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GOVERNMENT FINANCE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION
Distinguished
Budget Presentation
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PRESENTED TO

City of Berkeley

California

Forthe Biennium Beginning

July 1, 2011

President Executive Director

The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada (GFOA)
presented a Distinguished Budget Presentation Award to City of Berkeley, California for its
biennial budget for the biennium beginning July 1, 2011. In order to receive this award, a
governmental unit must publish a budget document that meets program criteria as a policy
document, as an operations guide, as a financial plan, and as a communications device.
This award is valid for a period of two years only. We believe our current budget continues
to conform to program requirements, and we are submitting it to GFOA to determine its
eligibility for another award.
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BUDGET BOOK GUIDE

The purpose of the City of Berkeley’s budget is to serve as a “blueprint” for providing
City services and as a working financial plan for the fiscal year. It also represents the
official organizational plan by which, City policies, priorities, and programs are
implemented. The budget provides the means to communicate to the residents,
businesses, and employees about how the City’s financial sources are used to provide
services to the community. The budget includes both the operating costs to manage
the City and the capital improvement projects that the City plans to undertake during the
fiscal year.

Below is a brief outline of the contents of the budget book:

Budget Message: City Manager’s transmittal letter to the City Council that details the
budget, including budget issues and policies that lead to the development of the budget

Community Profile: Overview and information about the City of Berkeley

Budget Guide: Information on the Budget Policies and Process and the Budget
Development Calendar

Financial Summary: Summary financial analyses and provides a summary of
assumptions used in creating the Five-Year Forecasts

General Fund: City’s discretionary General Fund summaries of expenditures and
revenues and detailed summaries of key General Fund revenues

Other Funds: Financial Forecasts for the City’s key non-General Fund operating funds.

Staffing: Detailed staffing information, both at the summary level and by department.

Balancing Plan: Summary information on the City’s budget balancing plan by
department and funding source and impacts of the reductions

Department Budgets: For each City department, includes departments’ organization
chart, explanations of department operations, significant accomplishments, key
objectives for the upcoming fiscal years, and detailed expenditure and financial data

Community Agencies & Special Events: Summary of the community-based
organization funding process and adopted allocation schedule for FY 2014 and list of
adopted special events

Glossary: A list of terms used in the book and definitions for them
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Office of the City Manager

June 26, 2013
Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council:

The FY 2014 & FY 2015 Biennial Budget was adopted on June 25, 2013. The
development of the FY 2014 and FY 2015 Biennial Budget began January 22, 2013,
with the presentation to the City Council of the Fiscal Year 2014 and Fiscal Year 2015
Budget Forecast. During that presentation staff reported a projected $3 million General
Fund deficit in FY 2014 and a projected $2.1 million General Fund deficit in Fiscal Year
2015, without balancing measures. As part of the budget process the Council held four
separate work sessions to examine and discuss specific budget challenges in the
Health Housing & Community Services Department® and the Parks Recreation &
Waterfront Department3, as well as the City’s long-term liabilities for both personnel
and infrastructure costs, and elements of the City’s Capital Improvement Program?®. The
adopted FY 2014 & FY 2015 Biennial Budget includes a combination of $3 million in
recurring General Fund expenditure reductions and new revenues in FY 2014, which
allowed the FY 2014 & FY 2015 Biennial Budget to balance, assuming costs and
revenues remain as projected.

The City’s budget is a reflection of City policies, goals, and priorities. The budget
process assigns resources to address the goals, objectives, and community priorities
set by the City Council. Over the past few years, staff and the Council have
implemented reductions that minimized cuts to services, while at the same time
controlling costs in response to declining revenues. These strategies included reducing
the size of the City organization each year over the last five years, and that approach is
continue into FY 2014. The cumulative effect of these reductions is the elimination of
over 200 full time equivalent (FTE) positions throughout the City. Additionally, the City
has deferred maintenance on much of its capital infrastructure. As the economy begins
to slowly recover, we need to be mindful of the need to address deferred maintenance,

! http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/Clerk/City Council/2013/01Jan/City Council _01-22-2013 -
Special Meeting Annotated Agenda.aspx

Z http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/Clerk/City Council/2013/02Feb/Documents/2013-02-

19 Worksession Item 01a Health Housing Community.aspx

3 http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/Clerk/City Council/2013/03Mar/Documents/2013-03-

05 Worksession Item 01 Parks, Recreation.aspx

* http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/Clerk/City Council/2013/02Feb/Documents/2013-02-

19 Worksession Iltem 01b Projections of Future Liabilities.aspx

° http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/Clerk/City Council/2013/03Mar/Documents/2013-03-

19 Worksession Iltem 01 Public Works Capital.aspx

2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 o Tel: (510) 981-7000 e TDD: (510) 981-6903 e Fax: (510) 981-7099
E-Mail: manager@CityofBerkeley.info Website: http://www.CityofBerkeley.info/manager




as well as remain prepared to address the impacts of future cost increases in areas
such as health and pension benefits. The adopted budget includes policies and actions
in both of those areas.

By staying focused on priority services and long-term responsibilities, we can preserve
the City’s fiscal health into the future and be better able to meet the needs of the
community. One of the lessons we have learned from the State is that while the
economy is growing, it is doing so at a slow and uneven pace, and we should continue
to budget cautiously and conservatively in response. Assuming revenues and costs
stay within projections, the adopted budget offers stability for the biennial cycle. This will
allow the City organization to steadily continue to deliver quality service to the
community and to plan carefully for the future.

The information that follows is a summary of some of the revenue and cost-driven
challenges that we faced during this biennial budget, as well as an overview of the
solutions.

Below is an outline to help the Council and members of the public navigate this
information.

1. Council Budget Development Policies
2. Current Budget Situation
a. National Economy and Federal Budget Impacts
b. State Budget Impacts
3. Overall View of the Plan to Balance the City’s Budget
a. General Fund Balancing Plan
b. All Funds Balancing Plan
c. Impacts on Staff and Services
4. Adopted Biennial Budget Financial Summary
General Fund Forecast
6. FY 2014 & FY 2015 Balancing Measures
a. Revenue Projections
b. Expenditure Projections
c. Special Funds Facing Deficits
7. Aligning Resources with Service Delivery
a. Department of Health Housing & Community Services
b. Department of Parks, Recreation & Waterfront
c. Department of Public Works
8. FY 2014 and Beyond
a. Addressing Long-term Uncertainties
b. The General Fund Reserve
c. Unfunded Liabilities
9. Capital Improvement Program
10.Tax Rates

o



11.Citywide Work Plan
12.Conclusion

1. Council Budget Development Policies

The Council has adopted budget development policies which have served us well over
the long term, and the adopted FY 20714 & FY 2015 Biennial Budget abides by those
important policies.

The fiscal policies adopted by the Council include:

R/
L X4

Focusing on the long-term fiscal health of the City by adopting a two-year budget
and conducting multi-year planning;

Building a prudent reserve;

Developing long-term strategies to reduce unfunded liabilities;
Controlling labor costs while minimizing layoffs;

Allocating one-time revenue for one-time expenses;

Requiring enterprise and grant funds to balance and new programs to pay for
themselves; and

Any new expenditure requires either additional revenue or expenditure
reductions.

Also, used as a guide to developing the budget is the “fix it first” approach in which we
fund current capital improvements before funding new projects.

Included in the adopted budget are three additional fiscal policies, which will help
address some of the long-term problems.

/7
A X4

Transfer Tax in excess of $10.5 million dollars will be treated as one-time
revenue to be used for the City’s capital infrastructure needs (fund 610).

% As the General Fund subsidy to the Safety Members Pension Fund declines over

the next several years, the amount of the annual decrease will be used to help
fund the new Police Employee Retiree Health Plan (fund 903).

% Savings realized from refinancing the debt for 1947 Center Street and the 2003

COP Building Acquisition will be deposited into the CalPERS Savings Fund (fund
933) to help offset the rising costs of the retirement benefit.



This two-year budget resolves the immediate budget shortfall and begins to address
long-term challenges. The adopted budget provides a plan to control costs and
maximize the use of City resources. The adopted budget includes a combination of $3
million in recurring General Fund expenditures reductions and new revenues in FY
2014, which carry through FY 2015, resulting in balanced budgets in both years.

The adopted budgets for special funds that are projected to go into deficit in future years
include expenditure reductions in FY 2014 and FY 2015, but also continue to rely on the
use of fund balance in a number of cases. However, the use of fund balance is not a
sustainable strategy for the long term and thus those funds must face additional
expenditure reductions in the future, or identify new revenue.

2. The Current Budget Situation - Despite positive outlook, caution is appropriate

a. The National Economy and Federal Budget Impacts

According to the state Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) the nation’s recovery from the
recession has been slow by historical standards. Following the 1981-1982 recession,
U.S. real GDP expanded at 3.5 percent or greater in each of the next four years, and
the nation’s employment grew at 2.5 percent or greater in five of the six years during the
1984-1989 period. After the 1990-1991 recession, GDP grew by 3 percent to 5 percent
in all but two years between 1992 and 2000, while employment grew by 2 percent to 3
percent annually through almost all of that period.

The current recovery is slower than the two recoveries described above in several
respects. To date, GDP growth since the recession has been in the range of 2 percent
per year, and according to the LAO’s forecast, it will remain between 2 percent and 3
percent per year in all but one year between now and 2018. United States employment
is forecast to grow at 2 percent or less each year through 2018.

One tool that the Federal Reserve Bank has been using to aid in economic recovery
has been to keep interest rates close to zero. An immediate impact of this for the City is
a significant reduction in interest income. As our long term investments in securities
come to term, there are no high yield investments available for re-investment; the City is
thus unable to achieve the same amount of revenue from interest income as has been
available in prior years. Another impact on the City of the federal budget situation is the
impact of the “sequester” of federal funds due to the Congress’ inability to reach
agreement on expenditure reductions. The immediate impact is a projected 8.2%
reduction in funding for programs in the Health, Housing & Community Services
Department. These are primarily CDBG and HOME funds that affect social services and
affordable housing.



b. State Budget Impacts

The state’s economic recovery, prior budget cuts, and the additional, temporary taxes
provided by Proposition 30 have combined to bring California to the possible end of a
decade of severe state budget challenges. The Governor will need to address a $1.9
billion budget problem in order to pass a balanced budget in June 2013 for the next
fiscal year. This is a dramatically smaller budget problem in 2013—14 compared to what
the state has faced in recent years. The Governor is focusing on fiscal discipline,
including the importance of paying off the state’s accumulated budgetary debts.
Because there are still considerable risks to revenue estimates given uncertainty
surrounding federal fiscal policy and the volatility inherent in our revenue system, the
LAO deemed the Governor’s focus on fiscal restraint and paying off debts to be
appropriate.

3. Overall View of the Plan to Balance the City’s Budget

a. General Fund Balancing Plan

Before imposing any balancing measures, the General Fund alone faced estimated
deficits of $3 million in FY 2014 and $2.1 million in FY 2015. The Balancing Plan 2-year
total for the General Fund adopted $3 million in measures through a combination of
recurring cuts and new recurring revenue.

FY 2014 and FY 2015 Two-Year
Balancing Plan for the General Fund
(dollars in millions)

Balancing Plan FY 2014 FY 2015 2-Year Total

Reductions 2.8 0 2.8

Revenues 2 0 .2
Total Balancing Plan 3.0

b. All Funds Balancing Plan

The General Fund, however, is less than half of the City’s total budget. The projected
shortfall for all funds (the General Fund plus all special funds) was $6.5 million in FY
2014, increasing to $8.6 million in FY 2015 without balancing measures. The measures
included in the budget to address the shortfall for all funds are spread across multiple
departments and funding sources. Included as part of the balancing plan are increased
revenues of $200,000, which are a result of the increased rates for the Residential
Parking Program and increased revenue anticipated by the ongoing success of the
recreational programs. In addition, several funds going into deficit reduced
expenditures. Significant reductions were made in several of the Health funds including



CDBG, Alameda County Grants, and Public Health Realignment. Additional reductions
were made in the Parks Tax Fund, Refuse Fund, and Marina Fund. ®

Significant Expenditure Reductions to Special Funds

Fund Name Amount
165 Alameda County Grants (190,474)
370 CDBG (174,482)
450 Parks Tax Fund (367,536)
820 Refuse Collection & Disposal (307,547)
825 Marina Fund (129,492)
958 Public Health Realignment (101,468)
Total $1,270,999

To balance the budget there were reallocation of assignments and cost shifts from
funds facing deficits to stronger and healthier funds. This includes a cost shift of Parking
Enforcement Officers to the Parking Meter Fund (840), saving the General Fund
$420,000. Other special funds continue to rely on fund balance through FY 2015, but
may face problems in FY 2016 if expenditures are not reduced or additional revenue is
not realized.

In FY 2014 & FY 2015 the Refuse Fund faces deficits of approximately $530,000. The
budget adopted a loan to the fund to cover the deficit. This loan will be necessary and
needs to be increased if no fee increase is approved.

c. Impacts on Staff and Services

Although some revenues are increasing modestly, overall revenue growth is not
keeping pace with expenditures. The impact of increasing costs combined with a lack of
corresponding growth in revenues resulted in a projected structural deficit in the
General Fund and several of the other major funds if recurring expenditure reductions
were not taken. Employee salary and benefits make up 77% of the City’s General Fund
operating budget and 61% of the budget on an all funds basis. Thus, controlling labor
costs is the primary method to manage expenditure and address the City’s structural
deficit. Between FY 2009 and FY 2015 the City will have eliminated over 200 positions
which is a decrease in personnel of over 12%. There are 9.04 (net) FTE reductions
included in the FY 2014 & FY 2015 Biennial Budget. However, most positions were
vacant and no career employees lost employment.

® Refer to the Balancing Plan for details on other reductions



Number of Full Time Equivalent Employees (FTEs)
FY 2009 to FY 2013 and Projected to 2015
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The City had a total projected deficit for all funds of $6.5 million going into FY 2014.
Balancing the City’s FY 2014 and FY 2015 biennial budget required the elimination of
slightly over 10 positions (net) in FY 2014. We prepared for these anticipated reductions
by not filling vacant positions; unfortunately, those vacancies are not adequate to
respond to the projected deficits, as filled positions are also affected.

The City treats employees fairly and equitably and also has a policy of minimizing the
layoff of career employees. Controlling expenditures has been, and will continue to be a
necessity in managing the City’s budget, and labor costs are a critical factor in that
approach. Achieving a sustainable balance of both personnel and non-personnel
expenditures against reasonable revenue projections will continue to require close
attention, especially as the economy begins to recover. Expenditure controls must also
include addressing some underfunded and unfunded employee benefits. As the
economy begins to recover, the City has the opportunity to develop a plan to address its
long-term obligations in a sustainable way. | will continue to work with the City Unions in
an effort to jointly help mitigate the long-term impacts of the City’s underfunded and
unfunded benéefit liabilities, while at the same time preserving our ability to deliver
quality services to the community.



4. Adopted Biennial Budget Financial Summary

The table below summarizes the City expenditure budget for FY 2014 and FY 2015 for
all funds, as well as for the General Fund, in comparison with the FY 2013 Updated
Adopted Budget. The City’s FY 2014 operating budget is flat when compared to the FY
2013 Updated Adopted Budget. The total FY 2014 General Fund budget reflects a small
increase from the FY 2013 Updated Adopted Budget (calculated at 1%). The FY 2015
General Fund budget projects mild growth from FY 2014 with a total change over the 2-
year period of approximately 3%.

All Funds Adopted Adopted % Adopted %

(in millions) FY 2013 FY 2014 Change FY 2015 Change
Operating $ 2847 $ 2873 1% $ 2815 1%

Budget

Capital Budget $ 289 $ 263 -9% $ 295 2%

Total: $ 313.6 $ 313.6 0% $ 311.0 -1%

General Fund Adopted Adopted % Adopted %

(in millions) FY 2013 FY 2014 Change FY 2015 Change
Operating $ 139.8 $ 1449 4% $ 1479 6%

Budget

Capital Budget $ 96 $ 5.8 40% % 5.3 -45%

Total: $ 1494 $ 150.7 1% $ 153.2 3%

5. General Fund Forecast

Below is the Forecasted General Fund Deficit — without balancing measures. General
Fund expenditures were projected to exceed revenues by $3.0 million in FY 2014 and
by $2.1 million in FY 2015. The City is legally obligated to adopt a balanced budget. In
order to bring the FY 2014 and FY 2015 budgets into balance, measures to align
revenues and expenditures were considered. In addition, we must begin to address
some of our significant long-term costs and start funding our underfunded and unfunded
liabilities, which includes capital improvement and employee benefits.




Forecasted General Fund Deficit
Without Balancing Measures

FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

$(0.50) -
$(1.00) -
$(1.50) -

$(2.00) -

Deficit (in millions)

$(2.1)

$(2.50) -

$(2.7)
$(3.00) -
$(3.0)

$(3.50)

These projections assume the following:
¢ No additional federal or state cuts
¢ No funding for new programs
¢ No increased funding for capital improvements programs
e No further decreases in revenue
e No cost of living (salary) increase

6. FY 2014 & FY 2015 Balancing Measures

This biennial budget balances the forecasted two-year General Fund deficit of $3 million
in FY 2014 and $2.1 million in FY 2015 primarily through expenditure reductions.
Department directors were asked to provide recurring General Fund reductions totaling
2 percent for the two-year budget. A 2 percent target reduction in FY 2014 reduced
expenditures by $3 million, balancing the budget in FY 2014. We asked that the
proposed reduction solutions be recurring, and that the entire reduction be taken in FY
2014, so that the solutions also eliminated the projected deficit in FY 2015.

For other major funds that appeared to be going into deficit in the long run, department
directors were required to develop a strategy to fix the structural deficit and balance the
fund. Since the bulk of the City’s costs are labor costs, the expenditure reduction plans
resulted in the elimination of staff positions. The City has been holding positions vacant
in anticipation of these needs but given the size of the projected deficits, career
positions were also affected. However, most positions were vacant and no career
employees lost employment. The chart below reflects the positions net reduction or
addition by service area.



Adopted Number of Eliminated Career Positions by Service Area

Department FY 2014  FY 2015
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*FTE Amounts include Career and Hourly Reductions and Additions per the

Balancing Plan

The budget attempts to maintain priority programs and services within the parameters of
our fiscal challenges and need to make expenditure reductions. In the absence of a
substantial increase in revenue (which is not projected), or a reduction in employee
costs, the City may ultimately need to consider shifting funds from important programs,
including public safety, to pay for rising pension and health care costs. In keeping with
the Council’s policy of controlling labor costs while minimizing layoffs, we will continue
to work with the various bargaining units to seek alternatives to reduce costs such as
employee salary and benefits.



a. Revenue Projections

Several of the underlying budget assumptions are very sensitive to economic changes
and assume a mild economic recovery in FY 2014 and FY 2015. Staff is beginning to
see growth in assessed property value again; generated primarily by increases in the
dollar value of property sales where the sales price is greater than the prior year’s
assessed value. However, the projected revenue increase is being somewhat offset by
the projected revenue decrease in interest income and parking fines.

Supplemental Tax revenues are projected to recover slightly in FY 2014 and FY 2015,
as the number of property sales increase from depressed levels. Because Property
Transfer Tax is tied directly to all real property sales, it is a volatile revenue source, and
difficult to predict more than one year at a time. Factors that affect the revenue
generated by Transfer Taxes are the sale price of property and the frequency with
which property is sold. These immediate factors are driven by the availability of
mortgage loans, the level of long-term interest rates, the supply and demand for real
estate in Berkeley, and general economic growth in the Bay Area. Staff is forecasting a
rebound in Transfer Tax revenues in FY 2014 and FY 2015 to $10 million each year,
respectively (net of budgeted seismic retrofit rebates). However, it should be noted that
this is still a much lower amount than the City has realized in the past. For example, in
FY 2007, the Property Transfer Tax generated $16.4 million, and the levels of Transfer
Tax revenue in FY 2014 and FY 2015 are still projected to be below the City’s baseline
expectation of $10.5 million.

Interest Income projections are made by taking the existing investments and multiplying
by the effective yield, and adding the calculation for estimated interest income on future
investments (estimate of amounts to be invested in the various maturities, times the
estimate of the applicable interest rate). The interest rate environment for the last
several years has been an extremely difficult one to invest in because the Federal
Reserve forced short-term rates to fall to a rate close to zero and implemented a
program to buy nearly two ftrillion dollars of Treasuries and mortgage-backed securities
in order to force mortgage rates to historic lows. As a result, as the high yielding
securities held by the City mature, the City will achieve a return on investments close to
zero percent on the replacement securities that need to be held in short-term
investment vehicles (for liquidity purposes) and 1% or less for replacement securities
with longer maturity dates.

After hitting a high of $11.9 million in revenue and 312,005 tickets written in FY 2007,
Parking Fines revenue and ticket writing has declined nearly every year since then.
Parking Fines revenue (excluding booting collections) showed a decrease of 10.7% to

$4,067,260 in the first half of FY 2013, from $4,552,158 for the same period in FY 2012.

This decrease in Parking Fines revenue resulted from a 17.4% decline in ticket writing.
We anticipate that this declining trend will continue into FY 2014 and FY 2015.

11



12

In November 2012 the voters approved Measure M, a $30 million general obligation
(GO) bond to significantly accelerate the implementation of the 5-Year Street Plan and,
when appropriate, install green infrastructure, as it is defined in the Watershed
Management Plan. Funding for the first year of construction will be requested for
appropriation through the Annual Appropriations Ordinance amendment process
beginning in FY 2014. Starting in FY 2015, it is anticipated that an additional $6 million
per year of bond funds will be appropriated for this program.

As discussed in staff’'s February 19, 2013 report on Long Term Obligations, the City
continues to face significant capital infrastructure costs. A revenue measure in
November 2014 focused on capital improvements in some of the major program areas
such as Parks, Streetlights, or Clean Storm Water could help resolve some of the
funding issues in those program areas. For reference, an annual parcel tax of $52 will
yield about $2.1million. Additionally, a rate increase will need to be considered for Zero
Waste Operations during FY 2014, and depending on the EPA’s requirements for
improvements to the City’s sewer system, it is likely a sewer fee rate increase will need
to be considered in FY 2016.

b. Expenditure Projections

Even though the economy appears to be slowly improving, it is not improving at a fast
enough pace to prevent the City from having to cut costs in order to balance the budget.
The result of escalating costs outpacing increasing revenues resulted in a projected
shortfall for all funds of $6.5 million in FY 2014, increasing to $8.6 million in FY 2015,
without balancing measure. Rising pension and health care costs are primary
contributors to the projected deficits in all funds in FY 2014 and FY 2015.

Fiscal Year 2014 & Fiscal Year 2015 CalPERS Rates (All Funds)

CalPERS Actuals  CalPERS Actuary S
FY 2013 Actuals Estimates Increase*
FY 2014 FY 2015 (in millions)
42.0% 45.7% 45.9% $.858
Police
Fire 29.1% 31.5% 32.0% $.429

Miscellaneous 19.2% 20.9% 21.1% S1.6



The rising CalPERS rates alone will increase the City’s costs by almost $2.9 million for
all funds, over the next two-year period. Based on an actuarial valuation of the City’s
assets held by CalPERS, the City’s plans are currently funded as follows: Police Safety
70%; Fire Safety 85%; and Miscellaneous 82%. Should the City wish to ensure that the
Police Safety Plan achieves a funding level of 80% on an actuarial basis within 10
years, the City’s actuary estimated that the City would need to contribute an additional
$2.5 million to the Police Safety Plan each year for 10 years. If the time period to
achieve the 80% funded level on an actuarial basis for the Police Safety Plan was
extended to 15 years, the City would need to contribute an additional $1.7 million to that
plan each year for 15 years.

In addition, health care costs continue to escalate. While we have experienced
unusually low health rate increases n FY 2012 and FY 2013, our outside brokers have
advised us to plan for larger increases in FY 2014 reflective of historical trends. Since
2000, health premium increases have ranged from 4 percent to 20 percent. The
average annual increase for the Kaiser medical active plan has been 9.26 percent per
year over the last 10 years. The baseline budget for FY 2014 reflects a rate increase for
the Kaiser medical plan at 9 percent. The average increase for dental has been 4.60
percent per year over the last 10 years. The FY 2014 baseline budget reflects an
increase in dental cost of 5 percent.

It is the City’s policy to permit employees to accumulate earned but unused vacation
and sick leave benefits. In FY 2002, the City learned that it had achieved a position
where it had enough funds in its account with CalPERS that it did not need to pay
CalPERS the miscellaneous employee contribution rate for FY 2002. The adopted FY
2002 and FY 2003 Biennial Budget included provisions setting aside approximately six
percent of what would have been the contribution for the miscellaneous plan in those
years in a dedicated fund to be used for payouts of unused and terminal sick and
vacation benefits. In addition, this fund receives an annual transfer of funds based on a
percentage of payroll in all funds.

Over the years the fund balance created by the initial transfer in 2002/2003 has been
depleted. At the end of FY 2012, expenditures from the fund exceeded revenues by
approximately $500,000 and General Funds were used to cover those costs. In order to
correct the shortfall and strengthen the fund, the rates were adjusted for FY 2014. The
FY 2014 calculated rates will increase from 3.25 percent of base salary for sworn
employees to 3.75 and from 1.25 percent of salary for all other employees to 1.90
percent. The result is a $233,000 increased cost to the General Fund and a $744,000
increased cost on an all funds basis in FY 2014. Going forward, staff projects that these
rate increases will balance the revenues and expenditures within this fund.

13
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c. Special Funds Facing Deficits

In addition to the projected deficits in the General Fund, several other major funds
required balancing measures in FY 2014 and FY 2015. For funds that appear to be
going into deficit in the long run, the target reduction for departments operating out of
these funds was to balance the fund in FY 2014, however that may not be achievable in
all cases and some of those funds will continue to spend down fund balance over the
course of the 2 year budget. Each fund facing a deficit will have a different target
reduction determined by the amount of the deficit. The following are major funds facing
structural deficits without balancing measures.

Major Funds Facing Structural Deficits in FY 2014

« General Fund ($3.0 million)

« Refuse ($0.3 - 0.5 million)

« Gas Tax and Measure B ($0.5 million)

+ Parks Tax Fund (0.9 million)

« Marina Fund ($0.5 million)

* Housing and Community Services ($0.7 million)

* Public and Mental Health ($0.6 million)
Total ($6.5 million)

7. Aligning Resources with Service Delivery

a. Department of Health, Housing and Community Services
Housing and Community Services Division

On May 29, 2013, the City received notification from the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development of the Federal Fiscal Year 2013 allocations for the Community
Planning and Development (CPD) formula programs, which provide funding for housing,
community and economic development activities, and assistance for low- and
moderate-income persons and special populations across the country. Of the actual
amounts awarded $82,920 will be available to cover staffing costs associated with
administering the Community Develop Block Grant (CDBG), HOME, and Emergency
Solutions Grant (ESG) programs. The additional funding of $412,871 from CDBG and
HOME, not allocated to planning and administration, will be available for the Housing
Trust Fund. The reduced level of ESG funding means that there will be less funding
available for rental subsidies to prevent homelessness and rapidly re-house homeless
households.




U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Allocations for Community Develop Block Grant (CDBG),
HOME, and Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Programs

Projected Actual
8.2% Award
. . %
Reduction Amount Difference h
PY2013 PY2013 Change
(FY2014) (FY2014)
CDBG
Entitlement Amount S 2,125,177 | S 2,502,381 | § 377,204 18%
Public Services Cap S 396,749 | S 469,922 | S 73,173
Planning and Admin
S 445,035 | S 520,476 | S 75,441
Cap
ESG
Entitlement Amount S 233,760 | S§ 168,887 | S (64,873) -28%
Admin Cap $ 17532 S 12,667 $ (4,866)
HOME
Entitlement Amount S 526,582 (S 650,036 | S 123,454 23%
Admin Cap S 52,658 | S 65,004 | S 12,345

These changes will be included as part of the First Amendment to the FY 2014
Appropriation Ordinance in the fall.

In addition, with the dismantling of Redevelopment agencies by the State of California,
the City of Berkeley may lose approximately $100,000 initially budgeted for
administration in FY 2014, $40,000 of which covered staffing costs in the HCS Division.

Public Health and Mental Health Services

The goal of the Public Health and Mental Health programs is to ensure that everyone in
the Berkeley community has an opportunity to make choices that lead to a long and
healthy life, regardless of income, education, or racial/ethnic background. The Mental
Health Division provides mental health prevention and intervention services with a focus
on high-risk adults, transition age youth, children and families. The Public Health
Division provides community-wide protection against communicable diseases and
emerging health threats.
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For FY 2014 and FY 2015, in the Mental Health Division the General Fund reduction
amounts to $37,000. In addition there is a $216,000 reduction in the Mental Health
Services Act Innovation program revenue. The adopted budget includes expenditure
reductions and costs shifts to other funds to address these reductions.

The adopted budget for the Public Health division includes expenditure reductions and
cost shifts among funds sufficient to address the following revenue reductions:
e The 2 percent General Fund reduction of $72,500;
e Elimination of an Alameda County HIV grant in the amount of $75,000;
e A structural problem resulting from decreased revenue and increased
costs for a number of public health funding streams amounting to
approximately $300,000.

b. Department of Parks, Recreation and Waterfront

The department is facing a number of fiscal challenges over the next several years. Two
of the department’s back-bone funds — the Parks Tax Fund and the Marina Fund —

are in structural deficit and have been slowly spending down fund reserves for several
years. As a result, without implementing measures to balance these funds, each will be
in deficit by the end of FY 2015.

General Fund Issues:
e The department’s General Fund target reduction for FY 2014 was 2%, or
$108,000.

Special Funds Issues:
e The Parks Tax Fund has a structural deficit of $850,000 and a substantial
backlog of deferred maintenance and capital work.
e The Marina Fund has a structural deficit of $500,000 and a substantial backlog of
deferred maintenance and capital work.
e The Camps Fund has a strong - but shrinking — reserve and a backlog of
deferred maintenance and maijor capital needs at the resident camps.

Capital Program Issues:

On March 5, 2013, the Department presented Council with an overview of the capital
improvement program, which described planned and completed projects and provided a
then-current estimate of unfunded capital and major maintenance needs totaling $78
million. The department currently allocates $1.5 million on an annual basis to address
capital needs.



c. Department of Public Works

Zero Waste Operations — Refuse Fund

The Refuse Fund is a self-supporting enterprise fund that was created to support the
activities related to the removal of waste in the City of Berkeley including recycling and
transfer station operations and other related services. Fees for disposal of waste at the
City’s transfer station and refuse fees charged to owners of premises and places in the
City from which garbage is collected generate revenue to this fund. Refuse charges are
either collected through the payment of property tax bills or directly paid to the City of
Berkeley. Refuse collection fees are established by resolution of the City Council and
the conduct of a majority protest process under Proposition 218. Fee amounts are
currently determined by the size and number of receptacles, and the frequency of
service.

The Refuse Fund has a structural deficit of approximately $323,000 in FY 2014 and
growing to approximately $612,000 million in FY 2015. Staff will be proposing a new
rate structure for the Refuse Fund for FY 2015. However, as a safety net, Council was
asked to approve a loan from the Worker's Compensation Fund to the Refuse Fund in
FY 2015 to cover the cost of the projected deficit in that year, should a rate increase fail
to be approved.

Over the last several years, annual operating costs have been reduced by
approximately $2.5 million through various cost controls, including the implementation of
1-person routes and the elimination of 16 FTE.

Streets, Sidewalks, Bike and Pedestrian Programs — Gas Taxes and Measure B Funds
The City is projected to receive approximately $5.6 million in annual revenues for the
Highway Users Tax (Gas Tax) and Measure B Local Streets and Roads, and Bike and
Pedestrian funds in FY 2014. These funds are used to perform street maintenance and
repairs, traffic signal maintenance and bike and pedestrian improvements. Based on
current projections, expenditures for programs supported by these funds will exceed
revenue by approximately $527,000 and require the use of fund balance to cover
expenditures. Without balancing measures the fund balance for these funds will be
exhausted by FY 2015.

Other Concerns — Sewer Program

The City has not raised Sewer fees since FY 2006 and the Sewer Fund has maintained
a healthy balance primarily through salary savings and other year end cost savings.
However, the City has not yet concluded negotiations with the EPA and the Department
of Justice on the final Consent Decree concerning sanitary sewer overflows (SSO’s).
The Consent Decree is likely to require significant additional capital improvements.
Current Sewer Fund projections, before any additional requirements, will still require the
City to consider a rate increase in FY 2016. Like a rate increase in Refuse Collection
rates, a Proposition 218 process is required.
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The Department of Public Works is working closely with the Information Technology
Department to implement a computerized maintenance management program system
(CMMS), which will be initially deployed within the sewer program. CMMS will allow for
greatly improved information management leading to more efficient allocation of
resources and improved service delivery. As the system matures and is populated with
additional data, it will be useful in tracking and projecting our unfunded liabilities.

Measure M
In November 2012 the voters approved Measure M, a $30 million general obligation

(GO) bond to significantly accelerate the implementation of the 5-Year Street Plan and
when appropriate, install green infrastructure, as it is defined in the Watershed
Management Plan. Funding will be requested for appropriation through the Annual
Appropriation Ordinance amendment process beginning in fiscal year 2014. Public
Works staff and the Public Works Commission will work with other interested
commissions and the public to gather input for developing an Expenditure Plan with
defined goals and evaluation methods. A final Expenditure Plan will be presented to the
Council for approval in fall 2013 to enable construction to begin before the end of the
fiscal year.

8. FY 2014 and Beyond

a. Addressing Long-term Uncertainties

The impact of increasing costs combined with a lack of corresponding growth in
revenues resulted in a projected structural deficit in the General Fund and several of the
other major funds if recurring expenditure reductions were not taken. Before imposing
any balancing measures, the General Fund faced estimated deficits of $3 million in FY
2014 and $2.1 million in FY 2015.



Five-Year Forecast of General Fund Deficit
Without Balancing Measures

FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018
$' T T T T

$(0.50)

$(1.00)

$(1.0)

$(1.50)

1.6
$(2.00) e

Defict (in mllions)

$(2.1)

$(2.50)

$(3.00) $(2.7)
$(3.0)

L $(3.50)

These projected deficits did not include fully addressing other needs such as capital and
unfunded liabilities. In order to eliminate the forecasted General Fund structural deficits
recurring expenditure reductions were adopted by Council. While we plan over a multi-
year horizon, the high level of uncertainty and volatility makes projections difficult. The
General Fund Reserve is one mechanism to help deal with the uncertainties we face.

b. The General Fund Reserve

The City Council’s current policy is to maintain the reserve at 8 percent of gross General
Fund revenues. The reserve provides some flexibility to address one-time priority
programs, smooth out economic swings, buffer the loss of state and federal revenues,
and to support City operations in the event of a catastrophic event (such as an
earthquake) . An 8 percent reserve would fund City operations for about 30 days in the
event of a catastrophic disaster. During recent years, Council has adopted policies to
increase the reserve balance and set funds aside to buffer state cut-backs and
economic uncertainties, provide economic incentives, and offset future retirement costs.

As of December 31, 2012, the available unassigned liquid reserve balance is $16.6
million or 11.2 percent of gross General Fund revenues and 5.3 percent of the Citywide
budget. The unassigned reserve balance is $22.8 million or 15.3 percent of gross
General Fund revenues and 7.3 percent of the Citywide budget. Included in the balance
are estimated receivables for grants and other contractual reimbursements for which the
General Fund has “fronted” the costs. Staff is currently reviewing the receivables to
determine amounts that may be uncollectable. Once those amounts are finalized, staff
will request that the Council “write-off” those amounts so they are no longer included in
the balance.
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c. Unfunded Liabilities

The City of Berkeley, like most other cities throughout the state, as well as the state of
California itself, faces significant long-term costs in the areas of employee and retiree
costs, capital assets, and infrastructure. The City has generally weathered the effects of
the recession over the last five years by reducing expenditures and deferring capital
improvement costs. Expenditure controls during that period also included assessing
some employee benefits on a pay-as-you go basis. As the economy begins to recover,
the City must strategically address its long-term obligations. On May 29, 2012, the City
Council adopted Resolution No 65,748N.S. “Requiring that the City Manager Develop
and Make Public a Biennial Report of Current Liabilities and Projections of Future
Liabilities.”” This report was presented at the February 19, 2013, Council Worksession.
At that Worksession the following fiscal policies were proposed.

% Transfer Tax in excess of $10.5 million dollars will be treated as one-time
revenue to be used for the City’s capital infrastructure needs (fund 610).

% As the General Fund subsidy to the Safety Members Pension Fund declines over
the next several years, the amount of the annual decrease will be used to help
fund the new Police Employee Retiree Health Plan (fund 903).

% Savings realized from refinancing the debt for 1947 Center Street and the 2003
COP Building Acquisition will be deposited into the CalPERS Savings Fund (fund
933) to help offset the rising costs of the retirement benefit.

These policies will help address some of the long-term costs in the areas of employee
and retiree costs, capital assets, and infrastructure.

In addition, the City’s Financial Advisor, NHA Advisors, prepared an analysis of the
City’s current GO bonding capacity, assuming that the City’s aggregate bond tax rate
were held constant. NHA advisors calculated the potential bonding capacity based on
holding the tax rate at the current FY 2013 level (0.047%) for the next 30 years. Once
existing debt service obligations are made, there will be tax revenues that could be
applied toward payment on a new bond authorization. This amount increases each year
that the total A.V. rises and the existing debt service drops off as bonds mature.

A more detailed discussion of Unfunded Liabilities is included in the chapter of the FY
2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Budget Book titled “Financial Summaries,” as well as in the
separate FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Capital Improvement Program Book.

! http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/Clerk/City Council/2013/02Feb/Documents/2013-02-
19 Worksession Item 01b Projections of Future Liabilities.aspx




9. Capital Improvement Program

The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for the City represents the spending plan for
infrastructure improvements and other specific large-scale recurring infrastructure
projects. The City’s ability to fund its CIP program is limited by the total available
resources that are competing with other community priorities. However, years of limited
funding and deferred maintenance have resulted in an aging City infrastructure that
needs repair and improvement. CIP funding resources include the General Fund and a
number of other special revenue funds, as well as grants and loans. The separate CIP
book contains more detail about the City’s Capital Improvement Program. The chart
below reflects only the General Fund contribution to the CIP.

Use of General Fund Capital Improvement Program Reserves

Adopted | Adopted | Proposed | Proposed | Proposed | Total
FY 2014 | FY 2015 |FY2016 |FY 2017 |FY 2018
Facilities 1.6* 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1
Information System 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Parks 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
Sidewalks 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
Streets 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9
Transportation 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Debt 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Total General Fund 5.8 5.3 5.3 5.3 5.3 27.0

*Includes Phase Il of the Transfer Station Drainage Improvement Project — a cost shift from the Zero Waste
(Refuse) Fund.

10.Tax Rates

The established growth index for the Parks Tax and the Emergency Medical Services
Tax (Paramedic Tax) is the April Consumer Price Index (CPI). The Emergency Services
for the Disabled Tax, the Library Tax, and the Measure GG Fire Services and Disaster
Preparedness Tax growth is either the higher of the CPI or the Personal Income Growth
(PIG). The proposed budget assumed an increase of 2% for FY 2014 and FY 2015.

On June 11, 2013, Council approved tax rates which resulted in changes to the
proposed budgeted revenue. The following table reflects the changes to the revenue
beyond the 2 percent increase assumed in the proposed budget. For CPI increases that
is an additional .381 percent; for PIG increases that is an additional 3.12 percent.
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FY 2014 Funds with
Additional Revenue
Due to the Increase in the CPI

Fund Additional FY 2014
Revenue
Parks Tax $ 35,674
Paramedic Tax $ 9,532

FY 2014 Funds with
Additional Revenue
Due to the Increase in the PIG
Additional FY
2014
Revenue PIG

Measure E- Emergency Services | $30,343
for the Disabled

Library Tax $471,050

Measure GG- Fire Protection and $121,570
Emergency Response

The increase in revenues will help these funds, some of which are struggling with a
structural deficit, with the long-term fund balance.

11. Citywide Work Plan

The Citywide Work Plan is a working document which describes baseline, or core
services, as well as the special projects of each Department. As staffing resources
change, the City’s ability to continue baseline services as currently configured will also
change, as will the ability to absorb new special projects.

The Citywide Work Plan provides a tool that allows Council to review the ongoing work
of the City organization and allocate its limited resources toward its most important
projects and needs. The FY 2014 Citywide Work Plan was accepted by Council along
with the adoption of the Biennial Budget on June 25, 2013.



12. Conclusion

The FY 2014 and 2015 Adopted Biennial Budget reflects a series of prudent choices to
reduce expenditures, while at the same time preserving the City’s ability to deliver
services to the community. The goal is to achieve a stable fiscal situation that allows the
City to move forward strategically, as the economy slowly recovers, to address
historically underfunded infrastructure needs and to plan carefully for employee costs
and benefits. Berkeley is an incredibly innovative and active community of people living
and working in one of the most beautiful places in the country. The Biennial Budget
reflects our commitment to stewarding the public’s resources for their benefit and that of
future generations. | would like to thank Teresa Berkeley-Simmons, Budget Manager
and her staff, Rama Murty, Stacey Johnson, and Melanie Bynes, for their dedication
and hard work to develop a balanced budget, with special thanks to William Rogers,
Deputy City Manager; and Bob Hicks, Finance Director, as well as the staff in all of the
Departments who assisted with this effort.

Respectfully Submitted,
Christine Daniel
City Manager
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Community Profile Data

Budget Book FY 2014-2015

2010 Census
data was used
when possible.
When the 2010
Census data was
not available, the
data used is from
the American
Community
Survey (ACS)
S-year estimates
from 2007-11.
The ACS is a
nationwide survey
conducted by the
US Census
Bureau, and while
the survey gathers
a wider variety of
information than
the official census,

only a portion of

the population is
surveyed af a
time. Because of
this sampling, the
data may be less
accurate in some
cases, and varies
from the 2010

census count.

Note:
Percentages may
not always fotal

100 due to

rounding.

Berkeley Population

 CITY ©F

»

|1 2,580 (2010 Census)

Male: 48.9%
Female: 51.1%
Median Age: 31.0 vears
Age Distribution

Age Berkeley
65+ 12%
45-64 22%
25-44 2/%
15-24 29%
Under 15 10%

Types of Households

Type Berkeley
Family Households 41%
Non-Family Households 59%

By thnicify (2010 Census)

Total Population 112,580

One race 105,586
White 66,996
Black or African American 11,241
American Indian and Alaska Native 479
Asian 21,690
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 186

Hlspanic or Latino (of any race) 12,209
Some other race 503

Two or more races 6,994
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Education acs

Population 3+ years enrolled in school: 44,930
Nursery/elementary school:  19%
High school: 8%
/3%

College or graduate schooal:

Schools in Berkeley

11 public elementary schools
3 public middle schools
2 public high schools (Berkeley High School & B-Tech)
1 adult school
6 WACS-accredited private elementary/secondary schools
University of California, Berkeley
Berkeley City College
5 WASC-Accredited Colleges (in addition to Cal and City College
BUSD, California Department of Education, VWASC

Fducational Attainment of Population Over 25 Years Old
Population = 69,074 (ACS)

26

Education Level Berkeley
Grad or Professional 38%
Bachelors 31%
Associates 4%
Some college, no degree 13%
HS Diploma 8%
less than HS Diploma 5%

Transit and the Environment

M Car Share locations increased from 5 in 2002 to more than 56 in 2011
B Residential electricity and natural gas consumption decreased 9% between 2000 -11;

B Commercial electricity consumption decreased 6% between 2000-11;

B Approximately 988 solar photovoliaic systems and 80 solar hot water systems were installed in Berkeley as of 2011;

M Berkeley has only 8% of Alameda County's commuters, but more than 33% of the county’s population of people

who walk and ride bikes to work:

M Berkeley has 39 miles of designated bike routes, including 11 miles of bike lanes and 8 miles of bike paths;

M Berkeley has @ community and 17 school gardens;

M There are 186 Green Certified businesses in Berkeley, approximately 5% of the total number of businesses;

M Berkeley residents have one of the highest food-composting participation rates in Alameda County, reducing

landfill waste by 19% since the collection program began; and

B Berkeley residents and businesses divert more than 59,000 tons of recyclables and compostables away from

landfills every year.



Employment, Economy, Housing (acs

Median Household income: $60,908
Residents 16 and older: Q7 Q79

In labor force: 58.5%
Employed: 54.3%
Unemployed: 4.2%
Not in labor force: 41.5% e.g. students not looking for work)

Occupation (ACS)

Management, Tech, Pro: 65%
Service: 10%
Sales & Office: 18%
Construction, Maintenance: 4%
Production & Transportation: 3%

largest Employers
University of California, Berkeley (Oct. 2012): 21,809

Lawrence Berkeley National Labs*: 4,200
Alta Bates Medical Center (2012): 2,621
City of Berkeley (proposed FY 2014)* *: 1,450
Bayer Corporation™: 1,350
Berkeley Unified School District: 1,194
Kaiser Permanente Medical Group: 819
Pacific Steel Casting Company*: 595
Berkeley Bowl: 469
Berkeley YMCA*: 358
Berkeley City College: 281
Walgreens: 165

* Provided by the Office of Economic Development
**Includes Library and Rent Stabilization Board

Housing (ACS)
Median sale price of new & existing singlefamily homes:  $680,784

Median sale price of new & existing condos: $444,391

Total housing units: 49,454

Vacant: 3,425

Occupied: 46,029
Owner-occupied: 18,846 (41%)
Renter-occupied: 27,183 (59%)
Median Rental Market Rates: *

Studio $980

1 Bedroom $1,325

2 Bedroom $1,850

3 Bedroom $2,595

*2012 average for rentcontrolled apartments,
Berkeley Rent Stabilization Board

27



Community Engagement
Berkeley has 80,963 registered voters

Democratic Party: 65%
Republican Party: 4%
Green Party: 3%
Other: 11%
Decline to State: 17%

Alameda County Registrar of Voters, February 2013

Berkeley has approximately 165 Neighborhood Watch groups;

Berkeley has 76 Disaster Cache groups;

B Public meeting notices, agendas and meeting-related documents are online,
and many audio and DVD recordings are also available;

B live and archived Council meetings can be watched on the City's website;
They are also broadcast by KPFB, 89.3 FM and cable channel 33.

Other Amenities

Berkeley has:

B 2 public swimming pools;

B 3 resident summer camps;

B 105 walking frails;

B 1 skateboard park;

B 1 Adventure Playground:

M An urban forest of 51,000 planting sites and 46,000 public trees, an 8%
increase from 2000;
15 sports fields;
17 acres of off leash dog parks;

For =
|
B 242 acres of public open space;
|
|

information
about the

programs

52 parks, 4 community centers, 1 clubhouse, and 20 community gardens;
A public marina with berths for 1,000 boats, a smalboat launch ramp, 3 public
small boat docks, the Shorebird Nature Center, and a miledong fishing pier;
B More than 80 acres of state park and easy access to 2,07 7-acre Tilden Park;
offered by B 2 seniorservice faciliies that provide activities, meals, and social services.

the City of

and services

Berkeley is home to more than 200 arts and cultural organizations, making it

Berkeley,

one of the most artistically dense cities in the Bay Area. Those diverse organi-
p|eose call zations include museums, art galleries, dance, music and performance groups,

(510) and many more.
Q8 1-CITY

or visit us

olneat www.CityorBerkeley.info




BUDGET POLICIES & PROCESS

The City’s budget is a reflection of City policies, goals, and priorities. The fiscal policies
adopted by the Council provide the framework for the City’s budget development, and
include:

1. Focusing on the long-term fiscal health of the City by adopting a two-year budget
and conducting multi-year planning;

Building a prudent reserve ;

Developing long-term strategies to reduce unfunded liabilities;

Controlling labor costs while minimizing layoffs;

Allocating one-time revenue for one-time expenses;

o oA w N

Requiring enterprise and grant funds to balance and new programs to pay for
themselves; and

7. Any new expenditure requires either additional revenue or expenditure
reductions.

Budget Development Process

The budget process assigns resources to the goals, objectives, and community
priorities set by the City Council. New programs are added based on Council service
and program priorities. Under the City Charter, the City Manager prepares and
recommends to the City Council an operating budget and a capital improvements
budget for consideration and adoption

Since FY 2000, the City of Berkeley has prepared and adopted a Biennial Budget. The
biennial budget cycle begins with the development of the Budget Development
Instructions including policy directives. A budget development calendar is also prepared
and presented to Council for the subsequent year’s budget preparation. The City
Manager reviews and evaluates the baseline budgets and supplemental requests to
determine whether they fulfill City Council goals and objectives, improve management
effectiveness and service delivery, or increase productivity.

The City Manager then develops a balanced budget proposal for submission to the
Mayor and City Council no later than the first Monday in May or at a date set in May
through Council authorization. Copies of the City Manager’'s Proposed Budget are also
distributed to all Boards and Commissions and City Departments and are made
available to the general public.

The City Council holds public meetings to discuss the proposed budget, including two or
more formal public hearings. Budget amendments are considered for incorporation into
the proposed budget prior to the formal budget adoption. A Five-Year Forecast is
developed to match long-term outcomes with projected resources. This allows for
matching resources with long-term policy initiatives that extend beyond the two-year
budget cycle.
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BUDGET POLICIES & PROCESS

FY 2014 & FY 2015 Biennial Budget Development Calendar

Date Agenda Action/Topic
December 7| Workshop |FY 2012 Year End Review and FY 2013 First Quarter Review
January 22| Workshop |FY 2014 & FY 2015 Budget Forecast
FY 2013 Mid-Year Budget Update/Review of Unfunded Liabilities/ FY
February 19 Workshop 2014 & FY 2015 Priority Setting/Program Discussion: Health,
Housing & Community Services
March 5|  Workshop FY 2014. & FY 2015 Priority Setting/Program Discussion: Parks,
Recreation & Waterfront
March 19|  Workshop FY 2014 & FY 2015 Priority Setting/Program Discussion: Public
Works/Capital Improvement Program
April 30 Action Publ.lc Hearlng. on CDBG & ES.G Annual. Action Plan and proposed
funding allocations to community agencies
May 7| Workshop [FY 2014 & FY 2015 Proposed Biennial Budget
May 7 Action Adopt funding allocations and Annual Action Plan for CDBG and ESG
May 21 Action Public Hearing #1: Budget & Fees
May 28 Action Public Hearing #2: Budget
June 4 Action Council recommendations on budget due to City Manager
June 11 Action Council discussion on budget recommendations
June 28 Action Adopt FY 2014 & FY 2015 Biennial Budget & Tax Rates




BUDGET PRACTICES

The Reporting Entity

The City of Berkeley, California was originally incorporated as a town in 1878 and as a
City in 1909. On January 30, 1909, the people of the City adopted a City Charter under
which it currently operates (as amended). The City maintains a Council-Manager form
of government and provides the following services as authorized by the City Charter:
public safety (police and fire); highways and streets; sanitation; social services; public
improvements; planning and zoning; and general services. The financial responsibilities
of the City also include the Successor Agency (formerly the Berkeley Redevelopment
Agency) and the Rent Stabilization Board.

Fund Accounting

A fund is a separate fiscal and accounting entity with a separate set of accounting
records. City funds are organized within fund groups that include General Funds,
Special Revenue Funds, Enterprise Funds, Internal Service Funds, Grant Funds, Bond
Funds, Debt Service Funds, and Trust Funds. For example, a separate fund within the
Grant Funds category is used to account for the funds received by the City through the
Federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program.

The use of Fund Accounting is one of the basic requirements of generally accepted
accounting principles (GAAP) for government and one of the major differences between
government and commercial accounting. It requires separate record keeping for each
individual fund that a government uses.

Accounting Practices

The accounting and reporting policies of the City conform to generally accepted
accounting principles (“GAAP”) applicable to state and local governments. Generally
accepted accounting principles for local governments include those principles
prescribed by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board “(GASB”), which includes
all statements and interpretations of the National Council on Governmental Accounting
unless modified by the GASB, and those principles prescribed by the American Institute
of Certified Public Accountants in the publication entitled Audits of State and Local
Governmental Units.

Basis of accounting refers to the timing of when revenues and expenditures are
reported in the financial statements. The governmental fund types and agency funds
use the modified accrual basis of accounting. Under this method, revenues are
recognized when they become both measurable and available.

All proprietary fund types and pensions trust funds use the accrual basis of accounting.
Under this method, revenues are recorded when earned and expenses are recorded at
the time liabilities are incurred.

Debt Limit

As a Charter City, the City of Berkeley is not subject to the debt limit restrictions that
govern general law cities in California. Nonetheless, the City is well below that debt
limit even with the passage of several bond measures: Measure G (1992) for the
seismic retrofit of fire stations, the Public Safety Building, and fire safety improvements;
Measure S (1996) for the seismic strengthening and renovation of the Library, Civic
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BUDGET PRACTICES

Center, and various downtown improvements; Measure Q (2000) for the purchase of
Firefighting Equipment; Measure | (2002) for a new animal shelter; and Measure FF
(2008) for the renovation, construction, seismic, and disabled access improvements,
and expansion of program areas at the City’s four neighborhood branch libraries.
Measure M for streets and watershed improvements was passed in November 2012
and the bond proceeds have not been issued as of yet. Debt Limit information is further
detailed in the Financial Summary section.

Bond Rating

The City currently maintains a tax-backed rating of "Aa2" and "AA+" from Moody's
Investors Service and Standard & Poor's respectively. These ratings put the City in the
top 25% of all California cities that maintain tax-backed ratings. Of the 482 incorporated
cities in California, only 201 maintain Standard & Poor's ratings and only 79 maintain a
rating from Moody's Investors Service.

Budgetary Basis of Accounting

The budgetary basis of accounting determines when a government charges
expenditures against an adopted budget appropriation, or when it credits revenue to its
funds for budgeting purposes. Although the City presents financial statements in its
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) in accordance with GAAP, the budget
is adopted on a modified cash basis. The major areas of difference between the two
basis of accounting are as follows:

o For budgetary purposes, revenues are recorded when received. Under GAAP,
revenues are recorded when earned.

o For budgetary purposes, interfund loans and repayments (i.e., “interfund
transfers”) are recorded as expenditures and revenues. Under GAAP, these
transactions are reclassified as increases or reductions in the “due to/due from”
accounts.

o In recognition of these differences, companion financial statements are
presented in the CAFR according to the budgetary basis of accounting and a
detailed schedule is provided that reconciles the results of applying the two
different basis of accounting.

Appropriation Authority

The City Council adopts the budget by June 30 through the passage of an Annual
Appropriation Ordinance (AAO). This ordinance sets expenditure limits at the fund level
for the City’s General Fund, special funds, debt service funds, capital projects funds,
enterprise funds, and all internal service funds except the Payroll Deduction Trust Fund,
the Catastrophic Loss Trust Fund, Retiree Medical Trust Funds, and the Pension
Annuity Fund.

Throughout the year, supplemental appropriations are approved through amendments
to the AAO, and require a two-thirds super-maijority vote of the City Council. The City
Manager is authorized to transfer budgeted amounts between departments or programs
within any fund. The Council must approve any transfer that alters the total
appropriations of any fund.



BUDGET PRACTICES

All appropriated amounts lapse at year end and are subject to re-appropriation in the
following fiscal year, subject to City Council approval.

Encumbrances

Encumbrance accounting is used to designate funds for purchase orders, contracts and
other commitments until actually expended. Encumbrances outstanding at year-end are
carried into the next fiscal year, but the related budget authority is subject to re-
appropriation by Council.

The Budget as a Living Document

The budget is intended to be a flexible document representing revenue and expenditure
data. The current document presents audited actual data for FY 2011, FY 2012, and FY
2013, and the adopted budget figures for FY 2014 and FY 2015.
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SUMMARY OF FY 2014 & FY 2015 ADOPTED BUDGET

By Funding Source
Adopted FY 2014 Adopted FY 2015
Fund Description Revenue" Expenses Revenue" Expenses
General Fund Discretionary $ 150,800,550 $ 150,696,744 $ 153,084,903 $ 153,185,293
Special Revenue Funds
Emergency Disabled Services 1,022,302 1,022,302 1,042,748 1,042,748
Paramedic Tax 3,197,334 3,162,516 3,225,009 3,192,793
Parks Tax® 9,669,190 10,059,499 9,860,914 10,160,781
Downtown Berkeley Prop & Improv. District 1,005,000 1,000,000 1,005,000 1,000,000
Measure GG - Fire Prep Tax 4,095,987 3,527,223 4,177,907 3,535,019
Street Light Assess. District @ 2,023,244 2,021,958 2,023,244 2,047,488
Solano Avenue Bus. Imp Dist. 35,000 35,000 35,000 35,000
Downtown Business Imp. Dist. 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
Telegraph Pro Bus. Imp. Dist. 275,418 275,418 263,000 263,000
N. Shattuck Bus. Imp. Dist. 166,466 166,466 166,466 166,466
Enterprise Funds
Refuse®® 34,068,927 34,392,275 35,249,134 35,245,818
Marina Operation® 5,097,629 5,654,633 5,097,629 5,694,879
Sewer® 12,919,508 17,983,891 12,801,227 18,115,405
Clean Storm Water 2,302,963 2,273,400 2,310,343 2,288,520
Private Sewer Lateral 238,218 218,422 240,501 221,145
Permit Service Center® 8,733,928 9,028,088 9,159,980 9,094,194
Off Street Parking 3,504,428 2,748,226 3,504,428 2,764,115
Parking Meter® 6,457,628 6,447,756 6,454,341 6,781,311
Unified Program - Toxics® 731,000 904,372 731,000 914,173
Building Management (1947 Center St.)<a) 2,476,016 3,276,679 2,493,717 3,355,929
Gas / Sales Tax Street Improvement Funds® 5,943,938 6,500,230 6,120,866 6,341,837
Bonds® 204,836 3,273,106 203,336 100,000
Debt Service Funds 8,280,731 8,865,108 8,325,629 8,879,115
Grant Funds®© 24,549,792 26,493,710 24,532,947 26,083,170
Internal Service Funds @ 23,518,138 22,975,556 23,770,118 24,321,774
Other Funds
Capital Improvement Fund® 4,434,453 6,649,072 4,848,269 6,119,943
Public Liability 1,695,888 1,633,088 1,695,888 1,636,797
Library 16,156,270 16,130,691 16,473,685 16,254,141
Rent Board” 3,825,000 4,020,000 3,825,000 4,020,000
Successor Agency 1,824,268 1,329,633 1,199,988 1,211,674
Playground Camp(a) 2,253,240 2,348,725 2,253,240 2,351,148
Health State Aid Realignment Trust®© 3,603,018 3,599,167 3,603,018 3,611,923
Other Funds®® 4,868,245 5,531,597 3,799,184 4,039,596
Revenue & Expenditure Subtotals: $ 349,983,553 $ 364,249,551 $ 353,582,659 $ 364,080,195
Housing Authority” 46,490 46,490 16,490 16,490
Revenue & Expenditure Totals: $ 350,030,043 $ 364,296,041 $ 353,599,149 $ 364,096,685

(a) Revenues do not reflect use of fund balances which are added to balance revenues with appropriations.
(b) Revenues for Bond Projects collected in prior fiscal years.

(c) FY 2014 & FY 2015 grant revenues and expenditures will be adjusted to match once award amounts are
known.

(d) Rent Board FY 2014 Adopted Revenue and Expenditure Figures do not reflect what was actually
approved by the Rent Stabilization Board.

(e) Refuse Fund FY 2015 Revenues include a loan of $614,857 from the Workers' Compensation Fund

(f) Berkeley Housing Authority FY 2014 & FY 2015 Budget Amounts are for expenditures to be reimbursed
back to the City.
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Summary of Expenditures by Department - All Funds

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
Mayor & Council 1,641,215 1,691,284 1,706,149 1,753,239 1,766,390
Auditor 1,888,753 2,024,290 2,044,256 2,160,366 2,188,814
Police Review Commission 457,672 360,307 488,526 535,837 539,333
City Manager 4,712,635 4,662,661 4,692,692 4,952,134 5,017,837
Office of Economic Development 2,450,930 3,590,295 3,710,268 4,024,853 4,030,018
Information Technology 7,896,573 7,716,711 8,975,620 7,536,393 7,597,275
City Attorney 3,546,313 4,926,479 3,442,297 3,950,423 3,975,274
City Clerk 2,010,283 1,507,580 1,963,304 1,930,981 1,941,935
Finance 6,846,962 6,961,406 6,920,204 7,281,729 7,370,689
Human Resources 2,894,562 2,852,904 2,812,261 3,211,709 3,238,052
Health Services!"” 22,285,848
Housing & Community Services'" 16,893,834
Health, Housing & Community Services!"” 34,903,775 34,077,594 36,331,934 35,819,509
Police 56,887,625 57,453,089 57,748,694 59,747,528 60,242,742
Fire 31,028,934 32,289,248 31,244,878 33,452,802 34,251,681
Public Works 88,652,610 96,630,484 92,344,987 90,455,043 92,358,983
Parks, Recreation & Waterfront 22,606,810 22,665,617 24,093,527 23,845,031 24,016,669
Planning 11,162,993 10,647,217 11,055,118 12,277,269 12,256,014
Library 17,249,049 23,584,859 23,743,862 21,235,497 16,628,234
Rent Board 3,647,540 3,696,306 3,985,087 3,999,042 3,998,920
Non-Departmental 48,004,141 49,501,518 59,028,146 45,567,741 46,841,826
Gross Expenditure:  $352,765,282 $367,666,030  374,077,470| 364,249,551 364,080,195
Berkeley Housing Authority® 1,798,592 1,723,793 138,374 46,490 16,490
Gross Appropriations: 354,563,874 369,389,823  374,215,844| 364,296,041 364,096,685

Less: Dual Appropriations

(49,261,780)

(54,686,298)

(57,637,345)

(50,662,994)  (53,109,846)

Net Expenditure: $305,302,094 $314,703,525 $316,578,499

$ 313,633,047 $ 310,986,839

(1) In FY 2012, the Departments of Health Services and Housing & Community Services merged to become the

Department of Health, Housing & Community Services.

(2) Berkeley Housing Authority has been a separate entity since FY 2008; FY 2014 & FY 2015 budget amounts are for
expenditures to be reimbursed back to the City.




All Funds Expenditures by Department
FY 2014 & FY 2015 Biennial Budget
$728,392,726 (Gross)
$624,619,886 (Net)

Non-Departmental
3% .
Fund Transfers '\ Debt Service

General Government

Economic Development

o, 3%
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Rent Board
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REVENUE

Fund Description

BY FUNDING SOURCE
Actual Actual Adopted
Revenue Revenue Revenue
FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014

Adopted
Revenue
FY 2015

10 General Fund Discretionary

Special Revenue Funds
18 Emergency Disabled Services

160 Paramedic Assessment/Tax

450 Landscape Assessment/Parks Tax
451 Downtown Berkeley Prop & Improv. District
455 Fire Assessment District

456 Measure GG - Fire Prep Tax

470 Street Light Assess. District

471 DST #47 Miller/Stevenson

472 Sustainable Energy Finance District
474 Solano Avenue Business Imp. District
475 Underground Assess. Districts

476 Downtown Business Imp. District

477 Telegraph Bus Pro Imp District

478 N. Shattuck Bus. Imp. Dist.

Enterprise Funds

820 Refuse®

825 Marina Operation

830 Sewer

831 Clean Storm Water

832 Private Sewer Lateral
833 Permit Service Center
835 Off Street Parking

840 Parking Meter

845 Unified Program - Toxics
850 Building Management - 1947 Center St.

Gas / SalesTax Street Improvement Funds

Bond Funds
Measure FF - Branch Libraries
Measure G Bond Capital Imprvmnts
Measure S Bond Capital Imprvmnts
640 BJPFA Lease Revenue Bonds
656 00 Mello-Roos - Fire Equipment
676 Meas | - Animal Shelter

Debt Service Funds
710 Debt Service Fund
714 09 Measure FF Library Debt Service
720 99 Lease Re Bds BJPFA $9M
721 SPL Tax Bds CFD#1 ML-ROOS
723 2002 G.O. Refunding Bonds

Other Debt Service

Grant Funds
Federal Grants
State/County Grants
Other Grants

Internal Service Funds

488 Employee Training Fund

860 Equipment Replacement®
865 Equipment Maintenance®
866 Building Maintenance Fund®
870 Warehouse

873 PC Replacement

875 Workers Compensation

Other Funds

610 Capital Improvement Fund

881 Public Liability

301 Library

440 Rent Board
Redevelopment Agency
Successor Agency

330 Playground Camp

958 Hith State Aid Realign Trust
Other Funds

Revenue Subtotals:

Housing Authority®

Revenue Totals

$147,938,754  $150,210,450 $ 150,800,550

$ 153,084,903

942,177 984,051 1,022,302 1,042,748
2,925,785 3,110,933 3,197,334 3,225,009
9,254,777 9,542,084 9,669,190 9,860,914

948,856 969,769 1,005,000 1,005,000
0
3,775,895 3,917,791 4,095,987 4,177,907
1,918,417 2,052,466 2,023,244 2,023,244
0 553 - -
0 4,910 - -
128 52,888 35,000 35,000
0 0 - -
17,105 4,613 5,000 5,000
217,497 226,933 275,418 263,000
163,389 165,672 166,466 166,466
33,234,170 33,861,186 34,068,927 35,249,134
5,336,300 5,230,735 5,097,629 5,097,629
12,641,754 13,315,067 12,919,508 12,801,227
2,525,188 2,467,033 2,302,963 2,310,343
222,962 577,473 238,218 240,501
8,223,051 9,249,750 8,733,928 9,159,980
3,579,371 3,781,582 3,504,428 3,504,428
6,242,818 6,496,735 6,457,628 6,454,341
724,453 835,264 731,000 731,000
2,984,584 2,632,711 2,476,016 2,493,717
6,348,872 7,360,154 5,943,938 6,120,866
5,508 17,486 1,500 -
45,096 3,253 - -
17,885 952 - -
0 0 103,336 103,336
352,647 100,002 100,000 100,000
148 13 - -
533,434 473,295 473,250 473,250
1,582,903 1,654,837 1,604,969 1,604,969
690,951 5,829,505 456,963 500,317
986,413 992,638 - 0
1,501,855 1,505,385 1,463,321 1,463,321
4,171,530 3,973,698 4,282,228 4,283,772
11,054,210 7,320,500 6,752,223 6,752,223
22,578,337 20,919,526 17,583,988 17,567,143
439,606 580,696 213,581 213,581
500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000
3,477,681 4,472,629 3,743,406 3,743,406
7,942,984 7,474,062 6,461,013 6,461,013
3,596,254 3,616,367 3,588,738 3,822,226
309,718 325,824 544,147 544,147
430,812 380,826 382,998 382,998
8,788,113 7,967,786 8,297,836 8,316,328
6,110,931 5,305,154 4,434,453 4,848,269
1,556,325 1,752,987 1,695,888 1,695,888
14,909,060 15,488,692 16,156,270 16,473,685
3,886,600 3,911,005 3,825,000 3,825,000
674,093 0 0 0
3,595,675 2,746,208 1,824,268 1,199,988
2,029,897 2,072,410 2,253,240 2,253,240
3,604,553 3,583,097 3,603,018 3,603,018
4,619,753 5,254,050 4,868,245 3,799,184
$360,159,019  $365,273,686  $349,983,553  $353,582,659
1,615,759 206,640 46,490 16,490

1 $361,774,778  $ 365,480,326 $ 350,030,043 $ 353,599,149

(a) Refuse Fund FY 2015 Revenues include a loan of $614,857 from Workers' Compensation Fund
(b) Revenues will be adjusted in FY 2015 per new internal rate charges




Revenue By Funding Source
FY 2014 & FY 2015
Biennial Budget
$703,629,192
(Excludes Use of Fund Balances)

Enterprise
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DEBT LIMIT COMPUTATION (June 30, 2012)

The City of Berkeley is a charter city and, as such, does not have a debt limit. However,
if it were a general law city, its legal debt limit and debt limit margin would be the
following:

Total FY 2012 assessed valuation (less other exemptions) $12,526,485,000
Debt limit (15% of assessed value) 1,878,973,000
Amount of debt applicable to the debt limit 79,075,000
Legal debt margin (if Berkeley were a general law city) $1,799,898,000

Effects of Existing Non-Tax-Supported Debt levels on Current and Future City
Operations

The City’s existing debt levels are not expected to significantly impact current
operations since the general obligation bonds are entirely tax-supported and the City
has identifiable sources of debt repayment for its governmental revenue bonds and its
enterprise lease revenue bonds and certificates of participation, as follows:

Governmental Revenue Bonds

Principal
Outstanding at
June 30, 2012

Year of Final Debt Service Due Debt Service Due

Description Maturity in FY 2014 in FY 2015

Theatre Facility
and Park Land 7,010,000 2029 456,963 500,317

Acquisition Bonds

Refunding
Pension 1,865,000 2018 424,250 376,750
Obligation Bonds
Total
Governmental $8,875,000 $881,213 $877,067

Revenue Bonds

a Theatre Facility and Park Land Acquisition Bonds: These bonds will not negatively
impact current or future City operations since they have been supported by Capital
Improvement Fund transfers since FY 2001. The bonds were issued to help
address two City priorities: (1) Obtaining land to build playgrounds and (2)
supporting the arts, through the construction of a new Berkeley Repertory Theatre.

o Refunding Pension Obligation Bonds: These bonds were issued to purchase a
Guaranteed Investment Contract (GIC) and risk agreement that provides pension
benefit payments to members of the Safety Members Pension Fund. These bonds
won’t negatively impact current or future City operations since the city has a legal
obligation to pay the pension benefits. If the City had not incurred the liability to
purchase the GIC, the City would have to use General Fund cash to fund the



DEBT LIMIT COMPUTATION (June 30, 2012)

pension benefits. In addition, the income earned on the GIC (9.68%) is pretty high
compared to the rates currently available in the market.

Also, it should be pointed out that on December 1, 2003, the City significantly reduced
its non-tax-supported debt level by paying off $20.5 million in 1996 Refunding Lease
Revenue Bonds, in order to save the General Fund annual debt service subsidy
payments of over $1 million through FY 2015.

Enterprise Funds Lease Revenue Bonds and COP’s

Principal . . . . .
o Outstanding at June Year of I_=|nal Debt Service Due in Debt Service Due in
Description Maturity FY 2014 FY 2015
30, 2010
Garage
Improvement $3,650,000 2022 $455,144 $465,144
Bonds

Certificates of
Participation for
Acquisition of 24,665,000 2033 1,494,049 1,635,795
1947 Center
Street

Certificates of
Participation for
Acquisition and 5,750,000 2040 409,725 411,269
Construction of
Animal Shelter

Total
Enterprise
Fu;:lvsehizse $34,065,000 $2,358,918 $2,512,208
Bonds and

COP’s

o Garage Improvement Bonds: These bonds won'’t negatively impact current or future
City operations since they are entirely supported by fees from the parking garages
and mall leases.

o Certificates of Participation for Acquisition of 1947 Center Street Building: The
purchase of this building was viewed as a prudent financial decision because it gave
the City the opportunity to house several City departments that were leasing space.
The elimination of these lease costs plus the lease income from other tenants in the
building offsets the debt service costs on the COP’s. In addition, the City is building
equity in the building. For these reasons, these bonds won’t negatively impact
current or future City operations.

On October 2, 2012, the City Council authorized the refinancing of the 2003
Certificates of Participation and the 1999 Lease Revenue Bonds, in order to benefit
from the decline in interest rates. The 2003 Certificates of Participation carried an
average interest rate of 4.67%, and the City was able to refinance them (along with
the 1999 Lease Revenue Bonds) at an average interest rate of 3.9%. The refunding
bonds were issued on October 24, 2012, and will result in present value savings of
$5.7 million over the life of the 2012 Refunding Lease Revenue Bonds.
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City of Berkeley
FY 2014 - FY 2015 Debt Service Details

Account Number Account Description FY 2014 FY 2015 Total
723-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 1,090,000 1,145,000 2,235,000
723-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 365,720 309,845 675,565
2002 GO Refunding Bond(Refunded Measure G Sr A & B) 1,455,720 1,454,845 2,910,565
725-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 155,000 185,000 340,000
725-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 152,193 143,693 295,886
2007 A GO Refunding Bond(Refunded Measure G Sr C) 307,193 328,693 635,886
718-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 1,450,000 1,500,000 2,950,000
718-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 1,294,218 1,235,218 2,529,436
2007B GO Refunding Bond(Refunded Measure S Sr A, B & C) 2,744,218 2,735,218 5,479,436
710-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 350,000 320,000 670,000
710-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 74,250 56,750 131,000
1998 Pension Refunding Bonds 424,250 376,750 801,000
720-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 203,770 252,956 456,726
720-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 253,193 247,361 500,554
2012 Refunding Lease Revenue Bonds( Refunding of 1999 Lease Revenue Bonds) 456,963 500,317 957,280
721-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 515,000 540,000 1,055,000
721-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 240,429 218,333 458,762
2002 Special Tax bonds- Measure Q(Mello Roos) 755,429 758,333 1,513,762
722-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 35,000 35,000 70,000
722-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 63,190 61,764 124,954
2004 Thousand Oaks Hts Ltd. Obligation Improvement Bonds 98,190 96,764 194,954
860-5703-410-8210  Principal Payment 431,149 450,241 881,390
860-5703-410-8225  Interest Payment 121,945 102,853 224,798
2009 Fire Engine Lease 553,094 553,094 1,106,188
835-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 320,000 330,000 650,000
835-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 135,144 135,144 270,288
Off-Street Parking Fund(2005 Series A Revenue Bonds) 455,144 465,144 920,288
937-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 870,000 905,000 1,775,000
937-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 76,918 42,988 119,905
BRA - 2005 Refunding Tax Allocation Bonds 946,918 947,988 1,894,905
850-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 666,230 827,044 1,493,274
850-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 827,819 808,751 1,636,571
2012 Refunding Lease Revenue Bonds( Refunding of 2003 COP) 1,494,049 1,635,795 3,129,845
825-5903-450-8210  Principal Payment 134,768 140,833 275,601
825-5903-450-8225  Interest Payment 25,945 19,880 45,826
Notes Payable Harbor Construction # 4 160,713 160,713 321,426
825-5903-450-8210  Principal Payment 137,885 144,232 282,117
825-5903-450-8225  Interest Payment 347,834 341,487 689,321
Notes Payable Harbor Construction # 5 485,719 485,719 971,438
048-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 26,000 26,000 52,000
048-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 13,467 12,198 25,665
HUD 108 Loan - Adeline Apartments 39,467 38,198 77,665
048-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 183,000 - 183,000
048-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 4,419 - 4,419
BHA -- HUD 108 Loan 187,419 - 187,419



City of Berkeley
FY 2014 - FY 2015 Debt Service Details

Account Number Account Description FY 2014 FY 2015 Total
048-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment

048-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 2,000 2,000 4,000
HUD 108 Loan-UNA 17,548 17,537 35,086
19,548 19,537 39,086
938-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 22,000 23,000 45,000
938-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 36,080 34,280 70,360
Savo Island Debt Service 58,080 57,280 115,360
728-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 10,262 10,995 21,258
728-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 20,545 19,828 40,373
Sustainable Financing Energy District 30,807 30,824 61,631
726-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 155,000 160,000 315,000
726-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 285,038 279,526 564,564
2008 GO Bonds-Measure |- Animal Shelter 440,038 439,526 879,564
714-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 165,000 175,000 340,000
714-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 488,963 480,563 969,525
2009 GO Bonds, Measure FF - Branch Libraries 653,963 655,563 1,309,525
714-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 325,000 340,000 665,000
714-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 625,106 611,806 1,236,913
GO Bonds, Series 2010- Measure FF - Branch Libraries 950,106 951,806 1,901,913
729-9902-470-8210  Principal Payment 100,000 105,000 205,000
729-9902-470-8225  Interest Payment 309,725 306,269 615,994
2010 COP (Animal Shelter) 409,725 411,269 820,994
820-5612-432-8210  Principal Payment 353,658 366,145 719,803
820-5612-432-8225  Interest Payment 56,178 43,691 99,869
2011 Recycling Carts 409,836 409,836 819,672
Total Principal 7,700,723 7,983,445 15,684,168
Total Interest 5,835,866 5,529,766 11,365,632
Total Debt Service 13,536,590 13,513,211 27,049,800
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GANN APPROPRIATIONS LIMITATION
Actual for FY 2013, Projected For FY 2014, and FY 2015

Fiscal 2012 Gann Appropriation Limitation $166,099,257
Add: Fiscal Library Relief Tax 15,028,438
Emergency Medical Services Special Tax 2,484,633
Park Maintenance, City Trees and Landscaping Special Tax 9,309,080
Emergency Paratransit Tax 967,511
Disaster Fire Protection Tax 985,734

Fire Protection and Emergency Response and Preparedness 3.879,323
Total Gann Appropriations Limitation FY 2013 198,753,976
Appropriation Subject to Gann Limitation FY 2013 151,425,463
Excess of Limitation Over Appropriation FY 2013 $47,328,513
% Under Gann Limit-for FY 2013 23.81%

Fiscal 2013 Gann Appropriation Limitation $176,714,993
Add: Fiscal Library Relief Tax 15,870,770
Emergency Medical Services Special Tax 2,561,235
Park Maintenance, City Trees and Landscaping Special Tax 9,586,190
Emergency Paratransit Tax 1,022,302
Disaster Fire Protection Tax 985,734

Fire Protection and Emergency Response and Preparedness 4,095,987
Total Projected Gann Appropriations Limitation FY 2014 210,837,211

Appropriation Subject to Gann Limitation FY 2014

Excess of Limitation Over Appropriation FY 2014 $55,314,090
Projected % Under Gann Limit-Projected for FY 2014 26.24%

Fiscal 2014 Gann Appropriation Limitation $183,783,592
Add: Fiscal Library Relief Tax 16,188,185
Emergency Medical Services Special Tax 2,612,459
Park Maintenance, City Trees and Landscaping Special Tax 9,777,914
Emergency Paratransit Tax 1,042,748
Disaster Fire Protection Tax 985,734

Fire Protection and Emergency Response and Preparedness 4,177,907
Total Projected Gann Appropriations Limitation FY 2015 218,568,539
Projected Appropriation Subject to Gann Limitation FY 2015 158,455,556
Projected Excess of Limitation Over Appropriation FY 2015 $60,112,983
Projected % Under Gann Limit-Projected for FY 2015 27.50%

155,523,121

(1) The GANN Limit override to raise the spending limit for the special taxes are required to be renewed by voters
every four years. The date the next GANN Limit override is to be submitted to voters is November 8, 2016.



ANNUAL IMPACT OF CITY OF BERKELEY FEES TAXES ON HOMEOWNER
FY 2010 - FY 2016

(excludes other jurisdictions: School District, Peralta College, etc.)

ACTUAL PROJECTION
Home average square feet = 1900 SF 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Average Home Assessed Value $343,852 | $347,291 | $358,057 | $370,589 | $382,077 | $395,450 | $413,245
Exemption: -7,000 -7,000 -7,000 -7,000 -7,000 -7,000 -7,000
Average Home Assessed Value (Net)| $336,852| $340,291|$351,057|$363,589| $375,077 | $388,450| $406,245
Property Tax $3,369 $3,403 | $3,511| $3,636 | $3,751| $3,884 | $4,062
Measure S - Civic Center 84 68 70 73 75 78 81
Seismic Improvements
Measure G - Safety Bldgs 45 44 46 47 49 50 53
Seismic Improvements
Measure | - Animal Shelter 3 7 7 7 8 8 8
Measure FF - Library Seismic 37 44 42 44 43 47 49
Seismic Improvements
Measure Q - Fire Equipment 24 24 24 24 24 24 24
Measure M - Streets/Watershed* 0 0 0 0 26 27 28
Sanitary Sewer 245 245 245 245 245 252 260
Parks Tax 212 216 222 223 232 236 239
Emergency Disabled Services 22 22 23 24 25 25 26
Street Light Assessment District 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
Refuse Disposal* 325 365 340 347 355 366 377
Library Tax 301 306 314 326 343 348 354
Paramedic Tax 57 58 59 61 62 63 64
Fire Protection/Emergency Response 116 79 81 84 89 90 91
Stormwater Program Fee 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
TOTAL $4,895 $4,935 | $5,038 | $5,195| $5,381| $5,553 | $5,770
GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS

Very low income households refund applies to: Sanitary Sewer Fee, Library, Paramedic, Parks, CFD-1,
Fire Protection Taxes & Cleanstorm Fee
Basic 1% County Property Tax: based on an average assessed value (City receives 32.5% of the 1%)
Sanitary Sewer Fee: $0 increase in FY 2014, 3% increase thereafter
Parks & Paramedic Tax: 2.381% increase in FY 2014, 1.5% increase thereafter
Emergency Disabled & Library Tax: 5.12% increase in FY 2014, 1.5% increase thereafter
Fire Protection/Emergency Response Tax: 5.12% increase in FY 2014, 1.5% increase thereafter
Refuse Fees: 2.381% increase in FY14; 3% increase thereafter

*Measure M Bond Measure - Streets/Watershed: Was passed in November 2012; Bond proceeds have not been issued
as of yet. However a rate was proposed for Council approval in order to facilitate debt issuance and payment starting in

FY 2014.

Impact of City Taxes and Fees on Average Homeowner

[ololololslslele)

EERRRERE

FY 2010 FY 2011

FY 2012 FY 2013

Fiscal Year

FY 2014

FY 2015

‘ BProperty tax ~ BSpecial Taxes / Fees OBond Debt

FY 2015
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FIVE-YEAR FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS (ALL FUNDS)

One of the adopted Council fiscal policies is long-term planning. We review the budget
in the context of a multi-year plan. Since we anticipate a slow economic recovery with
modest revenue growth and ongoing cost increases in FY 2014 and beyond, we will
continue to update projections.

Below is the General Fund Five-Year forecast — without balancing measures. Although
some revenues are increasing modestly, without balancing measures expenditures will
continue to outpace revenues.

Five-Year Forecast of General Fund
Comparison of Revenues and Expenditures
Without Balancing Measures

164

162

160 —

158 —

156 ,_ —

154 I_ L M Revenues

Dollars in Millions

152 I_ . O Expenditures
150 - [
148 - —
146 - —

144 - L

\ FY2014 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY 2018 D

The impact of increasing costs combined with a lack of corresponding growth in
revenues results in a projected structural deficit in the General Fund and several of the
other major funds if recurring expenditure reductions are not taken. Before imposing any
balancing measures, the General Fund faces estimated deficits of $3 million in FY 2014
and $2.1 million in FY 2015.



FIVE-YEAR FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS (ALL FUNDS)

Five-Year Forecast of General Fund Deficit

Without Balancing Measures

( FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 h

S' T T T T

$(0.50)

$(1.00) $(1.0)

$(1.50)

$(1.6)

$(2.00)

Defict (in mllions)

2.1
$(2.50) *21)

$(3.00) $(2.7)
$(3.0)

L $(3.50)

These projected deficits do not include fully addressing other needs such as capital and
unfunded liabilities. In order to eliminate the forecasted General Fund structural deficits
recurring expenditure reductions are proposed.

The General Fund, however, is less than half of the City’s total budget. The projected
shortfall for all funds (the General Fund plus all special funds) is $6.5 million in FY 2014,
increasing to $8.6 million in FY 2015, without balancing measures. The measures
included in the budget to address the shortfall for all funds are spread across multiple
departments and funding sources. Included as part of the balancing plan are increased
revenues of $200,000, which are a result of the increased rates for the Residential
Parking Program and increased revenue anticipated by the ongoing success of the
recreational programs. In addition, several funds going into deficit reduced
expenditures. Significant reductions were made in several of the Health funds including
CDBG, Alameda County Grants, and Public Health Realignment. Additional reductions
were made in the Parks Tax Fund, Refuse Fund, and Marina Fund'

' Refer to the Balancing Plan for details on other reductions.
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FIVE-YEAR FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS (ALL FUNDS)

Significant Expenditure Reductions to Special Funds

Fund Name Amount
165 Alameda County Grants (190,474)
370 CDBG (174,482)
450 Parks Tax Fund (367,536)
820 Refuse Collection & Disposal (307,547)
825 Marina Fund (129,492)
958 Public Health Realignment (101,468)

Total $1,270,999

To balance the budget there were reallocation of assignments and cost shifts from
funds facing deficits to stronger and healthier funds. This includes a cost shift of Parking
Enforcement Officers to the Parking Meter Fund (840), saving the General Fund
$420,000. Other special funds continue to rely on fund balance through FY 2015, but
may face problems in FY 2016 if expenditures are not reduced or additional revenue is
not realized.

In FY 2015 the Refuse Fund faces a deficit of $615,000, if capital costs are reduced
significantly. The budget included a loan to the fund to cover the deficit. This loan will be
necessary if no fee increase is approved.

The General Fund and Other Funds sections of this book include detailed discussions
of five-year forecasts for the General Fund and other key operating funds supported by
special taxes, assessments, and fees. A five-year forecasting model enables the
Council to act more strategically and to understand the long-term impact of its
decisions.

For example, a decision to fund a recurring expenditure of $100,000 a
year may at first seem less costly than funding a one-time capital
expenditure of $200,000. But, over a five-year period, the recurring
expenditure has a $500,000 cost as opposed to the $200,000 one-time
capital expenditure.

Given the State required restrictions on raising new revenues for all new or increased
taxes (Proposition 218), it is particularly important to understand the long and short-term
fiscal impact of policy decisions.

o What are the long-term fiscal consequences of employee pay and benefit
policies?

o What are the long-term impacts of continuing to defer maintenance?

o Should the voters be asked to approve tax increases to support capital
improvements in major program areas such as Parks and Streetlights, or focus
on public safety, or some combination of these program areas?



FIVE-YEAR FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS (ALL FUNDS)

The five-year forecast also serves to identify potential future impacts that require fiscal
planning. Early planning for changes in baseline expenditures is needed to ensure
continued financial stability for the organization. Examples of such issues in the FY
2014 & FY 2015 Adopted Budget include:

Increases in CalPERS retirement contribution rates

Increases in health care costs

Impacts from a weak economy

Impacts of increased funding of underfunded or unfunded liabilities
Possible impacts from the re-negotiation of labor contracts

OO000~D

A variety of assumptions and factors drive the forecast, such as labor costs, inflation,
federal and state spending cuts, statewide initiatives, short-term tax shortfalls, and
unforeseen emergencies. These assumptions impact revenue and expenditure
projections and variations can cause wide swings in budget balancing strategies.

Inflation

Inflation is an important factor, directly impacting City revenues and expenditures.
Inflation-sensitive revenue, such as sales and business license taxes, make up a
significant portion of the General Fund budget. Inflation in the Bay Area has increased
on the average of 1.96% over the last five years.

CONSUMER PRICE INDEX
Change from previous year (April to April)

YEAR % INCREASE

2004 0.5

2005 2.1

2006 3.2

2007 3.3

2008 2.9

2009 0.8

2010 1.7

2011 2.8

2012 2.1

2013 24
5-Year Average 1.96

U.S. Bureau of Labor Consumer Price Index All Urban Consumer

The established growth index for the Parks Tax and the Emergency Medical Services
Tax (Paramedic Tax) is the April Consumer Price Index (CPI). The Emergency Services
for the Disabled Tax, the Library Tax, and the Measure GG Fire Services and Disaster
Preparedness Tax growth is either the higher of the CPI or the Personal Income Growth
(PIG). As aresult of the FY 2013 April CPI being lower than the PIG, all of the adopted
tax rates, except for the Parks Tax and Paramedic Tax, for FY 2014 were set with an
increase of 5.120%. The Parks Tax and Paramedic Tax rates were set with an increase
of 2.381%. For FY 2015, an increase of 2% is assumed for all tax rates.
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FIVE-YEAR FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS (ALL FUNDS)

Population

Based on data from the 2010 Census, Berkeley’s population grew by almost 5%
compared to the 2005-07 American Community Survey (ACS) 'data. Some revenues,
such as Motor Vehicle In-Lieu, are based on population.

Staffing Costs

Salary and benefit costs make up approximately 61% of the citywide budget and 77% of
the General Fund. Five-year forecasts include adjustments to cover the costs of
negotiated compensation packages per the various labor contracts.

a Civilian: Zero cost of living increase in FY 2014 and FY2015
o Fire: Zero cost of living increase in FY 2014 and FY 2015
o Police: Zero cost of living increases in FY 2014 and FY 2015

The City’s projected revenue growth is not expected to keep up with increases in
benefits. Any increase in salaries without an equal or greater reduction in expenditures
will significantly increase the General Fund structural deficit.

Escalating Costs in FY 2014 & FY 2015

Controlling labor costs is the primary method to manage expenditures and address the
City’s structural deficit. However, there are other costs related to the operation of the
City organization which have also experienced increases that must be managed.

CalPERS
Rising pension and health care costs are primary contributors to the projected General

Fund deficit in FY 2014 and FY2015.

On March 14, 2012, CalPERS’ Board of Administration voted to reduce the discount
rate from 7.75 percent to 7.5 percent. The .25 percent reduction in the discount rate
means that employer rates must now make up the amount that CalPERS is no longer
assuming will come from investment returns. For the next biennial budget, FY 2014 and
FY 2015, the City is using the following rates (which are a percent of payroll) from CalPERS
for 2014 and estimated for 2015.

Cumulative %
FY 2014 Growth Growth
FY PERS FY FY FY FY from FY from
2013 Actual 2015* 2016* 2017* 2018* 2013 FY 2011
Miscellaneous 19.2% 20.9% 21.1% 21.6% 21.8% 21.9% 2.7% 14.1%
Police 42.0% 45.7% 45.9% 46.2% 46.1% 46.0% 4.0% 9.53%
Fire 29.1% 31.5% 32.0% 32.4% 32.7% 33.0% 3.9% 13.4%

*Estimates from the City’s actuary based on PEPRA”

The rising CalPERS rates alone will increase the City’s costs by almost $3.8 million for
all funds, over the next two-year period. A critical assumption to the rate impacts is the

? Pension reform legislation that was passed in 2012 that is now in effect as of January 1, 2013




FIVE-YEAR FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS (ALL FUNDS)

level of confidence we have in the CalPERS annualized rate of return of 7.5%. If
returns are less than 7.5%, rates will increase even more.

Based on an actuarial valuation of the City’s assets held by CalPERS, the City’s plans
are currently funded as follows: Police Safety 70%; Fire Safety 85%; and Miscellaneous
82%. Should the City wish to ensure that the Police Safety Plan achieves a funding
level of 80% on an actuarial basis within 10 years, the City’s actuary estimated that the
City would need to contribute an additional $2.5 million to the Police Safety Plan each
year for 10 years. If the time period to achieve the 80% funded level on an actuarial
basis for the Police Safety Plan was extended to 15 years, the City would need to
contribute an additional $1.7 million to that plan each year for 15 years.

Medical & Dental Insurance

The City funds medical benefits up to the Kaiser family rate. For those employees that
chose Health Net as their provider, the employee pays the difference between the
Kaiser and Health Net rate. While we have experienced unusually low health rate
increases n FY 2012 and FY 2013, our outside brokers have advised us to plan for
larger increases in FY 2014 reflective of historical trends. Since 2000, health premium
increases have ranged from 4 percent to 20 percent. The average annual increase for
the Kaiser medical active plan has been 9.26 percent per year over the last 10 years.
The baseline budget for FY 2014 reflects a rate increase for the Kaiser medical plan at
9 percent. The average increase for dental has been 4.60 percent per year over the last
10 years. The FY 2014 baseline budget reflects an increase in dental cost of 5 percent.

These rate increases and resultant costs have a significant impact on the City’s budget.
The City’s total budget is projected to pay out $19.8 million in health and dental
insurance in FY 2014 and $22.0 million in FY 2015.

Sick Leave and Vacation

It is the City’s policy to permit employees to accumulate earned but unused vacation
and sick leave benefits. In FY 2002, the City learned that it had achieved a position
where it had enough funds in its account with CalPERS that it did not need to pay
CalPERS the miscellaneous employee contribution rate for FY 2002. The adopted FY
2002 and FY 2003 Biennial Budget included provisions setting aside approximately six
percent of what would have been the contribution for the miscellaneous plan in those
years in a dedicated fund to be used for payouts of unused and terminal sick and
vacation benefits. In addition, this fund receives an annual transfer of funds based on a
percentage of payroll in all funds.

Over the years the fund balance created by the initial transfer in 2002/2003 has been
depleted. At the end of FY 2012, expenditures from the fund exceeded revenues by
approximately $500,000 and General Funds were used to cover those costs. In order to
correct the shortfall and strengthen the fund, the rates were adjusted for FY 2014. The
FY 2014 calculated rates will increase from 3.25 percent of base salary for sworn
employees to 3.75 and from 1.25 percent of salary for all other employees to 1.90
percent. The result is a $233,000 increased cost to the General Fund and a $744,000
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increased cost on an all funds basis in FY 2014. Going forward, staff projects that these
rate increases will balance the revenues and expenditures within this fund.

Legal and Liability Costs

Claims in excess of $350,000 are covered by the Bay Cities Liability pool, in which the
City is one of 18 member jurisdictions. The City's pool premium is established through
an annual actuarial analysis. The City is self-insured for liability claims below $350,000,
as well as certain labor-related claims. The City maintains a Catastrophic Loss Fund
and a Public Liability Fund to deal with these types of costs.

The Bay Cities insurance premium is funded primarily from the Catastrophic Loss Fund.
As insurance premium costs have increased over the years, the fund balance in the
Catastrophic Loss Fund has been depleted. This fund is also funded by annual transfers
from the General Fund and special funds. In order to avoid depletion of the fund
balance entirely, the FY 2014 Budget included an increase in the transfers to this fund
of approximately $700,000.

External Factors
External Factors beyond local control will likely have a significant impact on the City
over the next five years and will require changes to the Five-Year Forecast.

Local Economy

General economic conditions in the region have a notable impact on the City’s General
Fund revenues. Overall, General Fund revenues are projected to grow at a nominal
rate of 1%-2% per year over the next five years.

State Budget

The state’s economic recovery, prior budget cuts, and the additional, temporary taxes
provided by Proposition 30 have combined to bring California to the possible end of a
decade of severe state budget challenges. The State Budget, which was passed by the
legislature and signed by the Governor in June 2013, addressed a $1.9 billion budget
problem for the next fiscal year. This was a dramatically smaller budget problem in
2013-14 compared to what the state has faced in recent years.

Federal Budget

According to the Legislative Analyst’'s Office (LAO) the nation’s recovery from the
recession has been slow by historical standards. To date, GDP growth since the
recession has been in the range of 2 percent per year, and according to the LAO’s
forecast, it will remain between 2 percent and 3 percent per year in all but one year
between now and 2018. United States employment is forecast to grow at 2 percent or
less each year through 2018.

On May 29, 2013, the City received notification from the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development of the Federal Fiscal Year 2013 allocations for the Community
Planning and Development (CPD) formula programs, which provide funding for housing,
community and economic development activities, and assistance for low- and
moderate-income persons and special populations across the country. Of the actual
amounts awarded $82,920 will be available to cover staffing costs associated with
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administering the Community Develop Block Grant (CDBG), HOME, and Emergency
Solutions Grant (ESG) programs. The additional funding of $412,871 from CDBG and
HOME, not allocated to planning and administration, will be available for the Housing
Trust Fund. The reduced level of ESG funding means that there will be less funding
available for rental subsidies to prevent homelessness and rapidly re-house homeless
households.

Special Funds Facing Deficits

In addition to the projected deficits in the General Fund, several other major funds
require balancing measures in FY 2014 and FY 2015. For funds that appear to be going
into deficit in the long run, the target reduction for departments operating out of these
funds is to balance the fund in FY 2014, however that may not be achievable in all
cases. Each fund facing a deficit will have a different target reduction determined by the
amount of the deficit.
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The City of Berkeley, like most other cities throughout the state, as well as the state of
California itself, faces significant long-term costs in the areas of employee and retiree
costs. These are often referred to as “unfunded liabilities.” Unfunded liabilities are
defined as identifiable obligations of an organization for which the organization does not
have 100% of the funding (cash or other assets) set aside to cover the cost should all
obligations become immediately due. Generally, an organization manages a balance
between funding a portion of all of those obligations and the associated risk that the
obligations will be due at the same time. This balance is considered the practical and
responsible approach since payment demands of these obligations rarely, if ever, occur
simultaneously. The alternative would be to 100% fund the obligations causing a great
portion of the City’s cash to be reserved and not available for funding City services and
operations.

The City actively manages its unfunded or under-funded liabilities, and completes
annual actuarial valuations for most of the benefits. These valuations consider the
economic, demographic and historical composition of the benefit programs and
establish amounts that the City should set aside each year to fund its benefit-related
financial obligations. In today’s economic climate it is critical that the City continue to
manage its liabilities to ensure long-term fiscal stability. On May 29, 2012, the City
Council adopted Resolution No. 65,748N.S. “Requiring that the City Manager Develop
and Publish a Biennial Report of Current Liabilities and Projections of Future Liabilities.”
'"The first iteration of this report was presented at the February 19, 2013, Council
Worksession. The report presented several options for contributing to funding of long
term obligations and a number of them are included in the proposed budget as City
policies. The following chart indicates the funded status of the City’s various benefits
based on the most recent actuarial valuations.

Unfunded Liabilities Valuation as of Actuarial Actuarial Unfunded %
7/1/12 (in millions) Assets Liabilities Liability Funded
CalPERS (all plans)* 972.30 1222.00 249.70 80%
Worker's Compensation 14.90 28.40 13.50 52%
Non-sworn Retiree Medical 12.66 36.54 23.89 35%
Police Retiree Medical (new) 0.00 17.25 17.25 0%
Police Retiree Medical (closed) 6.25 41.45 35.20 15%
Fire Retiree Medical 6.35 12.02 5.67 53%
Saftey Members Pension Fund**(closed) 2.25 5.91 3.66 38%
Sick & VVacation payouts™*™* 0.00 14.11 14.11 0%
SRIP | Disability 0.00 13.24 13.24 0%
Police Sick Leave Entitlement (closed) 0.32 0.47 0.15 68 %
$1,015.03 $1,391.40 $376.37 73%

*Valuation date is 6/30/11.The percent of unfunded liability in the chart above is based on the Actuarial VValue of
the Assets, which assumes smoothing over time. If the Market VValue of Assets is used to perform the calculation

the CalPERS funded status would be 71%.
**Valuation date 7/1/2011 (closed)
*** Valuation date 9/15/12

! hitp://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/Clerk/City Council/2013/02Feb/Documents/2013-02-
19 Worksession Item 01b Projections of Future Liabilities.aspx




UNFUNDED LIABILITIES (employee benefits) SUMMARY

Overall, the cumulative total of the City’s funding level for its benefit is 73%. However,
there are several benefit categories that have low funding levels. The table above lists
the City’s key benefit categories as well as the unfunded or underfunded liability. Each
of these benefits differ in how their funding methodology is structured; some are
considered “pay as you go” and others are pre-funded to achieve a certain level of
funding within a specified period of time. Several of the benefit programs have closed
to new enrollees and are being phased out such as the SRIP | Disability , the Safety
Members Pension Fund, the Police Sick Leave Entitlement and the previous Police
Retiree Medical program (which has been replaced with a new retiree medical plan that
is less costly to the City).

California Public Employee Retirement System (CalPERS)

Benefit history & summary

Retirement rates continue to represent one of the most significant citywide budgetary
pressures. The City provides retirement benefits for employees through its participation in
the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS). This is a defined benefit
pension plan funded by a combination of employee contributions that are set by statute and
employer contributions that fluctuate from year to year based on an annual actuarial
valuation performed by CalPERS. When CalPERS performs its actuarial analysis, it uses
data from two years previous; for example, the employer rates for Fiscal Year 2013
were based on data as of June 30, 2010. The City receives its actual rates from
CalPERS in the fall of the year preceding the fiscal year; for FY 2014, the City received
its rates in November of 2012. The City retains an outside actuary to review the City’s
PERS plans each year and advise the City on the funded status of the plans and project
employer rates for future years. The City’s uses its own actuary’s analysis for budgeting
purposes as PERS projections have not always been accurate.

The City contributes to three plans in the CalPERS system: Police Safety Plan, Fire Safety
Plan, and the Miscellaneous Employee plan. All full-time and part-time benefited
employees are required to participate in CalPERS. Benefits vest after five years of
service and are based on the employees’ years of service, age at time of retirement and
single highest year of compensation. The three plans are independent of one another
with different contract plan amendments negotiated over the years through the
collective bargaining process. Assets and liabilities of each plan are segregated with no
cross subsidization from one plan to another. For the Miscellaneous plan, the City pays
both the employer share of the contribution and the additional 8%> employee share. Each of
the plans has different rates for the City’s annual employer contribution which are generally
based on the demographics of the plan participants and the value of investment returns of
the City’s assets in the CalPERS system.

% New Miscellaneous employees hired on or after January 1, 2013, who were not previously members of
CalPERS and are represented by bargaining units that did not have a contract in place as of December
31, 2012, are required to contribute 6.75% to the retirement plan as set forth in the pension reform
legislation approved this past fall by the state legislature.
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CalPERS calculates the value of the City’s plan assets using two different methods: 1) the
actuarial value of assets (AVA) and 2) the market value of assets (MVA). According to
CalPERS, the actuarial value of assets used for funding purposes is obtained through an
asset smoothing technique where investment gains and losses are partially recognized in
the year they are incurred, with the remainder recognized over subsequent years. The
market value of assets values the assets based on the current value of assets held by the
plan at the end of a fiscal year and reflects the solvency of the plan at that point in time.
CalPERS rates are set using the actuarial value of assets in order to avoid large fluctuations
from year to year in a city’s required contribution. This aids in budget planning and avoids
volatility.

Funding status

On March 14, 2012, CalPERS’ Board of Administration voted to reduce the discount
rate from 7.75 percent to 7.5 percent. The .25 percent reduction in the discount rate
means that employer rates must now make up the amount that CalPERS is no longer
assuming will come from investment returns. For the next biennial budget, FY 2014 and
FY 2015, the City is using the following rates (which are a percent of payroll) from CalPERS
for 2014 and estimated for 2015.

FY Cumulative
2014 Growth
FY PERS FY FY FY FY from FY
2013 Actual 2015* 2016* 2017* 2018* 2013
Miscellaneous | 19.2% | 20.9% 21.1% 21.6% | 21.8% 21.9% 2.7%
Police 42.0% | 45.7% 45.9% 46.2% | 46.1% 46.0% 4.0%
Fire 29.1% | 31.5% 32.0% 324% | 32.7% 33.0% 3.9%

*Estimates from the City’s actuary based on PEPRA’

A critical assumption to the rates is the level of confidence we have in the CalPERS
annualized rate of return of 7.5%. If returns are less than 7.5%, rates will increase even
more.

Below are the funding levels of the three plans in the CalPERS system: Miscellaneous
Employee Plan, Police Safety Plan, and Fire Safety Plan. Based on the market value of
assets, the pension plan is about 71% funded. However, the actuarial value of assets
reflects a longer term view with the gains and losses realized over a period of years. .
Based on the actuarial value of assets, all of the pension plans combined are about
80% funded.

® Pension reform legislation that was passed in 2012 that is now in effect as of January 1, 2013
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California Public Employees’ Retirement System Annual Valuation
Based on the Market Value of the Assets
as of June 30, 2011 (dollars in millions)

Market Value Actuarial Unfunded %
of Assets Liabilities Liability Funded
Miscellaneous 518.8 709.3 190.5 73.1
Police 192.0 304.4 1124 63.1
Fire 157.8 208.3 50.5 75.8
Total 868.6 1222.0 353.4 711

California Public Employees’ Retirement System Annual Valuation
Based on the Actuarial Value of the Assets
as of June 30, 2011 (dollars in millions)

Actuarial Actuarial Unfunded %
Assets Liabilities Liability Funded
Miscellaneous 580.5 709.3 128.9 81.8
Police 214.5 304.4 89.9 70.5
Fire 177.3 208.3 30.9 85.1
Total 972.3 1222.0 249.7 79.5

Funding Policy; Pension Reform Legislation and Local Policies

In the late 1990’s CalPERS communicated to local contracting agencies that cities were
“super-funded” and that CalPERS did not anticipate significant rate increases, also
indicating that enhanced benefits would be affordable. This has proven not to be true
and the volatility of CalPERS employer rates has negatively impacted the City’s budget.
In an attempt to respond to this issue on behalf of all participating CalPERS agencies, in
fall 2012, the state Legislature approved legislation (AB340) which established a new
tier of pension benefit for employees newly hired into the CalPERS system. The
legislation commonly referred to as PEPRA (Public Employees Pension Reform Act),
establishes a new retirement calculation (2% at 62 for Miscellaneous employees and
2.7% at 57 for public safety employees), generally requires new employees to
contribute the employee share of the rate and will result in lower rates for employers in
the long term. However, the impacts of PEPRA will not address all of the City’s long
term challenges with this benefit. Accordingly, a new fiscal policy is being proposed,
which will work towards resolving some of the long-term problems. In FY 2013 the City
refinanced the bonds for 1947 Center Street and the 2003 COP Building Acquisition. As
discussed in the February 19, 2013, report on projections of future liabilities, a policy is
proposed in this budget which requires the savings realized from the bond refinancing to
be deposited into the CalPERS Savings Fund (fund 933) to help offset the rising costs
of the retirement benefit. Appropriations from this fund would be proposed with each
annual budget as needed.
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Workers’ Compensation

Benefit history & summary

Workers' compensation system is a no-fault system, meaning that injured employees
need not prove the injury was someone else's fault in order to receive workers'
compensation benefits for an on-the-job injury. The workers' compensation system is
premised on a trade-off between employees and employers -- employees should
promptly receive the statutory workers' compensation benefits for on-the-job injuries,
and in return, the workers' compensation benefits are the exclusive remedy for injured
employees against their employer, even if the employer negligently caused the injury.
The workers’ compensation system has an extensive statutory scheme for determining
compensability, payment and provision of benefits and payment for various medical and
legal services that are part of treating the injured worker.

Funding status

The City is required by law to provide workers’ compensation coverage for its
employees. The City is self insured for workers’ compensation. The City began its self-
insured worker's compensation program on March 1, 1975. In 2005 the City established a
formula for assessing charges across all City departments and programs. Payments are
made to the Worker's Compensation Self-Insurance Internal Service Fund by transfers from
all City funds. Since that time, the Fund has been able to both pay claims and costs, as well
as build up a balance. In FY 2012, the City transferred $8.8 million into the Fund. On
average, the annual amount paid out for claims is approximately $4.5 million and the total
annual expenditure from the fund, including claims paid , administrative, and other costs as
of June 30, 2012 was $7.7 million. The fund balance as of June 30, 2012 was $14.9 million.

The actuarial estimate for the program’s liability for outstanding claims was $28.4 million as
of June 30, 2012. This represents estimates of amounts to ultimately be paid for reported
claims and upon past experience, recent claim settlement trends, and other information. It is
the City’s practice to obtain an actuarial study on an annual basis for this fund. The actuary
recommends that the funding amount be sufficient to bring funding to the 75% to 85%
confidence level. In the seven years since the City established the formula for assessing
charges to departments, the Fund has achieved a 52.5% funding level, with the balance
being increased each year. The funding for this program is a good example of how an
underfunded liability can be successfully addressed over time.

Workers Compensation as of June 30, 2012
Estimated Funding Unfunded %
Plan Assets Liability Target Liability Funded
between 75%
and 85%
confidence
$ 14,886,917 | $ 28,374,000 level $ 13,487,083 52.5%
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Based on the analysis contained in the most recent actuarial study, rates have been
updated for FY 2014 and FY 2015, resulting in an annual contribution of $8.4 million.

ClassCode FY2011 FY2012 FY 2013 | FY 2014 FY 2015

7706 - Firefighter 8.68%| 10.82%| 10.42%| 11.70%| 11.70%
7720 - Police 8.46% 7.98% 7.58% 8.23% 8.23%
8810 - Office 2.21% 2.07% 1.67% 1.78% 1.78%
9410 - Field 8.32% 4.91% 4.51% 4.72% 4.72%
9420 - Laborer 17.43%]| 18.18%| 17.78%] 19.96%| 19.96%

Staff prepares regular status reports for Council regarding the City’s Workers’
Compensation experience. We have accrued a fund balance based on rates
established through actuarial analysis and consider the current 52.5% level of funding to
be adequate for the City’s claim history and annual costs.

Safety Members Pension Fund (closed plan)

Benefit history & summary

The Safety Members Pension Fund (SMPF) is a single-employer defined benefit
pension plan for fire and police officers who retired before March 1973. In March 1973,
all active fire and police officers were transferred from SMPF to CalPERS. The SMPF
is closed to new enrollees as any Police Officer or Fire Fighter hired after March 1973
was enrolled in CalPERS. The Safety Members Pension Board administers the plan.
The authority under which benefit provisions are established or may be amended is the
Berkeley Municipal Code chapters 4.20, 4.24, 4.28 and 4.32.

Service and disability retirement benefits from the SMPF are based on a percentage of
salary at retirement, multiplied by years of service. Benefits are adjusted annually by
either:

e Current active salary increases (based on the same rank at retirement) or
e The income in the California Consumer Price Index (with a 1% minimum and a
3% cap). SMPF also provides surviving spouse benéefits.

Government Accounting Standards Board Statement No. 27 requires the City to
determine the plan’s annual pension cost (APC) based on the most recent actuarial
valuation. The APC equals the plan’s annual required contribution (ARC), adjusted for
historical differences between the ARC and amounts contributed. The actuary has
determined the City’s annual required contribution and amounts contributed. The
actuary has determined the City’s ARC is the greater of (a) a 20-year amortization of the
unfunded actuarial liability, or (b) actual benefit payments made for the year.
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Funding Status

The City pays SMPF benefits on a pay-as-you-go basis. In February 1989, the Berkeley
Civic Improvement Corporation purchased, on behalf of the City, a Guaranteed Income
Contract (GIC) from Massachusetts Mutual. This contract provides annual payments
through 2019 and an annual guaranteed 9.68% rate of return (net of expenses). The
City pays the difference between actual benefit payments and contract provided annual
payments.

In FY 2012, the City’s payment was $1,338,800 The City contributed this amount for the
year through a $539,000 payment from the GIC plus $799,800 paid from the General
Fund. By FY 2018, staff estimates the subsidy will drop below $100,000, as there are 20
participants remaining in the plan, with ages ranging from 82 to 99, with an average of
90.7 years.

Funding Policy

This budget proposes a policy that as the General Fund subsidy to the SMPF declines
over the next several years, the amount of the annual decrease is used to help fund the
new Police Employee Retiree Health Plan (fund 903). That plan is further discussed
below. This fiscal policy would help address one of the underfunded long-term benefit
obligations.

Safety Members Pension Fund Summary of Benefit
Payments
Payments
Benefit from Mass. General
FY Payments Mutual GIC Fund
2008 $1,783,940 | (1) -$832,000 | (1) | $951,940
2009 1,736,185 | (1) -745,376 | (1) 990,809
2010 1,666,559 | (1) -665,168 | (1) | 1,001,391
2011 1,554,836 | (1) -596,000 | (1) 958,836
2012 1,338,800 | (1) -539,000 | (1) 799,800
2013 1,174,920 | (2) -484,000 | (1) 690,920
2014 1,011,040 | (2) -435,000 | (1) 576,040
2015 847,160 | (2) -397,201 | (1) 449,959
2016 683,280 | (2) -360,091 | (1) 323,189
2017 519,400 | (2) -329,000 | (1) 190,400
2018 355,520 | (2) -298,000 | (1) 57,520
2019 191,640 | (2) -100,000 | (1) 91,640
2020 27,760 | (2) 27,760
2021 01](2) 0

(1) Actual amount
(2) Estimated amount based on the average decline in benefit payments
over the last two fiscal years
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Retiree Medical Benefits:

In most cases the City’s actual contribution to each plan on an annual basis is based on
the actuarially established “Annual Required Contribution” or the benefit levels agreed
to in each of the labor contracts, as a percent of payroll. However, some of the plans
are funded on a “pay-as-you-go” basis. Funding on a pay-as-you-go basis is sufficient to
cover the annual benefit payments made from the plan assets, but impacts the ability to
achieve the long term funding targets.

Retiree Medical Benefit Plan: Non-sworn employees

Benefit history & summary

Beginning June 28, 1998, the City made available a Retiree Health Premium Assistance
Plan (Retiree Medical) to each qualifying employee and his/her spouse or domestic
partner. The plan design was established through benefit and actuarial consultants as
well as tax counsel. The intent by the City and its unions was to establish the benefit
and prefund the benefit over a 30 year amortization period. The plan design includes, a
service vesting period and a sliding scale of percentage the City will contribute based on
years of service. In addition, if during the term of the Memorandum of Understanding
the premiums for such health insurance are increased, the amount the City contributes
shall increase no more than 4.5% above the previous year’s contribution.

The retiree is required to pay the difference between the City’s monthly contribution and
the actual monthly insurance premium charged by the health plan he/she has elected
for retiree medical coverage.

Funding status

The City provides these post-retirement health insurance benefits in accordance with
labor contracts between the City and various collective bargaining units. The labor
contracts all have language that provides that if the City’s funding of this benefit is
insufficient to fully fund the retiree medical benefits, the City shall not be required to
increase its funding. In the event that there are insufficient funds in the trust to cover
the City’s contribution, the City and the unions agree to meet and confer regarding the
City’s distribution of its contribution. The City’s strategy for funding the Retiree Health
Premium Assistance Plan is to fund based on a level percentage of payroll which varies
generally between 1% and 4.7% The funding variance is driven by different benefit
levels contained in each of the labor contracts.

As noted above, the City agreed, as part of collective bargaining, to changes in the
benefits among the bargaining units and changes in the dollar amount of the City’s
contributions. For this reason, the assets and liabilities were segregated based on
representation units within bargaining organizations and separate plan documents and
trust agreements were created to make the plans more manageable in future years and
avoid cross subsidization of benefits.
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On October 15, 2012, the City received an actuarial study of the Retiree Health
Premium Assistance Plans as of July 1, 2012, and has calculated the required Annual
Required Contribution (ARC), the Annual Other Post Employment Benefit (OPEB)
Expenses and the Net OPEB obligation in accordance with GASB 45. This actuarial
study segregated plan assets and liabilities among seven different plans and
established funding levels for each plan based on the difference in benéefit levels.

As of July 1, 2012, the plan was 34.6% funded. The actuarial accrued liability for the
benefits was $36.5 million, and the actuarial value of assets was $12.7 million, resulting
in an unfunded accrued liability of $23.9 million.

Retiree Medical Benefit Plan: Sworn Fire employees

Benefit history & summary

The Fire Retiree Medical Benefit provides assistance with the payment of medical
premiums for retired and former sworn fire employees, plus spouse or domestic partner
assistance for former employees who retired after July 1, 1997. Eligibility is based on
years of service with the Berkeley Fire Department with a vesting period of ten years
and the retiree must be at least 50 years of age unless the employee retired as a result
of disability.

The benefit amount the City contributes toward payment of the medical premiums is
determined by a sliding scale based on years of sworn service with the Berkeley Fire
Department and ranges from 25% for 10 years of service up to 100% after 25 years of
service. The contribution is tied to the Kaiser single or two party rates for employees
who retired on or after July 1, 2006. Like the non-sworn retiree medical benefit, the
City’s contribution to annual premium increases is capped at 4.5% per calendar year.
For employees employed prior to July 1, 2006 but after July 1, 1997, contribution
amounts are tied to the Health Net Senior Advantage or Health Net Standard rate as
applicable.

Funding status

Based on sound actuarial advice at the time of original plan design, the plan was
structured to cap the annual employer contribution to 4.5% and to pre-fund these
benefits at a 70% level using a 30-year amortization. We are roughly 16 years into the
life of these plans and are funding based on this strategy. The rate of increase in health
care premiums has outpaced the amount the City contributes so the retiree must pay a
higher proportion of the premium costs.

The City provides this post-retirement health insurance benefit, in accordance with labor
contracts between the City and the Berkeley Fire Fighters Association/I.A.F.F. Local
1227. The City’s strategy for funding the retiree health benefit is to fund based on a
level percentage of payroll, which is currently 5.7% of payroll based on the actuarial
analysis performed Milliman.

On September 10, 2012, the City received an actuarial study of the Fire Employees
Retiree Health Plan as of July 1, 2012 and has calculated the required Annual Required
Contribution (ARC), the Annual Other Post Employment Benefit (OPEB) Expenses and
the Net OPEB obligation in accordance with GASB 45.
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As of July 1, 2012, the plan was 52.8% funded. The actuarial accrued liability for the
benefits was $12.0 million, and the actuarial value of assets was $6.3 million, resulting
in an unfunded accrued liability of $5.7 million.

Retiree Medical Benefit Plan: Sworn Police employees

Benefit history & summary

The Berkeley Police Association negotiated a post employment benefit in 1989 that was
intended to provide assistance for the payment of medical insurance premiums, with
payments commencing 10 years after the employee retired. This is referred to as the
Police Retiree Income Plan.

There is a sliding scale on the percentage the City is required to pay the retiree and
spouse/domestic partner. For former sworn Police employees who retired prior to July
2007, the City contributes 25% of the active two-party Kaiser rate after 10 years of
service. This percentage increases to 100% after 25 years of service. For former sworn
Police employees who retired after July 2007, the City contributes 25% of the active
two-party Kaiser rate after 10 years of service, and this percentage increases to 100%
after 20 years of service.

Through the negotiation process, in 1997, the waiting period for receipt of the benefit
was reduced from 10 years after retirement to 5 years after retirement; and in 2007, it
was further amended to reduce the waiting period to 2 years after retirement. The
program has a 10 year vesting period. The amount the City pays is tied to the active
two-party Kaiser rate until the death of the retiree and spouse/domestic partner. There
is currently no limit to the City’s contribution, and the benefits are payable for the
retiree’s lifetime. This Police Retiree Income Plan is now closed to new retirees and
has been replaced by a new plan.

In 2012 the City and the Berkeley Police Association agreed to a new Retiree Medical
plan that provides health insurance premium payments, rather than the pre-existing
cash payments, to retirees. The original plan is now a “closed” plan meaning that
employees who retire after September 2012 will receive benefits from the new plan.
However, the original plan must still make benefit payments to existing retirees and thus
must continue to be funded until those payment obligations cease. The City obtains
actuarial reports for each of these plans about every two years and the City’s Finance
Director is responsible for investing the assets in these plans. The results of that
investment activity are provided to the City Council in the Director’s regular Investment
Report.

Funding status

The Police Retiree Income Plan (closed) is based on medical premiums; it is paid
directly to the retired Police and spouse/domestic partner regardless of whether they
are enrolled in the City’s retiree medical plan. Benefits are paid from a Section 401(a)
trust and are taxable to retirees when they are received. The Section 401(a) trust was
written by outside tax counsel and a Determination Letter was obtained from the Internal
Revenue Service. Therefore, this plan is considered a supplemental income benefit
plan subject to accounting requirements defined by the Government Accounting
Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 27, Accounting and Financial Reporting by
Employers for Pensions.
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Because the benéefit is post-employment cash payments to the retiree and
spouse/domestic partner, the City makes tax deductions before any payments are made
under the plan.

On November 2, 2012, the City received an actuarial analysis of the closed plan as of
July 1, 2012. This valuation establishes the required Annual Required Contribution
(ARC), the Annual Other Post Employment Benefit (OPEB) Expenses and the Net
OPEB obligation in accordance with and GASB 27.

As of July 1, 2012, the plan was 15% funded. The actuarial accrued liability for the
benefits was $41.4 million, and the actuarial value of assets was $6.2 million, resulting
in an unfunded accrued liability of $35.2 million. Currently, the ARC is $1,829,234 and
the City’s annual contribution is $1,470,202.

On November 2, 2012, the City received an actuarial analysis of the new plan. As of
July 1, 2012, the plan was 0% funded (the Plan had not yet been presented to the City
Council as part of the new labor agreement which was subsequently approved by the
Council in September 2012). The actuarial accrued liability for benefits was $17.3
million, and the actuarial value of assets was $0, resulting in an unfunded accrued
liability of $17.3 million. Currently, the ARC is $2,347,270 and the expected annual
payment (pay- as- you- go) for FY 2013 is $21,745.

The proposed budget includes a policy for funding the new plan with savings realized
through the decrease in the General Fund subsidy to the Safety Members Pension
Fund. This is described above under the Safety Member Pension Fund.

Police Retiree Sick Leave Entitlement (SLE) plan (closed plan)

Benefit history & summary

The City’'s 1984 to 1989 Memorandum Agreement with the Berkeley Police Association
provided that effective July 1, 1984, a retiring employee could elect health insurance
coverage, at City expense, at the Kaiser two-party rate up to a sum not to exceed his/her
daily rate at the time of retirement, in lieu of the sick leave payout provided elsewhere in
the contract. At that time there was no retiree medical coverage for any employees and a
similar benefit was negotiated with other unions and for unrepresented employees. For
all employees this benefit ceased with the creation of a formal retiree medical benefit in
the late 1990s. Police retained this benefit in 1989 when they negotiated their separate
retiree supplemental income benefit plan discussed above; however, the benefit was
closed to new retirees with the creation of the new Retiree Medical plan in 2012.

Benefits are payable based on the retiree’s unused accrued sick leave hours upon
retirement. The memorandum of understanding provides that the duration of medical
coverage will be computed as follows: the payout amount, after taxes are deducted,
shall be divided by the monthly cost in effect on the date of retirement (including both
the cost to the City and the cost to the employee) of the medical plan in which the
employee is enrolled on the date of retirement. That computation will produce the
number of months for which the City will pay, and the payout of any residual amount. A



UNFUNDED LIABILITIES (employee benefits) SUMMARY

trust fund account will be established by the City in its accounting records for each
retiree who elects this option. The retiree's individual account will be reserved and
available for premium payments until exhausted.

Effective December 23, 2012, active members will no longer be eligible to convert sick
leave balances to monthly health insurance coverage. This is a closed plan. Retired
members on or before this date will continue to receive monthly health insurance
benefits under the terms of the plan in effect prior to the change on December 23, 2012.
Therefore, the Sick Leave Conversion Plan will no longer have a liability for active
members.

Funding status

On August 17, 2012, the City received an actuarial analysis of the closed plan. As of
July 1, 2012, the plan was 68% funded. The actuarial accrued liability for benefits was
$0.5 million, and the actuarial value of assets was $0.3, resulting in an unfunded
accrued liability of $0.2 million. Currently, the ARC is $61,139 and the expected annual
payment (pay-as-you-go) for FY 2013 is $61,139. As of February 15, 2013, the Police
Retiree Sick Leave Entitlement Plan had 15 retirees in it, which will drop to 5 retirees
within 2 years.

SRIP | Disability (closed plan)

Benefit history & summary

Non-sworn employees were enrolled in both Social Security and in CalPERS prior to
January 1980. On May 13, 1980, the City Council authorized the City Manager to begin
the process of withdrawing non-sworn employees from Social Security. On March 30,
1982 non-sworn employees voted to withdraw from Social Security and accept the
alternate Supplementary Retirement and Income Plan (SRIP I). On January 1, 1983,
Ordinance No. 5450-N.S. established SRIP I, which consists of two (2) separate
components. The first component is a money purchase pension plan established under
Internal Revenue Code Section 401(a). The second component of SRIP | is a disability
benefit that was intended to substitute for the disability benefit provided under Social
Security.

Benefits are payable for the disabled participant’s lifetime or until recovery from
disability. Currently, the City pays the monthly cost of the monthly disability benefits on
a pay-as-you-go basis.

Funding status

The City is self-insured for SRIP | disability payments. SRIP | was closed to new
participants on July 1, 1988. As of June 30, 2012, there were a total of 111 closed group
participants, 35 active employees and 76 disabled participants receiving benefits.

This plan has no reserves and relies on annual contributions from the General Fund as
well as other funds. The City funds these benefits on a pay-as-you-go basis, which is
sufficient to cover the annual benefit payments. The amount of contributions as a
percent of payroll needed to fund expected benefit payments for the next fiscal year is
equal to 1.673% of payroll. This amount is expected to decrease to about 0.37% of
payroll after 15 years and to about 0.04% of payroll after 30 years. The unfunded
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liability as of June 30, 2012, the most recent actuarial study, was $13,329,000, with an
expected annual payment of $1,526,000 for FY 2013.

Sick & Vacation Payout Fund

Benefit history & summary

It is the City’s policy to permit employees to accumulate earned but unused vacation
and sick leave benefits. The City records the cost of vested vacation and sick leave as
“‘earned.” Earned vacation and sick leave that is taken during the year is payable from
the fund(s) to which the employee’s salary or wage is charged. The vested sick and
vacation balances for employees who retire or otherwise leave the City are paid from
the Sick Leave and Vacation Payouts Fund at the time of departure.

In FY 2005, the Budget Office created a special fund to cover the liability incurred by the
accrual of excess sick and vacation benefits. As employees leave the City, these
earned balances are paid to the employee. In past years this payout was unbudgeted.
A major problem with unfunded vacation and sick leave obligations is that liabilities are
calculated at any point in time on the basis of the highest rates earned by the employee.
Therefore, the unpaid liability for each employee goes up with every COLA, step
increase, and/or promotion, and is difficult to project at any one point in time, as the
amounts do not remain static.

Funding status

In FY 2002, the City learned that it had achieved a position where it had enough funds
in its account with CalPERS that it did not need to pay CalPERS the miscellaneous
employee contribution rate for FY 2002. The adopted FY 2002 and FY 2003 Biennial
Budget included provisions setting aside approximately six percent of what would have
been the contribution for the miscellaneous plan in those years in a dedicated fund to be
used for payouts of unused and terminal sick and vacation benefits. In addition, this
fund receives an annual transfer of funds based on a percentage of payroll in all funds.

Over the years the fund balance created by the initial transfer in 2002/2003 has been
depleted. At the end of FY 2012, expenditures from the fund exceeded revenues by
approximately $500,000 and General Funds were used to cover those costs.

In order to correct the shortfall and strengthen the fund, the rates were adjusted for FY
2014. The FY 2014 calculated rates will increase from 3.25 percent of base salary for
sworn employees to 3.75 and from 1.25 percent of salary for all other employees to 1.90
percent. Going forward, staff projects that these rate increases will balance the
revenues and expenditures within this fund.

On November 6, 2012, the City received an actuarial analysis of the sick leave reserve
balance. The actuary estimated the current reserve balances if available sick leave
hours were converted to cash payments. The sick leave reserve balance as of
September 15, 2012, for all current employees was $3,226,000 for Non-Sworn and Fire
and $2,292,000* for Police.

* At January 1, 2013
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On October 5, 2012, the City received an actuarial analysis of the vacation leave
reserve balance. The actuary estimated the current value (as of September 15, 2012) of
all unused vacation leave hours if they were all converted to cash payments. The
estimated vacation hours reserve balance as of September 15, 2012, was $8,596,000°.

Current contracted actuarial/consultant companies:

Benefit Category  Contractor Type of Service

CalPERS Bartel Associates Actuary
(John Bartel)

Workers’ Bickmore Risk Services & Consulting  Actuary

Compensation

Workers’ Farley Consulting Services Claims audit

Compensation

Retiree Medical Milliman Actuary

Health (all plans)

Police Retiree SLE ~ Milliman Actuary

Safety Members AON Hewitt Actuary

Pension Fund

SRIP Milliman Actuary

Sick Leave and Milliman Actuary

Vacation

All plans as needed Hansen Bridgett Tax Counsel

° Capped at 320 hours per each employee except Police and Fire employees.
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Summary of Expenditures by Department - General Fund

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted

Mayor & Council 1,641,215 1,691,284 1,706,149 1,753,239 1,766,390
Auditor 1,780,856 1,924,778 1,924,656 2,020,158 2,042,941
Police Review Commission 457,672 360,307 488,526 535,837 539,333
City Manager 4,431,675 4,482,087 4,414,612 4,716,201 4,780,793
Office of Economic Development 1,762,322 1,877,176 1,898,202 1,939,004 1,955,592
Information Technology 5,658,667 5,434,894 5,203,863 4,861,456 4,900,480
City Attorney 1,912,003 2,142,745 2,212,760 2,252,298 2,272,891
City Clerk 2,010,283 1,507,580 1,963,304 1,930,981 1,941,935
Finance 5,022,946 5,266,759 5,262,578 5,381,523 5,444,799
Human Resources 1,835,569 1,782,519 1,734,270 1,905,011 1,920,140
Health Services" 6,530,462
Housing & Community Services!” 5,149,070
Health, Housing & Community Services'” 11,307,482 11,345,141 12,045,968 12,155,330
Police 53,473,876 53,790,401 55,030,664 55,461,475 55,947,311
Fire 25,568,053 25,849,368 25,405,453 26,963,283 27,725,493
Public Works 2,641,401 2,702,309 2,333,305 2,590,838 2,615,995
Parks, Recreation & Waterfront 5,950,067 5,225,382 5,155,636 5,372,250 5,404,201
Planning 1,509,064 1,396,157 1,513,689 1,672,315 1,686,495
Community Agencies 5,007,619 4,434,612 4,437,465 4,660,965 4,660,965
Non-Departmental 13,302,212 16,309,086 13,822,189 14,633,942 15,424,209

Subtotal: $145,645,032 $147,484,926 $ 145,852,462 | $ 150,696,744 $ 153,185,293
Berkeley Housing Authority® 44,751
Total General Fund $145,689,783 $147,484,926 $ 145,852,462 | $ 150,696,744 $ 153,185,293

(1) In FY 2012, the Departments of Health Services and Housing & Community Services merged to become the Department of Health, Housing &
Community Services.
(2) Berkeley Housing Authority has been separate entity since FY 2008.

General Fund Expenditures by Service Area
FY 2014 & FY 2015 Biennial Budget
$303,882,037

Public Safety
55%
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Community Services
9%

Public Works & Planning
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Economic Development 3%
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General Government \C it A .
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FY 2014 AND FY 2015

ADOPTED GENERAL FUND REVENUES

SUMMARY

Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted

Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Real Property $37,638,086 $38,820,292 $40,210,337 $41,180,566 $42,621,886
Property Transfer Tax 9,111,631 8,422,912 11,663,871 10,000,000 10,000,000
Unsecured Property 2,341,601 2,447,266 2,298,523 2,447,266 2,447,266
Sales Tax 14,218,084 14,910,245 15,708,699 15,972,075 16,291,517
Business License 13,955,148 15,645,924 15,267,280 15,852,545 16,140,126
Hotel Tax 4,164,608 4,918,033 5,561,261 5,234,447 5,339,136
Utility Users Tax 14,396,426 14,231,620 14,350,002 15,011,223 15,311,447
Auto. In-Lieu 8,819,730 8,533,915 8,679,256 9,259,210 9,574,532
Parking Fines 9,074,481 8,664,368 8,013,537 8,285,000 8,285,000
Moving Violations 289,864 228,447 248,798 300,000 300,000
Interest 5,447,352 4,766,026 3,320,372 3,200,000 2,800,000
Service Fees 7,681,180 8,210,297 8,170,473 7,804,619 7,962,092
SUB-TOTAL $127,138,191 $129,799,345 $133,492,409 $134,546,951 $137,073,002
Other Revenues 17,204,462 18,139,409 16,718,041 16,253,599 16,011,901
TOTAL $144,342,653 $147,938,754 $150,210,450 $150,800,550 $153,084,903

Other
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Parking & Moving
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KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
REAL PROPERTY TAXES

Under the State Constitution, Real Property Taxes (Property Taxes) are applied to all taxable
real and personal property (i.e., possessory interest, and other personal property considered
to be permanently attached to the property), and are set at 1% of the assessed value. The
Alameda County Assessor maintains property tax assessment rolls that account for all
property. Property Taxes are adjusted per the following:

o The assessed value of real property that has not changed ownership increases by the
change in the California Consumer Price Index up to a maximum of 2% per year.

o Property that changes ownership; is substantially altered; is newly constructed; “state-
assessed” rather than “local-assessed” property; and personal property (i.e.,
possessory interest, and other personal property considered to be permanently
attached to the property), is assessed at the full market value in the first year, and
subject to the 2% cap, thereafter.

In 1979, in order to mitigate the loss of Property Tax revenues after approval of Proposition
13, the State legislature approved AB 8. This action was approved to provide a permanent
method for allocating the proceeds from the 1% property tax rate, by allocating revenues
back to local governments based on their historic shares of property tax revenues. As part of
the State’s 1993-94 budget, the AB 8 formula was altered requiring another ongoing shift in
City Property Tax revenue to K-12 schools and community colleges (Education Revenue
Augmentation Fund or ERAF).

Proposition 1A, enacted in November 2004, provides protection for local property taxes,
sales taxes, and VLF revenues by prohibiting the State Legislature from taking any action
that would:

o Reduce the local Bradley Burns Uniform sales and Use Tax rate or alter its allocation.

o Decrease VLF revenue from the 0.65% rate without providing replacement funding.
o  Shift property taxes from cities, counties or special districts except under certain
circumstances.

However, under Proposition 1A, the State was given the ability to "borrow” local revenues to
be paid back within three years with interest. The State’s FY 2010 budget was passed on
July 28, 2009, and one budget bill that passed (AB x414) suspended Proposition 1A and
authorized the borrowing of $1.9 billion in property tax funds from local governments and
shifted them to supplemental revenue augmentation funds to be used for K-12 schools,
courts, prisons, Medi-Cal, and hospitals. Berkeley’s share of that amount borrowed was
approximately $4.2 million. Another budget bill (AB x415) instructed county auditors to shift 8
percent of each local government’s share of property taxes to the Supplemental Revenue
Augmentation Fund. The bill also requires the State to repay the borrowed funds by June 30,
2013, and contains language to allow local governments to securitize the loans made to the
State (i.e., issue bonds collateralized by the loans to be repaid to cities by the state), and
caps the interest that can be paid on the bonds at 8 percent. If a city participates in the
securitization program, the State will pay the cost of their interest up to 8 percent. If a city
decides not to securitize the loan, the State will pay the city an interest rate to be determined
by the State Controller not to exceed 6 percent. In FY 2010, the City of Berkeley participated
in the securitization program and received the exact amount borrowed by the State under
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REAL PROPERTY TAXES cont.

Proposition 1A. As a result, the State’s borrowing had no impact on the financial position of

the City.

The City’s Property Tax is collected by Alameda County. The City currently receives
approximately 32.57% of the 1% countywide real property tax levied within the City limits,
and most of the revenue is received in December and April. These percentages do not take

into consideration the contributions made to the former redevelopment projects.

Analysis of Real Property Tax

Allocation
Of County-
Wide
Property
Tax

Agency/Jurisdiction %

Allocation Allocated

City of Berkeley 32.57

County General Fund 15.06

Schools 42.85

Special Districts 9.52

o -
Total 1 /o Countywide Tax 100.00
Allocation

Factors that affect the revenue generated by property taxes are:
o Changes in assessed values, which are caused by inflation adjustments up to 2%,
construction activity, and sales of properties;

o Economic growth in the Bay Area; and

o The rate of collection.

Changes in
Taxable
Assessed
Values &
Collection
Rate

Description 2011 2012 2013 2014
Taxable Assessed | $12,029,116 | $12,407,659 | $12,717,140 | Pending Final
Value ($1,000) County
Information
$ Change 63,759 378,543 309,481
Assessed Value
($1,000)
% Change 5% 3.15% 2.49%
Assessed Value
% Prop Tax 97.6% 98.0% Not available
Collected

FY 2013 Secured Property Tax revenues totaled $40,210,337, which was $1,390,045 or
3.58% more than the $38,820,292 received in FY 2012. The FY 2013 total of $40,210,337

is $342,254 less than the adopted budget amount of $40,552,591.

During FY 2013, the

revenue projection was lowered because the County Assessor made AB 8 reassessments
that lowered the City’s assessed value growth rate down from an expected 4% to 2.49%.
This decline was partially offset by a reduction in property tax collection fees that the City
was being overcharged by the County.




KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
REAL PROPERTY TAXES cont.

The growth in annual property tax revenues is generally close to the growth in annual
assessed values. Differences between the two result primarily from reassessment refunds
and changes in delinquency rates.

Forecast of Property Tax Revenue
The revenue projection for Real Property Tax revenue is primarily based on the annual

County Assessor’s Office estimate of assessed values, which is provided in June each year.

The difference between the estimate in June and the actual certification in August is
generally small. Real Property Tax revenue is currently projected to grow at 4.0% in FY
2014 and 3.5% in FY 2015 and FY 2016. Staff updates these original Adopted Budget
projections quarterly.

REAL Actual Revenue Projected Revenue
PROPERTY
TAXES FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Total Collections | $37,638,086 | $38,820,292 | $40,210,337 | $41,818,750 | $43,282,407 | $44,797,290

$ Change $237,407 | $1,182,206 $1,390,045 | $1,608,413 $1,463,657 $1,514,883

% Change .63% 3.1% 3.6% 4.0% 3.5%

3.5%
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SUPPLEMENTAL REAL PROPERTY TAXES

Supplemental Taxes are the result of the reassessment of property as of the 1 day of the
month following either an ownership change or completion of new construction. In most
cases, this reassessment results in one or more supplemental tax bills being sent to the
property owner during the year, in addition to the annual property tax bill.

The Assessor determines the new value of the property based on the current market, and
then calculates the difference between the new value (set at the time of purchase or
completion of new construction) and the old value (set on January 1% of the previous fiscal
year). The result is the supplemental assessment value. Once the new assessed value of a
property has been determined, the Assessor will send a notification of the amount to be
assessed to the owner.

Analysis of Supplemental Real Property Tax

Factors that affect the revenue generated by Supplemental Taxes are the sales of real
property and/or new construction in the City that occurs after the assessment lien date (of
January 1%V until the end of the fiscal year, June 30™.

For FY 2013, Supplemental Tax revenue totaled $729,792, which is an increase of $159,482
or 28.0% from the $570,310 received in FY 2012. The amount of $729,792 received in FY
2013 was $99,792 more than the adopted budget amount of $630,000.

Forecast of Supplemental Real Property Tax Revenue
Supplemental Tax revenues are very volatile and are projected to remain relatively flat in FY
2014 through FY 2016.

SUPPLEMENTAL Actual Revenue Projected Revenue
REAL
PROPERTY FY 2011 FY 2012 | FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total Collections $654,455 | $570,310 | $729,792 $630,000 $630,000 $630,000
$ Change 54,744 | (84,145) | 159,482 (99,792) 0 0
% Change 9.1% (12.9%) 28.0% (13.7%) 0 0

76




KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
PROPERTY TRANSFER TAXES

The Property Transfer Tax (Transfer Tax) rate set by the City of Berkeley is 1.5% of the
value of consideration paid for the documented sale of real property or any transfer of
interest in real property. The tax is due when the documents of transfer are recorded with the
County. Title companies collect the tax as part of the sale closing process, and remit the
funds to Alameda County when sales or transfers are finalized. Penalties are imposed on
delinquent payments, and interest is charged from the date of delinquency until paid.
Alameda County remits the amounts due monthly, and the amounts are credited to the
General Fund.

Seismic Retrofit Rebate Program. In Berkeley, a portion of Transfer Taxes are used to fund
the City’s Seismic Retrofit Rebate Program for residential housing. Upon transfer of a
qualifying residential property, the buyer may voluntarily choose to reserve up to 1/3 of the
total Transfer Tax to perform voluntary seismic upgrades as specified by the City.

Property owners have up to one year after the recording of the sale to complete the seismic
work and file for the rebate. An extension for good cause may be requested in writing up to
one year past the original deadline date, provided the request is made prior to the one-year
filing deadline.

Analysis of Property Transfer Tax

Because Property Transfer Tax is tied directly to all real property sales, it is a volatile
revenue source, and difficult to predict more than one year at a time. Factors that affect the
revenue generated by Transfer Taxes are the sale price of property and the frequency with
which property is sold. These immediate factors are driven by the availability of mortgage
loans, the level of long-term interest rates, the supply and demand for real estate in
Berkeley, and general economic growth in the Bay Area.

For FY 2013, Property Transfer Tax revenue increased $3,240,959 or 38.5%, to
$11,663,871, from $8,422,912 received in FY 2012. The increase was due to an increase in
the dollar value of property sales for FY 2013, which totaled $818,455,700, or $246,819,424
(43.2%) more than the $571,636,276 in FY 2012. This increase was accomplished by an
increase in the number of property sales from 853 to 954, and an increase in the average
sales price from $670,148 to $857,920..

77



78

KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
PROPERTY TRANSFER TAXES cont.

Forecast of Transfer Tax Revenue
Staff is forecasting Transfer Tax revenues of $10 million in both FY 2014 and FY 2015, net of

budgeted seismic retrofit rebates, and $9 million in FY 2016. However, it should be noted

that the projected levels of Transfer Tax revenue in FY 2014 through FY 2016 are still below

the City’s baseline of $10.5 million. This was considered to be a level staff did not believe
that Transfer Tax revenue would drop below, and any amounts above this baseline were
considered to be non-recurring (one-time) revenue, available for one-time expenditure

allocations only.

Actual Revenue

Projected Revenue

PROPERTY
TRANSFER TAX
FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total Collections $9,111,631 | $8,422,912 | $11,663,871 | $10,000,000 | $10,000,000 | $9,000,000
$ Change 1,123,961 (688,719) 3,240,959 | (1,663,871) 0| (1,000,000
% Change 14.1% (7.6%) 38.5% (14.3%) 0% (10.0%)




KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
VEHICLE IN-LIEU TAX / LICENSE FEES (VLF)

Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Tax (VLF) is a tax imposed by the State on the ownership of a
registered vehicle. VLF is collected by the State Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) and
more than 95% of these fees are divided equally between counties and cities, and their
aggregate shares are distributed in proportion to the respective populations of the cities and
counties. The State withholds less than 5% of these fees for the support of the Department
of Motor Vehicles. Until 1998-99, the annual license fee was 2% of the market value of the
vehicle as determined by the DMV. In 1998-99, the State reduced the license fees by 25%,
but agreed to backfill local jurisdictions for this loss in revenue.

In 2004, the Governor lowered the annual VLF to 0.65%, from 2.0%. In the budget
agreement between the Governor and cities and counties, the Governor agreed to backfill
the 1.35% difference in VLF with property taxes from the Education Revenue Augmentation
Fund (ERAF), in exchange for cities and counties taking cuts of $350 million in FY 2005 and
FY 2006. Berkeley’s share of the cut was $1.83 million in both FY 2005 and FY 2006.
Beginning in FY 2006, this property tax in lieu of VLF will grow at the same rate as the
change in gross assessed valuation of taxable property in the City from the prior year.

Analysis of VLF

Factors that have affected the revenue generated by VLF in the past include the sales of
new vehicles in California, DMV administrative costs, and the proportion of Berkeley’s
population to the total for the State and County. Starting in FY 2006, the rate of growth in the
assessed values of properties also impacted VLF revenues, as the amount of the VLF paid
increases by the change in gross assessed values of taxable properties.

For FY 2013, VLF revenue totaled $8,679,256, which is $145,341 or 1.7% more than the
$8,533,915 received in FY 2012.

Forecast of VLF Revenue

VLF revenue projections are based on trend analysis, growth in assessed value and
communications with the State Controller's Office staff about new vehicle sales and DMV
administrative costs reported. VLF revenue is tied to the change in gross assessed values of
taxable properties, which accounts for the growth reflected in FY 2014 through FY 2016.

VLF Actual Revenue Projected Revenue
FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total
Collections $8,819,690 $8,533,915 $8,679,256 $8,983,030 | $9,297,436 $9,622,846
$ Change 274,548 (285,775) 145,341 303,774 314,406 325,410
% Change 3.2% (3.2%) 1.7% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5%
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KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
PERSONAL PROPERTY TAXES (Unsecured Property)

Personal property tax is assessed at the rate of 1% of the market value on a business’
personal property, such as office furniture, machinery, boats, aircraft and other equipment.
The tax is billed and collected by Alameda County in a single installment due August 31%,
and most of the amount due to the City is remitted in September and credited to the General
Fund.

Analysis of Personal Property Taxes

Factors that affect the revenue generated by taxes on personal property are business capital
expenditures growth, and the collection rate. The growth in annual personal property tax
revenues should generally be close to the growth in annual assessed values, except for
significant changes in collection rates. In addition, prior years’ personal property levies
collected in the current year and refunds are included in the total and can cause significant
variances.

For FY2013, Unsecured Property Tax revenues totaled $2,298,523, which was $148,743 or
6.1% less than the $2,447,266 received in FY 2012.

Forecast of Personal Property Tax Revenue
Projections anticipate an increase back to the $2.4 million level in FY 2014 through FY 2016.

Changes in Taxable Assessed Values and
Collection Rate

Description 2011 2012 2013 2014
gﬁsgg%‘;ﬂ Value $677.755 | $667.638 | $673.015 $677.015
Trend Of 3 C’h A q
Primary |~ ange Assesse (42,350) | (10,117) 5,377 4,000
Varia alue

bles % Change

0, 0 o o
Assessed Value (5.9)% (1.5%) 8% 6%

Property Taxes Not ,
Levied 2,550,791 | 2,697,922 Available Yet | Not Available Yet
% Prop Tax o o Not ,
Collected 92.5% 90.4% Available Yet Not Available Yet
PERSONAL Actual Revenue Projected Revenue
PROPERTY
TAX FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total
Collections | $2:341.601 | $2,441,601 | $2,298,523 | $2,447,266 | $2,447,266 | $2,447,266




KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
SALES TAXES

Sales Tax is an excise tax imposed on retailers for the privilege of selling or leasing tangible
personal property. The Use Tax is an excise tax imposed for the storage, use, or other
consumption of tangible personal property purchased from any retailer. The proceeds of
sales and use taxes imposed within the boundaries of Berkeley are distributed by the State
to various agencies, with the City of Berkeley receiving 1% of the amount collected. In March
2004, voters of California approved Proposition 57, the California Economic Recovery Bond
Act. Legislative provisions implementing Proposition 57 provide for a swapping of 4 cent to
be used by the State to repay the bonds, effective July 1, 2004. The so called “triple flip”
provisions consist of (a) a reduction of the Bradley Burns Local Sales and Use Tax rate by
Y% in tandem with a new 4% state rate to fund fiscal recovery bond repayment; (b)
repayment to cities and counties with additional local property tax previously allocated to
local schools; and (c) repayment to local schools with State general funds.

Effective April 1, 2009, the State sales and use tax rate was increased by 1%, from 8.75% to
9.75%. This 1% tax rate increase expired on July 1, 2011. However, Proposition 30,
temporary Taxes to Fund Education, was approved by voters at the state-wide election on
November 6, 2012. This measure provided for an increase in the tax rate of .25% for four
years (January 1, 2013 through December 31, 2016).

The total sales tax rate for Alameda County is currently 9.00% and distributed as follows:

Distribution of
Sales Tax Distribution

Collected within RIS %
Alameda County
State of California 5.50%
State Public Safety Fund (Proposition172) 0.50%
State Fiscal Recovery Fund, to pay off 025%

Economic Recovery Bonds
State Education Protection account 0.25%
City of Berkeley (including .25% Triple

- . 1.00%
Flip reimbursement)
Alameda County Transportation o

) 0.50%

Improvement Authority
Alam_eda County Essential Health Care 0.50%
Services
Alameda County BART 0.50%
Total Sales Tax 9.00%

Analysis of Sales Tax
Factors that affect the revenue generated by Sales Tax include:
o Overall economic growth in the Bay Area and competition from neighboring cities;
o Growth rate of specific dominant commercial/industrial sectors in Berkeley;
o Berkeley’s business attraction/retention efforts, especially on retail establishments;
and
o Catalog and Internet sales
o Success of the City’s Use Tax project
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KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
SALES TAXES cont.

For FY 2013, Sales Tax revenue totaled $15,708,699, which is $798,454 or 5.4% more than
the $14,910,245 received in FY 2012. The economic segments that accounted for most of
the increase were the following: Furniture/Appliances +$129,298; Bldg. Materials +$54,055;
Restaurants +$160,899; New Auto Sales +$143,859; Drug Stores +$50,717; Light Industry
+$45,483 and, Electronic Equipment +$74,287.

Forecast of Sales Tax Revenue
Annual Sales Tax revenue is projected to increase by 2.5% in FY 2014 and 2.0% in FY 2015

and FY 2016.

SALES TAX Actual Revenue Projected Revenue
FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total
Collections $14,218,084 | $14,910,245 | $15,708,699 | $16,093,947 | $16,415,826 | $16,744,142
$ Change 1,524,901 692,161 798,454 385,248 321,879 328,316
% Change 12.0% 4.9% 5.4% 2.5% 2.0% 2.0%




KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
BUSINESS LICENSE TAX

A tax receipt (colloquially called a “business license”) is issued each year upon payment of a
Business License Tax (BLT), which is either a fixed amount or based on a varying
percentage of the prior year’s gross receipts, depending on the type of business. The
Business License must be renewed on January 1% each year, and the required tax is
delinquent if paid after February 28",

Analysis of Business License Tax
Factors that affect the BLT revenue are:
o Number of business renewals;
Commercial and industrial growth rates;
Attraction/loss of businesses;
Economic growth in the Bay Area; and
Results of Finance BLT collection activity; and the City Auditor’'s and Finance
Department audit programs.

000D

For FY 2013, BLT revenue totaled $15,267,280, which is $378,695 or 2.4% less than the
$15,645,975 received in FY 2012. The BLT decrease reported for FY 2013 is primarily
accounted for by the one-time cleanup of the BLT suspense account in FY 2012 totaling
approximately $400,000.

Forecast of Business License Tax Revenue
The BLT revenues are projected to increase by 3.1% in FY 2014, 2.6% in FY 2015 and 1.8%
in FY 2016.

BUSINESS Actual Revenue Projected Revenue
LICENSE
TAX FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total
Collections | $13:955.148 | $15,645,924 | $15,267,280 | $15,737,545 | $16,140,126 | $16,435,759
$ Change 449,190 1,690,776 (378,644) 470,265 402,581 295,633
% Change 3.3% 12.1% (2.4%) 3.1% 2.6% 1.8%
# of
Licenses 13,875 13,837
(calendar
year)
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KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
UTILITY USERS TAX

Utility Users Tax (UUT) has generally been a steady and reliable source of General Fund
revenue for most cities, and is Berkeley’s 4™. largest source of GF revenue. Utility Users Tax
is charged at the rate of 7.5% to all users of a given utility (electricity, gas, telephone, cable,
and cellular), other than the corporation providing the utility (a utility company’s consumption
of all utilities used in the production or supply of their service is not taxed). The tax is not
applicable to State, County, or City agencies, or to insurance companies and banks.

Analysis of UUT
Some factors that affect the revenue generated by UUT are:
o Consumption/use of gas, electricity, telecommunication services, cable, and cellular;
Regulatory actions, including deregulation and re-regulation;
PUC rate changes;
Market forces;
Evolution of technology; and
Legislative actions at State and Federal levels

0000 DO

About 60% of UUT revenues are generated from gas and electric services and 40% from
telecommunications:

UUT revenue in FY 2013 increased by $118,382 or .8%, to $14,350,002 from the
$14,231,620 received in FY 2012. However, the $14,350,002 collected in FY 2013 was
$366,883 or 2.5% less than the adopted budget amount of $14,716,885.



KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES

UTILITY USERS TAX cont.

Forecast of UUT Revenues
UUT is expected to increase approximately 2.0% in FY 2014 through FY2016. This projected
increase is due to expected increases in natural gas and electricity rates, continued growth in
cable and cellular telephone categories, and flat growth in land-line phones. Projections are

based on current trend analysis, rate changes and consultation with the City’s Energy Officer.

Actual Revenue

Projected Revenue

UTILITY

USERS TAX FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Col-lreoc:tai:)ns $14,396,426 $14,235,120 $14,350,002 $14,637,002 $14,929,742 | $15,228,337
$ Change (15,650) (161,306) 114,882 287,000 292,740 298,595
% Change 1.6% (1.1%) 8% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
Cable 1,468,366 1,251,832 1,550,496 1,581,506 1,613,136 1,645,399
Gas/Elec 8,359,942 8,554,751 8,203,483 8,367,553 8,534,904 8,705,602
Phone 1,773,075 1,876,476 1,943,961 1,982,840 2,022,497 2,062,947
Cellular 2,795,043 2,652,061 2,652,062 2,705,103 2,759,205 2,814,389
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KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
FRANCHISE FEES: CABLE - ELECTRIC - GAS

Cable Franchise.

Prior to the passage of State Bill AB2987, Federal and State laws allowed cities to grant
franchises to cable companies to use the public right-of-way (PROW) to install and provide
video service. The cable company, in turn, applied for a permit to install the video facilities.
The permit also allowed for maintenance work once the installation was complete. Under the
current franchise agreement, the cable company pays Berkeley an annual franchise fee of
5% of gross revenues, in quarterly installments. In addition, they support the Public Access
Channel programming (B-TV). The cable franchise expired on November 12, 2007. State Bill
AB 2987 allows companies to apply for statewide cable television franchises, and the bill
maintains the City’s 5% franchise fee. In addition to the 5% franchise fee, the bill allows the
City to receive an additional fee of 1% of the gross revenue for Public, Educational and
Government (PEG) purposes.

Electric & Gas Franchises.

These franchise fees (ultimately paid by the consumer) are variable fees based on gross
receipts for the sale of electricity or gas within the City, and is the greater of these two
calculations:
1. Electric or Gas Franchise Ordinance: 2% of gross receipts attributable to miles of line
operated; or
2. 1937 Act Computations: gross receipts within the City times 0.5%.

Electric/Gas franchise fees are paid annually to the General Fund. Electric and gas franchise
payments are based on two methods of calculating gross receipts. The electric/gas company
must complete both calculations, and the payment made is the greater amount. In addition,
the PUC approved a franchise fee surcharge since PG&E no longer handles all energy
service, in order to prevent cities from losing franchise revenue generated by third parties.
The surcharge is an estimate of the amount of revenues generated by third parties multiplied
by the franchise fee rate.

Analysis of Franchise Fees
For FY 2013, Franchise Fee revenue totaled $1,577,739, which is $187,749 or 10.6% less
than the $1,765,488 received for in FY 2012.



KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES

Forecast of Franchise Fee Revenue

Franchise Fee revenues are projected to increase slightly in FY 2014 through FY 2016.

FRANCHISE FEES

FRANCHISE FEES: CABLE - ELECTRIC — GAS cont.

Actual Revenue

Projected Revenue

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total Collections $1,769,899 $1,765,489 | $1,577,739 $1,800,799 $1,841,403 | $1,878,231
Cable 913,097 887,353 739,913 912,244 935,077 953,779
Electric 511,087 511,270 516,997 531,309 541,935 552,774
Gas 345,715 366,866 320,829 357,246 364,391 371,679
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KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAXES

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) is assessed at the rate of 12% on the room charge for
rental of transient lodging when the period of occupancy is 30 days or less. This is
sometimes referred to as a “hotel tax.” Hotel guests pay the 12% tax.

Analysis of TOT

Factors that affect the revenue generated by TOT are: the number of hotel rooms available
for occupancy; their level of occupancy; and the average room rates charged. Economic
cycles that impact personal or business discretionary spending also impact travel, and thus
affect the number of occupied rooms in a particular economic cycle.

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenue increased by $643,228 or 13.1% in FY 2013 to
$5,561,261, from $4,918,033 in FY 2012. This increase was due to double digit growth at
half of the 12 major hotels tracked by City staff, as hotel operators indicated they achieved
increases in both occupancy rates and average room rates.

Forecast of TOT Revenue
The Adopted Budget TOT revenue forecast is based on projections for the 12 largest hotels

(TOT = number of rooms times hotel’s estimate of occupancy rate times average room rate).

Revenues are currently projected to increase at a rate of 2.0% in FY 2014 through FY 2016.

TRANSIENT Actual Revenue Projected Revenue
OCCUPANCY TAX
FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total Collections $4,164,608 | $4,918,033 $5,561,261 $5,672,486 | $5,785,936 | $5,901,655
$ Change 516,915 753,425 643,228 111,225 113,450 115,719
% Change 14.2% 18.1% 13.1% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%




KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
INTEREST INCOME

The City employs a strict cash management program to ensure that all available funds are
invested to earn the maximum yield consistent with safety and liquidity. Invested money is
pooled and each of the funds receives interest income based on its share of monthly net
cash balances. Short-term securities are purchased at a discount (the interest income
earned by the City is the difference between the price paid by the City and the par value of
the bonds). Long-term securities purchased by the City pay an interest coupon (generally
semi-annually). Interest is allocated from the General Fund each month to other designated
City funds, based on their net cash balances.

Analysis of Interest Income

For FY 2013, Interest Income totaled $3,320,372, which was $1,445,654 or 30.3% less than
the $4,766,026 received in FY 2012. It was also $679,628 less than the adopted budget
amount of $4,000,000. This revenue source was lower than the adopted budget total
because the Federal Reserve Board (the Fed) continued to extend its aggressive program to
keep short-term rates close to zero and medium-term interest rates at about 1%. Asa
result, as the high yielding securities held by the City matured, the City achieved a return on
investments close to zero percent on the replacement securities that needed to be held in
short-term investment vehicles (for liquidity purposes) and approximately 1% for replacement
securities with longer maturity dates.

Forecast of Interest Income

Interest Income projections are made by taking the existing investments and multiplying by
the effective yield, and adding the calculation for estimated interest income on future
investments (estimate of amounts to be invested in the various maturities, times the estimate
of the applicable interest rate). The interest rate environment for the last several years has
been an extremely difficult one to invest in because the Federal Reserve forced short-term
rates to fall to a rate close to zero and implemented a program to buy nearly two trillion
dollars of Treasuries and mortgage-backed securities in order to force mortgage rates to
historic lows. This has caused many cities’ interest income to be cut in half, or worse. One
hopeful sign is the recent increase in medium term interest rates.

INTEREST Actual Revenue Projected Revenue
INCOME
FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total
Collections $5,442,408 | $4,766,026 | $3,320,372 | $3,200,000 | $2,800,000 | $2,800,000
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KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
PARKING FINES

AB 408 decriminalized parking violations, changing punishment from a criminal penalty to a
civil liability. In doing so, it substituted a system of citations and civil penalties, to be
adjudicated by an administrative structure within the city or other agency rather than the
court system. This structure was intended to allow cities more control and efficiency in the
administration of parking fines.

Analysis of Parking Fines
Factors that affect the revenue generated by Parking Fines include:
o Amounts established for payment of parking tickets and related charges
o Number of working parking meters
o Collections using a professional collections agency and also registration holds with
DMV and/or liens with the Franchise Tax Board

For FY 2013, Parking Fines revenue (excluding booting collections) decreased $650,832 or
7.5% to $8,013,537, from $8,664,369 for in FY 2012. This decrease in Parking Fines
revenue resulted from a 33,947 or 16.1% decline in ticket writing, from 211,232 in FY 2012 to
177,285 in FY 2013.

The vehicle booting program, which started in October 2011, declined less than expected
during FY 2013. During that period, booting collections totaled $468,733, down $351,381 or
42.8% from the total of $820,114 received in FY 2012. The total of $468,733 received in FY
2013 was $118,733 more than the adopted budget amount of $350,000.

After hitting a high of $11.9 million in revenue and 312,005 tickets written in FY 2007,
Parking Fines revenue and ticket writing has declined nearly every year since then. The
graph below shows the year-over-year declines in ticket writing from FY 2010 through FY
2013, as follows:

Parking Tickets Issued for FY 2010-2013(2nd Qtr)
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KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES

PAIBIS:ENG Actual Revenue Projected Revenue
REVENUE
FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total Net $9,098,431 $8,664,369 $8,013,537 $8,285,000 $8,285,000 $8,285,000
Regular
Collections
Total 820,114 468,733 350,000 350,000 350,000
Booting
Collections
Total 9,098,431 9,484,483 8,482,270 8,635,000 8,635,000 8,635,000
Collections
$ Change 77,396 386,052 (1,002,213) 152,730 0 0
% Change 9% 4.2% (10.6%) 1.8% 0% 0%
Parking 216,413 211,232 177,285
Citations

Forecast of Parking Fine Revenue

e Revenue projections are based on: an estimate of valid tickets issued times the
average ticket price times the collection rate (including use of a collection agency,
registration holds with DMV and/or liens with the Franchise Tax Board) minus Jail
Construction Fund payments.
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KEY GENERAL FUND REVENUES
AMBULANCE FEES

By agreement with Alameda County, the City of Berkeley is the exclusive provider of all
emergency ground ambulance service within the City limits. The contract began in July 1,
1999 and has been extended to October 31, 2016. The specific ambulance fee depends on
the type of service delivered. Clients and clients’ insurance companies are billed monthly by
an outside agency (ADPI) that also maintains the City’s accounts receivable subsidiary
records. The Fire Department receives the remitted amounts and the revenues are credited
to the General Fund.

Analysis of Ambulance Fees

For FY 2013, Ambulance Fee revenue totaled $4,134,875, which is $255,007 or 3.0% more
than the $4,014,782 received in FY 2012. The total of $4,134,875 collected was $262,538
more than the adopted budget amount of $3,872,337.

Forecast of Ambulance Fee Revenue

Projections are based on trend analysis and discussions with Fire Department staff for
estimates of each type of service, and the total collections rate. This revenue source is
projected to increase by 3.0% in FY 2014 through FY 2016.

AMBULANCE Actual Revenue Projected Revenue
FEES
FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016
Total
Collections $3,759,775 | $4,014,782 | $4,134,875 | $4,258,921 $4,386,689 | $4,518,290
% Change 210,474 (204,150) 120,093 124,046 127,768 131,601
% Change 5.9% (5.4%) 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%




FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS

INTRODUCTION

This section contains financial forecasts for eleven of the City’s key operating funds, which
can be described in these broad categories:

SPECIAL REVENUE/GRANT FUNDS are revenue sources legally restricted to a specific
purpose, service or program and include tax-based revenues:

o Parks Tax Fund

o Library Tax Fund

o Paramedic Tax Fund

SPECIAL ASSESSMENT FUNDS account for revenues and expenditures related to the
financing of public improvements or services:

o Clean Storm Water Fund

o Streetlight Assessment District Fund

o Measure B Fund

ENTERPRISE FUNDS are used to support the expenditures of a specific service or program
and revenue is derived through the collection of the fees associated with providing the
service/program.
o Permit Service Center
Sanitary Sewer Fund
Refuse Fund
Parking Meter Fund
Marina Enterprise Fund

000D

A number of these funds face shortfalls and require balancing measures to close these gaps.

Revenue growth is limited by statutory “caps” on certain funds, specifically, the Clean Storm
Water and the Streetlight Assessment funds since revenues have been essentially frozen
since the passage of Proposition 218. Several “special tax” revenue funds are limited in
terms of revenue growth to the rate of inflation (i.e. Bay Area Consumer Price Index (CPl),
which is increased at 2.381% for FY 2014. The City has no discretion in increasing revenues
in these funds without voter-approval. The impacts of the economy on our enterprise funds,
particularly the Refuse, Permit Service Center and Parking Meter funds have caused
significant revenue losses. Nonetheless, expenditures within these funds are projected to
increase as a result of many of the same factors that impact the General Fund (e.qg., salary
cost-of-living increases, health benefit costs and retirement costs).
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FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
PARKS TAX FUND

This is a special tax charged to Berkeley property owners on a square foot basis and is used
to fund the maintenance of parks, city trees, and landscaping in the City of Berkeley.
Berkeley voters approved the tax in May 1997 to replace the Landscape Assessment District.
The tax rate was initially set by the voters and is adjusted annually based on the Consumer
Price Index (CPI). Revenue is based on a square footage calculation and is collected through
the property tax bill.

Analysis

As it stands right now, the fund balance remains healthy through FY 2016. Available fund
balance is being reduced by an annual shortfall. The FY 2014 & FY 2015 Adopted Budget
includes $410,559 in balancing measures. A ballot measure to increase the Parks Tax could
be considered for the November 2014 election, which if approved would result in additional
revenue in FY 2016.

Fund Forecast

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected
Beginning Balance 2,396,305 1,779,775 1,753,034 1,362,725 1,062,858
Revenues 9,254,777 9,542,084 9,669,190 9,860,914 10,056,472
Parks Tax 9,187,722 9,472,870 9,586,190 9,777,914 9,973,472
Other Revenue 67,055 69,214 83,000 83,000 83,000
Expenditures 9,871,307 9,568,825 10,059,499 10,160,781 10,386,389
Personnel 6,927,629 7,045,871 7,419,001 7,520,283 7,745,891
Non-Personnel 2,304,578 2,363,227 2,297,060 2,297,060 2,297,060
Capital Immprovements 639,100 159,727 343,438 343,438 343,438
Annual Surplus/Shortfall -616,530 -26,741 -390,309 -299,867 -329,917
Ending Balance 1,779,775 1,753,034 1,362,725 1,062,858 732,941

Revenue Assumptions

o Annual tax rate increases are tied to Bay Area CPI Index only

o FY 2014 tax set at 2.381% increase

o FY 2015 through FY 2016 assumes a 2% increase in Parks Tax

Expenditures Assumptions
o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA and updated benefit rates.
o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.



FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
LIBRARY TAX FUND

The Library Tax Fund provides funding for the Berkeley Public Library system. The primary
source of revenue to the fund is the Library Tax, which was originally established in 1980 and
reauthorized in 1988. The City Council sets the tax rate annually through an ordinance and
the tax rate is indexed to the greater of either the Bay Area Consumer Price Index or the per
capita Personal Income Growth in California. Revenue is based on a square footage
calculation and is collected through the property tax bill. Additional revenue to this fund
includes the collection of library fees.

Fund Forecast

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected
Beginning Balance 1,540,809 2,267,969 3,068,247 3,093,826 3,313,370
Revenues 14,909,060 15,488,692 16,156,270 16,473,685 16,798,949
Library Tax 14,606,137 15,253,044 15,870,770 16,188,185 16,511,949
Other Revenue 302,923 235,648 285,500 285,500 287,000
Expenditures 14,181,900 14,688,414 16,130,691 16,254,141 16,900,103
Personnel 11,761,881 11,948,197 12,506,684 12,598,226 12,976,173
Non-Personnel 1,540,556 1,424,535 2,322,007 2,203,915 2,173,930
Library Materials 859,099 990,423 1,152,000 1,277,000 1,500,000
Capital Improvements 20,364 325,259 150,000 175,000 250,000
Annual Surplus/Shortfall 727,160 800,278 25,579 219,544 -101,154
Ending Balance 2,267,969 3,068,247 3,093,826 3,313,370 3,212,216

Revenue Assumptions
o FY 2014 Library Tax increase set at 5.120% increase in Personal Income Growth.
o FY 2015 through FY 2016 assumes a 2% tax increase in Library Tax

Expenditures Assumptions
o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA and updated benefit rates.
o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.
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FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
PARAMEDIC TAX FUND

The Paramedic Tax generates around $2.5 million per year to support the City’s Paramedic
and Emergency Medical Response services for Berkeley residents. Revenues are collected
through a square footage tax on property owners. The tax rate can only be adjusted annually
based on the Consumer Price Index (CPI) in the immediate San Francisco Bay Area.

Analysis

Due to the revenue increases being capped by CPI increases and expenditures growing at a
higher rate, this fund has experienced significant deficits in the past fiscal years. An annual
General Fund subsidy is required to balance the fund. This fluctuates based on staffing
composition and related costs. The subsidy increases in FY 2014 and slightly decreases in
FY 2015 to keep the fund balanced.

Fund Forecast

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected
Beginning Balance 186,233 37,179 189,579 224,397 256,613
Revenues 2,925,785 3,110,933 3,197,334 3,225,009 3,017,967
Paramedic Tax 2,461,088 2,534,483 2,561,235 2,612,459 2,664,708
General Fund Subsidy 464,697 576,450 636,099 612,550 353,259
Expenditures 3,074,839 2,958,533 3,162,516 3,192,793 3,274,581
Personnel 2,613,890 2,550,721 2,695,974 2,726,251 2,808,039
Non-Personnel 460,949 407,812 466,542 466,542 466,542
Annual Surplus/Shortfall -149,054 152,400 34,818 32,216 -256,613
Ending Balance 37,179 189,579 224,397 256,613 0

Revenue Assumptions

o FY 2014 tax increase seat at 2.381%

o FY 2015 through FY 2016 assume a 2% tax increase in Paramedic Tax

o Subsidy increases in FY 2014 and slightly decreases in FY 2015 to keep the fund
balanced.

Expenditures Assumptions
o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA and updated benefit rates.
o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.



FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
CLEAN STORM WATER FUND

The Clean Storm Water fund provides the funding for the maintenance and improvement of
the City’s storm water drainage system to reduce the pollutants in storm water from entering
local creeks and the Bay. Revenue to this fund is from the collection of fees charged to every
owner of real property in the city of Berkeley and is collected through property taxes.

Analysis

Clean Storm Water Fund revenues are fee-supported and are capped at 1996 levels by
Proposition 218, set at flat $34 fee per year. Without a fee increase, which can only be
implemented through a 2/3 approval vote of Berkeley citizens, revenues remain flat and the
fund is only able to support basic storm drain maintenance. While the fund is balanced
through FY 2016, there is little money allocated for capital improvements and only limited
funding to perform minimal system cleaning and maintenance activities.

Fund Forecast
FY 2012 FY 2013 FY2014 FY2015 FY2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected
Beginning Balance 756,404 1,345,395 1,585,100 1,614,663 1,636,486
Revenues 2,525,188 2,467,033 2,302,963 2,310,343 2,372,741
Program revenues 2,068,084 2,225,540 2,056,988 2,056,988 2,111,785
UC In-Lieu Payment 456,957 238,811 245,975 253,355 260,956
Miscellaneous 230
Interest 147 2,452 (0] (0] 0
Expenditures 1,936,197 2,227,328 2,273,400 2,288,520 2,327,116
Personnel 1,146,338 1,169,093 1,271,414 1,286,534 1,325,130
Non-Personnel 536,195 519,714 638,744 638,744 638,744
Capital Improvements 95,100 387,862 200,000 200,000 200,000
Indirect Costs 158,564 150,659 163,242 163,242 163,242
Annual Surplus/Shortfall 588,991 239,705 29,563 21,823 45,625
Ending Balance 1,345,395 1,585,100 1,614,663 1,636,486 1,682,111

Revenue Assumptions
o Fund receives $200,000 annually (adjusted by CPI) from UC Berkeley settlement
agreement for storm drain infrastructure improvements

Expenditures Assumptions
o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA and updated benefit rates.
o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.
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FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
STREET LIGHT ASSESSMENT DISTRICT FUND

The Streetlight Assessment District Fund provides for maintenance of the City’s traffic signals
and pedestrian control devices at 126 of the City’s intersections and 7,860 streetlights along
the public streets, parking lots, pathways, recreation facilities, and marina. Revenue to this
fund is collected through annual property taxes and is capped by Prop 218, allowing for no
rate increase to this assessment without voter approval.

Analysis

Since 2000, this fund has required annual subsidy from the General Fund (since the defeat of
a November 2000 ballot measure to augment funding through a special tax). An increase in
the General Fund subsidy is being used to keep the fund balanced through FY 2015. In FY
2016, the subsidy will either have to be increased or balancing measures implemented to
keep the fund balanced.

Fund Forecast

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected
Beginning Balance 110,947 -9,567 84,280 85,566 61,322
Revenues 1,918,417 2,052,466 2,023,244 2,023,244 2,023,961
Program Revenues 1,389,947 1,380,937 1,351,715 1,351,715 1,352,432
General Fund Subsidy 528,468 671,529 671,529 671,529 671,529
Interest 2
Expenditures 2,038,931 1,958,619 2,021,958 2,047,488 2,084,957
Personnel 970,512 893,584 959,870 978,845 1,008,210
Non-Personnel 944,305 958,555 956,062 962,582 970,686
Indirect Costs 124,114 106,480 106,026 106,061 106,061
Annual Surplus/Shortfall -120,514 93,847 1,286 -24.244 -60,996
Ending Balance -9,567 84,280 85,566 61,322 326

Revenue Assumptions
o Fund revenues are capped by Proposition 218
o General Fund subsidy increased in FY 2013 to keep the fund balanced.

Expenditures Assumptions
o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA and updated benefit rates.
o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.



FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
MEASURE B SALES TAX FUND

The Measure B Sales Tax fund is used to fund capital projects for local streets and roads. A
separate Measure B Fund provides revenue for bike and pedestrian safety improvements.
The collection of a half-cent sales tax (April 1, 2002 through March 2022) is disbursed to the
City of Berkeley and other local jurisdictions on a quarterly basis.

Analysis & Revenue Projections

The Measure B fund balance is presently healthy. The Alameda County Transportation
Commission (ACTC) is projecting to increase the sales and use tax revenue for FY 2014 by
$177,000 for the streets and road program.

Fund Forecast

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected
Beginning Balance 1,985,240 1,483,806 758,886 528,892 583,234
Revenues 2,457,543 2,837,425 2,476,992 2,653,920 2,653,920
Program Revenues 2,457,066 2,835,445 2,476,992 2,653,920 2,653,920
Interest 477 1,980
Expenditures 2,958,977 3,562,345 2,706,986 2,599,578 2,652,029
Personnel 1,507,288 1,530,375 1,720,722 1,748,373 1,800,824
Non-Personnel 1,451,689 2,031,970 986,264 851,205 851,205
Annual Surplus/Shortfall -501,434 -724,920 -229,994 54,342 1,891
Ending Balance 1,483,806 758,886 528,892 583,234 585,125

Revenue Assumptions

o Alameda County sales tax revenue, from voter-approved reauthorization of Measure B
Tax (April 2002 through March 2022), is projected to increase in FY 2014. The increase
is not reflected in the FY 2014 Adopted Budget but is reflected in the FY 2015 Adopted
Budget and assumed to continue in FY 2016.

Expenditures Assumptions
o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA and updated benefit rates.
o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.
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FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
PERMIT SERVICE CENTER FUND

The Permit Service Center Fund serves as the fund for the collection of zoning fees, building
fees, and plan check fees. The fees are established by the City Council through a public
hearing and adoption of a resolution establishing a fee schedule.

Analysis & Revenue Projections

While the fund currently maintains a positive fund balance, it does reflect an annual operating
shortfall that is offset by using available fund balance. The number of major development
projects is expected to increase over the next two years leading to a significant increase in
revenues.

Fund Forecast

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected
Beginning Balance 2,143,355 2,063,123 2,721,242 2,427,082 2,492,868
Revenues 8,223,050 9,249,750 8,733,928 9,159,980 9,434,779
Building Fees 5,363,452 6,388,320 5,884,804 6,180,358 6,365,769
Land Use Fees 1,142,679 1,502,740 1,328,622 1,386,293 1,427,882
Other 1,716,919 1,358,690 1,520,502 1,593,329 1,641,129
Expenditures 8,303,282 8,591,631 9,028,088 9,094,194 9,323,146
Personnel 5,916,825 6,390,380 6,996,402 7,045,400 7,256,762
Non-Personnel 1,644,183 1,544,240 1,328,986 1,346,094 1,363,684
Indirect Costs 742,274 657,011 702,700 702,700 702,700
Annual Surplus/Shortfall -80,232 658,119 -294,160 65,786 111,633
Ending Balance 2,063,123 2,721,242 2,427,082 2,492,868 2,604,501

Revenue Assumptions

o FY 2014 revenues assume 5% revenue growth over FY 2013
o FY 2015 revenues assume 5% revenue growth over FY 2014
o FY 2016 revenues assume 3% revenue growth over FY 2015

Expenditures Assumptions

o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA, updated benefit rates, and
adds a 1.0 FTE Permit Specialist, a 1.0 FTE Community Services Specialist Ill, and
increases a .50 FTE Senior Planner to .75 FTE.

o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.



FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
SANITARY SEWER FUND

Sanitary sewer fees pay for the costs of operation, maintenance, rehabilitation and
improvement of the City's sanitary sewers. Sewer service fees are charged to users of the
City’s sanitary system and are calculated on each hundred cubic feet of water used by each
water account serving the premises as established by City Council Resolution. Sewer fees
are collected through the payment of the property water bill (EBMUD).

Analysis & Revenue Projections

The Sewer Fund is healthy but reflects an annual operating shortfall that is offset by using
available fund balance. Balancing measures will be needed for FY 2016 as the fund is
projected to be in deficit.

Fund Forecast
FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected
Beginning Balance 16,032,889 14,351,910 12,291,267 7,226,884 1,912,706
Revenues 12,641,754 13,315,067 12,919,508 12,801,227 12,795,964
Expenditures 14,322,733 15,375,710 17,983,891 18,115,405 18,394,063
Personnel 6,898,533 7,040,699 9,296,362 9,425,593 9,708,361
Non-Personnel 7,424,200 8,335,011 8,687,529 8,689,812 8,685,702
Other Non-Personnel 2,568,251 2,170,745 2,971,204 2,971,204 2,971,204
Capital Improvements 3,917,187 4,879,335 4,504,406 4,504,406 4,504,406
Private Sewer Lateral Transfer 399,948 88,218 90,501 86,391
Indirect Costs 938,762 884,983 1,123,701 1,123,701 1,123,701
Annual Surplus/Shortfall -1,680,979 -2,060,643 -5,064,383 -5,314,178 -5,598,099
Ending Balance 14,351,910 12,291,267 7,226,884 1,912,706 -3,685,393

Revenue Assumptions

o The forecast includes does not increase sewer fees

o The forecast includes revenue increases due to pooled interest and connection fees
o Positive fund balance offsets the annual operating shortfall

Expenditures Assumptions
o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA and updated benefit rates.

o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.
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FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
REFUSE FUND

The Refuse Fund was created to support the activities related to the removal of waste in the
City of Berkeley. Fees for disposal of waste at the City’s transfer station and refuse fees
charged to owners of premises and places in the City from which garbage is collected
generate revenue to this fund. Refuse charges are either collected through the payment of
property tax bills or directly paid to the City of Berkeley. Refuse collection fees are
established by resolution of the City Council and the conduct of a majority protest process
under Proposition 218. Fee amounts are currently determined by the size and number of
receptacles, and the frequency of service.

Analysis & Revenue Projections

Over the last two years, annual operating costs in the Refuse Fund have been reduced by
approximately $2.5 million through various cost controls, including the implementation of 1-
person routes, which has eliminated a total of 16 FTE. These efforts continue in FY 2014 &
FY 2015 with the reduction of $307,547 and include the elimination of 2.0 FTE vacant Solid
Waste Worker positions.

Fund Forecast
FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected
Beginning Balance 716,765 124,723 -209,544 -532,892 -529,576
Revenues 33,234,170 33,861,186 34,068,927 34,634,277 34,924,118
Expenditures 33,823,517 34,195,453 34,392,275 35,245,818 34,956,011
Personnel 16,063,646 16,127,353 16,521,852 16,790,064 16,808,592
Non-Personnel 15,130,105 15,613,909 15,580,930 15,692,137 15,083,083
Capital Improvements 457,155 439,287 300,000 774,124 981,751
Indirect Costs 2,172,611 2,014,904 1,989,493 1,989,493 2,082,585
Annual Surplus/Shortfall -589,347 -334,267 -323,348 -611,541 -31,893
Ending Balance 127,418 -209,544 -532,892 -1,144,433 -561,469
Inter-fund Loan: 614,857
Revised Ending Balance 127,418 -209,544 -532,892 -529,576 -561,469

Revenue Assumptions

o FY 2014 Adopted Revenues, FY 2015 Adopted Revenues, and FY 2016 Projected
Revenues assume a 2% CPI increase each year over the previous fiscal year for
residential, commercial, food waste, city departments, and exempt agencies rates.

o FY 2015 assumes a loan of $614,857 from the Workers’ Compensation Fund. Although
the FY 2014 and FY 2015 Proposed Budget assumed a FY 2013 Ending Fund Balance of
$447,106, FY 2013 ended with a $209,544 deficit. The FY 2014 and FY 2015 resulting
deficit will be resolved through an increase in the loan amount. Staff is also developing
balancing measures in the form of a FY 2015 proposed rate increase.

Expenditures Assumptions
o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA and updated benefit rates.
o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.



FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
PARKING METER FUND

Parking Meter revenue is generated through coin deposits made by hourly parkers and “pay
and display” parking meters from the City’s eight parking meter routes. The collection of this
revenue currently generates almost $5 million annually, and provides the funding for the
maintenance, collection and enforcement of parking meters.

Analysis

The Parking Meter Fund is maintaining a healthy fund balance that starts to decline due to
revenues remaining relatively flat and annual structural deficit starting in FY 2013 and
continuing on forward.

Fund Forecast
FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected

Beginning Balance 965,943 1,917,152 1,780,734 1,790,606 1,463,636
Revenues 6,242,818 6,496,735 6,457,628 6,454,341 6,457,273
Program Revenues 6,242,818 6,496,735 6,457,628 6,454,341 6,457,273
Expenditures 5,291,609 6,633,153 6,447,756 6,781,311 6,797,568
Personnel 3,081,650 3,187,225 3,874,961 4,033,516 3,713,033
Non-Personnel 1,304,614 1,523,706 1,567,795 1,567,795 1,904,535
TXFR to General Fund 905,000 1,005,000 1,005,000 1,005,000 1,005,000
Meter replacement 345 917,222 175,000 175,000
Annual Surplus/Shortfall 951,209 -136,418 9,872 -326,970 -340,295
Ending Balance 1,917,152 1,780,734 1,790,606 1,463,636 1,123,341

Revenue Assumptions

o FY 2014 Adopted Revenues assume a 1% increase over the FY 2013 Actual Revenues.

o FY 2015 Adopted Revenues assume a .5% increase over the prior year based on the
revenue trend for the parking area.

Expenditures Assumptions

o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA, updated benefit rates, and
shifts 4 FTE Parking Enforcement Officer position from the General Fund to Parking Meter
Fund. In FY 2016, these positions are shifted back to the General Fund.

o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.
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FINANCIAL FORECASTS: OTHER OPERATING FUNDS
MARINA FUND

The Berkeley Marina is part of San Francisco Bay and therefore, the property is owned by the
State of California. The City holds the Marina in trust for the State and by law the Marina is
required to be a self-supporting financial entity. Fees generated from vessels that berth at
the Marina, along with the commercial ground leases within the Marina zone, provide the
revenue that funds the operations of the Marina.

Analysis

The Marina Fund currently maintains a positive fund balance. However, the fund has been
operating at a deficit for several years, and has been spending down the fund reserve
annually to cover increasing operations costs and to fund needed capital and major
maintenance work.

Fund Forecast

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted Projected
Beginning Balance 2,266,839 1,406,855 1,447,308 890,304 293,054
Revenues 5,336,300 5,230,735 5,097,629 5,097,629 5,237,301
Berth Rentals 3,266,733 3,293,872 3,247,746 3,247,746 3,410,133
Marina Leases 1,332,863 1,433,349 1,319,335 1,319,335 1,352,318
Interest 31,510 2,263 46,600 46,000 2,500
Other Fees 705,194 501,251 483,948 484,548 472,349
Expenditures 6,196,284 5,190,282 5,654,633 5,694,879 5,791,154
Personnel 3,256,532 3,058,843 3,168,935 3,209,181 3,305,456
Non-Personnel 1,469,181 1,485,007 1,593,954 1,593,954 1,593,954
Capital Improvements 824,139 0] 245,312 245,312 245,312
Debt Service 646,432 646,432 646,432 646,432 646,432
Annual Surplus/Shortfall -859,984 40,453 -557,004 -597,250 -553,854
Ending Balance 1,406,855 1,447,308 890,304 293,054 -260,800

Revenue Assumptions

o FY 2014 & FY 2015 Adopted Revenues do not include fee increases to be approved by
Council on May 21, 2013. Proposal increased berth rental fees by 6%.

o No fee increase assumed for FY 2015

o 5% fee increase assumed for FY 2016

Expenditures Assumptions

o FY 2014 and FY 2015 Adopted Personnel includes no COLA and updated benefit rates.
o FY 2016 Projected Personnel assumes no COLA and a 3% increase for all benefit costs.

104



IejoL suoanpay ANoH G102 Ad

aUON

suononpay ANoH 102 Ad

(o¥°0) > > = 5 > 5 s - |(orr0) = = > = = = = lejo L suononpay AUNOH 102 Ad
(0t°0) (0t°0) 18160j]0ydAsd [eo1ulD)
suoljonpay ALNOH 1102 Ad
06'ZL | 00€ S9'G E 5 (143 5 5 5 002 - - - - - - - suoI}Isod MaN GL0Z ® 710Z Ad Ie101
00°L 00°L - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - |1ej0 1 SppY uoljisod G10¢Z Ad
00'L 00l 19)I0\\ ©OoURUB)UIRI JBIB|N Buiyied
SUOIED0|[B9Y/SUORISOd MaN GL0Z A4
06°L1L 00'C S9°S - - 144 - - - 002 - - - - - - - |18}01 SppYV uolisod 102 Ad
00} 00'L 9sInN YjeaH a1jgnd buisiniadng
G20 S¢'0 Jauue|d Joluas
00} 00} }sAjeuy Juswabeuey JoIusS
00'¢ 00°¢ Jausples) adedspueT Jolusas
00} 00} J0siniadng aoueusjulepy buipjing Joluas
SL°0 SL0 JapeaT AJIAJOY uoljesIday
00} 00} Josinadng welboid uoneloay
00} 00} 1s1je109dg ywiad
00} 00} J9YION\N SouUBUBIUIBY JBJBIN Buiyied
00} 00} 111 3S1jE199dg sadIAeS Ajlunwiwo)
00} 00'}L 1sAjeuy Juswabeueyy 9)e100ssy
050 050 JOJBUIPIO0D) UOIBaI08Y JUBISISSY
SUOIED0|[BaY/SUORISOd MON 710Z Ad
(oszz) [(0oy) |[(sz8) - [(002) 5 5 (00°1) - [(ose) |[(sz0) [(00°L) 5 E E = - sSuondNPay G10Z B 7102 Ad [BI0L
2 - [BJOL SUOONPaY G102 Ad
- BUON
SUOI}oNPay UONISOd GL0Z Ad
(0g'ze) [(00v) |(sz'8) - |(o02) 5 5 (00°1) - |los's) |(s2'0) [(00°L) D : E E : [e30L SUORINPAY $10Z Ad
(002) [(002) 18I0\ S1SEAA PIIOS
(08°0) (08°0) aply 90IAI8S Jojuag
(00°1) (00°1) 9sINN YjjesH 2liqnd Joluasg
(00°1) (00°1) 10]BUIPIO0D) UONE3I08Y
(00't) [(00'L) Jojensiuiwpy Auadold |eay
(00°1) (00°1) 1801110 JuBWwadlojug Bunyied
(00°1) (00°1) 111 1sleroads 20110
(00°¢) (00°1) (00°1) (00°1) |1 1sljeroads 20110
(00) (00) siauep.es) adeospueq]
(00°2) (00°2) Josiniadng Jausples) edeospuen
(00°1) (00°1) Jabeueyy seoInIaS buisnoH
(00t)  [(00')) uelou09|g3
(00°1) (00°1) 19011J0 90IAI8S AjluNwiwo))
(02°0) (02°0) 1S11B198dS Ja3JIOAN Yl[eaH Allunwiwo))
(Gz°0) (Gz°0) Jabeueyy sdwe)
(00°1) (001) JosiAledng eoueuUBUiRy Bup|ing
(G2°0) (G2°0) |11 181je0eds 82110 Bununodoy
suononpay UoRISod ¥10Z Ad
101l | Md | Mad | oud | 9dlod | Buiuueld | Areiqr 1 ¥H | SOHH | @44 | @oueuld | @30 |Jabeuey [>paD | Jo)pny | Asuiony
Ao Ao

TIVLIA AIVNAINS SFONVHI NOILISOd SL0Z A4 ANV vL0C Ad

105



(vo'e) [(00°L) [(09°2) - |(o0'2) |sze = (00°1) - |(ve2) [(sL0) [(00°L) = > - - - «SIDNVHI
NOLLISOd G102 ® #10Z2 A4 VIOl |
96'0 = = : 5 5 5 5 5 96'0 : : 5 = = = = SPPY AlINOH §10Z '8 #10Z Ad [e10L
- - - - - - - - - - = - = - = - = suonisod ANoH MaN §1.0Z Ad
- QUON
suol)isod AlINoH MaN G10Z Ad
96'0 = = : = = = 5 = 96'0 : : > E = = = suonisod AUNOH MaN ¥10Z Ad
96°0
- 96°0 aply 92IAI8S JOIUSS
suol)isod AlINoH MaN ¥10Z Ad
(0%°0) E E = s > s s - |(ov'0) = = > = = = = suonanpay AUNOH G10Z 8 ¥1.0Z Ad 1€j0L
lejol Md Myd | oud | @d10d | Buluueld | Aseiqry 11 ¥H |[SOHH | @114 [ @sueuly | @30 [sebeuel [ yiejg | 1onpny [ Asuiony
Ao Ao

TIVLIA AIVNAINS SFONVHI NOILISOd SL0Z A4 ANV vL0C Ad

106



Full Time Position Summary

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted

City Attorney 13.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00
City Auditor 14.00 13.00 13.00 13.00 13.00
City Clerk 11.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00
City Manager 27.30 27.30 27.50 27.50 27.50
Economic Development 5.85 5.85 5.85 5.85 5.85
Finance 49.00 48.00 47.00 45.00 45.00
Fire Department 139.75 139.75 139.75 139.00 139.00
Health® 158.28 - - - -
Housing & Community Services® 96.26 - - - -
Health, Housing & Community Services ' - 226.79 216.80 208.96 208.96
Human Resources 21.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00
Information Technology 40.00 40.00 38.50 37.50 37.50
Library 113.78 109.70 109.18 111.78 111.78
Mayor and Council 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00
Parks, Recreation & Waterfront 161.33 157.33 157.38 154.53 154.53
Planning® 59.05 58.55 58.05 66.30 66.30
Police Department 294.20 285.20 281.20 279.20 279.20
Police Review Commission 3.50 3.50 3.00 3.00 3.00
Public Works 297.60 292.85 287.60 285.60 286.60
Rent Board 19.85 19.45 21.95 20.45 20.45

FTE Total 1536.75 1481.27 1460.76 1451.67 1452.67

*It should be noted that the FTE totals may not include all hourly FTEs and may vary. Changes that have occurred
during FY 2013 are reflected in the FY 2014 figures.

(a) In FY 2012, the Departments of Health Services and Housing & Community Services merged to become the
Department of Health, Housing & Community Services.

(b) Effective FY 2014, Rental Housing Safety Program (6.0 FTEs) moved from Health, Housing & Community Services to

Planning Department
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FY 2014 & FY 2015 POSITION SUMMARY BY DEPARTMENT

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
Career Employees:
Assistant City Attorney 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
City Attorney 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Deputy City Attorney I 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Legal Office Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Paralegal 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Legal Secretary 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
|TOTAL CITY ATTORNEY 13.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00
CITY AUDITOR'S OFFICE
Accounting Office Specialist 11l 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Accounting Technician 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Audit Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Auditor | 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Auditor Il 2.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
City Auditor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Deputy Auditor for Payroll Mgmt 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Auditor 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
| TOTAL CITY AUDITOR'S OFFICE 14.00 13.00 13.00 13.00 13.00
CITY CLERK'S OFFICE
Assistant City Clerk 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant Management Analyst 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
City Clerk 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Deputy City Clerk 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Office Specialist IlI 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Records Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Records Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
| TOTAL CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 11.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00
CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE
Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Administrative Hearing Examiner 0.80 0.80 0.50 0.50 0.50
Administrative Secretary 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Animal Control Officer 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Animal Services Assistants 2.50 2.50 3.00 3.00 3.00
Animal Services Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant Planner 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant to the City Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00
Associate Management Analyst 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Budget Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
City Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Code Enforcement Officer Il 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Code Enforcement Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Community Services Specialist | 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00



FY 2014 & FY 2015 POSITION SUMMARY BY DEPARTMENT

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
Deputy City Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Office Specialist Il 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Office Specialist Il 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Secretary to the City Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Management Analyst 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00
[ TOTAL CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE 27.30 27.30 27.50 27.50 27.50|
OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Civic Arts Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Community Devolopment Project Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Community Services Specialist Il 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00
Community Services Specialist 11| 0.85 0.85
Economic Development Project Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Manager of Economic Development 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Office Specialist 111 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
[ TOTAL OFFICE OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 5.85 5.85 5.85 5.85 5.85|
FINANCE DEPARTMENT
Accountant | 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Accountant Il 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Accounting Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Accounting Office Specialist 111 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Accounting Office Specialist Supv 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Accounting Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Administrative Secretary 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Associate Management Analyst 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Buyer 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Central Services Aide 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Contract Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Customer Service Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Director of Finance 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Field Representative 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
General Services Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Office Specialist Il 13.00 12.00 12.00 11.00 11.00
Office Specialist Il 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Revenue Collection Manager 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Revenue Development Officer 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Revenue Development Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Accountant 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Senior Buyer 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Senior Field Representative 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Systems Accountant 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
[ TOTAL FINANCE DEPARTMENT 49.00 48.00 47.00 45.00 45.00(
FIRE DEPARTMENT
Accounting Office Specialist 111 3.75 3.75 3.75 3.00 3.00
Administrative & Fiscal Services Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Administrative Secretary 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant Fire Chief 6.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 4.00
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FY 2014 & FY 2015 POSITION SUMMARY BY DEPARTMENT

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
Associate Management Analyst 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Battalion Chief 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00
Deputy Fire Chief 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Deputy Fire Marshal 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Emergency Services Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fire and Life-Safety Plans Examiner 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fire Apparatus Operator 33.00 33.00 33.00 33.00 33.00
Fire Captain 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00
Fire Chief 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fire Lieutenant 19.00 19.00 19.00 19.00 19.00
Fire Prevention Inspector (Sworn) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Fire Prevention Inspector (Civilian) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Firefighter 52.00 52.00 52.00 52.00 52.00
Office Specialist 111 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Paramedic Supervisor | 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
[ TOTAL FIRE DEPARTMENT 139.75 139.75 139.75 139.00 139.00|
HEALTH SERVICES
Career Employees:
Accountant |
Accounting Office Specialist Il 1.00
Accounting Office Specialist Sup 0.00
Administrative Assistant 1.00
Administrative Secretary 0.00
Assistant Environmental Health Specialist 0.00
Assistant Management Analyst 1.00
Assistant Mental Health.Clinician 2.90
Associate Management Analyst 4.00
Clinical Psychologist 2.50
Community Health Worker 3.00
Community Health Worker Specialist 9.80
Community Services Specialist | 2.00
Community Services Specialist Il 2.00
Deputy Director of Health 1.00
Director of Health 1.00
Health Admin/Financial Spec 2.00
Health Educator 0.00
Health Nutrition Progam Coordinator 0.00
Health Officer (Certified) 1.00
Health Planning, Education & Promotion Supervisor 1.00
Health. Services Progam Specialist 7.70
Health Services Supervisor 2.00
Information System Specialist 0.00
Information Systems Support Technician 0.00
Manager of Aging Services 0.00
Manager of Environmental Health 1.00
Manager, Family Health & Nursing Services 1.00
Manager of Health Promotion 0.00
Manager of Mental Health Services 1.00
Mealsite Coordinator 0.00
Mental Health Clinician | 1.50
Mental Health Clinician I 9.30



FY 2014 & FY 2015 POSITION SUMMARY BY DEPARTMENT

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
Mental Health Progam Supervisor 5.00
Mid-Level Practitioner 1.20
Mini Bus Driver 0.00
Nutritionist 0.75
Office Specialist Il 16.60
Office Specialist 11l 5.00
Office Specialist Supervisor 1.00
Psychiatric Social Worker | 9.40
Psychiatric Social Worker 11 8.30
Psychiatrist 1l & Il 2.30
Psychiatrist Supervisor 0.50
Public Health Nurse 14.95
Public Health Program Physican (Cert) 0.00
Registered Environmental Health Specialist 5.00
Registered Nurse 2.70
Senior Citizen Center Director 0.00
Senior Community Health Specialist 2.00
Senior Environmental Health Specialist 2.00
Senior Health Management Analyst 1.00
Senior Health Services Program Specialist 4.00
Senior Management Analyst 1.00
Senior Mental Health Clinician 2.00
Senior Psychiatric Social Worker 2.00
Senior Public Health Nurse 1.00
Senior Service Aide 0.00
Senior Service Assistant 0.00
Senior Systems Analyst 1.00
Supervising Public Health Nurse 1.00
Vector Control Technician 3.00
Youth Services Advisor 0.00
Total Career Employees 151.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hourly Employees:
Community Health Worker 0.88
Community Health Worker Specialist 0.37
Community Services Specialist | & Il 0.08
Information Systems Specialist 0.20
Intern 1.04
Mental Health Clinician 1&ll 1.00
Mid-Level Practioner 1.20
Physician 0.17
Psychiatric Social Worker | & Il 0.39
Psychiatrist Il & Ill 0.15
Public Health Nurse 0.58
Public Health Program Physician 0.03
Registered Nurse 0.1
Senior Health Management Analyst 0.10
Senior Management Analyst 0.28
Youth Enrollee Intern 0.30
Total Hourly Employees 6.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
[TOTAL HEALTH SERVICES 158.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00|
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FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted

HOUSING & COMMUNITY SERVICES

Career Employees:

Accountant | 1.00
Accountant Il 0.00
Accounting Office Specialist 111 2.00
Administrative Secretary 1.00
Assistant Architect 1.00
Assistant Management Analyst 2.00
Assistant Mental Health Clinician 1.00
Associate Management Analyst 2.00
Associate Planner 1.00
Community Development Project Coordinator 3.00
Community Service Specialist | 2.00
Comm Services Specialist I 2.00
Community Services Spec. llI 1.00
Community Services & Admin Manager 1.00
Director of Housing & Community Services 1.00
Employment Program Administrator 1.00
Housing Inspector 1.00
Housing Inspector (Certified) 3.00
Housing Inspector Supervisor 1.00
Housing Services Manager 1.00
Manager of Aging Services 1.00
Manager of Program Planning & Administration 0.00
Meal Site Coordinator 0.75
Mini Bus Driver 2.60
Office Specialist Il 5.50
Office Specialist 11l 2.00
Senior Accountant 1.00
Senior Citizen Center Director 3.00
Senior Health Services Program Specialist 0.80
Senior Mangement Analyst 2.00
Senior Psychiatric Social Worker 1.00
Senior Service Aide 0.80
Senior Service Assistant 6.75

Senior Planner 0.00
Senior Weatherization Worker 1.00
Weatherization Supervisor 1.00
Weatherization Worker 1.00
Youth Services Advisor 0.00
Total Career Employees 58.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hourly Employees:

Mealsite Coordinator 1.16
Mini Bus Driver 2.49
Office Specialist 111 0.48
Senior Service Aide 3.91
Senior Service Assistant 0.18
Senior Nutrition Program Supervisor 0.63
Youth Enrollee Intern 29.21
Total Hourly Employees 38.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
[TOTAL HOUSING & COMMUNITY SERVICES 96.26 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00|
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FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
HEALTH, HOUSING & COMMUNITY SERVICES
Career Employees:
Accountant | 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Accounting Office Specialist 111 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Administrative & Fiscal Services Manager 1.00 1.00
Administrative Assistant 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Administrative Secretary 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant Architect 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant Environmental Health Specialist 1.00 1.00
Assistant Management Analyst 2.50 2.00 2.00 2.00
Assistant Mental Health.Clinician 2.90 3.00 2.90 2.90
Associate Management Analyst 5.00 5.00 6.00 6.00
Associate Planner 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Clinical Psychologist 1.50 0.50 1.00 1.00
Comm Services Specialist Il 2.00 2.00
Community Development Project Coordinator 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00
Community Health Worker 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00
Community Health Worker Specialist 10.50 10.50 9.80 9.80
Community Services & Admin Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Community Service Specialist | 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Community Services Specialist Il 2.00 1.00 3.00 3.00
Community Services Specialist 111 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Deputy Director of Health, Housing & Community Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Director of Health, Housing & Community Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Employment Program Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Health Nutrition Progam Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Health Officer (Certified) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Health Planning, Education & Promotion Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Health. Services Progam Specialist 6.70 5.70 6.00 6.00
Health Services Supervisor 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Housing Inspector 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Housing Inspector (Certified) 3.00 3.00 1.00 1.00
Housing Inspector Supervisor 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Housing Services Manager 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Manager of Aging Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Manager of Environmental Health 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Manager of Mental Health Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Manager, Family Health & Nursing Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Mealsite Coordinator 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Mental Health Clinical Supervisor 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Mental Health Clinician | 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mental Health Clinician Il 6.90 6.30 6.30 6.30
Mental Health Progam Supervisor 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Mid-Level Practitioner 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20
Mini Bus Driver 1.60 1.60 2.00 2.00
Office Specialist Il 18.80 17.80 16.80 16.80
Office Specialist Il 7.00 7.00 5.00 5.00
Office Specialist Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Psychiatric Social Worker | 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Psychiatric Social Worker Il 9.60 12.60 11.60 11.60
Psychiatrist Il & Il 2.30 2.10 2.10 2.10
Psychiatrist Supervisor 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00
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FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
Public Health Nurse 11.95 10.35 10.35 10.35
Registered Environmental Health Specialist 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Registered Nurse 2.90 2.90 2.90 2.90
Senior Accountant 1.00 1.00
Senior Citizen Center Director 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Senior Community Development Project Coordinator 1.00 1.00
Senior Community Health Specialist 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.00
Senior Environmental Health Specialist 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Senior Health Management Analyst 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Health Services Program Specialist 3.80 2.80 2.80 2.80
Senior Management Analyst 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Senior Mental Health Clinician 1.00 1.00
Senior Psychiatric Social Worker 0.00 1.00 2.00 2.00
Senior Public Health Nurse 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Senior Service Aide 0.80 0.80
Senior Service Assistant 3.75 3.75 3.75 3.75
Senior Weatherization Worker 0.50 0.00
Supervising Public Health Nurse 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00
Vector Control Technician 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00
Weatherization Worker 0.50 0.00
Total Career Employees 178.70 172.40 164.00 164.00
Hourly Employees:
Clinical Psychologist 1.00 0.60 0.60
Community Services Specialist | & Il 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Intern 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Mealsite Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Mental Health Clinician 1&Il 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Mid-Level Practioner 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50
Mini Bus Driver 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50
Physician 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Psychiatric Social Worker | & Il 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Psychiatrist Il & IlI 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Public Health Program Physician 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20
Senior Nutrition Program Supervisor 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Senior Service Aide 3.50 3.50 4.46 4.46
Senior Service Assistant 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.48
Youth Enrollee Intern 30.71 26.02 26.02 26.02
Total Hourly Employees 48.09 44.40 44.96 44.96
[TOTAL HOUSING & COMMUNITY SERVICES - 226.79 216.80 208.96 208.96|
HUMAN RESOURCES
Administrative Secretary 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Associate Human Resources Analyst 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Benefits Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Director of Human Resources 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Equal Employment Opportunity & Diversity Officer 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Human Resources Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Human Resources Technician 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Information Systems Support Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Occupational Health & Safety Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Occupational Health & Safety Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00



FY 2014 & FY 2015 POSITION SUMMARY BY DEPARTMENT

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
Office Specialist Il 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Office Specialist IlI 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Senior Human Resources Analyst 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Training Officer 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Workers Compensation Analyst 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
[TOTAL HUMAN RESOURCES 21.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00|
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
Accounting Office Specialist Supervisor 1.00
Accounting Office Specialist 111 1.00 1.00 1.00
Applications Programmer/Analyst | 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Applications Programmer/Analyst Il 9.00 9.00 9.50 9.50 9.50
Customer Service Specialist Il 7.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00
Customer Service Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Customer Service Supervisor 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Director of Information Technology 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Field Representative 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Information Systems Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Information Systems Specialist 4.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Information Systems Support Technician 4.00 4.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Office Specialist Il 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Senior Information Systems Specialist 5.00 5.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Senior Systems Analyst 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Supervising Systems Analyst 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
[TOTAL INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 40.00 40.00 38.50 37.50 37.50|
LIBRARY SERVICES
Career Employees:
Accounting Office Specialist 111 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Accounting Office Specialist Supervisor 1.00 1.00 - - -
Administrative & Fiscal Services Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Administrative Secretary 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Associate Human Resources Analyst 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Building Maintenance Mechnanic 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Building Maintenance Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Central Services Aide 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75
Circulation Services Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Deputy Director of Library Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Director of Library Services 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Information Systems Specialist 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Information Systems Support Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00
Librarian I/l 18.90 19.10 19.10 19.30 19.30
Library Aide 18.50 18.13 17.25 17.00 17.00
Library Assistant 15.10 14.50 14.50 14.50 14.50
Library Info Systems Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Library Literacy Program Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Library Services Manager 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Library Special Services Coordinator 1.00
Library Specialist | 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Library Specialist Il 13.80 13.30 13.30 14.20 14.20
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Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
Office Specialist Il 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Librarian 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Supervising Librarian 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Supervising Library Assistant 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00
Tool Lending Specialist 2.13 2.08 2.08 2.08 2.08
Total Career Employees 112.18 107.85 106.98 107.83 107.83
Hourly Employees::
Library Page 1.05 1.40 3.15 3.15
Youth Enrollees 1.60 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80
Total Hourly Employees 1.60 1.85 2.20 3.95 3.95
[TOTAL LIBRARY SERVICES 113.78 109.70 109.18 111.78 111.78|
MAYOR & COUNCIL
Assistant to Mayor 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00
Secretary to Mayor
Administrative Secretary
Legislative Aides 9.00 9.00 9.00 10.00 10.00
[TOTAL MAYOR AND COUNCIL 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00|
PARKS RECREATION & WATERFRONT
Career Employees:
Accounting Office Specialist 111 2.95 2.95 3.00 3.00 3.00
Accounting Office Specialist Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Administrative & Fiscal Services Manager 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Administrative Secretary 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Aquatics Facilities Supervisor 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Aquatics Specialist Il 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Assistant Recreation Coordinator 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 4.00
Associate Management Analyst 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Building Maintenance Mechanic 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00
Building Maintenance Supervisor 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Camps Manager 1.13 1.38 1.38 1.13 1.13
Community Services Specialist Il 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Deputy Director of Parks Recreation & Waterfront 1.00 1.00 1.00
Director of Parks & Waterfront 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Forestry Climber 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Forestry Climber Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Forestry Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Harbormaster 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Landscape Architect 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Landscape Equipment Operator 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Landscape Gardener 19.00 19.00 19.00 15.00 15.00
Landscape Gardener Supervisor 6.00 6.00 6.00 4.00 4.00
Lifeguard/Swim Instructor 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Marina Assistant 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Office Specialist Il 5.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Parks Superintendent 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Principal Planner 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Recreation & Youth Svcs Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00



FY 2014 & FY 2015 POSITION SUMMARY BY DEPARTMENT

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted

Recreation Activity Ldr. 8.10 7.85 7.85 7.25 7.25
Recreation Coordinator 6.00 6.00 6.00 5.00 5.00
Recreation Program Supervisor 3.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.00
Rosarian 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Building Maintenance Supervisor 1.00 1.00
Senior Forestry Climber 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Senior Forestry Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Groundskeeper 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Landscape Gardener 3.00 3.00
Senior Landscape Gardener Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Management Analyst 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Sports Official 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.00 2.00
Waterfront Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total Career Employees 105.68 101.68 101.73 98.88 98.88
Hourly Employees:

Aquatics Specialist | 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Aquatics Specialist Il 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Camp Staff Supervisor 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15 1.15
Camp Staff Leader 4.75 4.75 4.75 4.75 4.75
Camp Staff Member 13.50 13.50 13.50 13.50 13.50
Camp Medical Staff Member 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
Camp Maintenance Mechanic 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50
Camps Manager 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Cashier Attendant 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Laborer 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05
Landscape Gardener Trainee 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lifeguard/Swim Instructor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Office Specialist Il 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Playground Lead Trainee 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50
Recreation Activity Leader 19.00 19.00 19.00 19.00 19.00
Sports Official 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Sports Field Monitor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Swim Center Aide/Manager 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Vegetation Reduction Supervisor 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
Total Hourly Employees 55.65 55.65 55.65 55.65 55.65
[TOTAL PARKS REC & WATERFRONT 161.33 157.33 157.38 154.53 154.53|
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Career Employees:

Accounting Office Specialist Il 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Administrative Secretary 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Applications Programmer Analyst | 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Assistant Planner 2.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Associate Management Analyst 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Associate Planner 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Building and Safety Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Building Inspector | (certified) 2.00 3.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Building Inspector Il 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Building Inspector Il (certified) 2.00 1.00 3.00 4.00 4.00
Community Services Specialist | 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Community Services Specialist Il 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00

117



118

FY 2014 & FY 2015 POSITION SUMMARY BY DEPARTMENT

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted

Community Services Specialist Il 0.85 0.85 0.85 2.85 2.85
Deputy Director of Planning 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Director of Planning 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Energy Officer 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.70
Engineering Inspector 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Hazardous Material Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Hazardous Material Specialist Il 5.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Housing Inspector 1.00 1.00
Housing Inspector (Certified) 2.00 2.00
Housing Inspector Supervisor 1.00 1.00
Land Use Planning Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Office Specialist Il 5.00 4.00 4.50 5.50 5.50
Office Specialist 111 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 4.00
Permit Center Coordinator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Permit Specialist 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 5.00
Principal Planner 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Senior Building Inspector (Housing) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Building Plans Engineer 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Senior Building Plans Examiner 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Management Analyst 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Permit Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Planner 3.00 3.50 3.50 3.75 3.75
Supervising Building Inspector 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Total Career Employees 54.05 53.55 53.05 61.30 61.30
Hourly Employees:

Intern 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
[TOTAL PLANNING DEPARTMENT 59.05 58.55 58.05 66.30 66.30|
POLICE DEPARTMENT

Career Employees:

Administrative Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant Management Analyst 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Associate Human Resources Analyst 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Communications Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Community Service Officer 18.00 17.00 16.00 15.00 15.00
Community Service Officer Supervisor 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Crime Analyst 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Crime Scene Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Office Specialist Il 8.00 8.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Office Specialist 111 5.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Office Specialist Supervisor 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Enforcement Manager 1.00 1.00
Parking Enforcement Representative 27.00 26.00 26.00 25.00 25.00
Parking Enforcement Supervisor 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.00
Police Captain 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Police Chief 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Police Lieutenant 10.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00
Police Officer 138.00 133.00 133.00 133.00 133.00
Police Sergeant 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
Public Safety Business Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00



FY 2014 & FY 2015 POSITION SUMMARY BY DEPARTMENT

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
Public Safety Dispatcher Il 28.00 28.00 28.00 28.00 28.00
Supervising Public Safety Dispatcher 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Total Career Employees 288.00 279.00 275.00 273.00 273.00
Hourly Employees:
Juvenile Bureau Counselor 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Police Aide 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
School Crossing Guard 3.70 3.70 3.70 3.70 3.70
Total Hourly Employees: 6.20 6.20 6.20 6.20 6.20
[TOTAL POLICE DEPARTMENT 294.20 285.20 281.20 279.20 279.20]
POLICE REVIEW COMMISSION
Office Specialist Il 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00
Office Specialist Il 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Police Review Commission Officer 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
PRC Investigator 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
[TOTAL POLICE REVIEW COMMISSION 3.50 3.50 3.00 3.00 3.00|
PUBLIC WORKS
Accounting Office Specialist Il 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Administrative & Fiscal Services Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Administrative Secretary 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Architect 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant Architect 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant Civil Engineer (Reg) 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Assistant Management Analyst 2.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Assistant Public Works Engineer 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Assistant Traffic Engineer 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
Associate Civil Engineer 5.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Associate Management Analyst 5.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Associate Planner 1.60 1.85 1.60 1.60 1.60
Associate Traffic Engineer 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Building Inspector Il (Certified) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Building Maintenance Mechanic 7.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Chief of Party 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Communications Technician 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Community Development Project Coord. 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Concrete Finisher 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Construction Equipment Operator 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Container Maintenance Welder 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Deputy Director of Public Works 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Director of Public Works 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Disability Services Specialist 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Drafting Aide 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Drafting Technician 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Electrical Parts Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Electrician 8.00 8.00 8.00 7.00 7.00
Engineering Inspector 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Environmental Compliance Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Equipment Superintendent 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

119



120

FY 2014 & FY 2015 POSITION SUMMARY BY DEPARTMENT

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
Facilities Maintenance Superintendent 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Field Representative 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Groundskeeper 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Janitor 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Janitor Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Laborer 19.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.00
Lead Communication Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lead Electrician 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Manager of Engineering 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Mechanic 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00 8.00
Mechanic Lead 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Mechanic Supervisor 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Mechanical Sweeper Operator 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Office Specialist Il 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Office Specialist Il 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Parking Meter Maint & Collection Suprv 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Meter Maintenance Worker 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 6.00
Parking Meter Mechanic 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Parking Services Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Principal Planner 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Public Works Maintenance Superintendent 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Public Works Supervisor 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Real Property Administrator 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Recycling Program Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Building Inspector 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Building Maintenance Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Drafting Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Electrical Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Equipment Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Management Analyst 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.00
Senior Public Works Supervisor 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Senior Solid Waste Supervisor 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Service Technician 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
Sewer Maintenance Assistant Supervisor 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Skilled Laborer 15.00 15.00 15.00 15.00 15.00
Solid Waste Loader Operator 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Solid Waste Supervisor 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Solid Waste Truck Driver 27.00 27.00 27.00 31.00 31.00
Solid Waste Worker 47.00 44.00 39.00 33.00 33.00
Solid Waste/Recycling Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Supervising Civil Engineer 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Supervising Traffic Engineeer 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Survey Technician 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Tractor Trailer Driver 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Traffic Engineering Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00
Traffic Maintenance Supervisor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Traffic Maintenance Worker | 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Traffic Maintenance Worker Il 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Transportation Manager 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Warehouse Operations Specialist 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Watershed Resources Specialist 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Weighmaster 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Welder Mechanic 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00




FY 2014 & FY 2015 POSITION SUMMARY BY DEPARTMENT

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

Actual Actual Actual Adopted Adopted
[TOTAL PUBLIC WORKS 297.60 292.85 287.60 285.60 286.60|
RENT STABILIZATION BOARD
Administrative Staff Assistant 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant Planner 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Assistant Management Analyst 1.00 1.00
Associate Management Analyst 3.00 1.60 1.60 1.60 1.60
Community Services Specialist | 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.00 1.00
Community Services Specialist Il 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.00 3.00
Community Services Specialist 111 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Deputy Director Rent Stabilization Program 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Executive Director Rent Board 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Office Specialist Il 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Office Specialist 111 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Field Representative 1.00 1.00 1.00 - -
Senior Hearing Examiner 2.85 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.85
Senior Legal Secretary 1.00 1.00 1.00
Senior Planner 1.00
Staff Attorney | 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Staff Attorney I 1.00 0.00
Staff Attorney IlI - 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
[TOTAL RENT STABILIZATION BOARD 19.85 19.45 21.95 20.45 20.45]
[TOTAL AUTHORIZED FTEs 1536.75 1481.27 1460.76  1451.67 1452.67 |
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FY 2014 and FY 2015 BUDGET BALANCING PLAN

The FY 2014 and FY 2015 Balancing Plan reduced citywide expenditures by about $2.6
million and eliminates 9 positions (net) over the next two years. These reductions
spread across many departments and different funding sources. When budget cuts of
this magnitude occur, the impacts of the cuts vary by the service area from having little
impact to a significant reduction or in some cases elimination of programs.

The Balancing Plan 2-Year total for the General Fund proposes $3.0 million in
measures through a combination of recurring cuts and new recurring revenues.

FY 2014 and FY 2015 Two-Year
Balancing Plan for the General Fund

(dollars in millions)
Balancing Plan FY 2014 FY 2015 2-Year Total
Reductions 2.8 - 2.8
Revenues 0.2 - 0.2
Total Balancing Plan 3.0

In terms of All Funds, the Balancing Plan 2-Year totals $2.6 million. The measures
included in the budget to address the shortfall for all funds are spread across multiple
departments and funding sources. Several funds going into deficit reduced
expenditures. Significant reductions were made in several of the Health funds including
CDBG, Alameda County Grants, and Public Health Realignment. Additional reductions
were made in the Parks Tax Fund, Refuse Fund, and Marina Fund.

Significant Reductions to Special Funds

Fund Name Amount
165 Alameda County Grants (190,474)
370 CDBG (174,482)
450 Parks Tax Fund (367,536)
820 Refuse Collection & Disposal (307,547)
825 Marina Fund (129,492)
958 Public Health Realignment (101,468)

Total $1,270,999

To balance the budget there were reallocation of assignments and cost shifts to
stronger and healthier funds. This includes a cost shift of Parking Enforcement Officers
to the Parking Meter Fund (840), saving the General Fund $420,000. Other special
funds continue to rely on fund balance through FY 2015, but may face problems in FY
2016 if expenditures are not reduced or additional revenue is not realized.

In FY 2014 & FY 2015 the Refuse Fund faces deficits of approximately $530,000. The
budget adopted a loan to the fund to cover the deficit. This loan will be necessary and
will need to be increased if no fee increase is approved.
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FY 2014 and FY 2015 BUDGET BALANCING PLAN

The Adopted Balancing Plan is summarized in the following charts over the next few
pages:

Summary by Department

Summary by Fund

Summary by Department and Fund

Summary by Department and FTEs

Number of Eliminated Career Positions by Service Area

Following these charts is an Impact Summary section providing a description of the
reductions and changes by City service area and a brief description of the related
service impact.



FY 2014 And FY 2015 Adopted Balancing Measures

Summary by Department
FY FY 2014 FY 2014 FY FY 2015 FY 2015
2014 Expense Revenue 2015 Expense Revenue Two-Year
Department FTE* Amount Amount FTE* Amount Amount Total

Animal Services Total - (32,377) - - - - (32,377)
City Attorney Total - (47,099) - - - - (47,099)
City Clerk Total - (30,048) 5,000 - (35,000) - (70,048)
City Manager Total - (61,861) - - - - (61,861)
Economic Development Total - (39,140) - - - - (39,140)
Finance Total (1.00) (89,155) - - - - (89,155)
Fire Total (0.75) (554,304) - - - - (554,304)
Health, Housing & Community Services Total (2.94) (724,977) - - - - (724,977)
Human Resources Total - - - - - - -

Information Technology Total (1.00) (106,171) - - - - (106,171)
Parks, Recreation & Waterfront Total (2.60) (314,878) 100,000 - - - (414,878)
Planning Total 2.25 416,304 - - - - 337,549
Police Total (2.00) (701,585) - - - - (701,585)
Police Review Commission Total - (4,242) - - - - (4,242)
Public Works Total (2.00) 498,927 - 1.00 817,858 848,345 444,694
Z- Non-Departmental Total - (412,272) 110,000 - - - (522,272)
Grand Total (10.04) (2,202,879) 215,000 1.00 782,858 848,345 (2,585,867)

*FTE Amounts include Career and Hourly Reductions and Additions per the Balancing Plan
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FY 2014 And FY 2015 Adopted Balancing Measures
Summary by Fund

FY FY 2014 FY 2014 FY FY 2015 FY 2015
2014 Expense Revenue 2015 Expense Revenue Two-Year
Fund Fund Name FTE* Amount Amount FTE* Amount Amount Total

10 Total General Fund (6.06) (2,797,753) 200,000 - (35,000) - (3,032,753)
40 Total HUD (0.03) 170 - - - - 170
45 Total ESGP Fund 0.11 (16,600) - - - - (16,600)
55 Total Health (General) (0.70) (5,429) - - - - (5,429)
56 Total Targeted Case Management - (4,695) - - - - (4,695)
63 Total Mental Health Services Act - 121,897 - - - - 121,897
86 Total Comprehensive Family Planning - (7,447) - - - - (7,447)
165 Total Alameda County Grants - (190,474) - - - - (190,474)
175 Total | Senior Supportive Social Services - 1,213 - - - - 1,213
178 Total Family Care Support Program - (3,897) - - - - (3,897)
231 Total Domestic Violence Fund - (30,660) - - - - (30,660)
258 Total Condo Conversion Program - (6,820) - - - - (6,820)
330 Total Camps Fund 1.00 125,894 - - - - 125,894
340 Total CALHome - 40,716 - - - - 40,716
351 Total Community Action Program - 33,019 - - - - 33,019
369 Total Special Gas Tax Improvement (0.50) (40,328) - - (16,625) - (56,953)
370 Total CDBG (0.44) (174,482) - - - - (174,482)
375 Total Rental Housing Safety Program 0.44 127,661 - - - - 127,661
391 Total |Measure B Local Streets and Roads| (0.50) 2,451 - - (1,500) - 951
392 Total Measure B Bike/Ped - (39,121) - - (59,451) - (98,572)
393 Total Measure B - Paratransit - 42,206 - - - - 42,206
397 Total Vehicle Registration Fee - 354,121 - - 586,258 - 940,379
450 Total Parks Tax Fund (2.30) (367,536) - - - - (367,536)
470 Total Streetlight Assessment District - 54,323 - - - - 54,323
610 Total Capital Improvement - (140) - - - - (140)
805 Total Shelter+Care HUD - (14,981) - - - - (14,981)
806 Total Shelter+Care County - (2,392) - - - - (2,392)
820 Total Refuse Collection & Disposal** (1.70) (307,547) - - - 614,857 (922,404)
825 Total Marina Fund (0.70) (129,492) 15,000 - - - (144,492)
830 Total Sewer (0.15) 124,155 - - 2,283 - 126,438
831 Total Clean Storm (0.50) (2,604) - - - - (2,604)
833 Total Permit Service Center 1.72 271,571 - - - - 192,816
835 Total Off-Street Parking (0.15) 87,792 - - - - 64,046
840 Total Parking Meter 1.00 611,603 - 1.00 272,206 - 883,809
845 Total Unified Program (CUPA) - 28,895 - - - - 28,895
850 Total | Building Purchases & Management| (0.48) (113,681) - - - - (113,681)
860 Total Equipment Replacement - (15,976) - - - - (15,976)
865 Total Equipment Maintenance 0.35 625,964 - - 39,010 - 664,974
866 Total Building Maintenance (0.38) (407,029) - - (4,323) 233,488 (644,840)
875 Total Workers' Compensation - 44,512 - - - - 44,512
935 Total Successor Agency - WBIP (0.08) (37,710) - - - - (37,710)
958 Total Public Health Realignment - (101,468) - - - - (101,468)
959 Total Tobacco Control Trust Fund - (82,779) - - - - (82,779)
Grand Total (10.04) (2,202,879) 215,000 1.00 782,858 848,345 (2,585,867)

*FTE Amounts include Career and Hourly Reductions and Additions per the Balancing Plan
** Refuse Fund FY 2015 Revenue Amount is a loan from the Workers' Compensation Fund.




FY 2014 And FY 2015 Adopted Balancing Measures
Summary by Department and Fund

FY FY 2014 FY 2014 FY FY 2015 FY 2015
2014 Expense Revenue 2015 Expense Revenue Two-Year
Department Fund Fund Name FTE* Amount Amount FTE* Amount Amount Total
10 Total General Fund - (32,377) - - - - (32,377)
Animal Services Total - (32,377) - - - - (32,377)
[10 Total General Fund - (47,099) - - - - (47,099)
City Attorney Total - (47,099) - - - - (47,099)
10 Total General Fund - (30,048) 5,000 - (35,000) - (70,048)
City Clerk Total| - (30,048) 5,000 - (35,000) - (70,048)
10 Total General Fund - (61,861) - - - - (61,861)
City Manager Total - (61,861) - - - - (61,861)
|10 Total General Fund - (39,140) - - - - (39,140)
Economic Development Total - (39,140) - - - - (39,140)
10 Total General Fund (1.00) (89,155) - - - - (89,155)
Finance Total (1.00) (89,155) - - - - (89,155)
10 Total (0.75) (554,304) - - - - (554,304)
Fire Total (0.75) (554,304) - - - - (554,304)
10 Total General Fund (1.71) (258,844) - - - - (258,844)
40 Total HUD (0.03) 170 - - - - 170
45 Total ESGP Fund 0.11 (16,600) - - - - (16,600)
55 Total Health (General) (0.70) (5,429) - - - - (5,429)
56 Total Targeted Case Management - (4,695) - - - - (4,695)
63 Total Mental Health Services Act - 121,897 - - - - 121,897
86 Total Comprehensive Family Planning - (7,447) - - - - (7,447)
165 Total Alameda County Grants - (190,474) - - - - (190,474)
175 Total Senior Supportive Social Services - 1,213 - - - - 1,213
178 Total Family Care Support Program - (3,897) - - - - (3,897)
231 Total Domestic Violence Fund - (30,660) - - - - (30,660)
258 Total Condo Conversion Program - (6,820) - - - - (6,820)
340 Total CALHome - 40,716 - - - - 40,716
351 Total Community Action Program - 33,019 - - - - 33,019
370 Total CDBG (0.44) (174,482) - - - - (174,482)
375 Total Rental Housing Safety Program (0.06) (24,997) - - - - (24,997)
393 Total Measure B - Paratransit - 42,206 - - - - 42,206
610 Total Capital Improvement - (140) - - - - (140)
805 Total Shelter+Care HUD - (14,981) - - - - (14,981)
806 Total Shelter+Care County - (2,392) - - - - (2,392)
833 Total Permit Service Center (0.03) (383) - - - - (383)
935 Total Successor Agency - WBIP (0.08) (37,710) - - - - (37,710)
958 Total Public Health Realignment - (101,468) - - - - (101,468)
959 Total Tobacco Control Trust Fund - (82,779) - - - - (82,779)
Health, Housing & Community Services Total (2.94) (724,977) - - - - (724,977)
10 Total General Fund - (44,512) - - - - (44,512)
875 Total Workers' Compensation - 44,512 - - - - 44,512
Human Resources Total - - - - - - -
10 Total General Fund - (106,004) - - - - (106,004)
830 Total Sewer (0.50) (84) - - - - (84)
831 Total Clean Storm (0.50) (84) - - - - (84)
Information Technology Total (1.00) (106,171) - - - - (106,171)
10 Total General Fund (0.60) (22,899) 85,000 - - - (107,899)
330 Total Camps Fund 1.00 125,894 - - - - 125,894
450 Total Parks Tax Fund (2.30) (351,705) - - - - (351,705)
825 Total Marina Fund (0.70) (66,168) 15,000 - - - (81,168)
Parks, Recreation & Waterfront Total (2.60) (314,878) 100,000 - - - (414,878)
10 Total General Fund - (37,203) - - - - (37,203)
375 Total Rental Housing Safety Program 0.50 152,658 - - - - 152,658
833 Total Permit Service Center 1.75 271,954 - - - - 193,199
845 Total Unified Program (CUPA) - 28,895 - - - - 28,895
Planning Total 2.25 416,304 - - - - 337,549
10 Total General Fund (2.00) (1,121,935) - - - - (1,121,935)
840 Total Parking Meter - 420,350 - - - - 420,350
Police Total (2.00) (701,585) - - - - (701,585)
10 Total General Fund - (4,242) - - - - (4,242)
Police Review Commission Total - (4,242) - - - - (4,242)
10 Total General Fund - 64,142 - - - - 64,142
369 Total Special Gas Tax Improvement (0.50) (40,328) - - (16,625) - (56,953)
391 Total | Measure B Local Streets and Roads (0.50) 2,451 - - (1,500) - 951
392 Total Measure B Bike/Ped - (39,121) - - (59,451) - (98,572)
397 Total Vehicle Registration Fee - 354,121 - - 586,258 - 940,379
450 Total Parks Tax Fund - (15,831) - - - - (15,831)
470 Total Streetlight Assessment District - 54,323 - - - - 54,323
820 Total Refuse Collection & Disposal** (1.70) (307,547) - - 614,857 (922,404)
825 Total Marina Fund - (63,324) - - - (63,324)
830 Total Sewer 0.35 124,238 - - 2,283 - 126,521
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FY 2014 And FY 2015 Adopted Balancing Measures
Summary by Department and Fund

FY FY 2014 FY 2014 FY FY 2015 FY 2015
2014 Expense Revenue 2015 Expense Revenue Two-Year
Department Fund Fund Name FTE* Amount Amount FTE* Amount Amount Total

831 Total Clean Storm - (2,520) - - - - (2,520)

835 Total Off-Street Parking (0.15) 87,792 - - - - 64,046

840 Total Parking Meter 1.00 191,253 - 1.00 272,206 - 463,459

850 Total | Building Purchases & Management (0.48) (113,681) - - - - (113,681)

860 Total Equipment Replacement - (15,976) - - - - (15,976)

865 Total Equipment Maintenance 0.35 625,964 - - 39,010 - 664,974

866 Total Building Maintenance (0.38) (407,029) - - (4,323) 233,488 (644,840)
Public Works Total (2.00) 498,927 - 1.00 817,858 848,345 444,694

[10 Total General Fund - (412,272) 110,000 - - - (522,272)
Z- Non-Departmental Total - (412,272) 110,000 - - - (522,272)
Grand Total (10.04) (2,202,879) 215,000 1.00 782,858 848,345 (2,585,867)

*FTE Amounts include Career and Hourly Reductions and Additions per the Balancing Plan
** Refuse Fund FY 2015 Revenue Amount is a loan from the Workers' Compensation Fund.

128



FY 2014 And FY 2015 Adopted Balancing Measures

Summary by Department and FTEs (Net)

FY FY
2014 2015
Department FTE* FTE*
Finance Total (1.00) -
Fire Total (0.75) -
Health, Housing & Community Services Total (2.94) -
Information Technology Total (1.00) -
Parks, Recreation & Waterfront Total (2.60) -
Planning Total 2.25 -
Police Total (2.00) -
Public Works Total (2.00) 1.00
Grand Total (10.04) 1.00

*FTE Amounts include Career and Hourly Reductions and

Additions per the Balancing Plan

129



130

FY 2014 And FY 2015 Adopted Balancing Measures
Number of Eliminated Career Positions by Service Area

FY 2014 FY 2015

Service Area Filled Vacant Filled Vacant
General Government (1.00)

Fire (0.75)

Health, Housing & Community Services (1.00) (4.50)

Information Technology (1.00)

Parks Recreation & Waterfront (4.25) (4.00)

Police (2.00)

Public Works (4.00)

Totals (6.25) (16.25)

This chart reflects eliminated career positions only. It does not include any proposed
added career positions, or proposed addition or elimination of any hourly positions. Net

decrease of 22.50 FTEs.




BUDGET IMPACT SUMMARIES

FIRE DEPARTMENT BUDGET IMPACT SUMMARY (FY 2014 & FY 2015)

ADOPTED CHANGES

FY 14 Reductions

Eliminate vacant
Accounting Office
Specialist Il
(0.75 FTE)

Establish annual
salary savings target

PROGRAMMATIC
IMPACTS

» Public Safety payroll,
purchasing duties, and
other accounting duties
will be absorbed by
existing support staff.

» Cost savings due to
natural attrition rates.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES IN
DECISION MAKING

LOOKING FORWARD: CORE
PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

» The Fire Department’s
administrative and operational
support unit will continue to
ensure accurate and timely
completion of all payroll and
accounting functions.

» The Fire Department will
continue to provide
comprehensive fire protection,
emergency medical services,
disaster preparedness, and
rescue and other related services
to the community.
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BUDGET IMPACT SUMMARIES

GENERAL GOVERNMENT BUDGET IMPACT SUMMARY (FY 2014 & FY 2015)
Includes: Animal Services, City Attorney, City Clerk, City Manager, Economic
Development, Finance, Human Resources, Information Technology, and Police
Review Commission

PROGRAMMATIC GUIDING PRINCIPLES IN LOOKING FORWARD: CORE
ABIPUIED Bl IMPACTS DECISION MAKING PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
Animal Services
e FY 2014 Reduce » Higher » Focus on eliminating vacant » Animal Services will continue
spay/neuter vouchers, reproductive rates positions to provided field services for
BadRap contract, and and it may be the cities of Berkeley and
miscellaneous non- more difficult for » Propose proportional Albany , and shelter animals
personnel pitbulls to be reductions in general from Berkeley, Albany,
adopted government to reductions in Piedmont, and Emeryville.
direct servic