is determined by the
votes given to a result). Through such a ranking,
participants can express that certain results (and
therefore the programs that eventually influence
these results) may have greater relevance to the
community than others.

Step 3 Intended Result: Reveal the identity of
your community and the objective meaning of
what is relevant to it through the process of defin-
ing priority results.

4. Prepare Decision Units for Evaluation
The crux of priority-driven budgeting is evaluat-
ing the services against the government’s priority
results. Thus, the decision unit to be evaluated
must be broad enough to capture the tasks that
go into producing a valued result for citizens, but
not so large as to encompass too much or be too
vague. Conversely, if the decision unit is too
small, it may only capture certain tasks in the
chain that lead to a result and might overwhelm
the budget process with details. Our research
subjects took one of two approaches to this
issue: “offers” or “programs.”

Offers. Offers are customized service packages
prepared by departments (or perhaps designed
by cross-functional staff teams or even private
firms or non-profits) to achieve one or more pri-
ority results. Offers are submitted to evaluation
teams (typically comprising a cross functional
group of staff, but possibly citizens as well) for
consideration against the organization’s priority
results. Often, the evaluation team will first issue
a formal “request for results” that is based on the
strategy map and defines for departments, or
others who are preparing offers, precisely what
the evaluation team is looking for in an offer.

How Many Offers Are There?

Our research participants who used the “offer”
approach averaged one offer for every $1.5 million in
revenue that was available to fund offers.
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Offers are purposely intended to be different
from existing organizational subunits (like
departments, divisions, programs) to make a
direct connection between the decision-unit
being evaluated and the priority results, to
encourage outside-the-box thinking about what
goes into an offer, and to make it easier for out-
side organizations to participate in the process.
For example, multiple departments can cooper-
ate to propose a new and innovative offer to
achieve a result instead of relying on past ways of
doing things. A private firm could submit an
offer to compete with an offer made by govern-
ment staff.

The drawback of offers is that they are a more
radical departure from past practice and may be
too great a conceptual leap for some. This could
increase the risk to the process, but if the leader-
ship’s vision is for a big break from past practice,
then the risk might be worth taking. For exam-
ple, Mesa County’s board is very interested in
having private and non-profit organizations par-
ticipate fully in its budget process at some point
in the future, so the offer approach makes sense
for Mesa County.

Programs. A program is a set of related activities
intended to produce a desired result.
Organizations that use the “program” method
inventory the programs they offer and then com-
pare those to the priority results. Programs are
an established part of the public budgeting lexi-
con and some governments already use programs
in their approach to financial management, so
thinking in terms of programs is not much of a

Program Inventory: A Quick Win

If the organization does not have a sense of the pro-
grams it provides, then simply developing a fully costed
(direct plus indirect costs) program inventory should
provide immediate benefits. A program inventory can
be used to help decision-makers understand the full
breadth of services provided and their costs, and might
help the organization recognize immediate opportuni-
ties for efficiency. Appendix 1 provides additional infor-
mation on how to build a program inventory.
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conceptual leap, or perhaps not a leap at all. This
means less work and process risk. However, even
when the concept of programs is familiar, be sure
the “programs” (or offers) are sized in a way that
allows for meaningful decision making. Programs
that are too big are often too vague in their pur-
pose to be accountable for results, and it can be
difficult to fairly judge the impact of a program
that is too small. Generally speaking, if a pro-
gram equates to 10 percent or more of total
expenditures of the funds in which it is account-
ed for, then the program should probably be bro-
ken down into smaller pieces. If a program
equates to either 1 percent or less of total expen-
ditures or $100,000 or less, it is probably too
small and should be combined with others.

Also, be aware that using programs might pro-
vide less opportunity for outside organizations to
participate in the budgeting process because the
starting point is, by definition, the existing port-
folio of services. For that same reason, radical
innovation in service design or delivery method is

less likely.

Step 4 Intended Result: Prepare discrete decision-
units that produce a clear result. Think about eval-
uating these decision units against each other and
not necessarily about evaluating departments
gainst each other.

5. Score Decision Units Against Priority
Results

Once the organization has identified its priority
results and more precisely defined what those
results mean, it must develop a process to objec-
tively evaluate how the program or offer achieves
or influences the priority results. Scoring can be
approached in several ways.

The first variation to consider is if a program or
offer will be scored against all the organization’s
priority results or just the one it is most closely
associated with. The cities of Lakeland, Walnut
Creek, and San Jose scored against all of the prior-
ity results. The belief was that a program that
influenced multiple results must be a higher prior-
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ity — every tax dollar spent on a program that
achieved multiple results was giving the taxpayer
the “best bang for the buck.” Alternatively, organi-
zations like Mesa County, the City of Savannah,
Polk County, and Snohomish County matched
each program or offer with only one of the priority
results and evaluated it against its degree of influ-
ence on that result. Under this scenario, guidelines
should be established to help determine how to
assign a program or offer to a priority area as well
as provide some sort of accommodation for those
programs or offers that demonstrate important
effects across priority result areas. Both of these
approaches have been used successfully, so the
right choice depends on which approach resonates
more with stakeholders.

In addition to scoring the offers or programs
against the priority results, some organizations
have included additional factors in the scoring
process. Examples include mandates to provide
the service, change in demand for the service,
level of cost recovery for the service, and reliance
on the local government to provide the service
(as opposed to community groups or the private
sector). The governments believed that a pro-
gram should be evaluated more highly if there
was a mandate from another level of government,

What about Capital Projects?

if there was an anticipated increase in demand
for the program or that program received fees or
grant dollars to significantly cover the costs to
provide it. Finally, if the citizen had to rely solely
on the government to provide the program or
service and there was no other outside option
available, then a program was believed to be of a
slightly higher priority.

The next variation is how to actually assign
scores to programs or offers. One approach is to
have owners of the programs or offers (e.g.,
department staff) assign scores based on a self-
assessment process. This approach engages the
owners in the process and taps into their unique
understanding of how the programs influence the
priority results. Critical to this approach is a
quality control process that allows the owner’s
peers in the organization (other departments)
and/or external stakeholders (citizens, elected
officials, labor unions, business leaders, etc.) to
review the scoring. The peer review group chal-
lenges the owner to provide evidence to support
the scores assigned. A second approach to scor-
ing establishes evaluation teams that are respon-
sible for scoring the programs or offers against
their ability to influence the priority results.
Owners submit their programs or offers for the

For most organizations, outlays for capital projects and one-time initiatives are a significant part of their budget-
ing process. A priority-driven budgeting process can be used to prioritize these major one-time expenditures in
the same way it is used to evaluate ongoing programs and services. The starting point is a capital improvement
plan (CIP) that includes all the potential capital projects from across the organization. Ideally, it should include
not only major capital construction, capital improvement, or capital equipment purchases, but also significant
one-time expenditures items such as major studies, comprehensive plan updates, and software upgrades that are
planned for the next five years. In addition to the strategic results, other evaluation factors for capital projects
might include:

o Is the project mandated by some other governmental agency?

« Is it a continuation of an existing project that has already been approved?

« s it an integral component of the organizations Comprehensive Plan for future community growth?
o s it being fully or partially funded by another agency or private interest?

« Is the project responding to an emergency situation or critical need of the organization?

When evaluated in this way, projects that are of a higher priority have assurance of funding in the next five-to-
ten year period over those that are of a lower priority, especially when there are limited one-time resources
available to fund them. This method also avoids funding a current-year project that is of a low priority instead of
setting aside funds to ensure the successful completion of the higher-priority capital need in a future year.
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teams to review, and the teams score the pro-
grams against the results. The priority-driven
budgeting process becomes more like a formal
purchasing process, where the departments are
analogous to vendors and the evaluation teams
are like buyers. Evaluation teams could be made
up entirely of staff, with representation both
from staff members who have specific expertise
related to the result being evaluated and others
who are outside of that particular discipline. An
alternative team composition would include both
staff and citizens, to gain the unique perspectives
of both external and internal stakeholders. This
second approach brings more perspectives into
the initial scoring and encourages cross-function-
al teamwork via the evaluation teams.

Scoring Support Services

As mentioned earlier, a number of our research sub-
jects established a priority result for “good gover-
nance.” Those programs that provided internal services
were scored against these governance results in a par-
allel evaluation process. These governments believed
that internal services were important, but were expect-
ed to achieve different results than those programs or
offers intended for citizens.

Another consideration is the particular scoring
method to be used. For example, will evaluators
have to use a forced-ranking system where pro-
grams/offers are fit into a top-to-bottom ranking
or will each program be scored on its own merits,
with prioritization as a natural byproduct? Each
system has its advantages, but the important
thing is to make sure the scoring rules are clear
to everyone and applied consistently.

The role of the elected governing board in this
step is another point of potential variation in the
scoring. In some organizations, the board is heav-
ily integrated into the process and participates in
the scoring and evaluation step. They have the
opportunity to question the scores that have
been assigned by the owner or the evaluation
team, ask for the evidence that supports that
score, and ultimately request that a score be
changed based on the evidence presented and
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their belief in the relative influence that program
or offer has on the priority results it has been
evaluated against. In other organizations, the
process can be implemented as a staff-only tool
that is used to develop a recommendation to the
governing body. Snohomish County uses this
approach, as its culture and board-staff relation
Supports it.

Regardless of which variations are selected, there
are three important points to establish. The first
is that to maintain the objectivity and trans-
parency of the process, programs or offers must
be evaluated against the priority results, as they
were defined collectively by stakeholders (see
step 3). Secondly, scores must be based on the
demonstrated and measurable influence the pro-
grams or offers have on the results. Finally, the
results of the scoring process will be provided as
recommendations to the elected officials, who
hold the final authority to make resource alloca-
tion decisions.

Step 5 Intended Result: Each decision unit (offer
or program) should have a score that indicates its
relevance to the stated priorities.

6. Compare Scores Between Offers or
Programs

It is a “moment of truth” in priority-driven budg-
eting, when the scoring for the offers or programs
is compiled, revealing the top-to-bottom compar-
ison of prioritized offers or programs. Knowing
this, an organization must be sure that it has
done everything possible up to this moment to
ensure that the final scores aren’t a surprise and
that the final comparison of the offers or pro-
grams in priority order is logical and intuitive.

The City of San Jose engineered a peer review
process through which the scores the depart-
ments gave to their programs were evaluated,
discussed, questioned, and sometimes recom-
mended for change. The city established a review
team for each of its priority results. The team
first reviewed the strategy map to ensure that
each member of the team was grounded in the
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city’s specific definition of the result. Next, the
review teams were given a report that detailed
every program scored for the particular result
under review. The teams met to discuss:

o whether they understood the programs they
were reviewing;

o whether they agreed with the score given by
the department (the departments scored
their own programs);

o whether they required further testimony or
evidence from the department to help them
better understand the score given; and

o whether the score should stand, or if the
team would recommend an increase or
decrease.

All programs were evaluated in this manner until
a final recommendation was made on program
scores.

The city invited the local business community,
citizens representing their local neighborhood
commissions, and labor leaders to review the

ask them to decide which programs should be
cut or which ones should be preserved. They
framed the discussion very simply: Evaluate how
our programs help us achieve our results, and to
what degree. The outcome of prioritization was
therefore expected and self-evident, based on the
common understanding of the programs and how
the programs influence results.

Stakeholders could be concerned that their
favored programs might lose support in the
course of priority-driven budgeting. Even when a
program director or a citizen who benefits from a
particular program understands why that pro-
gram ranked low, they are not going to be
pleased about it. Invite stakeholders from all
sides, from within the organization and even the
community, to understand the process. Include
stakeholders at various points in the process so
they might influence the outcome. Constantly
communicate progress, throughout the process.
Program directors, stakeholders of a particular
program, organizational leadership, and staff
might not enjoy seeing their program prioritized

San Jose framed the discussion very simply: Evaluate how our

programs help us achieve our results, and to what degree.

scores. Walter Rossman, from San Jose’s City
Manager’s Office, described their effort this way:
“The participants found the effort informative as
to what the city does; they found it engaging
with respect to hearing staff in the organization
discuss how their programs influence the city’s
results; and, most interesting, they found it fun.”

San Jose’s story is important because it demon-
strated how stakeholders from various perspec-
tives and political persuasions can all productive-
ly participate in the priority-driven budgeting
process. San Jose didn’t ask these stakeholders to
come together and rank programs. They didn’t
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below other programs, but if they understand it,
if they’ve had a chance to influence the process,
and, most importantly, if they are aware of
actions they might take to improve the priority
ranking of their program, the process will have a
great chance for success.

Lastly, consider if the scoring of the programs or
offers will be used only to decide where to make
budget reductions. Organizations such as the
cities of Lakeland and Walnut Creek have used
prioritization not only to balance their budgets,
but also to understand how services that might
appear less relevant to the city government might
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be relevant to other community groups. These
groups might take responsibility for supporting
or preserving a service. There could be great
potential in engaging other community institu-
tions - businesses, schools, churches, non-profits
- about partnership opportunities.

Peter Block has focused much attention on this
issue in his book, Community: The Structure of
Belonging.” Citing the way we sometimes unduly
rely on government to meet the community’s
needs, he highlights citizens’ experiences of tak-
ing accountability for the results they hope to see
achieved. This occurs when cohesion is built
between local government, businesses, schools,
social service organizations, and churches. A
complete and successful priority-driven budget-
ing process doesn’t conclude when the budgets
for low-priority services are reduced - rather, it
brings together otherwise fragmented institu-
tions in society to find ways of providing services
that may still be relevant to the community, even
if they are less important to the priority results a
local government seeks to achieve.

Step 6 Intended Result: The prioritized ranking of
programs is a logical and well-understood product
of a transparent process - no surprises.

7. Allocate Resources

Once the scoring is in place, resources can be allo-
cated to the offers or programs. This can be done
in a number of ways. One method is to first allo-
cate revenues to each priority result area based on
historical patterns or by using the priority’s rela-
tive weights, if weights were assigned. Allocating
resources to a priority result area can be contro-
versial because, as we will see, this allocation
determines the number of offers or programs that
will be funded under that priority area (e.g., how
many public safety programs will be funded).
There are no easy answers to this issue. As such,
the designer of the process should look for ways
to mitigate controversies associated with how
much funding is allocated to one result versus
another and to prevent these allocations from
becoming new types of organizational silos. For
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instance, the designer should think about ways
priority result areas can share information during
the evaluation of programs or offers, and/or ways
to jointly fund programs or offers.

Exhibit 4: Drawing the Line

Then, the offers or programs can be ordered
according to their prioritization within a given
priority result area and the budget staff draw a
line where the cost of the most highly prioritized
offers or programs is equal to the amount of rev-
enue available (see Exhibit 4). The offers or pro-
grams above the line are funded, and the ones
that fall below the line are not. The board and
staff will have discussions about the programs on
either side of the line and about moving those
offers or programs up or down, redesigning them
to make more space above the line (e.g., lowering
service levels), or even shifting resources among
priority results. Variations on the approach are
possible - for example, there could be multiple
lines representing multiple levels of funding cer-
tainty. In the City of Redmond, Washington,
programs above a top line were categorized as
“definitely fund,” while programs in between the
top line and a bottom line were open to addition-
al scrutiny.

"Higher Priorities

Another method is to organize the offers or pro-
grams into tiers of priority (e.g., quartiles) and
then allocate reductions by tier. For example, pro-
grams in the first tier might not be reduced, while
programs in the lowest tier would see the largest

167 of 176


dbullwinkel
TOC


reductions. The programs could be forced to
make assigned reductions, or each department
could be given an aggregate total reduction target,
based on the programs under its purview (with
the implication being that the department will
weight its reductions toward the lower-priority
programs, although it would have more flexibility
to decide the precise reduction approach than if
the cuts were not done within the department).
This tier approach generates discussion among
board and staff about how much money is spent
on higher versus lower tier services in aggregate,
as well as on resource allocation strategies for
individual departments and programs. Exhibit 5
presents an example of the value this analysis can
provide. It shows the total amount of money one
city had historically spent on its highest priority
programs (e.g., the top tier) versus the others.
This city was spending significantly less on the
top tier than it was spending on the second tier,
and less than it was spending on the third tier, as
well. This raises interesting questions about
spending patterns in the organization and builds
a compelling case for change.

Organizations also need to consider the funding
of support services. Many of our research partici-
pants elected to fund support services based on
historical costs, making some reduction that was
consistent with the reduction the rest of the
organization was making. The magnitude of the

Exhibit 5: Spending by Priority Tier

reduction applied to any particular support serv-
ice was based on its priority relative to other
support services. A couple of our participants
envisioned moving to a system wherein the cost
of support services would be fully distributed to
operating programs so support services would be
affected according to the prioritization of the
operating services they support.

Another question is how to handle restricted
monies (e.g., an enterprise fund). One option is
to handle special purpose funds (where there are
restrictions on how the money can be used) sep-
arately. For example, enterprise funds or court
funds might be evaluated on a different track or
budgeted in a different way altogether. Another
option is to rank programs or offers without
respect to funding source, but then allocate
resources with respect to funding source.
Knowing the relative priority of all the offers or
programs might generate valuable discussion,
even if there is no immediate impact on funding.
For example, if a low-ranking offer or program is
grant funded, is it still worth providing, especial-
ly if that grant expires in the foreseeable future?
Ideally, participants will become less fixated on
funding sources, realizing that the government
has more flexibility than it might think. For
example, if a low-priority service is funded by a
special earmarked tax, is there a way to reduce or
eliminate that service and its tax, and increase a
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general tax by an analogous amount? As the gov-
ernment becomes more proficient at expressing
the value it is creating for the community, it
should be better able to articulate these potential
trade-offs to the community.

Of course, no matter what method is selected to
allocate resources, remember that priority-driven
budgeting, like any budgeting process, is still a
political process. As such, it will not and should
not lead to “scientific” or “apolitical” allocation of
resources — rather, it should change the tone of
budget discussions, from a focus on how money
was spent last year to a focus on how the most
value can be created for the public using the
money that is available this year.

Step 7 Intended Result: Align resource allocation
consistent with the results of priority-driven scor-
ing.

8. Create Accountability for Results,
Efficiency, and Innovation

The owners of the programs or offers being evalu-
ated might over-promise or over-represent what
they can do to accomplish the priority result. To
address this potential moral hazard, create meth-
ods for making sure programs or offers deliver the
results they were evaluated on. Many of our
research participants anticipate using perform-
ance measures for this purpose. For example, a
program or offer might have to propose a standard
of evidence or a metric to be evaluated against, so
the organization can see if the desired result is
being provided. Exhibit 6 is Polk County’s con-
ceptual approach for connecting its priority result
areas to key performance indicators. However,
none of the research participants have reached
what they would consider a completely satisfacto-
ry state in this area. For those just starting out, the
lesson is to understand where evidence is needed
in your process design, but also to be patient with
respect to when this part of priority-driven budg-
eting will be fully realized.

Other issues to consider as part of the priority-
driven budgeting design are the efficiency of pro-
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grams or offers, and innovation in the design of
programs or offers. Although priority-driven
budgeting will identify which programs or offers
are best for achieving priority results, it does not
speak directly to the efficiency with which those
programs or offers are delivered or to innovative
approaches to program delivery (although it
might indirectly encourage these things).

Exhibit 6: Polk County Concept for
Key Performance Indicators

Basic Needs

Priority:

People in Polk County who are at risk because of
their health or economic status will get their basic
needs met, and are as self-sufficient as possible.

Indicators:
Maintaining

As such, the designers of the process might need
to consider specific techniques for ensuring pro-
gram efficiency. A proven model for improving
efficiency helps avoid cost-cutting techniques
that also cut productivity and degrade the results
a program produces. For instance, a systematic
method for reviewing and improving business
processes could be implemented along with pri-
ority-driven budgeting. One such method that
GFOA research has shown to be effective for local
governments is “Lean” process review — a system
for identifying and removing or reducing the non-
value added work that can be found in virtually
any business process. You can learn more about
Lean at www.gfoaconsulting.org/lean.

Business process improvement can also be incor-
porated into a more comprehensive approach to
reviewing program efficiency. Exhibit 7 (on the
following page) provides a sample program
review decision tree that is inspired by work
from the City of Toronto, Ontario. As the exhibit
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shows, a program is subjected to a series of tests
to see if it is being provided efficiently. For exam-
ple, can the service be shared with other govern-
ments? Can greater cost recovery be achieved
through fees or fund raising? Can the private sec-
tor provide the service more efficiently? Can Lean
process improvement techniques be applied?
Exhibit 7 also shows how the review might be
linked to priority-driven budgeting - discre-
tionary services are subject to a relevance test
that asks the above questions about each priority
program, while non-priority programs go
through a divestment test.

Finally, innovation tends to be the exception
rather than the rule in the public sector, so the
designers of the priority-driven budgeting

process should consider how to encourage new
ways of structuring programs or offers to best
achieve the government’s priority results. Some
research argues that innovation is a “discipline,
just like strategy, planning, or budgeting.™
Public managers who want to encourage innova-
tion will need to develop and institutionalize
dedicated processes to generate ideas, select the
best ones, implement them, and spread the bene-
fits throughout the organization. Along the way,
public managers will need to make use of a vari-
ety of implementation strategies, including those

that rely on the organization’s own resources and

those that seek to harness resources from out-

side. Public managers will also have to create an
organizational culture that is not just conducive
to innovation, but actively encourages and even

Exhibit 7: Sample Program Review Decision Tree

Service Level Test
What level of service is
required? What do we
provide?

—Yes—

Mandate Test
Is the program
mandatory?

No
4

Discretionary Services

GFOA Sample (service exceeds mandate)
Program Y
Review Tree

Program Relevance Test
Is the the program a
priority for the community?

Divestment Test
Should this program be |
delivered by another
organization?

I No

Yes |
A 4 Yes

Mandatory Services
(service within mandate)

Poli Environmen: ntex
Do policies define acceptable levels

Government Role Test

Does government have

to be a direct provider?
Funder? Regulator?

Identify organization &
terms of transfer

of subsidization?

Are there changes in demand?

Is there willingness to consider lower
service levels?

Revenue Generation Test
Can the program be more self-
sufficient? User fees?
Sponsorships? Fundraising?

!

» Assess impact &
1 abandon program

Lean Processing Test

mmuni -Pr ion T

Can the process be
redesigned to remove or
reduce non-value-added

work?

Does the program meet the criteria for
outsourcing: Task can be specified in
advance? Disappointing contractors
can be replaced? Government is
concerned with ends over means?

Do opportunities exist for sharing
service with other governments,
partnering with NGOs, or using

citizen volunteers?

h 4
Program Improvement Plan
* Analysis of current situation
« Analysis of options
* Recommendation

GFOA Research and Consulting / www.gfoa.org

18

170 of 176



Back to Table
of Contents

demands it. The Public Innovator’s Playbook
describes one approach to encouraging innova-
tion in this kind of systematic way.”

Step 8 Intended Result: Make sure that those who
received allocations are held accountable for pro-
ducing the results that were promised. Find ways
to directly encourage efficiency and innovation.

Conclusion

Priority-driven budgeting represents a major
shift from traditional budgeting methods. A clear
understanding of the priority-driven budgeting
philosophy should be in place before proceeding
down this path, along with a strong level of sup-
port — especially from the CEO (whose role is
normally to propose the budget) and, ideally, the
governing board (whose role is to adopt the
budget). Priority-driven budgeting is not a
process that is brought in to fix a structural
deficit; instead, it becomes the way an organiza-
tion approaches the resource allocation process.
It brings with it an important cultural shift —
moving from a focus on spending to a focus on
achieving results through the budget process.
Priority-driven budgeting should be perceived by
all stakeholders as a process that improves deci-
sion-making and changes the conversations
around what the organization does (programs
and services), how effective it is in accomplishing
its priority results, and how focused it is on allo-
cating resources to achieve its results.

The success of your process design rests on a
clear understanding of the principles of priority-
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driven budgeting, outlined in the eight steps pre-
sented in this paper. A priority-driven budgeting
process can be approached in several ways, so
keep in mind the major levers and decision
points to create a process that works best for
your culture and environment, and that embraces
the concepts of democratic and substantive legit-
imacy. The governments that participated in this
research show that there are opportunities to
introduce flexibility in the process - but keep in
mind that with that flexibility comes risk, if
changes are made that don’t embrace the basic
principles of priority-driven budgeting.

Research what other organizations have done
and ask them about their long-term success in
shifting to the “new normal” in local government
budgeting. Understand that priority-driven
budgeting is a process that will evolve and
improve over time ~ don’t expect perfection in
the first year. Engage outside help where needed
to design the process, develop successful commu-
nication plans, incorporate citizen involvement,
and institute a process. Enjoy new conversations
that were not possible before, and embrace the
transparency in decision-making that accompa-
nies the priority-driven budgeting process. As
your organization adapts to the new normal, the
process will guide decision-makers in making
resource allocations that fund the programs that
are most highly valued by the organization and,
more importantly, by the citizens who depend on
those programs and services for their well being,
comfort, and expected quality of life.
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Appendix 1: understand and can be digested by the

Building a Program Inventory average citizen (i.e., not too detailed).

e Drawing distinctions between the results
(that matter to citizens) provided by dif-
ferent programs. To achieve this, programs
cannot to be too large or vague.

e Beginning to show the true cost of doing
business by describing what government
does on a meaningful level, and then iden-
tifying costs for those programs.

e Laying the groundwork for priority-driven
budgeting, where programs receive budget
allocations based on their contributions to
the government’s priority objectives.

e Laying the groundwork for program
review, where programs are subjected to
efficiency tests to determine if the service
delivery method employed is optimal.

Introduction

Financial constraints have forced many govern-
ments to take a hard look at the services they
offer. A fundamental step is to inventory all the
service programs a government offers. A program
inventory clarifies the breadth of services provid-
ed and, ideally, highlights key characteristics of
each program (e.g., the full cost of providing the
program and the level of revenues that program
directly generates to support its operations). The
inventory provides the basis for discussion about
the services that should be provided.

Steps to Take
1. Define your objectives and goals for the pro-
gram inventory. Identifying a program is as
much art as it is science - an inescapable
amount of subjectivity is involved. Therefore,
to make judgments as effectively as possible,
make sure you are clear on why you are devel-
oping a program inventory. Some of the
potential purposes are:
e Understanding the complete scope of
services government provides.
e Communicating the scope of services to
the public in a format that is easy to

2. Decide what information the program inven-
tory should contain, in addition to the basic
description of the program. Options to con-
sider include:

e Full cost. The full cost of the program is its
direct cost plus its indirect cost (overhead
charges). Full-cost accounting makes the
true cost of offering a service transparent,
which allows better planning and decision
making. It also helps show that the organ-
ization is achieving the expected level of

Program Costing Tips

Precise costs for each program might not be achievable without a great deal of work (or a new financial man-
agement system). For purposes of priority-driven budgeting, accessible and widely used cost allocation
methodologies allow for relatively accurate costing of each program is possible. If you have a formal cost allo-
cation plan, this would be the best place to start assigning program costs. Otherwise, start with direct costs.
Remove any one-time costs (e.g., capital) to make sure you are capturing only ongoing expenditures related to
a given program. However, you can assign the operating and maintenance costs of the assets employed by a
program to the direct costs, if doing so is logical and consistent with the way these costs are being handled
for other programs.

Cost allocation plans may be the most cost effective way to produce a reliable overhead allocation figure. In
the inventory document, displaying the overhead costs separately from the direct costs can provide flexibility
to those who use the information.

In making the transition from department or division budgets to program costs, use an allocation method that
is intuitive and therefore would enjoy legitimacy among the users of the costing system (e.g., the number of
FTEs or percentage of employee time devoted to a program). Whatever the allocation methodology, the
finance or budget staff needs to be able to prepare a reconciliation.
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cost recovery for a given service. Full cost-
ing is especially important if the govern-
ment envisions eventually going to a prior-
ity-driven budget process.

e Alignment with strategic goals. Knowing
how programs contribute to priority goals
enables organizations to develop more
strategic cutback strategies.

o Service level. Describe the level of services
provided to the public. If service is being
provided at a premium level, perhaps serv-
ice levels can be lowered to reduce costs.

e Mandate review. List and clearly define
any mandates a program is subject to.
Then review the current service level
against the mandate requirements.
Perhaps the service level being provided is
higher than what the mandate requires.

e Demand changes. Is demand for a service
going up or down? If demand is going
down, perhaps the program can be cut
back and resources shifted elsewhere. If
demand is going up, steps can be taken to
manage demand. For example, perhaps
means testing can be applied to a social
services program.

e Support from program revenues. Describe
the extent to which the program is sup-
ported by its own user fees, grants, or
intergovernmental revenues. Is there an
opportunity to achieve greater coverage of
the full costs of the program?

Develop forms and templates. Create tools
departments can use to describe their pro-
grams in a manner that is consistent and that
captures the information needed to fulfill the
purpose of the inventory. Consider testing the
forms and templates with one or two depart-
ments and then distributing them to a wider
group. Also consider providing training and
an official point of contact for questions.

Differentiate programs from functions.
Departments or divisions (i.e., public health,
courts, public works, sheriff) are often
described as functions or nouns. These are
not programs, which are more often described
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with verbs - programs are action-oriented.
For example, programs in a sheriff’s office
might include crime investigations, deten-
tions, and court security. However, programs
should not be described in terms of overly
detailed tasks. For instance, “supplying a
bailiff for court rooms” is a task within the
court security program, not a program itself.

. Find the right level of detail. A program is a

set of related activities intended to produce a
desired result. When constructing a program
inventory, it can sometimes be challenging to
find the right level of detail. If a program is
too big or encompasses too much, it will not
provide sufficient information - that is, it will
be very difficult to describe the precise value
the program creates for the public or to use
program cost information in decision making.
However, if program definitions are too small,
decision makers can become overwhelmed
with detail and be unable to see the big pic-
ture. In addition, tracking program costs for
very small programs is generally not cost-
effective.

Generally speaking, if a program equates to 10
percent or more of the total expenditures of
the fund in which it is accounted for, then the
program should probably be broken down
into smaller pieces. And if a program equates
to 1 percent or less of total expenditures, or to
$100,000 or less, it is probably too small and
should be combined with others. This is just a
guideline - there could be valid reasons for
going outside of these parameters. For exam-
ple, a small program could be much more
important than its cost suggests. Here are
some other points that have proven helpful in
identifying programs:

e A program is a group of people working
together to deliver a discrete service to
identifiable users.

e A program groups all tasks that a cus-
tomer of that program would receive and
does not break one program or service into
multiple items based on tasks.
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e Asfar as possible, a program is individual
- a program with its own name, cus-
tomers, and staff team. Each program
stands alone and is distinct from like pro-
grams in a similar service area.

e Programs that are handled by less than 1 FTE

Examples of Program Inventories

Sample Health and Environment Programs
Environmental Planning

Air Quality Control

Water Quality

Ambulance Licensing

EIP FoodNet

Compliance & Community Safety
Vital Statistics

Immunization Grant

Emergency Preparedness Response
Non-grant Immunization

Sexually Transmitted Disease (STD)
Food Protection

Cities Readiness Initiative
Zoonosis

Cancer Control Initiative
Communicable Disease

Early Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment
Radon

Health Care Program for Children with Special Needs
Women, Infants, and Children
Special Needs Nutrition Services
Family Planning

Recreation

Maternal & Child Health Block Grant
Prenatal Plus

Housing & Institutions

Adult Substance Abuse Counseling
Fetal Alcohol Syndrome

Youth Substance Abuse Counseling
HIV Counseling & Testing

Nurse Home Visitor

Specialized Women's Services
Tobacco Cessation

Nutrition Services

Adult Health

Home Visit/Maternity
International Travel Clinic

Heart Wise Grant

Health Education

Healthy Wheat Ridge

Public Health Communications
Home Visit/Children
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are combined with other existing programs.

e A program uses an existing name that is
familiar to customers and staff, and/or it
uses a name that could stand on its own
and would be understandable to the aver-
age reader.

Sample Sherriff Programs
Traffic

Patrol Precincts

Emergency Management
Transportation

Court Security

Work Release

Inmate Food/Medical Service
Civil/Fugitive/Warrants
Records

Dispatch (Communications Center)
Academy

Executive

Directed Operations (DOU)
Critical Incident Response
Radio Maintenance

Grants Coordinator

West Metro Drug Task Force
Crimes Against Children
Crimes Against Persons
Victim Services

Training and Recruiting
Patrol Administration
Criminalistics

Detentions Administration
Crimes Against Property
Special Investigations
Support

Laundry/Custodial

Inmate Worker Program
School Resource Officers (SROs)
Operations/Booking

Animal Control

Inmate Welfare

Evidence

Accreditation

Crime Analysis
Investigations Administration
Professional Standards
Internal Affairs

Staff Inspection

Volunteer Programs
Community Relations
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Notes

1

The concept of incremental budgeting was
developed by Aaron Wildavlsky. See, for
example: Aaron Wildavsky, The Politics of the

Budgetary Process (Boston: Little, Brown, 1964).

Robert Behn discusses the shortcomings of
incremental budgeting in a cutback environ-
ment in the following article: Robert D. Behn,
“Cutback Budgeting,” Journal of Policy Analysis
and Management, Vol. 4, No. 2 (Winter, 1985).
Priority-driven budgeting is also known as
“budgeting for results” and “budgeting for
outcomes,” although the latter is used to
describe a specific method of priority-driven
budgeting.

Personal interviews were conducted with the
managers who led priority-driven budgeting
at these entities.

Behn.

Mark Moore emphasizes that these two
sources of legitimacy are essential to making
any big public policy change. Mark Moore,
Creating Public Value (Boston: Harvard
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University Press, 1997).

7 Diagram inspired by Eva Elmer and
Christopher Morrill, “Budgeting for
Outcomes in Savannah,” Government Finance
Review, April 2010.

8 Budgeting for outcomes was the subject of
The Price Of Government: Getting the Results We
Need in an Age of Permanent Fiscal Crisis by David
Osborne and Peter Hutchinson (New York:
Basic Books, 2004).

9 Robert S. Kaplan and David P. Norton,
Strategy Maps: Converting Intangible Assets into
Tangible Outcomes (Boston: Harvard Business
Press, 2004).

10 Peter Block, Community: The Structure of
Belonging (San Francisco: Berrett-Koehler
Publishers, 2008).

11 William D. Eggers and Shalabh Kumar Singh,
The Public Innovator’s Playbook: Nurturing Bold
Ideas in Government (New York: Deloitte,
2009).

12 Eggers and Singh.
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Next Steps

» 1/25 - Department Head workshop to
calibrate Council’s priorities and outcomes

» 1/31 - Midyear and CAFR to Council

» Feb-March - Score outcomes, review budget
reductions in context of priorities and
outcomes

» 4/27 - Proposed Budget Available
» 5/1 - First Budget Discussion
» 6/12 - Budget Adoption
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