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Fiscal Sustainability Task Force
The City of Tacoma’s budget deficits in the early 2000’s and the past several years (2008-2011) were
primarily caused by cyclical recessions. These deficits were solved using expenditure reductions, many
temporary in nature, with the expectation that revenues would be restored at a “normal” pace of a
typical economic recovery. The recent recession has been so severe, and the recovery so slow, that we
anticipate another deficit for the 2015-2016 biennium. This is primarily due to continued slow revenue
growth on a significantly reduced tax base. Separate from most current recessionary conditions, a
structural deficit between revenues and expenditures has been growing over the last several years.
Tacoma faces many budget challenges:
A changing economy, stagnant growth and consumer spending habits are causing revenues to
grow at slower rates, especially in the last several years
The City has an antiquated revenue structure, strictly defined by state law and other voter
initiatives, which has not kept pace with evolving service responsibilities
General Fund expenditures are growing faster than revenues - with wages, benefits and debt
service obligations as the primary drivers.
The City has utilized all of its available debt capacity.
From 2007 to 2011, cash reserves were drawn down by $32 million
General Fund budget reductions and/or revenue enhancements must address a projected
structural deficit of $30M - $40M in the 2015-2016 Biennium.
Additionally, the fiscal deficit faced by the City of Tacoma and communities with similar demographic
profiles has two parts:
Expenditures
Salaries, wages and benefits for employees make
up 69% of General Fund expenditures
Cost of healthcare premiums and claims have risen
72% over the last 8 years
Desired levels of service by citizens and community
needs are increasing

Revenue
Few local revenue options aside from customary
mix of property, sales, utility and business taxes

Revenues are insufficient to support the needs of
the City

In light of these challenges, the City Council established a Fiscal Sustainability Task Force to help city
staff discover new ways to mitigate the impact of the recession and propose solutions to structural
budget problems.

Purpose and Mission Statement
The purpose of the Fiscal Sustainability Task Force is to provide a mechanism for members of the
Government Performance and Finance Committee, along with private and public sector partners, nonprofit interests and labor partners, to closely examine the City's revenue structure and structural budget
deficit. The Task Force is charged with determining if there are both short and long term solutions to
enhance revenues and/or reduce expenses in ways the City has not considered. The desired outcome is
to ensure the financial integrity and service levels of the City. The Task Force will also study both the
revenue and expense side of the structural deficit to see what steps the City can take to better manage
these challenges.

Page 3

The Task Force should not recommend specific reductions in city service levels but instead, examine if
there are steps that can be taken to maintain current levels of service by:
1. Reducing costs
2. Reducing the rate of cost increases
3. Developing alternatives
4. Identifying new, innovative and sustainable sources of revenue

Responsibilities
The Task Force shall be responsible for the duties listed below and any other related tasks that might be
added by the City Council or Government Performance and Finance Committee:
Review and understand the City's revenues, expenditures and tax burden
• Generate and vet at least 5-10 promising revenue changes/enhancements and expense
reduction measures that can be explored or implemented to address the City's structural budget
gap in a sustainable manner.
• Develop a final report with an executive summary and recommendations
• After presentation and acceptance of the final report by the Government Performance and
Finance Committee, this Task Force shall dissolve.

Compliance with State and Local Laws and City Policies
The Fiscal Sustainability Task Force is responsible for conducting its activities in a manner which is in
compliance with all relevant state and local laws and regulations including but not limited to the Open
Public Meeting Law and Public Records Law.
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Task Force Membership
Sector

Representative

Title

Organization

1

B&O Wholesaling Tax

Pierson Clair

President & CEO

Brown & Haley Co.

2

B&O Retailing Tax

Scott Ramsey

Korsmo Construction

3

B&O Service Tax

Tyler Shillito

Director of Sales and
Marketing
Partner

4

Citizen Representative

Eve Bowen

5

Citizen Representative

Clayton Harris

Owner

Radiate Media

6

Cross District Association

Reggie Frederick Owner

Chalet Bowl

7

Community Council

Ken Kingsbury

Chair

West End Neighborhood Council

8

Non-Profit Healthcare Large

Lois Bernstein

MultiCare

9

Non-Profit Healthcare Small

Jim Leonard

Senior Vice President of
Community Services
Vice President

10 Joint Labor Committee

Alice A Phillips

Chair

West & South Sound Markets at
Group Health
Joint Labor Committee

11 Local 31 Fire Fighters Union

Ryan Mudie

President

Local 31

12 Local 6 Police Union

Christopher Tracy

13 Chamber of Commerce

Toby Murray

President

Murray Pacific

14 Cultural Arts and
Entertainment
15 Human Services

Andrew Buelow

Executive Director

Tacoma Symphony Orchestra

Roberta Marsh

Executive Director

South Sound Outreach Services

16 Black Collective

Lyle Quasim

Past President

Bates Technical College

17 Executive Council

Allan Trinkwald

President

Simpson Investment Company

18 Tacoma Economic
Development Board
19 Auto Dealers

Troy Goodman

President

Targa Sound Terminal

Gary Gilchrist

Dealer Principal

Gilchrist Buick

Alternates
ALT Community Council

William King

ALT Non-Profit Healthcare Large

Budd Wagner

South Tacoma Neighborhood
Council
Franciscan Health System

ALT Non-Profit Healthcare Small

Ruth Smith

Community Council
Member
Vice President Marketing
and Communications
Senior Account Consultant

ALT Local 31 Fire Fighters Union

Matt Frank

ALT Local 6 Police Union

Terry Krause

ALT Chamber of Commerce

Brian Haynes

President

Rainier Connect

ALT Cultural Arts and
Entertainment
ALT Human Services

Kit Evans

Executive Director

Hilltop Artists in Residence

Nick Leider

ALT Black Collective

Bill Dickens

Director Homeless Adult Nativity House
Services
Senior Utilities Economist Tacoma Power

ALT Executive Council

Emily Hall

Director

Executive Council

ALT Tacoma Economic
Development Board
ALT Auto Dealers

Bruce Kendall

President & CEO

Mary Byrne

General Sales Manager

Tacoma Economic Development
Board
Titus' Tacoma Subaru

Smith Alling, P.S.

Local 6

Group Health Cooperative
Local 31
Local 6
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Fiscal Sustainability Task Force Work Plan
Date
June 19
July 10
July 24
August 14
August 28

September 11
September 25
October 16
October 30
November 13

Anticipated Discussion Topic
Introductions / Overview and expectation setting
Presentation and Discussion: 2013/14 Budget & General Fund Expenditures
Presentation and Discussion: General Fund Revenues & Taxes
Presentation and Discussion: General Fund Revenues & Taxes
Financial Situation Overview Wrap-up
Discussion and selection of concepts for further evaluation and recommendation
development
Agenda: TBD based on Task Force direction
Agenda: TBD based on Task Force direction
Agenda: TBD based on Task Force direction
Agenda: TBD based on Task Force direction
Agenda: TBD based on Task Force direction
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Proposed Ground Rules
How we will work together:
• Be constructive and solutions oriented.
• Be forward looking; don’t dwell on past disagreements.
• Monitor your air time. Be concise so that we can hear from everyone.
• Respect the right to be heard: only one conversation at a time. If you wish to make a comment,
stand up your name card so the facilitator can call on you.
• Be respectful of differing points of view.
• Stay on topic.
• Treat people as individuals, not as representative of an entire group or organization.
• Be present. Please, no E-mail or web browsing during meetings. If you need to take a call,
please go out in the hall.
• The Task Force is being asked to make recommendations based upon readily available data and
analysis, and accepts that staff may not be able to provide answers to all questions.
• Don’t let the perfect be the enemy of the good.
• Keep a sense of humor.
• Use your “red herring” cards to help us stay on track with these ground rules.
• New ground rules can be added by the Task Force at any time.
The process:
• Meetings will start on time.
• Meeting will end on time, unless we agree to extend for a specific amount of time.
• The facilitator has been engaged as a neutral third party. She will help the Task Force keep on
schedule and on task, which may include asking members to wrap up their comments. She will
pose questions and suggestions for how to move discussions forward.
• Staff and the Facilitator will keep a running list of Task Force information requests and the
response status. Before the end of each meeting we will confirm together the staff’s capacity to
respond to questions raised during the meeting. The Task Force may need to prioritize requests
given availability of staff time.
• At each meeting we will discuss plans for the next agenda. A final agenda will be circulated by
email in advance of the meeting. Meeting materials will be circulated in advance to the extent
practicable.
• A summary of each meeting noting any decisions and follow-up items will be prepared by staff
and the facilitator and submitted for approval by the Task Force at the next meeting.
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Proposed Charter for Fiscal Sustainability Task Force – DISCUSSION DRAFT
Prepared by Karen Reed, Task Force Facilitator
Italicized text indicates policy options for consideration by Task Force
Adopted ________ 2013
1. RESPONSIBILITIES OF TASK FORCE. The Task Force has been tasked with the following
responsibilities:
A. Review and assess the City’s revenue structure and structural budget deficit.
B. Considering both revenue and expense sides to the structural deficit, identify both short term
and long term proposals that could:
1. Enhance City revenues,
2. Reduce City expenses, and
3. Otherwise promote City’s financial integrity and service levels.
Given the limitations of time and available information, potential solutions may take the form of
questions recommended for further study by the City.
C. Provide a report and recommendations to City Council’s Government Performance and Finance
Committee (GPFC) no later than December, 2013.
D. The Task Force is not charged with conducting a public outreach process.
E. The Task Force shall be disbanded following presentation of its report and recommendations to
the GPFC.
2. MEMBERSHIP.
A. SIZE OF TASK FORCE. The Task Force shall consist of nineteen (19) Members drawn from among
a diverse group of stakeholders in the City’s residential, business, labor, and non-governmental
sectors.
B. ALTERNATES. The Mayor and Council and various businesses, labor and other community
groups have collaborated in the selection of Task Force Members and Alternates. Each Task
Force Member may have a single designated Alternate who may participate fully in deliberations
in the absence of the Member. If the Member was confirmed by the GPFC, then any Alternate
for that Member shall also require GPFC confirmation.
C. RESIGNATION. Any Member of the Task Force may resign at any time by delivering written
notice to the Chair of the Council’s Government Performance and Finance Committee (GPFC). A
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resignation shall be effective when the notice is delivered unless the notice specifies a later
date.
E. DISMISSAL. Any Member of the Task Force may be removed from the Task Force by the majority
vote of the Task Force for three consecutive unexcused absences. The Task Force must advise
the Member being dismissed and the Chair of the GPFC in writing at least five days before taking
the action.
D. APPOINTMENT OF REPLACEMENT MEMBER. Upon the dismissal, resignation or incapacity of a
Member of the Task Force, his/her Alternate, if any, shall assume the role of Member. In the
event there is no designated Alternate, the GPFC may appoint a replacement.
E. APPOINTMENT OF SUBCOMMITTEES. The Task Force may approve by majority vote the creation
of subcommittees composed of not more than eight (8) Panel Members to provide advice to the
Task Force on specific issues within the scope of the Task Force’s general responsibilities.
Subcommittees shall be governed by the same rules regarding meetings, voting, notice, waiver
of notice and quorum as apply to the Task Force.
F. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS. Task Force Members may be called on from time to time to
comment about the activities of the Task Force or the subject matter under deliberation. In such
communications, Task Force Members will take care to distinguish any official Task Force
positions from individual Member positions. Task Force Members agree to refer inquiries from
the press to the [Chair] for response on behalf of the Task Force.
3.

[CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR.] The Task Force shall elect a [Chair and Vice Chair] from among its
Members. The Chair and Vice-Chair shall have the duties set forth in Section 6.
[Option 1: the Task Force does not need to elect any officers—it could instead appoint
spokespeople for issues from time to time.
Option 2: It could simply have a single Chair.
Option 3: It could alternately have “co-chairs.”
Recommendation: The recommendation is to appoint a Chair and Vice-Chair.]

4. COMPENSATION. No compensation or reimbursement for expenditures shall be paid by the City for
any service as a Member of the Task Force or as an officer of the Task Force.
5. MEETINGS OF THE TASK FORCE.
A. REGULAR AND SPECIAL MEETINGS. The Task Force is expected to meet approximately twice
each month from June through November 2013. Regular meetings of the Task Force shall be
held from 4:00 – 6:00 P.M. on the following Wednesdays: June 19, July 10, July 24, August 14
August 28, September 11, September 25, October 16, October 30, November 13. Meetings will
be held in the Olympic Room of the Tacoma Central Library unless notice is provided of a
different location. Cancellation of meetings, or adding additional regular meetings may be made
by decision of the Chair, based on a survey of the availability of Task Force Members and
Alternates. Special meetings of the Task Force may be held at any time and place, whenever
called by the Task Force Chair. Members or their Alternates must attend in person to
participate in a meeting.
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B. NOTICE OF MEETINGS. Notice of all scheduled meetings of the Task Force has been provided in
section 5 of this Charter. If a regularly scheduled meeting date, time or location needs to be
changed, City staff charged with supporting the Task Force shall provide electronic mail notice to
the Task Force Members and Alternates at least seven (7) days prior to the date on which the
meeting will be held. If a special meeting is required, not less than three (3) days' notice shall be
given by City staff. Any notice shall specify the date, time and place of the meeting; provided
however, notice may be waived in writing signed by the person or persons entitled to such
notice, whether before or after the time at which the notice is required to be given, which shall
be equivalent to the giving of such notice.
[Options: could require greater or lesser notice of meetings]
C. AGENDAS. Prior to each regularly scheduled meeting, the Task Force Chair, working with the
Facilitator, shall establish an agenda for the meeting, based on discussion and direction from the
Task Force at the previous Task Force meeting. At the beginning of the meeting any Task Force
Member may request that the Chair add an item to the agenda. The decision whether to add an
item shall be made by the Chair. Agendas will be made available to the Task Force Members
electronically (by email) at least four (4) days prior to the meeting. Staff to the Task Force shall
make best efforts to provide all meeting materials to the Task Force in advance of the meeting
date.
[Options: Could allow Task Force to vote on adding any items to agenda. Could require
greater or lesser advance time for distribution of agenda.]
D. QUORUM. A quorum at any meeting shall consist of Task Force Members or their Alternates
who represent a simple majority.
[Options: could require a higher percentage for a quorum]
E. VOTING. The Task Force shall attempt to make decisions by consensus. Upon request of any
Member, a vote will be taken, in which case each Task Force Member in attendance at the
meeting (or their Alternate) shall be entitled to cast one vote. Votes may not be made by proxy.
A routine matter will be approved by a simple majority of all votes cast (e.g., to adjourn, elect a
chair or vice chair, to approve the agenda, etc.). A supermajority vote will be required to secure
approval of any recommendation to be included in the Task Force final report and
recommendations; provided further:
1. A matter will be deemed “a consensus recommendation” if approved by no fewer than
eighty percent (80%) of the Task Force Members present and voting.
2. A matter will be deemed a “recommendation” of the Task Force if approved by no fewer
than sixty percent (60%) of the Task Force Members present and voting.
3. The minutes shall reflect the votes of each Member.
[Options: could have a simple majority requirement for all actions. Could allow proxies.
Could have a single threshold for policy approvals (66% or 75% or some other level), or vary the
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proposed thresholds of 80% and 60%. Could provide that no policy recommendation will be
voted on the first day it is presented to Task Force.]
F. RULES OF ORDER. All meetings of the Task Force shall be conducted in accordance with the
latest edition or revision of Robert's Rules of Order, except as otherwise provided in this
Charter.
G. MEETINGS TO BE PUBLIC. All meetings of the Task Force shall be open to the public.
H. TASK FORCE MATERIALS TO BE PUBLIC. The deliberations of the Task Force are subject to the
Public Records Act [Chapter 42.56 RCW]. Unless exempt from disclosure requirements under
state law, all meeting agendas, meeting summaries and meeting materials will be posted on a
website by City staff.
I.

PUBLIC COMMENT. The Task Force may, but is not required, to accept public comment at any
of its meetings. A decision to accept public comment will require a simple majority approval of
the Members present and voting. If the Task Force votes to allow public comment, the Chair
will decide the total time to be allotted for public comment at each meeting; no speaker may
comment for longer than three (3) minutes, and no more than three (3) individuals may testify
on the same side of any issue.
[Options: Could change rules proposed for public testimony, or decide such rules on an ad
hoc basis.]

J.

MINUTES. Summary minutes shall be kept of Task Force meetings, recording attendance,
general discussion items, decisions and votes (where taken). Minutes shall be available to the
public.

K. FINDINGS, REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. The Facilitator shall draft the Task Force report,
and the Task Force shall review and comment on the draft report, and shall approve the final
Report by a vote of not less than sixty percent (60%) of those present and voting. Minority
reports shall not be allowed; provided that the Task Force final report shall, upon request of
Members dissenting from a recommendation, include a summary statement as to position, and
rationale therefor, of dissenters.
[Option: Could allow minority reports if drafted by dissenters.]

6. [CHAIR AND VICE-CHAIR] OF THE TASK FORCE.
A. DUTIES OF CHAIR. The Chair shall preside at the meetings and shall have the following
responsibilities:
1.

Preside at regular and special meetings and may call regular and special meetings of the
Task Force;

2. Working with the Facilitator, confirm the agenda for all meetings;
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3. Act as spokesperson for the Task Force and execute documents on behalf of the Task Force;
4. Transmit to the GPFC any approved reports and recommendations of the Task Force; and
5. Such other duties as may be delegated from time to time by the Task Force.
B. DUTIES OF VICE-CHAIR. [This section unnecessary if no Vice Chair elected] In the absence of the
Chair or the Chair's inability to act, the Vice-Chair shall act in place of the Chair and shall have all
the powers and authority of the Chair.
C. ABSENCE OR INABILITY OF CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR. [If Chair and Vice-Chair form selected]: In the
case of the absence or inability of the Chair and the Vice-Chair to act, the Task Force may,
delegate the powers and duties of the Chair to any other Task Force Member.
D. VACANCY. Any vacancy in the post of [Chair or Vice-Chair] of the Task Force may be filled by the
Task Force upon a vote taken at the meeting following the meeting at which nominations to fill
such vacancy are made.
[Option: Could require more formal process, or allow vote to occur the same meeting as
that which nominations to fill the vacancy are made.]
7. STAFFING.
A. The City Finance Director and Budget Officer shall provide logistical and staff support to the Task
Force. Task force members acknowledge that staff may have limited time and resources to
respond to all questions, information requests and/or to do analysis that may be required to
answer questions. Staff will make all reasonable efforts to address Task Force requests for
information or analysis pertinent to the issues under consideration by the Task Force and to do
so in a timely manner based on readily available data and analysis. The Task Force may need to
prioritize information requests given limited staff time and resources. The Panel shall also have
an independent facilitator to assist it by facilitating meetings, assisting in development of
agendas and materials, drafting the Task Force report and recommendations, and otherwise
assisting the Task Force in procedural matters.
B. City staff designated to provide support to the Task Force shall be responsible for the
maintenance and circulation of the minutes and agendas of the meetings of the Task Force, and
preparation and mailing or delivery of all meeting notices, agendas and materials to Task Force
Members.
8. AMENDMENTS. This Charter shall be adopted, and may be amended, upon a sixty percent (60%)
vote of the Task Force present and voting provided that no amendment may be approved contrary
to state law or City policy.
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Contact List

1
2

Sector
B&O Wholesaling Tax
B&O Retailing Tax

Representative
Pierson Clair
Scott Ramsey

3
4
5
6
7

B&O Service Tax
Citizen Representative
Citizen Representative
Cross District Association
Community Council

Tyler Shillito
Eve Bowen
Clayton Harris
Reggie Frederick
Ken Kingsbury

8

Lois Bernstein

15

Non-Profit Healthcare
Large
Non-Profit Healthcare
Small
Joint Labor Committee
Local 31 Fire Fighters
Union
Local 6 Police Union
Chamber of Commerce
Cultural Arts and
Entertainment
Human Services

16
17
18

9
10
11
12
13
14

19

Title
President & CEO
Director of Sales and
Marketing
Partner

Organization
Brown & Haley Co.
Korsmo Construction

Email
clair@brown-haley.com
sramsey@korsmo.com

Smith Alling, P.S.

Owner
Owner

Radiate Media
Chalet Bowl
West End Neighborhood
Council
MultiCare

tyler@smithalling.com
e_bowen@comcast.net
clayton.harris@me.com
reggie@chaletbowl.com
kenkings@harbornet.com

Jim Leonard

Senior Vice President of
Community Services
Vice President

Alice A Phillips
Ryan Mudie

Chairwoman
President

West & South Sound
Markets at Group Health
Joint Labor Committee
Local 31

leonard.j@ghc.org

tacomalocal6@gmail.com
tmurray@murraypacific.com
abuelow@tacomasymphony.org

gary@gilchristauto.com

Christopher Tracy
Toby Murray
Andrew Buelow

President
Executive Director

Roberta Marsh

Executive Director

Black Collective
Executive Council

Lyle Quasim
Allan Trinkwald

Past President
President

Tacoma Economic
Development Board
Auto Dealers

Troy Goodman

President

Local 6
Murray Pacific
Tacoma Symphony
Orchestra
South Sound Outreach
Services
Bates Technical College
Simpson Investment
Company
Targa Sound Terminal

Gary Gilchrist

Dealer Principal

Gilchrist Buick
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lois.bernstein@multicare.org

alice@ibew483.org
Ryaniafflocal31@gmail.com

Roberta@southsoundoutreach.org
lquasim@msn.com
atrinkw@simpson.com
tgoodman@targaresources.com

Alternates
ALT Community Council

William King

Member

South Tacoma
Neighborhood Council

william.kin@Quentustech.com

ALT Non-Profit Healthcare
Large

Budd Wagner

Vice President Marketing
and Communications

Franciscan Health System

buddwagner@fhshealth.org

ALT Non-Profit Healthcare
Small
ALT Local 31 Fire Fighters
Union
ALT Local 6 Police Union
ALT Chamber of Commerce
ALT Cultural Arts and
Entertainment
ALT Human Services

Ruth Smith

ALT Black Collective

Bill Dickens

ALT Executive Council
ALT Tacoma Economic
Development Board
ALT Auto Dealers

smith.ruth@ghc.org

Matt Frank

Local 32

Mattiafflocal31@gmail.com

Terry Krause
Brian Haynes
Kit Evans

Local 7
Rainier Connect
Hilltop Artists in Residence

tacomalocal6@gmail.com
brian.haynes@rainierconnect.net
Kevens@hilltopartists.org

Nativity House

NickL@ccsww.org

Tacoma Power

bdickens@ci.tacoma.wa.us

Emily Hall
Bruce Kendall

Director Homeless Adult
Services
Senior Utilities
Economist
Director
President & CEO

Executive Council
Tacoma Economic
Development Board

eghall@exec-council.com
bruce@edbtacomapierce.org

Mary Byrne

General Sales Manager

Titus' Tacoma Subaru

maryb@brucetitus.com

Nick Leider

President
Executive Director

Staff Contacts
Andy Cherullo

Finance Director

253-591-5805

acherullo@cityoftacoma.org

Tadd Wille

Budget Office

253-591-5818

twille@cityoftacoma.org

Karen Reed

Facilitator

206-932-5063

Kreedconsult@comcast.net
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City of Tacoma Strategic Plan
Mission
We provide high-quality, innovative and cost-effective municipal services that enhance the lives of our
citizens and the quality of our neighborhoods and business districts.
Vision
Tacoma is a livable and progressive international city, regarded for the richness of its diverse population
and its natural setting.
Goals
A safe, healthy, livable community
A balanced, vibrant economy
A results-oriented government
Guiding Principles
Service We provide customer-focused municipal services that produce the highest level of value,
results and satisfaction.
Integrity We behave in an ethical and honest way that furthers the principles of good
government.
Accountability We are answerable for our individual and collective conduct and performance.
Respect We treat each other and those we serve with courtesy, consideration and regard.
Stewardship We are good guardians of the public resources entrusted to us.
Innovation We find new and better ways of conducting business and providing services.
Teamwork We build success through collaborative and inclusive approaches to organizational
and community issues.
2013-2014 Policy Priorities
Strengthen and maintain a Strong Fiscal Management position
Strengthen and support Human Services, Public Education, and Diverse Higher Learning
opportunities in Tacoma
Foster Neighborhood, Community, and Economic Development Vitality and Sustainability
Plan for and improve Public Infrastructure that meets the Transportation needs of all Tacoma
residents and visitors
Encourage and promote an Open, Effective, Results Oriented Organization
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City Wide Organizational Chart
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Fiscal Overview
The 2013-2014 budget “resets” expectations for levels of services to those that are affordable and more
sustainable. It reflects the tough choices and difficult decisions that were required to address the
structural imbalance between the City’s revenues and expenditures.
Tacoma’s financial challenges are the same as those faced by many of our businesses and residents. The
City’s expenses exceeded our income. Revenues have been declining or flat for almost 5 years and
during that period the City has depleted its reserves in an effort to maintain services at levels that are no
longer financially sustainable.
In each of the last three Biennium (2007-2008 to 2011-2012), expenditures have exceeded budgeted
revenues. While efforts have been made to reduce expenditures, these efforts have not been significant
enough to overcome the negative impacts of the recession on the Tacoma economy. In prior budgets,
Tacoma has sought to mitigate the effect of declining revenues and avoid significant reductions in
services primarily through modest tax increases and the use of General Fund reserves. As a result,
General Fund’s reserve levels have been reduced from $46.3 million in 2008 to $14.2 million in 2011.
Additional “savings” efforts have also been short-term and unsustainable. As a result, more dramatic
long-term reductions were needed in 2011-2012 and 2013-2014.
In late 2011, Phase 1 budget reductions were made totaling $20.3 million. In mid-2012, the City
launched another round of reductions and some minor adjustments to revenues totaling an additional
$11.8 million.
The greatest challenges have been in the City’s General Fund which supports core city services such as
police, fire, library, public works, human services and many others. It is in the General Fund and those
core services that the most dramatic reductions had to occur. During the budget development process,
staff rigorously reviewed the City’s finances in an effort to put the City on a sustainable path. The
difficult decisions reflected in this budget were informed by input from the community, from the City
Council and from employees about the City’s service priorities. Management and staff identified
opportunities to achieve savings through greater efficiencies and more fundamental changes in how we
do business. The 2013-2014 Adopted General Fund budget totals $396.6 million. A decrease of nearly $2
million from the 2011-2012 Adopted Budget.
The five-year General Fund forecast (2012-2016) completed last May estimated expenses will continue
to exceed revenues each year. The current revenue and expense structure for the General Fund is not
sustainable and therefore the 2013-2014 budget contains numerous cost containment initiatives. The
number of General Fund full-time equivalent positions is reduced by 224.1 positions in the 2013-2014
budget. Every decision to reduce the number of employees was made with careful consideration of the
impact on services. Although the budget will have an impact to the City’s service levels, we are confident
that the City’s management team has worked hard to identify cost savings and efficiencies that will
enable the City to maintain services.
The City faces a multitude of challenges that require the cooperative efforts of its citizens, elected
officials, private and non-profit businesses, and employees in order to develop creative and sustainable
solutions. Staff is committed to doing the best job possible of serving the citizens of Tacoma.
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2011-2012 Biennial Budget
In 2011, revenues supporting the 2011-2012 biennial budget were estimated to fall far below original
projections and significant expenditure reductions were needed to bring them in balance. The 20112012 deficit was estimated at $32 million for the General Fund. With this looming deficit, City Council
directed staff to propose expenditure reductions and to consider finding new revenues in order to
balance the budget. After careful consideration, the Council agreed in January 2012 to Phase I
adjustments totaling $20.3 million.
Beginning in 2012, City staff continued working to identify additional efficiencies, reductions, and
revenues and scrutinized the level of reserves in numerous internal service funds where the General
Fund is a major contributor. The City Council approved Phase II reductions on September 18, 2012 that
closed the remaining 2011-2012 General Fund shortfall.
These reductions, additional revenues, and fund transfers set the stage for development of the 20132014 Biennial Budget. Continued slow growth of General Fund revenues require further reductions,
consideration of modest revenue increases, and the identification of operating efficiencies for 20132014.

2013-2014 Biennial Budget Strategy
The development of the 2013-2014 Budget focused on a “Back to Basics” approach by addressing ways
to streamline operations, enhance performance, reduce costs, while minimizing adverse impacts on
service delivery. The Back to Basics strategy encompassed three fundamental areas that staff deemed
important in the development of the budget: Core Services, Continuous Improvement, and Credibility.
Core Service: Staff evaluated City services to ensure they aligned with City Council strategic
goals and the community’s expectations of core services such as street maintenance, police
protection, fire protection, and neighborhood services.
Continuous Improvement: The City is dedicated to providing services efficiently. As part of the
budget review, staff looked for cost effective ways to improve service delivery.
Credibility: Through municipal transparency, the City works to ensure the community is kept
abreast of where the City stands financially throughout the entire budget process. The 20132014 budget illustrates revenues and expenditures through department metrics and
performance measures for citizens to better understand how the funding is allocated.
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2013-2014 Budget Highlights
The 2013-2014 Adopted Budget reflects the City’s commitment to strong financial management and
responsibility. The Budget is focused on the City’s core mission and basic services and contains difficult,
but necessary, service and personnel reductions. Although reductions were required to balance the
budget, every effort was made to identify cost savings and operational efficiencies in order to continue
to provide the highest levels of service possible. The following is a summary of the 2013-2014 Budget
Highlights:
The 2013-2014 General Fund Budget is balanced over the Biennium.
Tax base estimates and future revenue projections have been “reset” based on the impact
of the recession and current slow economic recovery.
Expenditures and services have been adjusted to more sustainable levels.
Fund balance remains within the 5% to 15% target and will be increased over the coming
Biennium.
Minor restructuring of some departments were adopted to increase accountability, promote
efficiencies, and improve customer service.
In June 2012, the General Fund deficit for the 2013-2014 Biennium was projected to be $63 million, or
15%, of forecast expenditures. In order to address a projected deficit of this size, a comprehensive
approach, including community and employee outreach, was required in the development of the 20132014 Adopted Budget.
Cost cutting efforts identified through this comprehensive approach impact not only departments
budgeted in the General Fund, but those that receive direct and indirect General Fund support. Outside
agencies, including other governmental agencies, human service providers, and the arts community
were impacted by the City’s efforts to reduce General Fund expenditures.
The City of Tacoma’s 2013-2014 Biennial Budget totals $2,773,033,208. General Fund expenditures for
the next two years are $396,658,357 which is almost $2.0 million less than the 2011-2012 Adopted
Budget of $398.6 million.
The General Fund budget supports the majority of traditional services associated with city government.
Police and Fire represent nearly 60% of the General Fund budget. Other core City functions funded in
whole or part from the General Fund, include Public Works, Library, Municipal Court, Community and
Economic Development and others.
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Budget Development Process
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Civic and Employee Engagement
Over the course of developing the proposed budget, the City included a civic and employee engagement
strategy to invite the public to provide input as part of the process. This strategy encouraged citizen
participation through four initiatives: Community Budget Input Meetings, the Budget Input Box, the City
Services Questionnaire and the Citizen’s Rating of City Services. Information and access to these
initiatives were provided in English, Korean, Spanish, Cambodian, and Vietnamese.
In addition to the community input opportunities, the Employee Frontline Focus initiative was
implemented to give City employees an opportunity to provide input during the budget process.
A complete report of the Civic Engagement Budget Development Strategy findings can be found in the
Appendix section of this document.

Community Budget Input Meetings
To kick off the citizen engagement, the City held a series of community input meetings from June
through August. A total of 14 (10 hosted by City Council and 4 hosted by community groups) meetings
were held to give citizens an opportunity to hear about the state of the City budget and provide
comments on City services and programs. The total attendance for all community input meetings was
819 with 232 individuals providing comments on such topics as streets and transportation, human
services, public safety, art programs and libraries. The largest attended meeting was held at the Korean
Women’s Association with a record attendance of more than 300 citizens.
Major Themes
296 Comments mentioned by the 232 Speakers
Other
13%

Human Services
25%

Revenues
4%
Economic
Development
5%

Managing Budget
Deficit
13%

Libraries
8%
Transportation
9%

Arts
10%

Safety
13%
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City Services Questionnaire
Citizens were also provided another avenue to provide their input through the City Services
Questionnaire. This questionnaire asked individuals to rank City services in priority of importance from
one to 10. As part of this initiative, the City collected 791 questionnaires. Public safety accounted for
51% of the #1 ranking with Fire services receiving the highest percentage followed by police and funding
support for community agencies.
Service Areas Ranked as #1
Funding to external
agencies (Metro
Parks)
Street maintenance
3%
4%
Police (Special
enforcement areas)
6%
Arts and cultural
programs
Library
6%
8%

Senior Center
facilities
2%

Fire
32%

Neighborhood
problem-solving
Funding to external
9%
agencies (Human
Services)
11%

Police
19%

More information on community and employee engagement is available in the City of Tacoma 20132014 Biennial Budget document.
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Revenue Overview
2013-2014 Revenues
The recent recession has substantially reduced Tacoma’s tax base. While modest increases in some
revenue categories were seen in 2012, overall growth of General Fund revenues for 2013-2014 is
budgeted at 1% over 2011-2012 actuals.
GENERAL FUND
Revenues
Expenditures
Difference
(-/+ Unreserved Fund
Balance)

2007/2008
Actual
410,461,738

2009/2010
Actual
389,063,615

2011/2012
Actual
392,934,081

2013/2014
Adopted
396,658,357

414,171,184

407,256,562

388,452,715

392,170,626

(3,709,446)

(18,192,947)

4,481,365

4,487,731

The 2013-2014 Budget includes an increase in tax collections by reducing the exemption from the City’s
business tax on non-profit health care organizations from 75% to 0%. The elimination of the tax
exemption will result in an additional $5.5 million over the next two years. The budget also included
creation of a Transportation Benefit District and imposition of a $20 vehicle license (tab) fee. The fee is
estimated to generate $4.0 million over the Biennium dedicated for transportation (streets) purposes.
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Expense Overview
The 2013-2014 Biennial Budget includes significant reductions in employees, reductions in transfers to
other funds, reductions in funding of external agencies and other cost reducing actions. There are three
primary drivers increasing expenditures.

Personnel
Despite significant reductions in the number of General Fund Full Time Equivalent (FTE) positions over
the last four years, personnel costs continue to be the major driver of expenditure growth. Reductions in
the numbers of employees will in many cases translate into reductions in levels of service.
2009/2010
2011/2012
2013/2014
Difference
Revised
Adopted
Adopted
General Fund
1,489.5
1,225.8
1,001.7
(224.1)
Special Revenue Funds
180.2
321.5
277.1
(44.3)
Capital Project Funds
18.4
16.6
(16.6)
Enterprise Funds*
1,914.5
2,039.9
2,017.8
(22.1)
Internal Service Funds*
257.1
254.2
215.9
(38.3)
Trust and Agency Funds
14.1
14.0
11.0
(3.0)
TOTAL
3,873.8
3,871.9
3,523.6
(348.3)
* Tacoma Public Utilities’ budget reduces 11.1 FTEs in 2013-2014.

Salaries and Wages
Non-represented General Government (excluding TPU) employees have not received pay increases since
2010 and in 2012 were furloughed without pay for 12 days – the equivalent to a 4.6% pay reduction. In
addition, department directors took a 5% pay reduction in 2012. Those pay reductions are restored for
2013-2014, but non-represented employees will continue to have their base pay held at 2010 levels.
Many of the City’s represented employees agreed to forgo previously negotiated cost of living pay
increases in 2011-2012. In so doing, the City negotiated wage increases beginning for many groups in
2013. The Adopted 2013-2014 budget honors contractually agreed to pay increases which amount to
$28.5 million over the next Biennium.

Employee Health Benefits
The cost of employee health insurance is escalating for all employers in the private and public sectors.
This is a challenge that is not unique to city government. Tacoma employee’s health care and dental
benefits are expected to increase by 6.9% in 2013 and 12% in 2014. These estimates are based on
claims experience and actuarial projections. The City is in discussions with represented employees to
identify ways to change and lower the cost of health benefits. Past and current trends simply make
these costs unsustainable in the future.

Debt Service
General Fund debt service increased by $6.6 million from 2011-2012 to 2013-14, $5.1 million of which
was a result of a 2010 refinancing that deferred principal and interest until 2013 and beyond. The
Unreserved Fund Balance has been depleted by more than $32 million over the past five years.
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Other Funds
The General Fund makes significant contributions to many funds in support of other key city services.
Those contributions or transfers to other funds, excluding Debt Service will total approximately $50
million in 2013-2014. The largest transfers are a combined $23.5 million to Police and Fire Relief &
Pension Funds and $18.2 million to the Streets Fund. Other funds receiving General Fund transfers
include Traffic Enforcement ($2.4 million), Parking ($0.86 million), Permitting ($1.5 million), Performing
Arts ($1.7 million), Convention Center ($0.90 million), Mountain Rail ($0.3 million), Public Liability Self
Insurance ($5.27 million), and Water Hydrants ($3.46 million). The need to reduce total General Fund
expenditures has resulted in reductions of most transfers from prior year levels. The funds receiving
transfers were also required to identify operational efficiencies and budget savings for the 2013-2014
budget.

Non-Departmental and Outside Agencies
Tacoma makes contributions to several other governmental agencies for services with transfers of
General Fund monies including to the Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department, Metropolitan Park
District, Foss Waterway Development Authority, Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, and the Tacoma-Pierce
County Humane Society. City government also contracts with non-governmental organizations for
services including indigent defense, and to Tacoma 360, Tacoma-Pierce County Sports Commission, and
others.
Finally, Tacoma supports numerous community organizations that make significant
contributions to the health and well-being of neighborhoods and individuals.

Restructuring
The 2013-2014 Adopted Budget restructured several departments and reflects the establishment of
three new departments.
The 2013-2014 Adopted Budget created a new Department of Planning and Development Services. This
new department combines the efforts of the Planning and Building Division as well as the Land Use
Services Division which both previously resided in Department of Community and Economic
Development.
The new Environmental Services Department is also reflected in the Adopted Budget and includes the
three utility divisions previously in Public Works: Solid Waste, Wastewater and Surface Water.
A Department of Neighborhood and Community Services was created in order to realign functions
formerly in the Department of Human Rights and Human Services, code enforcement and community
based services.

Page 25

Background on Collective Bargaining
The City of Tacoma employs approximately 3500 full-time and part-time employees. Of that total, nearly
75% of staff is represented by Unions, and their wages, hours and working conditions are covered by
collective bargaining agreements.

City of Tacoma Workforce
Collective Bargaining Union Grouping
Local 483 IBEW
Local 120 WSCCCE
Local 117 Teamsters
Local 17 PTE
Local 160 IAM&AW
Rail (160, UTU, BLE)
Local 313 Teamsters
Police & Fire
Non-represented

Employee Count
921
243
244
248
95
79
124
684
851

Grand Total

3489

Non-represented
24%

Local 483 IBEW
26%

Local 120 WSCCCE
7%

Police & Fire
20%

Local 117
Teamsters
7%
Local 313
Teamsters
4%

Rail
2%

Local 17 PTE
7%
Local 160 IAM&AW
3%
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Civil Service
By Tacoma City Charter, (Article VI - City Officers and Personnel), the City has a civil service employment
process. Civil service provides for a specified hiring process for classified positions, and grants property
rights to those employees who are in the classified service. Some of these property rights include layoff
and recall rights, just cause discipline, and an appeal process to the Civil Service Board.
The Personnel Rules which cover the civil service rules and procedures can be found in the Tacoma
Municipal Code, Chapter 1.24.
Both by City Ordinance and through collective bargaining, the City has developed rules pertaining to
employees’ benefits for issues such as standby and overtime compensation, holiday pays, leave accruals
and other benefits such as Deferred Compensation and Voluntary Employee Beneficiary Association
programs (VEBA). The Compensation Plan which covers these topics can be found in the Tacoma
Municipal Code, Chapter 1.12.

History of Collective Bargaining at the City
The Public Employment Relations Commission (PERC) is a state agency whose responsibilities include
establishing and modifying collective bargaining units based on PERC’s standards in bargaining unit
creation and modification.
Questions sometimes arise as to why there are so many collective bargaining agreements at the City of
Tacoma. The agreements have been developed over many years and address hours, wages, and
working conditions for the different work groups who provide the different services that the City
provides.
Aside from the Union association, there are two primary ways in which contracts may be organized:
1.
By specific industry – contracts which are specific to Police, Fire, Water, Power, Rail and so
forth. These contracts contain jobs which are typically isolated to just those departments.
2.
By classification – contracts that have classifications which are used across the City, such as
the Clerical unit agreement which has administrative support jobs in one agreement.

Employee Right to Representation
Public sector employees are legally entitled to be represented by a labor union under RCW 41.56.
Employees who are excluded from collective bargaining include: elected officials, positions with a
specified term of office, confidential employees, and personal assistant to a court judge or court
commissioner.

Public Employer Relations Commission (PERC)
PERC is the state agency which oversees the administration of public sector collective bargaining
agreements and representation issues. This agency mediates disputes, provides arbitration services and
adjudicates claims of unfair labor practice (ULP).
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Mandatory Subjects of Bargaining
Per RCW 41.56, the City must collectively bargain over the mandatory subjects of wages, hours and
working conditions for positions that are represented by a Union.
The City must bargain all wage and wage-related matters.
The City cannot unilaterally change seniority-related issues such as layoff and bumping.
The City cannot unilaterally move work from one bargaining unit to a classification outside of
that unit.
All of the City’s collective bargaining agreements provide for a grievance procedure whereby the Union
may file a claim alleging a contract violation. In most contracts, the final step in arbitration is a third
party arbitrator.

Interest Arbitration
Specific to protective service (commissioned police and fire positions), these agreements may be taken
to interest arbitration if resolution through collective bargaining efforts is not reached. As with any
arbitration, a third party is making the final decision on the disputed areas of contents and wages in the
collective bargaining agreement.

Classification and Compensation Study
In 2008, the City of Tacoma completed a comprehensive review of the classification system and
compensation plan. The project was guided by a steering committee and the Government Performance
and Finance Committee (GPFC), with oversight by the City Council.
Driven by the City’s mission to be a high performance organization, the City Council developed a
compensation philosophy which created a market-based pay system for non-represented classifications
and that replaced annual COLA adjustments and longevity pay, in order to attract and retain talented
employees to support the City’s strategic goals.
Milliman Consulting, Inc., provided consultative services and conducted salary surveys on both wage and
benefit data. Benefit information was sought from comparable local agencies and evaluated against the
City of Tacoma’s benefit package.
A new six step pay structure for non-represented classifications, utilizing salary data from this survey
effort was approved by the City Council through Ordinance 27775, passed on December 16th, 2008. At
that time, the plan was for market data to be reviewed every two years to determine if any adjustments
to the salary table were needed. Since 2009, no further market reviews or increases have been
approved for the non-represented pay structure.
During 2010, the City brought market data to the union negotiation tables and successfully bargained
market-based compensation with many of the City’s collective bargaining units. In 2013, the majority of
those same bargaining units were given market-based pay increases based upon the same comparable
matches used in 2010.
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Methodology
When the market survey data was reviewed several factors were considered when establishing market
matches. These factors included sector or industry of the job, whether or not the market should be
regional or national, and the relative organizational size.
Data was collected from published salary surveys, where available. Multiple surveys were used, if
applicable. Where published surveys did not provide a good position match, a custom survey was
developed to capture specific I-5 corridor public sector agencies or relevant industry-specific agency
matches.
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The City of Tacoma currently has twenty nine (29) collective bargaining agreements including the Joint
Labor contract.
Bargaining Unit Description

Expiration Date

2013

Local 160 IAM&AW General

12/31/2011

B

Local 483 IBEW Click! Unit

12/31/2011

B

Local 120 WSCCCE

12/31/2012

B

Local 160 IAM and AW (WWTP Supervisors)

12/31/2012

B

Local 483 IBEW Custodians

12/31/2012

B

Local 483 IBEW Tacoma Power (March increases)

3/31/2013

B

Local 117 Public Assembly Facilities Unit

12/31/2013

CPI

Local 313 Teamsters

12/31/2013

CPI

Local 117 Library Unit

12/31/2014

CPI

M

Local 117 Teamsters General Unit

12/31/2014

CPI

M

Local 120 WSCCCE Library

12/31/2014

CPI

M

Local 17 Professional & Technical Employees

12/31/2014

M-B

CPI

Local 26 IUPA Captain & Lieutenant

12/31/2014

I

I

Local 31 Tacoma Fire Fighters Union

12/31/2014

M

M

Local 483 IBEW Clerical Unit

12/31/2014

M-B

CPI

Local 483 IBEW Customer & Field Services

12/31/2014

M

CPI

Local 483 IBEW Supervisors Unit

12/31/2014

M

CPI

Local 483 IBEW Water Division

12/31/2014

M

CPI

Local 483 IBEW Water Pollution

12/31/2014

M

CPI

Local 6 IUPA Tacoma Police Union

12/31/2014

CPI

CPI

Professional Public Safety Managers Association

12/31/2014

I

I

Local 483 IBEW Court Clerks

2014

2015

2016

12/31/2015

FR

CPI

CPI

Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers (July increases)

Covered under NRLA

FR

FR

FR

FR

United Transportation Union Switch Crews

Covered under NRLA

CPI

CPI

CPI

CPI

United Transportation Union Yardmasters

Covered under NRLA

FR

FR

FR

FR

Local 160 IAM&AW Rail Mechanics

Covered under NRLA

FR

FR

CPI

CPI

Local 160 IAM&AW Track Workers

Covered under NRLA

FR

FR

CPI

CPI

Local 160 IAM&AW Rail Yard Clerks

Covered under NRLA

FR

CPI

CPI

CPI

Key

Code

Currently in bargaining

B

Market wages

M

Wage increased based upon consumer price index

CPI

Flat rate increase

FR

Wages indexed from another agreement
National Railway Labor Act

I
NRLA

Contract Expires in 2013
Contract Expires in 2014
Contract Expires in 2015
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Information on Budgeting and Fiscal Conditions
1.
2.
3.
4.

Government Accountability Office
National League of Cities
Washington State Auditor’s Office
Association of Washington Cities
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United States Government Accountability Office

GAO

STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS’ FISCAL
OUTLOOK
April 2013 Update

GAO’s State and Local Fiscal
Simulations
Fiscal sustainability presents a
national challenge shared by all
levels of government. Since 2007,
GAO has published long-term
fiscal simulations for the state and
local government sector. These
simulations have consistently
shown that, like the federal
government, the state and local
sector faces persistent and longterm fiscal pressures and, absent
any policy changes, would face an
increasing gap between receipts
and expenditures in future years.
Using the Bureau of Economic
Analysis’s (BEA) National Income
and Product Accounts (NIPA) as
the primary data source, GAO’s
model shows the level of receipts
and expenditures for the sector
until 2060 based on current and
historical spending and revenue
patterns. The model assumes that
the current set of policies in place
across state and local government
remains constant to show their
impact on future fiscal outcomes.
The model simulates the long-term
fiscal outlook for the state and
local sector and incorporates the
Congressional Budget Office’s
(CBO) economic projections.
These projections capture nearterm cyclical swings in the
economy. Because the model
covers the sector in the aggregate,
the fiscal outcomes for individual
states and localities cannot be
captured. This product is part of a
body of work on the nation’s longterm fiscal challenges. Related
products can be found at
www.gao.gov/special.pubs/longter
m/.
For more information, contact
Stanley J. Czerwinski at (202) 5126806 or czerwinskis@gao.gov or
Thomas J. McCool at (202) 5122700 or mccoolt@gao.gov.

GAO-13-546SP

The state and local government sector continues to face near-term and
long-term fiscal challenges which add to the nation’s overall fiscal
challenges. As shown in figure 1, the state and local sector faces a gap
between revenue and spending and long-term fiscal challenges that grow
over time. The model’s simulation shows that the fiscal position of the
sector will steadily decline through 2060 absent any policy changes. 1
Figure 1: State and Local Operating Balance Measure, as a Percentage of Gross
Domestic Product (GDP)

Notes: Historical data are from BEA’s National Income and Product Accounts. Data in 2012 are GAO
estimates aligned with published data where available. GAO’s simulations are from 2013 to 2060,
using many CBO projections and assumptions, particularly for the next 10 years.
The operating balance is a measure of the sector’s ability to cover its current expenditures out of
current receipts. The operating balance measure is all receipts, excluding funds used for long-term
investments, minus current expenditures. To develop this measure, GAO subtracts funds used to
finance longer-term projects—such as investments in buildings and roads—from receipts since these
funds would not be available to cover current expenses. Similarly, GAO excludes capital-related
expenditures from spending. While most states have requirements related to balancing their budgets,
deficits might arise because of unanticipated events such as recessions. These cyclical deficits can
occur because the planned annual revenues are not generated at the expected rate, demand for
services exceeds planned expenditures, or both, resulting in a near-term or cyclical operating deficit.
States have tapped fiscal reserves to cope with revenue shortfalls during recent recessions, as
indicated by their reported total balances, which are comprised of general fund ending balances and
amounts in state budget stabilization “rainy day” funds. Figure 1 depicts the state and local operating
balance only, and does not include fiscal reserves or other budget measures used to cope with
revenue shortfalls.

1

The simulation assumes that the tax structure is unchanged in the future and that the
provision of real government services per capita remains relatively constant.

In the near-term, the state and local government sector has seen an
increase in tax receipts following the decline during 2008 and into 2009.
Specifically, from the second quarter of 2009 to the third quarter of 2012,
total tax receipts, increased more than 12 percent in nominal dollars,
returning to prerecession levels of early 2008. Income and sales taxes
accounted for most of the growth, increasing more than 22 percent and
just over 14 percent in nominal dollars, respectively, during the same
period. However, property tax receipts grew at a slower rate, increasing
less than 2 percent from the third quarter of 2011 to the third quarter of
2012, as real estate values remained depressed. In nominal dollar terms,
total tax receipts have returned to their prerecession highs following
declines that started in 2008, and slowly increasing tax receipts are a sign
of improvement in the state and local sector’s fiscal situation. However,
as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP), our model estimates
that total tax revenues for the sector, in the long term, will remain below
the 2007 historical high through 2060 due to the projected modest growth
in receipts. In addition, as most outlays from the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act) have already occurred, the
state and local government sector will continue to adjust to a reduced
level of federal assistance from that provided by the Recovery Act. 2 While
this April 2013 update to our model incorporates these near-term changes
for both revenues and expenditures, it focuses primarily on the long-term
fiscal outlook for state and local governments as a sector.
In the long term, the decline in the sector’s operating balance is primarily
driven by the rising health-related costs of state and local expenditures on
Medicaid and the cost of health care compensation for state and local
government employees and retirees. Since most state and local
governments are required to balance their operating budgets, the
declining fiscal conditions shown in our simulations continue to suggest
that the sector would need to make substantial policy changes to avoid
growing fiscal imbalances in the future. That is, absent any intervention or
policy changes, state and local governments would face an increasing
gap between receipts and expenditures in the coming years.

2

Pub. L. No. 111-5, 123 Stat. 115 (Feb. 17, 2009).
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Substantial Policy
Changes Required in
the State and Local
Government Sector to
Maintain Fiscal
Balance over the Long
Term

One way of measuring the long-term fiscal challenges faced by the state
and local government sector is through a measure known as the “fiscal
gap.” 3 The fiscal gap is an estimate of the action needed today and
maintained for each year to achieve fiscal balance over the next 50 years.
We measured the gap as the amount of the spending reductions or tax
increases needed to prevent operating deficits (or negative operating
balances). As shown in figure 2, under our simulation, expenditures rise
considerably as a percentage of GDP over the simulation time frame. 4 In
contrast, maintaining balance solely through spending restraint would
require holding expenditure growth to a much lower rate than the
simulation, which assumes that current policies will remain constant. We
calculated that closing the fiscal gap would require action to be taken
today and maintained for each year equivalent to a 14.2 percent reduction
in the state and local government sector’s current expenditures. Closing
the fiscal gap solely through a revenue increase would require action on
that side of similar magnitude. More likely, closing the fiscal gap would
involve some combination of both expenditure reductions and revenue
increases. 5

3
The fiscal gap for the state and local model is calculated for the years 2014 to 2063. We
also calculated the fiscal gap for our federal model for fiscal years 2013 through 2087—
see GAO, The Federal Government’s Long-Term Fiscal Outlook, Spring 2013 Update,
GAO-13-481SP, (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 11, 2013). However, the fiscal target in the state
and local gap calculation is an annual balanced operating budget, while the fiscal target in
the federal model’s fiscal gap calculation is a specified debt level at the end of the federal
model’s 75 year simulation period.
4

As noted earlier, in our simulation, we assumed that the tax structure does not change in
the future and that the provision of real government services per capita remains roughly
constant.

5
The “maintain balance” spending path shown in figure 2 is only illustrative. Our model
assumes no economic effects from closing the state and local fiscal gap. Because abrupt
spending declines or tax increases would likely have negative effects on both state and
local governments and the economy as a whole, the adjustments needed to achieve fiscal
balance would likely need to be adopted gradually.
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Figure 2: State and Local Government Action Required to Maintain Balance (Expenditures, as a Percentage of Gross
Domestic Product—GDP)

Note: Historical data are from the Bureau of Economic Analysis’s (BEA) National Income and Product
Accounts (NIPA). Data in 2012 are our estimates aligned with published data where available. Our
simulations are from 2013 to 2060, using many CBO projections and assumptions, particularly for the
next 10 years.
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State and Local
Governments
Continue to Face
Long-Term Fiscal
Challenges from
Estimated Growth in
Health-Related Costs

The primary driver of fiscal challenges for the state and local government
sector in the long term continues to be the projected growth in healthrelated costs. Specifically, state and local expenditures on Medicaid and
the cost of health care compensation for state and local government
employees and retirees are projected to grow more than GDP. 6 The
model’s simulations show that the sector’s health-related costs will be
about 3.8 percent of GDP in 2013 and 7.2 percent of GDP in 2060. In
contrast, our model shows that other types of state and local government
expenditures—such as wages and salaries of state and local workers—
are expected to decline as a percentage of GDP. The model projects that
the sector’s non-health-related costs will be about 10.5 percent of GDP in
2013 and about 7.7 percent of GDP in 2060. Our simulations for healthrelated and other expenditures are shown in figure 3.

6

The health-related cost growth assumption in our model includes adjustments in
response to the March 2010 passage of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act
(PPACA). Pub. L. No. 111-148, 124 Stat. 119 (Mar. 23, 2010), as amended by the Health
Care and Education Reconciliation Act of 2010, Pub. L. No. 111-152, 124 Stat. 1029 (Mar.
30, 2010). Our model assumes health care excess cost growth of about 0.8 percent,
which is based on national health care expenditure projections consistent with the
Medicare Board of Trustees 2012 report’s intermediate assumptions.
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Figure 3: Health and Nonhealth Expenditures of State and Local Governments, as a Percentage of Gross Domestic Product
(GDP)

Note: Historical data are from the Bureau of Economic Analysis’s (BEA) National Income and Product
Accounts (NIPA). Data in 2011 are our estimates aligned with published data where available. Our
simulations are from 2013 to 2060, using many CBO projections and assumptions, particularly for the
next 10 years.

With regard to revenue growth over the long term, our simulations show
that, excluding Medicaid grants from the federal government, state and
local sector revenues, which include non-Medicaid federal grants, are
projected to decrease as a percentage of GDP. In addition, while our
model projects that property tax receipts will gradually increase from 2.86
percent of GDP in 2013 to 3 percent around 2060, state and local
property tax revenues will not reach their 2009 peak level of 3.09 percent
of GDP until sometime after 2060. This reflects the general downward
trend in real estate values and property tax assessments in recent years.
Declines in state and local pension asset values stemming from the 2007
to 2009 economic recession could also affect the sector’s long-term fiscal
position. Pension asset values increased by almost 22 percent, from $2.3
trillion at the end of 2008 to $2.8 trillion at the end of 2011. However, as
of 2011, values have not recovered to match or exceed the 2007 value of
$3.2 trillion. Furthermore, pension asset values varied throughout 2011,
ending the year approximately $82 billion below the fourth quarter 2010
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value. In our prior work, we reported that while most state and local
government pension plans have assets sufficient to cover benefit
payments to retirees for a decade or more, plans have experienced a
growing gap between assets and liabilities. 7 In response to this gap, state
and local governments are taking steps to manage their pension
obligations, including reducing benefits and increasing member
contributions. 8

The Extent to Which the
Patient Protection and
Affordable Care Act and
Budget Control Act Could
Affect State and Local
Government Fiscal
Outlook is Uncertain

The effect of the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (PPACA) on
the long-term state and local fiscal outlook is uncertain and may depend
on the states’ implementation of the act and the future rate of health care
cost growth. 9 PPACA provides for states to expand Medicaid coverage
for millions of lower income individuals and create health insurance
exchanges where eligible individuals can qualify for federal subsidies to
purchase private health insurance coverage by January 1, 2014. 10
Following the U.S. Supreme Court’s ruling on the Medicaid expansion
requirements of PPACA, states have the option of deciding whether to
expand Medicaid coverage to newly eligible populations. 11 CBO noted
that, given that there are both financial incentives and disincentives to
states participating in the Medicaid expansion, what states will decide to
do regarding the expansion under PPACA is highly uncertain. Though the
7
Our most recent prior model update is GAO, State and Local Governments’ Fiscal
Outlook: April 2012 Update, GAO-12-523SP, (Washington, D.C.: Apr. 2, 2012).
8
GAO, State and Local Government Pension Plans: Economic Downtown Spurs Efforts to
Address Costs and Sustainability, GAO-12-322 (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 2, 2012).
9
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, Pub. L. No. 111-148, 124 Stat. 119 (Mar. 23,
2010), as amended by the Health Care and Education Reconciliation Act of 2010, Pub. L.
No. 111-152, 124 Stat. 1029 (Mar. 30, 2010).
10

Exchanges may be established and operated by a state itself as a “state-based
exchange.” Where a state is unable or unwilling to establish and operate an exchange,
PPACA requires HHS to establish a “federally facilitated exchange” in that state.
Exchanges may only offer coverage through qualified health plans, which must meet
certain certification-related requirements.

11
PPACA provides for states to expand Medicaid coverage to non-pregnant individuals
under age 65 who have household incomes that do not exceed 133 percent of the federal
poverty level beginning no later than January 1, 2014. States will receive an increased
federal match for this population, starting at 100 percent in 2014, gradually decreasing to
90 percent in 2020. 42 U.S.C. §§1396a(a)(10)(A)(i)(VIII),1396d(y). Under PPACA, as
enacted, states were required to cover this expansion population as a mandatory
population. A failure by a state to cover mandatory populations may result in a termination
of federal Medicaid matching funds for the entire program. However, the U.S. Supreme
Court subsequently ruled that states that choose not to expand Medicaid eligibility to these
newly eligible individuals are not subject to this potential penalty and instead will forgo
only the enhanced federal matching funds associated with covering this population. See
National Federation of Independent Business, et al., v. Sebelius, Sec. of Health and
Human Services, et al., 132 S. Ct. 2566 (U.S., June 28, 2012).
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federal government will cover a large share of the costs of the Medicaid
expansion, states would ultimately have to bear some costs during a
period when their budgets are already under pressure. While some of the
uncertainty surrounding PPACA is related to the implementation of the
act, there is also uncertainty about the future underlying rate of health
care cost growth. 12 Future enrollment patterns for Medicaid and qualified
health plans are also less clear due both to the uncertainty about future
policy changes and to other factors such as income growth that affect
individuals’ eligibility.
State and local governments may also be affected by certain deficit
reduction measures enacted under the Budget Control Act of 2011,
(BCA). 13 BCA established limits on discretionary budget authority for
fiscal years 2012 through 2021. 14 It also included automatic enforcement
procedures that will reduce both discretionary and mandatory spending
because lawmakers did not enact legislation originating from the Joint
Select Committee on Deficit Reduction that would lower projected deficits
by $1.2 trillion. The American Taxpayer Relief Act reduced the size of
these automatic spending reductions scheduled for 2013 to roughly $85
billion and delayed their effect until March 2013. In 2013, these
reductions will be accomplished through across-the-board spending
reductions known as sequestration. The degree to which BCA and
sequestration will affect the intergovernmental transfer relationship
between the federal government and the state and local government
sector is uncertain. To the extent possible, our simulations account for
sequestration by incorporating CBO grant projections. These projections
have been adjusted for the BCA’s deficit reduction measures.

12

For further information on the future underlying rate of health care cost growth, see
GAO, Patient Protection And Affordable Care Act: Effect on Long-Term Federal Budget
Outlook Largely Depends on Whether Cost Containment Sustained, GAO-13-281,
(Washington, D.C.: Jan. 31, 2013).
13

Pub. L. No. 112-25, 125 Stat. 240 (Aug. 2, 2011).

14

Pub. L. No. 112-25, § 101, 125 Stat. 240, 241 (Aug. 2, 2011).
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Assumptions Used in
Our 2012 State and
Local Model
Simulations

This update uses NIPA data prepared by BEA as a primary data source.
Our state and local model simulates the level of receipts and
expenditures for the sector in future years based on current and historical
spending and revenue patterns. 15 To develop these long-run simulations,
we make simulations for each major receipt and expenditure category of
the state and local government sector in future years. 16 We simulate
growth in each category of receipts and expenditures using CBO’s
economic assumptions wherever possible. 17 In several cases we were not
able to obtain existing projections and needed to develop our own
assumptions about the likely future growth path of certain receipts or
expenditures. Overall, our model assumes current policies remain in
place.
Consistent with the assumptions used by the Centers for Medicare &
Medicaid Services’ Office of the Actuary in projecting health care
expenditures, we removed the effects of productivity adjustments and
other cost-containment mechanisms for Medicare from our estimates of
excess cost growth affecting Medicaid and CHIP. This approach is also
consistent with the fall 2012 update of our federal model. In prior updates,
our excess cost growth assumption, while based on growth for the U.S.
health sector as a whole, was affected by productivity adjustments and
other cost-containment mechanisms for Medicare. Excess cost growth
now averages 0.8 percentage points between 2023 and the end of our
projection period.
In addition, we made projections on a pay-as-you-go basis for the health
care costs for state and local employees and retirees in each year
through 2060.To simulate health care compensation costs, we used
estimates from BEA as a starting value of the sector’s health care
expenditures on behalf of employees and retirees.
The model’s key data sources and modifications to assumptions that are
discussed in this section of the report, as well as other modifications, are
15

The model incorporates data available after BEA’s comprehensive revision of NIPA in
July 2009 and its annual revision of NIPA in July 2012.

16

Key categories of receipts for state and local governments include several types of
taxes (personal income, sales, property, and corporate), income on assets owned by the
sector, and grants from the federal government. Categories of expenditures include wages
and salaries of state and local employees, health insurance costs, pension costs,
payments of social benefits (e.g., Medicaid and unemployment), depreciation expenses on
state and local capital stock, interest payments on state and local financial debt, and other
expenditures of the sector.

17

See Congressional Budget Office, The Budget and Economic Outlook: Fiscal Years
2013 to 2023 (Washington, D.C.: February 2013).
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summarized in table 1. A detailed explanation of the model’s methodology
is available in apps. I–IV of GAO, State and Local Governments: Growing
Fiscal Challenges Will Emerge during the Next 10 Years, GAO-08-317
(Washington, D.C.: January 2008).
Table 1: Modifications to Assumptions for April 2013 Update
Variable
Bond Buyer GO 20Bond Municipal Bond
Index
(RMMUNIBB20)

Original assumption
Our standard approach for the
Bond Buyer GO-20 Bond
Municipal Bond Index has been
to use an estimated
relationship between that rate
and the 10-year Treasury yield,
with an adjustment for the
amount by which the
relationship under- or
overpredicts the last historical
value.

Medium and Long
Term Debt

Changes in medium- and longterm municipal debt are mostly
linked to capital expenditures
(including land) and their
financing. Some combination of
tax receipts, federal investment
grants, and debt can be used
to finance state and local
government investment.
Accordingly, a relationship was
estimated in which the change
in the municipal bond rate
explains how much debt is
used to finance the gap
between investment spending
and federal investment grants.
The model includes an
econometric equation linking
short-term debt to net saving.
The equation indicates that
short-term debt issuance is
inversely related to the sector’s
net saving, which implies that
past deficits were financed in
part by short-term borrowing.

(DBTGSLLT)

Short Term Debt
(DBTGSLST)
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Updated assumption
Because municipal bond rates
were unusually high relative to
Treasury yields in the year
preceding our projections, our
standard assumption results in
what appears to be
excessively high projections
for the municipal bond rate.
We added an adjustment
factor that gradually brings the
municipal bond rate below the
10-year Treasury note rate.
Our updated relationship
shows an increase in the
relationship between municipal
bond rate and debt used to
finance the gap between
investment spending and
federal investment grants,
from 0.068 in our 2012 report
to 0.081 in this update.

Our updated estimate shows a
decrease in the inverse
relationship between shortterm debt and net savings,
from -0.238 in our 2012 report
to -0.217 in this update.
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Real Estate Asset
(REST_ALT)

Based on data for the market
value of real estate, obtained
from the sectors’ balance
sheets in the Federal Reserve
Board’s flow of funds accounts,
we estimated that the long-run
responsiveness, or elasticity, of
property values to GDP is 1.06.

Federal investment
grants (IGRANTCBO)
and federal nonMedicaid grants or
other federal grants
(GFAIDSLO)

We assume that federal
investment grants grow at the
same rate as CBO’s
projections for federal capital
transfers for the first 10 years.
We project other federal grants
by subtracting CBO’s Medicaid
grant projections from CBO’s
total grants for current
expenditures. For both federal
investment and other federal
grants, we assume that grants
grow with inflation plus
population growth after the first
10 years.
Our original assumption was to
use the last year-end historical
value of pension fund assets,
along with other elements, to
calculate the contribution that
governments must make to
fully fund employee pension
benefits.

Total state and local
government
retirement fund assets
(L1TOTALFA)

Our estimated relationship
between real-estate market
value and GDP is used to
estimate the future property
tax base. Property tax grows
with the property tax base in
our model. The updated
estimate showed a decrease
in the elasticity between the
property tax base and GDP,
from 1.06 in our 2012 report to
1.04 in this update.
To estimate federal investment
grants and other federal
grants, we multiply CBO’s
January 2013 GDP projection
by an estimate of each
variable’s annual share of
GDP derived from CBO’s most
recently available NIPA-based
budget projections. After the
10th year we assume
investment grants grow with
population plus inflation.

Because asset values can
exhibit substantial volatility,
governments typically
smoothed asset values in their
pension funding calculations.
Accordingly, since our March
2010 update, we use the
average value of pension fund
assets over the previous 5
years to calculate the
contribution rate needed to
fully fund pensions.

Source: GAO.

We conducted our work for this model update from November 2012 to
April 2013 in accordance with all sections of GAO’s Quality Assurance
Framework that are relevant to our objectives. The framework requires
that we plan and perform the engagement to obtain sufficient and
appropriate evidence to meet our stated objectives and to discuss any
limitations in our work. We believe that the information and data obtained,
and the analysis conducted, provide a reasonable basis for any findings
and conclusions.
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Research Brief on America’s Cities
By Michael A. Pagano, Christopher W. Hoene & Christiana McFarland1

September 2012

City Fiscal Conditions in 2012
By Michael A. Pagano and Christopher W. Hoene1
The nation’s city finance officers report that the fiscal condition of cities in 2012 continues to reflect the prolonged effects
of the economic downturn. 2 Local and regional economies characterized by struggling housing markets, slow consumer

spending and high levels of unemployment continue to drive declines in city revenues. In response, cities cut personnel,

infrastructure investments and key services. Despite these challenges, a majority of city finance officers report that their
cities are better able to meet financial needs in 2012 than in 2011.

Findings from the National League of Cities’ latest annual survey of city finance officers include:
n A s

finance officers look to the close of 2012, they project the sixth year in a row of year-over-year

declining revenues;

n There

is a continued decline in property tax revenues in 2012, reflecting the inevitable and lagged

impact of real estate market declines;

n Ending

balances, or “reserves,” have declined by over 25% in four years and, while still at

modestly high levels, are projected to decline as cities use these balances to weather the effects
of the downturn;

n Fiscal pressures on cities include declining local tax bases, infrastructure costs, employee-related
costs for health care, pensions, and wages and cuts in state and federal aid; and,

n Confronted

with these pressures and conditions, cities are reducing personnel commitments, delaying

or cancelling infrastructure projects, and cutting local services.

1 Michael A. Pagano is Dean of the College of Urban Planning and Public Affairs at the University of Illinois at Chicago. Christopher W. Hoene is Director of the Center for Research and Innovation at the National League of Cities. Christiana McFarland is research manger
and Program Director, Finance and Economic Development. The authors would like to acknowledge the respondents to this year’s fiscal survey. The commitment of these cities’ finance officers to the project is greatly appreciated. The authors are also grateful to Shu
Wang, doctoral student in the Department of Public Administration at UIC, for her assistance in collecting general-fund data on the nation’s largest 75 cities & Will McGahan, Outreach Associate for his administration of the survey. The financial support of the John D.
and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation is greatly appreciated.
2 All references to specific years are for fiscal years as defined by the individual cities. The use of cities or city in this report refers to municipal corporations.

The City Fiscal Conditions Survey is a national mail and online survey of finance officers in U.S. cities conducted in the
spring-summer of each year. This is the 27th edition of the survey, which began in 1986.
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Revenue and Spending Trends
Revenue and spending shifts in 2011 and 2012 continue to paint a stark fiscal picture for America’s cities. The projected

decline in 2012 general fund revenues represents the sixth straight year-over-year constant-dollar decline going back
to 2007. 3 Over the same period, year-to-year expenditures have declined or remained flat. In constant dollars (adjusted

to account for inflationary factors in the state-local sector), general fund revenues in 2011 declined -2.3% from 2010

Figure 1: Year-to-Year Change in General Fund Revenues
and Expenditures
4
revenues, while expenditures
declined (Constant
by -4.0%.
Looking
to the close of 2012, city finance officers project that general
Dollars)

fund revenues will decline by -3.9% and expenditures will grow slightly, by 0.3% (See Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Year-to-Year Change in General Fund Revenues and Expenditures (Constant Dollars)

In comparison to previous periods, the past twelve years were marked primarily by challenging city fiscal conditions.
Recessions in 2001 and 2008-09 were followed by anemic economic recoveries. Since city revenue collections typically

lag economic transitions, it is likely that city fiscal conditions will remain weakened in 2013. (For more on the lag
between economic changes and city revenues, see page 9.)

Tax Revenues
The fiscal condition of individual cities varies greatly depending on differences in local tax structure and reliance. While
an overwhelming majority of cities have access to a local property tax, many are also reliant upon local sales taxes,

and some cities (fewer than 10% nationally) are reliant upon local income or wage taxes. Understanding the differing

performance of these tax sources and the connections to broader economic conditions helps explain the forces behind
declining city revenues.5

3 The General Fund is the largest and most common fund of all cities, accounting for more than half of city revenues across the municipal sector.
4 Constant dollars refers to inflation-adjusted dollars. Current dollars refers to non-adjusted dollars. To calculate constant dollars, we adjust current dollars using the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) National Income and Product Account (NIPA) estimate for inflation
in the state and local government sector. Constant dollars are a more accurate source of comparison over time because the dollars are adjusted to account for differences in the costs of state and local government.
5 For more information on variation in local and state tax structures, see Cities and State Fiscal Structure, (NLC, 2008) at http://www.nlc.org/File Library/Find City Solutions/Research Innovation/Finance/cities-state-fiscal-structure-2008-rpt.pdf.
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Property Taxes. Local property tax revenues are driven primarily by the value of residential and commercial property,
with property tax bills determined by local governments’ assessment of the value of property. Property tax collections

lag the real estate market, because local assessment practices take time to catch up with changes. As a result, current

property tax bills and property tax collections typically reflect values of property anywhere from 18 months to several
years prior, depending upon the city.

The effects of the downturn in the real estate market in recent years are increasingly evident in city property tax revenues

Figure 2: Year-to-Year Change in General Fund Tax Receipts
(Constant Dollars)
collections for 2012 continue to register the downturn in real estate values, projected to decline in constant dollars by

in 2012. Property tax revenues in 2011 dropped by -3.9% compared with 2010 levels, in constant dollars. Property tax
-2.1%, the third year in a row of year-over-year property tax revenue declines. Property tax revenues will likely decline
further in 2013 as city property tax assessments and collections continue to catch up with the market (See Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Year-to-Year Change in General Fund Tax Receipts(Constant Dollars)

Sales Taxes. Changes in economic conditions are also evident in terms of city sales tax collections. When consumer

confidence is high, people spend more on taxable goods and services, and city governments with sales tax authority reap

the benefits through increases in sales tax collections. For much of the past decade, consumer spending was also fueled
by a strong real estate market that provided additional wealth to homeowners. The struggling economy and the declining
real estate market reduced consumer confidence, resulting in less consumer spending and declining sales tax revenues.

However, in 2011 and 2012 , as the national economy started to recover and consumer confidence returned, city sales tax
receipts increased over previous year receipts by 1.6% and 2.4%, respectively.

Income Taxes. City income tax receipts have been fairly flat, or have declined, for most of the past decade in constant

dollars. Local income tax revenues are driven primarily by income and wages (not by capital gains). The lack of growth
in these revenues suggests that economic recovery following the 2001 recession was, as many economists have noted,

characterized by a lack of growth in jobs, salaries and wages. Projections for 2012 city income tax collections are
for a decrease of -0.8% in constant dollars, as wages and salaries continue to reflect local job losses and a national
unemployment rate hovering around 8%.
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Looking to 2013, all indications point to continuing challenges for city budgets, with national economic indicators
pointing to slow growth and the possibility of federal budget cuts that may further dampen economic recovery.

Meeting Fiscal Needs
Despite city budgets that continue to register the effects of the economic downturn, the nation’s city finance officers

report that their cities are better able to meet financial needs in 2012 than in 2011. In 2012, 57% of city finance officers
report that their cities are better able to meet fiscal needs than in 2011 (See Figure 3). City finance officers’ comparative

assessment of their cities’ fiscal conditions from year to year in 2012 improved from their 2011 assessment, when the
same percentage (57%) said their cities were less able to meet financial needs than in 2010, and considerably improved

from their 2010 assessment, when 87% reported they were less able to meet needs. The 2012 findings suggest that city

Figure 3: % of Cities "Better Able/Less Able" to Meet Financial Needs

fiscal conditions have passed the low point of the effects of the recession, with conditions beginning to improve relative
to previous years, which were the trough of the Great Recession.
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Figure 3: Percent of cities “better/less able” to meet financial needs

Factors Influencing City Budgets
A number of factors combine to determine the revenue performance, spending levels and overall fiscal condition of

cities. Each year, the survey presents city finance directors with a list of factors that affect city budgets.6 Respondents

are asked whether each of the factors increased or decreased from the previous year and whether the change is having a
6 The factors include: infrastructure needs/costs, public safety needs/costs, human service needs/costs, wages, pension costs, health benefit costs, prices and service costs, federal aid, state aid, federal mandates, state mandates, city population, city tax base and the
health of the local economy.
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positive or negative influence on the city’s overall fiscal picture. Leading the list of factors that finance officers say have

increased over the previous year are health benefit costs (81%) and pension costs (77%). Infrastructure (75%) and public
safety (61%) demands were most often noted as increasing among specific service arenas. Increases in prices, or costs
of services, were also noted by most city finance officers (83%). Leading factors that city finance officers report to have

Figure state
4: Change
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2012 of the local economy
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tax base
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When asked about the positive or negative impact of each factor on city finances in 2012, at least seven in ten city finance
officers cited service costs (79%), health benefit costs (77%), pension costs (74%), and infrastructure demands (70%) as

negatively effecting city budgets. About half of city finance officers also cited levels of federal (45%) and state (50%) aid,
public safety costs (57%), and a declining tax base (48%) as having negative effects (See Figure 5).

Revenue Actions and Spending Cuts

Figure 6: City Revenue Actions in 2012
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Figure 7: City Expenditure Actions in 2012
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When asked about expenditure actions taken in 2012, by a wide margin

the most common response is reducing the size of the municipal workforce (48%). One in three city finance
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City Fiscal Conditions in 2012

officers (33%) also report delaying or cancelling capital infrastructure projects. While only 15 percent of cities cut public

safety expenditures (compared to 44% reporting increased spending), 21 percent decreased human service spending
(12% increased) and 19 percent cut education spending (8% increased). One in four (25%) made cuts in services other

than public safety, human-social services, and education – services such as public works, libraries, parks and recreation
programs (See Figure 7).

The 2010-2012 surveys also asked about specific types of personnel-related cuts enacted (See Figure 8). In 2012, the
most common cut so far was a hiring freeze (45%). At least one in four cities reduced or froze employee wages (32%) or

Figure 8: City Personnel-Related Cuts 2010 - 2012

reduced health care benefits (27%). Other personnel actions have included layoffs (18%), revising union and employee
contracts (16%), reducing pension benefits (15%), early retirements (14%), and furloughs (11%). However, the percentage
of city finance officers reporting these actions in 2012 is, in all categories, lower than in 2011.
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Figure 8: City Personnel-Related Cuts 2010 - 2012

Many cities used some combination of these types of actions in an effort to reduce personnel costs. The combination of
these personnel-related cuts has resulted in a significant reduction in the size of local government workforces. In 2011,

a separate NLC survey on local jobs projected a total reduction in city and county employment of nearly 500,000 positions from 2010 to 2012.7 More recently, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ latest national unemployment numbers, as

of August 2012, revealed that total local government employment in the U.S. had decreased by approximately 650,000
jobs from peak levels in 2008.8

State budgets have also been confronted with several years of shortfalls and constraints. In many cases, states have been

reducing aid and transfers to city governments. NLC’s 2012 survey asked city finance officers about the types of state

actions they’ve encountered since 2010, including cuts in state-shared and/or state-collected revenues (45%), cuts in general aid (42%), revocation or reduction of reimbursement programs or other transfers (30%), cuts in funding for services

that cities and other local governments deliver on behalf of state governments (22%), and transfer of state program respon7 See Local Governments Cutting Jobs and Services (NLC, 2010) at http://www.nlc.org/File Library/Find City Solutions/Research Innovation/Finance/local-governments-cutting-jobs-services-rpt-jul10.pdf.
8 See http://www.bls.gov/news.release/empsit.nr0.htm.
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fronting. Looking across state and
local actions in response to fiscal

stress reveals the pro-cyclical nature

of state-local fiscal actions – that during economic downturns the decisions that state and local leaders make to balance
budgets often exacerbate the effects of the downturn for other levels of government, for employment, and for the quality of
life and well-being of individuals and communities.

Ending Balances
One way that cities prepare for future fiscal challenges is to maintain adequate levels of general fund ending balances.

Ending balances are similar to reserves, or what might be thought of as cities’ equivalents to “rainy day funds,” in that

they provide a financial cushion for cities in the event of a fiscal downturn or the need for an unforeseen outlay. Unlike
states’ reserves, or “rainy day funds,” there is no trigger mechanism – such as an increase in unemployment – to force

release of the funds; instead, reserves are available for spending at any time or for saving for a specific purpose. City

ending balances, which are transferred forward to the next fiscal year in most cases, are maintained for many reasons. For

example, cities build up healthy balances in anticipation of unpredictable events such as natural disasters and economic
downturns. But ending balances are also built up deliberately, much like a personal savings account, to set aside funds for
planned events such as construction of capital projects. Bond underwriters also look at reserves as an indicator of fiscal

responsibility, which can increase credit ratings and decrease the costs of city debt, thereby saving the city money in

annual debt service costs. Finally, as federal and state aid to cities has become a smaller proportion of city revenues over
time, cities have become more self-reliant and are much more likely to set aside funds for emergency or other purposes.

Prior to the recession, as city finances experienced sustained growth, city ending balances as a percentage of general fund

expenditures reached an historical high for the survey of 25 percent. However, as economic conditions made balancing
city budgets more difficult in recent years, ending balances have been increasingly utilized to fill the gap. (See Figure 10)
In 2011, cities reduced their ending balances to 18 percent of expenditures (compared to a projected 15.4%). In 2012,

city finance officers projected ending balances at 12.7 percent of expenditures. Actual ending balances often register at

higher levels than projected ending balances. However, if this projection holds, since the high point in 2007, cities will
have drawn down total ending balances by nearly 50 percent (from the high of 25.2% to 2012’s 12.7%).
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Beyond 2012
2012 reveals a number of continuing and challenging trends for city fiscal conditions. The impacts of the economic

downturn are clear in city projections for final 2012 revenues and expenditures and in the actions taken in response
to changing conditions. The local sector of the economy is continuing to realize the effects of the recession and a slow
economic recovery. Depressed real estate markets, low levels of consumer confidence and high levels of unemployment
will continue to play out in cities through 2012, 2013 and beyond. The fiscal realities confronting cities include a number
of persistent concerns:
n

Weakened real estate markets are only recently showing signs of recovery, as the number of sales

increase while the median price continues to decline; projections indicate a very slow recovery of real

estate values nationwide (although regional markets will vary considerably), meaning that cities will be
confronted with declines or slow growth in future property tax collections in future years;
n Other

economic conditions – particularly prolonged effects of unemployment and wage reductions –

will weigh heavily on future city income tax revenues and sales tax receipts;

n

Two of the factors that city finance officers report as having the largest negative impact on their

ability to meet needs are employee- and retiree-related costs for health care coverage and pensions.

Underfunded pension and health care liabilities will persist as a challenge to city budgets for years to

come. As cities move to shore up underfunded liabilities, the additional expenditures required in their
general funds will compete for scarce resources with other city services, confronting city leaders with

difficult choices among employee and retiree benefits, city service levels, and raising new revenues; and
n Facing

revenue and spending pressures, cities are likely to continue to operate with reduced workforces,

cut services and infrastructure investment, and draw down ending balances in order to balance budgets.
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The Lag Between Economic & City Fiscal Conditions
We often refer to the lag between changes in
the economic cycle and the impact on city fiscal
conditions.
What does this mean? The lag refers to the gap
between when economic conditions change
and when those conditions have an impact on
reported city revenue collections. In fact, cities
likely feel the impacts of changing economic
conditions sooner. However, because reporting
of city fiscal conditions occurs, in most cases, on
an annual basis, whether through annual budget
reporting or NLC’s annual survey, those impacts
tend to not become evident until some point after
the changes have started to occur.
How long is the lag? The lag is typically anywhere from 18 months to several years, and it is
related in large part to the timing of property tax
collections. Property tax bills represent the value
of the property in some previous year, when the
last assessment of the value of the property was
conducted. A downturn in real estate prices may
not be noticed for one to several years after the
downturn began, because property tax assessment cycles vary across jurisdictions: some reassess property annually, while others reassess
every few years. Consequently, property tax collections, as reflected in property tax assessments,
lag economic changes (both positive and negative) by some period of time. Sales and income
tax collections also exhibit lags due to collection
and administration issues, but typically no more
than a few months.

10

Figure 1 shows year-to-year change in city
general fund revenues and expenditures and
includes markers for the official U.S. recessions
from 1991, 2001 and 2008-2010, with low
points, or “troughs,” occurring in March 1991,
November 2001 and June 2009, respectively,
according to the National Bureau of Economic
Research (NBER). Comparing the dates of the
recessions to the low point of city revenue and
expenditures as reported in NLC’s annual survey
(typically conducted between April and June of
every year), the low point for city revenues and
expenditures after the 1991 recession occurred
in 1993, approximately two years after the
trough of the U.S. economic recession (March
1991 to March 1993). After the 2001 recession,
the low point for city revenues and expenditures
occurred in 2003, approximately 18 months
after the trough of the U.S. economic recession
(November 2001-April 2003). Our reporting
on this lag is dependent upon when the annual
NLC survey is conducted, meaning that there is
some degree of error in the length of the lag –
for instance, had the survey been conducted in
November of 1992, rather than April of 1993,
we might have seen the effects of changing
economic conditions earlier. Nevertheless, the
evidence suggests that the effects of changing
economic conditions tend to take 18-24 months
to be reflected in city budgets.

City Fiscal Conditions in 2012

About the Survey
The City Fiscal Conditions Survey is a national mail and email survey of finance officers in U.S. cities conducted annually
from April to June. Surveys were mailed and emailed to city finance officers for a sample of 1,050 cities over 10,000
in population, asking for their assessments of fiscal status, actions taken, and factors affecting their fiscal conditions.

Budget and finance data were also requested from all cities. For the 100 largest cities by population, budget and finance

data were collected directly from city budget documents. In total, the 2012 data are drawn from 324 cities, for a response
rate of 31 percent. The data allow us to generalize about the fiscal condition of cities with populations of 10,000 or more.

Throughout the report, the data are occasionally compared for cities with different tax structures and population sizes.
The response rates for these categories are provided in the table below.

CATEGORIES

CITY SAMPLE

SURVEY RESPONSES

SURVEY RESPONSE RATE

1050

324

30.8%

>300,000

59

51

86.4%

100,000-299,999

179

72

40.2%

50,000-99,999

315

64

20.3%

10,000-49,999

502

137

27.3%

Property

384

101

26.3%

Sales & Property

534

188

35.2%

Income & Property

110

35

31.8%

TOTAL
Population

Tax Authority

The number and scope of governmental functions influence both revenues and expenditures. For example, many
Northeastern cities are responsible not only for general government functions but also for public education. Some cities

are required by their states to assume more social welfare responsibilities than other cities. Some assume traditional
county functions. Cities also vary according to their revenue-generating authority. Some states, notably Kentucky,

Michigan, Ohio and Pennsylvania, allow their cities to tax earnings and income. Other cities, notably those in Colorado,
Louisiana, New Mexico and Oklahoma, depend heavily on sales tax revenues. Moreover, state laws may require cities to
account for funds in a manner that varies from state to state. Therefore, much of the statistical data presented here must

also be understood within the context of cross-state variation in tax authority, functional responsibility and state laws.
City taxing authority, functional responsibility and accounting systems vary across the states.9

When we report on fiscal data such as general fund revenues and expenditures, we are referring to all responding cities
aggregated fiscal data included in the survey. As a consequence, the data are influenced by the relatively larger cities that

have larger budgets and that deliver services to a preponderance of the nation’s cities residents. When asking for fiscal
data, we ask city finance officers to provide information about the fiscal year for which they have most recently closed the

books (and therefore have verified the final numbers), which we generally refer to as FY 2011, the year prior (FY 2010)
and the budgeted (estimated) amounts for the current fiscal year (FY 2012).

9 For more information on differences in state and local fiscal structure see Cities and State Fiscal Structure, (NLC, 2008) at http://www.nlc.org/File Library/Find City Solutions/Research Innovation/Finance/cities-state-fiscal-structure-2008-rpt.pdf.
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When we report on non-fiscal data (such as finance officers assessment of their ability to meet fiscal needs, fiscal actions
taken or factors affecting their budgets), we are referring to percentages of responses to a particular question on a oneresponse-per-city basis. Thus, the contribution of each city’s response to these questions is weighted equally.
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The National League of Cities is dedicated to helping city leaders build better communities. NLC is a resource and
advocate for almost 2,000 member cities and the 49 state municipal leagues, representing 19,000 cities and towns and

more than 218 million Americans. Through its Center for Research and Innovation, NLC provides research and analysis
on key topics and trends important to cities, creative solutions to improve the quality of life in communities, inspiration
and ideas for local officials to use in tackling tough issues and opportunities for city leaders to connect with peers, share
experiences and learn about innovative approaches in cities.
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Introduction
Local governments are facing significant financial challenges
In the last few years, local governments have faced a daunting economic environment.
A small but growing number of Washington’s local governments are showing signs
of declining financial condition that may affect their ability to serve residents and
taxpayers.
As shown in the chart to the right,
since 2007, the State Auditor’s Office
has identified more indicators of
declining condition in a growing
number of governments. Common
financial issues include difficulty in
paying bills, dwindling or negative
fund balances and rising debt.
Greater awareness of the challenges
facing local governments may help
communities identify and resolve
issues. When residents, taxpayers,
and government leaders understand
financial concerns, they can take
steps to return to sound financial
condition.

100

Declining financial condition: more governments are
experiencing more signs of financial trouble
85
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43
37
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Note: This chart shows the number of governments with declining financial condition for 2007 to 2010, and the total
number of indicators reported for each year. Some governments and indicators have been reported in multiple years.
Complete data for audit year 2011 is not yet available.

State Auditor’s responsibility to audit local governments
The State Auditor’s Office plays an important role in monitoring local government
financial condition. Knowing what we look for and what we have reported can help
governments of all types identify potential issues before they rise to the level of
declining financial condition.
State law directs the Office to audit each government’s financial conditions at least
once every three years. The law (RCW 43.09.260) says, “On every such examination,
inquiry shall be made as to the financial condition and resources of the local
government...”
Washington has more than 2,150 local governments, including cities and counties,
school districts, ports, fire districts, public facilities districts, and many others.
When assessing financial condition, the Auditor’s Office looks for sound financial
management practices and considers multiple issues. In general, sound financial
condition exists when a local government:
•

Is able to balance its budget without resorting to excessive external
borrowing.

•

Collects revenue from dependable and predictable sources.

•

Can continue to provide adequate services even through periods of
economic stress and community changes.
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Financial stress mounting on local governments
The Washington Economic and Revenue Forecast Council called the recent recession
the worst and deepest of its kind since World War II. During and after the recession,
local governments in the state experienced lower revenues when in many cases,
demand for services grew.
Major sources of local government revenue declined, such as property tax revenues,
sales tax revenues, and revenues from timber and property sales. In addition,
citizen initiatives have lowered local government revenue or set limits on property
tax rates.
Many of the issues we have reported on reflect the challenging economic conditions.
For example, most of these governments’ audits reported declining or negative
fund balances, expenditures exceeding revenues and the need to improve financial
management and oversight. More recently, the number of governments increasing
their debt has risen.

Indicators of declining condition reported by type since 2006
98
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64

Expenditures Exceed Revenues

49

Lack of Adequate Mgmt Action/ Oversight

25

Reliance on Interfund Loans
Reliance on Registered Warrants

19
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19

Reliance on Unsupported Cost Allocations

12

Contingent Debt Liability

11

Failed Levy

3

Pending Litigation

3
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Source: State Auditor’s Office local government audits 2006-2011.

How we review financial condition
The State Auditor’s Office takes a comprehensive approach to reviewing the
financial condition of local governments and reports the result of those audits,
including governments’ responses, when those issues are included in our reports.
The frequency of our audits depends on the size and complexity of the government,
history of audit issues and citizen concerns.
In 2006 to 2011, the Washington State Auditor’s Office has found common indicators
of financial decline in local governments as shown in the graph above. A detailed
description of each indicator is on the next page.

4

Indicators of declining
financial condition
Most governments with
declining condition have
more than one area of
concern, with the average
government having three
indicators.
42 percent have had
indicators reported in
multiple years.
24 percent have had just
one indicator.

• State Auditor’s Office • Local Government Financial Condition •

What are the indicators of declining financial condition?
•

Declining or Negative General Fund Balance: A situation in which
the General Fund has declined significantly over time or has a negative
balance. The General Fund pays for services such as public safety,
community planning, public health, etc. The ending balance identifies the
amount of resources the government has available for these services.

•

Expenditures Exceeding Revenues: Operating expenditures exceed
revenues in the General Fund.

•

Lack of Adequate Management Action or Oversight: Indications that
elected officials are not aware of, engaged, or taking necessary actions to
stabilize the financial condition, such as reducing expenditures through
program or staff reductions or identifying new revenue sources.

•

Reliance on Interfund Loans: When the General Fund does not have
sufficient funds to cover general government operating expenses, the
government loans money from a separate fund.

•

Reliance on Registered Warrants: Borrowing money from the County
to pay for operations and to address cash-flow shortages. This is known as
“registered warrants” and interest is charged on these funds, resulting in
an additional expense to the local government.

•

Increasing or High Debt: The use of other sources of long-term
financing, such as issuing Bond Anticipation Notes or taking out bank
loans, to cover general operating expenditures.

•

Reliance on Unsupported Cost Allocations: The costs of central
services such as administration, human resources, payroll and purchasing
can be allocated among government funds that benefit from the services.
The government must adopt a fair and equitable method of distributing
these shared costs among the funds. At times, these allocations are not
properly supported, such as allocating more costs to funds with the most
resources.

•

Contingent Debt Liability: Local governments can accept responsibility
for loans through contracts or agreements. These liabilities are
contingent on certain events or circumstances occurring or not occurring.

•

Failed Levy: Some local governments receive funding from voterapproved property taxes called levies. Typically, the levies fund
maintenance and operations and apply for a year or two. Levy failures can
have a major impact on financial condition.

•

Pending Litigation: Litigation costs or pending legal judgments that risk
depleting available fund reserves.
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How widespread are these issues?
The number of local governments in financial distress is small, but growing.
Statewide, our audits have reported indicators of declining financial condition in 88
governments since 2006. The table below shows that certain types of governments
show a higher percentage of economic distress.

Number of governments with declining financial condition by type
Total number
of entities

Number with
declining financial
condition

Percent with
declining financial
condition

Hospital districts

58

13

22%

Risk pools

18

3

17%

Public development authorities/
public facilities districts

64

7

11%

Cities

281

28

10%

Housing authorities

43

4

9%

School districts

295

16

5%

Counties

39

2

5%

Water/sewer districts

190

4

2%

Fire districts

379

5

1%

Other

823

6

1%

Total

2,190

88

4%

Type of government

What changes have occurred in the types of governments
with declining financial condition?
We are seeing the sharpest increase in cities and counties. In 2007, six cities
experienced indicators of declining financial condition. In 2010, 15 cities had those
indicators. Counties did not experience these indicators until 2009.
Over the same period, we have seen the number of school districts with indicators
decline from 12 between 2006-2008 to seven between 2009-2011.
State law does not authorize the state to step in when a local government is
facing fiscal crisis with one exception – school districts. The law authorizes the
Superintendent of Public Instruction to intervene through protocols contained
in Chapter 392-123-060 through 105 of the Washington Administrative code. The
2012 Legislature also adopted a law to specifically address school district financial
insolvency.

Where are these local governments?
Some counties and regions of the state have higher numbers of governments
facing declining financial condition, as shown in the map on the next page.
Local governments in several counties in Southwest Washington have had more
indicators than those in other counties. We have reported about declining financial
condition on 11 local governments in Grays Harbor County and 12 in Lewis County.
We have not found indicators of distress in local governments in a number of
counties including Adams, Asotin, Clallam, Clark, Douglas, Ferry, Kittitas, Klickitat,
Spokane, and Wahkiakum.
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Number of local governments with declining financial conditions by county
Tough conditions have led 88 governments to show financial distress since 2006
Whatcom

1

San Juan

3
Island

Skagit

Okanogan

4

4

Pend
Oreille

Ferry
Stevens

1

1

1
Snohomish

Clallam

6

Chelan

Jefferson

Douglas

3

3

Grays Harbor

Kittitas

11
Thurston

Pierce

5

3

Pacific
3

Grant

Adams

Whitman

5

2

Lewis

12
Yakima

2

Cowlitz
Wahkiakum

Spokane

1

2

1

3

Lincoln

King

Kitsap

Mason

2

Benton

2

Garfield

2

2

Columbia
Walla Walla
1

1

Skamania
Clark

Franklin

Asotin

1

Klickitat

Legend
1-2 governments
Source: State Auditor’s Office as of October 2012.
Note: The circles show how many governments with an indicator of declining financial condition since 2006 are located in each
county. Eighty-eight governments, including 28 cities, two counties, 16 school districts, and 42 other government districts,
have had indicators of declining financial condition since 2006.

3-4 governments
5+ governments

Patterns by type of local government
Different forms of governments tend to have different kinds of indicators. The table
below lists the top three indicators of declining financial condition for three specific
types of governments. Declining/negative fund balance is the most common
condition for cities and school districts. Declining fund balance is the fourth most
common condition for hospitals, which more often has expenditures exceeding
revenues.

Top three indicators of financial distress by type of government
Cities
1. Declining/negative
fund balance
2. Reliance on
interfund loans
3. Lack of adequate
management action/
oversight

Hospital districts

School districts

1. Expenditures exceed
revenues
2. Reliance on registered
warrants
3. Lack of management
action/oversight

1. Declining/negative
fund balance
2. Lack of management
action/oversight
3. Reliance on registered
warrants, and contingent
debt liability
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All others
1. Expenditures exceed
revenues
2. Declining/negative
fund balance
3. Lack of adequate
management action/
oversight
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How can a government assess its financial condition?
Local governments may wish to examine several areas as they manage their financial
operations and evaluate early warning signs. These questions are based on the primary
areas the State Auditor’s Office considers when conducting audits.
Operating Margin: Are governmental activities sustainable?
͠ Do revenues exceed the expenditures for total government funds?
͠ Is there revenue in excess of expenditures to contribute towards capital outlays,
transfers, increases in fund balances and/or other uses?
͠ Is cash flow remaining positive throughout the year, as well as at the end of the
year?
͠ Are costs being reduced or programs/services being cut to resolve the financial
difficulties?
͠ Are budget amendments being approved before making expenditures?
͠ Are central services being allocated by a fair and equitable method?
Change in Fund Balance: Did the financial condition of the general fund
improve, decline or remain steady?
͠ Are the fund balances within reasonable levels?
͠ How many days will the government be able to cover operations with its fund
balance?
͠ If fund balances are declining or negative, is there a formal action plan to
reverse the trend?
Fund Balance Sufficiency: Is the fund balance enough to cover operating
expenditures?
͠ Are there any anticipated changes in funding levels (i.e. due to changing
regulation, grant programs or levies) or new/increased costs (i.e. changing
regulation or union negotiations)?
͠ What is the government’s ability to deal with emergencies and unanticipated
needs?
͠ What is the exposure to casualty and legal risks?
Debt Load: Is the debt load sustainable?
͠ Is there borrowing in order to cover operating expenses (i.e. use of registered
warrants and interfund loans)?
͠ If the government has entered into contingent loan agreements, what is the
potential impact?
͠ How much of the government’s revenue is going toward debt payments?
͠ Is current debt being repaid, including loans and bonds?
͠ Are loans being made from one fund to another to cover expenses?
͠ If so, are the inter-fund loans being repaid on time and with interest?
͠ Is there capacity to make large debt payments that are due in the near future?
Financial Planning: Is management aware of and taking action to address
financial difficulties?
͠ Is there a formal plan developed and followed to address these issues?
͠ Is there a long term financial plan that looks out beyond the current budget
cycle?
͠ If so, is the plan being followed and adjusted to correct negative financial
trends?

8
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Resources
The State Auditor’s Office Local Government Performance Center
Local government officials can use resources on this site to diagnose and improve
their financial situation: www.sao.wa.gov/PerformanceCenter.
Washington State Treasurer’s Office
In 2010, the State Treasurer and the Department of Commerce reported on
the financial health of Washington’s cities and counties1 for the Legislature:
http://www.tre.wa.gov/documents/localGovtFiscalReport.pdf.
The State Treasurer used ten financial condition indicators to assess the health of
local governments. Some of these indicators are the same as those used by the
Auditor’s Office. The report also includes a scoring tool to assess how widespread
the financial difficulties are. If governments identify four or more stress points, the
report states the entity is financially stressed.
Association of Washington Cities
Another tool for local governments is the “Red Flag Checklist: Communicating
About Your City’s Financial Condition” developed by the Association of Washington
Cities. It developed this tool to help cities self-assess their financial condition and to
serve as a tool to communicate with city leaders, the community and businesses.
This tool applies to other types of local government.
The document lists 15 financial indicators or “red flags” that indicate some level of
financial concern or distress and a scoring system that can help cities or other local
governments gauge their situation.
The checklist is available at www.awcnet.org/Portals/0/Documents/publications/
RedFlagChecklist.pdf.
Government Finance Officers Association
The Government Finance Officers Association provides best practices and tools
to help governments with financial management. The Fiscal First Aid resource
provides guidance to help city officials diagnose their fiscal condition and treat the
problems, as well as longer term tools and practices to help recover and remain
financially healthy. The Association’s resource is available at: http://www.gfoa.org/
index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=937&Itemid=416.
GFOA also maintains a broad list of additional best practices. Provided here are
links to two primary resource pages:
Government Budgeting and Fiscal Policy: http://www.gfoa.org/index.
php?option=com_content&task=view&id=120&Itemid=134
Accounting, Auditing and Financial Reporting: http://www.gfoa.org/index.
php?option=com_content&task=view&id=119&Itemid=131

State Auditor’s Office Financial Reporting System
In addition the State Auditor’s Office is working to expand the financial analysis
tools in our Local Government Financial Reporting System to include financial
ratios and trend information on fund balances and debt.

1

Washington State Local Government Financial Health Indicators, State of Washington, Office of the State

Treasurer, August 2010.
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Appendix A
Local governments with indicators of declining condition since 2009
Airport

Hospital Districts

Yakima Air Terminal (2009, 2010)

Garfield County Public Hospital District No. 1 (2011)

Cities and Towns

Grant County Public Hospital District No. 2 (2007-2010)

Chehalis (2007, 2009, 2010)

Grant County Public Hospital District No. 4 (2007, 2009)

Eatonville (2010)

Grant County Public Hospital District No. 5 (2008, 2010)

Gold Bar (2010, 2011)

King County Public Hospital District No. 4 (2007, 2010)

Ilwaco (2009, 2010)

Okanogan County Public Hospital
District No. 4 (2006, 2008, 2009)

Long Beach (2010)

Okanogan-Douglas Hospital
District No. 1 (2006, 2008-2010)

Lyman (2009)
Lynwood (2009, 2010)

Pacific County Public Hospital Care Service District No. 3

Mesa (2009)

(2007, 2010, 2011)

Monroe (2009)

San Juan County Public Hospital District No. 1 (2010)

Montesano (2007, 2009)

Housing Authorities

Morton (2010)

Housing Authority of the City of Kalama (2010)

Mossyrock (2007, 2010)

Kitsap County Consolidated Housing
Authority (2008-2010)

North Bonneville (2010)
Oakville (2007-2009)

Richland Housing Authority (2007-2009)

Ocean Shores (2009-2011)

Public Development Authority/
Public Facilities Districts

Pe Ell (2008, 2009)
Port Townsend (2010, 2011)

Bellingham-Whatcom Public Facilities District (2011)

Rosalia (2006, 2011)
Sprague (2009)

East Lewis County Public Development
Authority (2007, 2011)

Springdale (2011)

Edmonds Public Facilities District (2009, 2010)

Sunnyside (2011)

Grays Harbor Public Facilities District (2010)

Tenino (2010)

Grays Harbor Historical Seaport Authority (2007, 2009)

Toledo (2010)

Greater Wenatchee Regional Events Center (2009, 2010)

University Place (2010, 2011)

Risk Pools

Vader (2007, 2009, 2011)

Cities Insurance Association of Washington (2010)

Winlock (2008-2010)

Nonprofit Insurance Program (2011)

Council of Government

Washington Counties Insurance Pool (2009, 2010)

Skagit Council of Government (2010)

School Districts

Counties

Cascade School District No. 228 (2011)

Grays Harbor County (2009, 2010)

Lake Quinault School District No. 97 (2008-2010)

Skamania County (2011)

Methow Valley School District No. 350 (2010)

Educational Service District

Montesano School District No. 66 (2008, 2009)

Educational Service District No. 123 (2011)

Onalaska School District No. 300 (2007, 2009)

Emergency Management Service

Orcas Island School District No. 137 (2007, 2011)

Mason County Emergency Communication Center (2010)

Fire Districts

Southside School District No. 42 (2011)
Touchet School District No. 300 (2009, 2011)

Skagit County Fire Protection District No. 3 (2010)

Water/Sewer Districts

Thurston County Fire Protection District No. 2 (2010)

Bear Mountain Water District (2009)

Thurston County Fire Protection District No. 3 (2009)

Lewis County Water District No. 1 (2011)

Thurston County Fire Protection District No. 4 (2010)

Lewis County Water District No. 2 (2007, 2011)
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Startup Water District (2009)

Appendix B
Local governments with indicators of declining condition, 2006-2008
Cities
Castle Rock (2008)
Tekoa (2007)
Conservation Districts
Pend Oreille Conservation District (2008)
Skagit Conservation District (2008)
Fire District
Grays Harbor Fire Protection District No. 5 (2006, 2007)
Hospital or Health Districts
Snohomish Health District (2007)
Jefferson County Public Hospital District No. 2 (2006)
Grays Harbor Public Hospital District No. 1 (2007, 2008)
Columbia County Public Hospital District No. 1 (2006-2008)
Housing Authority
Pierce County Housing Authority (2008)
Public Development Authority
Capitol Hill Housing Improvement Program (2008)
School Districts
Brewster School District No. 111 (2008)
Evaline School District No. 36 (2007)
Grand Coulee Dam School District No. 301 (2008)
North Beach School District No. 64 (2007, 2008)
Oak Harbor School District No. 201 (2007)
Pioneer School District No 402 (2007)
Queets-Clearwater School District No. 20 (2006)
San Juan Island School District No. 149 (2008)

11

State Auditor’s Office Contacts
State Auditor Brian Sonntag, CGFM
(360) 902-0361
Brian.Sonntag@sao.wa.gov

Chuck Pfeil, CPA

Kelly Collins, CPA

Director of State and Local Audit
(360) 902-0366
Chuck.Pfeil@sao.wa.gov

Deputy Director of State and Local Audit
(360) 725-5359
Kelly.Collins@sao.wa.gov

Mindy Chambers

To request public records
Mary Leider

Director of Communications
(360) 902-0091
Mindy.Chambers@sao.wa.gov

Public Records Officer
(360) 725-5617
publicrecords@sao.wa.gov

Prepared for the State Auditor’s Office
by FLT Consulting, Inc.

General information
Headquarters
(360) 902-0370

Website

Twitter

www.sao.wa.gov

@WAStateAuditor

The State Auditor’s
Office Mission
Americans with
Disabilities
In accordance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act,
this document will be made
available in alternate formats.
Please call (360) 902-0370 for
more information.

The State Auditor’s Office
independently serves the citizens
of Washington by promoting
accountability, fiscal integrity
and openness in state and local
government. Working with these
governments and with citizens, we
strive to ensure the efficient and
effective use of public resources.

2013
State of the Cities
by the Numbers

Great Recession has lingering
impacts for Washington cities

Washington’s 281 cities struggle with providing services in a world of sluggish economic
growth and structural deficit, where current revenue sources can’t keep up with
expenses. Yet they are still responsible for providing the mandated and essential
services that are vital to a community’s health, safety and economic activity.

8% 57%

Since 2009, cities
cut full-time
employees by

Personnel

71% implemented hiring freezes.
68% reduced spending on some employee

Tap operating
reserves
to meet
immediate
needs.

Essential services

66% eliminated salary increases.
53% laid off employees.

50% decreased infrastructure spending.
46% decreased the size of their workforce.
41% decreased the scope of services.
38% decreased public safety spending.

Communities seek relief
through ballot measures

Financial needs & capital budget
continue to fluctuate

benefits (i.e. health care, etc.).

Citizens showed support for cities at the ballot
box this fall, passing:
• 4 of 6 public safety sales tax measures.

• 71% of cities report their capital budget
decreased or stayed the same over the last four
years.

• 2 of 3 transportation measures.

• 68% say their city was less able to meet financial
needs in 2012 compared to 2008.

• 3 of 6 local property tax measures to support
general government.

• 44% envision their city will be less able to meet
financial needs in 2016 than in 2012.

• 1 of 3 parks and recreation measures.
• 20 of 27 other measures, including levies for low
income housing and public litigation expenses.
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General Fund Overview
2013/2014
Biennial Budget

2013 Planned
Amount

Year to Date
Planned Amount

Year to Date
Actual Amount

Variance
Favorable/
(Unfavorable)

% Variance
Favorable/
(Unfavorable)

Revenues

$396,658,357

$195,316,647

$40,152,159

$41,904,223

$1,752,063

4.4%

Expenditures

$392,170,625

$189,186,425

$44,136,601

$42,142,708

$1,993,894

4.5%

$4,487,731

$6,130,222

Revenue Over Expenditure Variance
(Fund Balance)

($3,984,442)

($238,485)

$3,745,957

Summary
Through the first quarter of 2013, revenues and expenditures are favorable compared to the plan. While variances are favorable, it is
important that the City remain cautiously optimistic as it is still very early in the year. Revenues are up; however as has been seen in
the past, changes to this positive outlook can occur quickly, thus impacting future months. In addition, the favorable variances seen in
expenditures through March are largely a result of deferred or delayed expense payments that will be realized later in 2013.
Revenue Overview
Through March, General Fund revenues were favorable by approximately $1.7 million. Nearly all of the City's major revenue sources
have realized favorable variances compared to original estimates. Increased Business Taxes (B&O) of over $700,000 were a result of
increased activity in the City's service and retail areas. Favorable Utility Tax revenues of nearly $300,000 were a result of Power gross
earnings from increased residential customer demand as well as increased wholesale revenues due to wet weather received in
January, impacting February's revenue. Sales taxes were also up by over $500,000 due to increased revenue year over year in motor
vehicle and parts dealer, personal and laundry services, and building construction.
Expenditure Overview
Through March, General Fund expenditures were favorable by approximately $1.9 million. This favorable variance is due, in large part,
to anticipated expenses that were delayed or deferred and will now be expensed later in 2013. The two largest departments with
favorable variances included the Police and Fire Departments. The Police Department realized a favorable variance of over $700,000
due to vacancy savings, jail cost savings, as well as delayed payments for fixed and operating costs. The Fire Department was favorable
by over $300,000 due to vacancy savings as well as cost delays in the purchase of supplies, fuel, and capital outlay.

City of Tacoma ‐ 4/29/2013
GF Overview
All financial data is from the City's financial management system. This is an unaudited financial report.
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General Fund Revenue Overview
2013/2014
Biennial Budget

Revenue Categories
1 Property Taxes

2013 Planned
Revenues

Year to Date
Planned Amount

Year to Date
Actual Amount

Variance
% Variance
Favorable/
Favorable/
(Unfavorable)
(Unfavorable)
(115,672)
‐9.4%

$103,678,542

$51,066,542

$1,227,988

$1,112,316

2 Sales Taxes

80,277,441

39,939,522

10,104,663

10,634,912

530,249

5.2%

3 Business Taxes

83,028,674

41,233,968

11,339,492

12,097,120

757,629

6.7%

4 Utility/Gross Earnings Tax

90,074,366

44,189,165

11,892,765

12,179,257

286,492

2.4%

4,070,688

2,035,343

370,781

281,357

Intergovernmental Revenues

21,579,046

9,889,251

2,198,498

2,205,661

7,163

0.3%

6 Business and License Permits

5,185,000

2,589,000

2,109,708

2,408,650

298,942

14.2%

992,000

492,000

142,371

112,446

(29,925)

‐21.0%

Charges for Service

2,447,100

1,223,550

332,447

416,509

84,062

25.3%

Misc. Revenues

1,756,000

878,000

9,198

44,498

35,301

383.8%

Fines and Forfeitures

1,718,000

859,000

210,389

221,798

11,409

5.4%

Interest Revenue

1,537,000

764,056

174,548

150,386

(24,162)

314,500

157,250

39,313

39,313

0

$396,658,357

$195,316,647

$40,152,159

$41,904,223

$1,752,063

5 Other Taxes

Non‐Business & License Permits

Transfers

Total

(89,424)

‐24.1%

‐13.8%
0.0%

4.4%

Variance analysis for revenues is provided for all line items in which the actual amount differs from the planned amount by at least 10.0% and at least a minimum
of $100,000.

Variance Analysis
1 Property Taxes ‐ Although Property Tax revenue is unfavorable through March, a majority of the property taxes due for the first half of the year are

receipted in April and May; therefore a more accurate picture of this revenue source will be available in the second quarter. To‐date, only 1% of the
biennial property tax revenue has been received.
2 Sales Taxes ‐ The favorable variance is largely due to increased activity in retail sales. Motor vehicle and parts sales were up 10% over the same

period last year, up $120K year over year; building construction was up 19%, or $100K year over year; personal and laundry services were up by
nearly $100K year over year; and clothing and accessory sales were up nearly 10%, or $45K year over year. The remaining favorable variance is due
to positive miscellaneous retail sales revenues.
3 Retailing (B & O Taxes) ‐ Through March, retailing continues to increase and is up year‐over‐year by 7.5%. This is largely due to construction

activity and motor vehicle sales (+$450K).
Other ( B&O Taxes) ‐ Retail Service and the Multiple Activity Tax Credit continue to indicate more than anticipated revenue (+300 K). Audits of tax
returns due January 31st will continue to reflect corrections over the next few months with revenues anticipated to level out. The Multiple Activity
Tax Credit is expected to level out by the end of April.
4 Utility / Gross Earnings Taxes ‐ Power revenues are favorable (+$87K) due to increased residential demand as well as increased wholesale

revenues due to wet weather received in January, impacting February's taxes. In addition, Tacoma Rail revenues are up by over $100K as volumes
at the Port are near record high levels through March (due mostly to business associated with the Grand Alliance that moved to the Port from
Seattle in July, 2012). Additionally, wastewater revenues of $60K related to 2012 unbilled activity was received in 2013.
5 Other Taxes ‐ Less than anticipated revenue as a result of Leasehold Excise Taxes. WA State Dept of Revenue notified the City that February's

distribution of leasehold taxes would be reduced due to a refund of taxes that Port of Tacoma had incorrectly assessed against Union Pacific
Railroad for the period Jan 2009 – Dec 2011. The refund amount taken in February from the City's Excise Tax is $178K.
6 Business and License Permits ‐ More than anticipated revenues due to Business License revenue of over $200K. As accounts are closed at the

request of businesses, revenues are anticipated to level out.
City of Tacoma ‐ 4/29/2013
GF Revenue Overview
All financial data is from the City's financial management system. This is an unaudited financial report.
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General Fund Expenditures Overview

$7,526,280
1,155,688
1,467,936
7,265,875
7,331,030
90,006,499
800,962
518,073
2,251,739
22,358,272
7,022,726
14,918,437
3,847,487
143,428,570
22,269,097
60,001,954

$3,697,484
566,333
721,018
3,589,446
3,561,271
43,348,719
400,373
251,451
1,059,125
10,917,145
3,437,656
7,382,593
1,911,392
70,482,876
8,638,041
29,221,502

$866,808
144,058
182,781
761,027
899,428
10,895,305
123,762
63,503
212,656
2,578,124
839,021
1,151,603
291,348
17,451,308
2,159,510
5,516,358

$829,191
129,170
180,715
712,137
827,938
10,532,173
112,494
59,372
209,100
2,502,392
745,622
1,083,053
202,228
16,703,168
2,150,765
5,163,188

Variance
Favorable/
(Unfavorable)
$37,618
14,888
2,066
48,891
71,490
363,132
11,268
4,131
3,556
75,732
93,399
68,549
89,120
748,140
8,745
353,170

$392,170,625

$189,186,425

$44,136,601

$42,142,708

$1,993,894

2013/2014 Biennial
Budget

Department
City Attorney's Office
1 City Council
City Manager
Community & Econ Development
Finance
2 Fire
Government Relations
Hearing Examiner
Human Resources
Library
3 Municipal Courts
Neighborhood & Com Srvs
Planning & Development Srvs
4 Police
Public Works
5 Non Departmental

Total Expenditures
Revenue Over Expenditure Variance
(Fund Balance)

$4,487,731

Total

$396,658,356

2013 Planned
Expenditures

$6,130,222

Year to Date
Year to Date Actual
Planned Amount
Amount

($3,984,442)

($238,485)

% Variance
Favorable/
(Unfavorable)
4.3%
10.3%
1.1%
6.4%
7.9%
3.3%
9.1%
6.5%
1.7%
2.9%
11.1%
6.0%
30.6%
4.3%
0.4%
6.4%

4.5%

$3,745,957

$195,316,647

Variance analysis for expenditures is provided for all departments in which the actual amount differs from the planned amount by 10.0% and at least a minimum of $20,000 or over
$100,000.

Variance Analysis
1 City Council ‐ The favorable variance is a result of benefit savings. The labor budget assumes full benefits for all City Council Members. Since some

City Council members opt out of benefits, the department is under the expense projection by approximately $15K.
2 Fire ‐ Savings through March are a result of personnel savings (+$150K) from several vacant positions as well as Capital Outlay savings (+$150K) for

Self‐Contained Breathing Apparatus' that are now anticipated to be purchased by the end of the second quarter of 2013.
3 Municipal Courts ‐ The favorable variance is due to vacancies as well as deferred salary savings from labor negotiations still underway (+$60K).

Additionally, favorable variances compared to plan include facility rent as well as deferred printing and interpreter costs.
4 Police ‐ The favorable variance is due to savings in Jail costs (+$378K) due to a new jail service contract with Fife implemented in December, 2012; and

delayed payments for fixed and operating costs (+$294K).
5 Non‐Departmental ‐ Through March, the favorable variance is due to lower than anticipated medical claims from retired Police and Firefighters.

City of Tacoma ‐ 4/29/2013
GF Expenditures Overview
All financial data is from the City's financial management system. This is an unaudited financial report.
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2013 Monthly Financial Report
City of Tacoma, Washington
Through March 31, 2013

Office of Management and Budget / Finance Department

General Fund Revenues ($ in Thousands)
All Revenue Sources

December

November

October

September

Monthly Planned Revenues

August

July

June

May

April

March

February

January

$35,000
$30,000
$25,000
$20,000
$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
$0

Monthly Actual Revenues

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Total

Monthly Planned
Revenues
$14,798
$15,009
$10,345
$13,788
$32,526
$15,090
$12,508
$13,203
$10,002
$13,735
$30,095
$14,217
$195,317

Monthly Actual
Revenues
$15,666
$15,910
$10,328

Monthly Planned
Revenues
$330
$232
$666
$1,810
$19,194
$5,069
$276
$136
$229
$878
$17,680
$4,565
$51,067

Monthly Actual
Revenues
$286
$210
$616

Monthly Planned
Revenues
$3,091
$4,117
$2,897
$3,011
$3,742
$3,122
$3,138
$3,543
$3,310
$3,284
$3,482
$3,202
$39,940

Monthly Actual
Revenues
$3,165
$4,274
$3,196

$41,904

Variance
869
901
(18)

$1,752

Property Tax
$25,000
$20,000
$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
December

November

October

September

Monthly Planned Revenues

August

July

June

May

April

March

February

January

$0

Monthly Actual Revenues

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Total

Variance
(44)
(22)
(50)

$1,112

(116)

Sales Tax
$5,000
$4,000
$3,000
$2,000
$1,000
December

November

October

September

August

July

Monthly Planned Revenues

June

May

April

March

February

January

$0

Monthly Actual Revenues

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Total

City of Tacoma ‐ 4/29/2013
GF Revenues
All financial data is from the City's financial management system. This is an unaudited financial report.

$10,635

Variance
$74
$157
$299

$530

4

2013 Monthly Financial Report
City of Tacoma, Washington
Through March 31, 2013

Office of Management and Budget / Finance Department

General Fund Revenues ($ in Thousands)
Business Tax

December

November

October

September

Monthly Planned Revenues

August

July

June

May

April

March

February

January

$7,000
$6,000
$5,000
$4,000
$3,000
$2,000
$1,000
$0

Actual Monthly Revenues

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Total

Monthly Planned
Revenues
$3,719
$6,002
$1,618
$3,767
$4,584
$1,279
$4,273
$4,284
$1,468
$4,326
$4,251
$1,662
$41,234

Actual Monthly
Revenues
$4,234
$6,476
$1,387

Monthly Planned
Revenues
$4,384
$3,652
$3,857
$3,961
$3,825
$3,740
$3,547
$3,722
$3,608
$3,704
$3,340
$2,849
$44,189

Actual Monthly
Revenues
$4,436
$3,960
$3,783

Variance
515
473
(231)

$12,097

758

Utility/Gross Earnings Tax
$5,000
$4,000
$3,000
$2,000
$1,000
December

November

October

September

Monthly Planned Revenues

August

July

June

May

April

March

February

January

$0

Actual Monthly Revenues

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Total

$12,179

Variance
51
308
(73)

$286

Other Revenues
(Intergovernmental, Licenses & Permits, Charges for Service, Fines & Forfeits, and Miscellaneous Revenues)
$4,000
$3,000
$2,000
$1,000
December

November

October

September

August

July

Monthly Planned Revenues

June

May

April

March

February

January

$0

Actual Monthly Revenues

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December
Total

City of Tacoma ‐ 4/29/2013
GF Revenues
All financial data is from the City's financial management system. This is an unaudited financial report.

Monthly Planned
Revenues
$3,273
$1,007
$1,307
$1,238
$1,181
$1,878
$1,274
$1,520
$1,387
$1,542
$1,340
$1,939
$18,887

Actual Monthly
Revenues
$3,545
$991
$1,345

$5,881

Variance
272
(16)
38

$293

5

2013 Monthly Financial Report
City of Tacoma, Washington
Office of Management and Budget / Finance Department

Through March 31, 2013

Other Funds Overview (Revenues and Expenditures)
Fund

2013/2014 Biennial
Budget

Special Revenue Funds
1 PW Street *
Revenues
$27,786,963
Expenditures
$27,786,963
2 Tacoma Fire Department
Revenues
$10,760,109
Expenditures
$10,760,109
3 TFD Emergency Medical Services
Revenues
$23,156,545
Expenditures
$26,135,922
4 Municipal Cable TV
Revenues
$7,188,519
Expenditures
$7,689,844
Traffic Enforcement, Engineering & Education
Revenues
$6,633,807
Expenditures
$6,633,807
* PW Street includes Engineering and Street Operations only.

2013 Planned

Year to Date
Planned Amount

Year to Date Actual
Amount

Variance
Favorable/
(Unfavorable)

% Variance
Favorable/
(Unfavorable)

$13,889,675
$13,701,034

$3,471,059
$3,425,258

$3,513,660
$2,733,692

42,601
691,566

1.2%
20.2%

$5,585,621
$7,295,688

$1,138,573
$1,823,922

$656,245
$1,302,996

(482,328)
520,926

‐42.4%
28.6%

$11,462,490
$13,054,477

$945,682
$3,407,878

$1,389,798
$2,982,029

444,115
425,849

47.0%
12.5%

$3,594,260
$3,999,161

$898,565
$698,142

$855,483
$578,018

(43,082)
120,124

‐4.8%
17.2%

$3,271,211
$3,226,412

$976,025
$806,603

$1,016,427
$783,290

40,402
23,313

4.1%
2.9%

$975,516
$1,557,258

$1,621,706
$1,649,727

646,190
(92,469)

66.2%
‐5.9%

$1,177,872
$947,648

$1,508,827
$625,937

330,955
321,711

28.1%
33.9%

$1,212,602
$1,685,798

$1,129,810
$1,545,507

(82,792)
140,291

‐6.8%
8.3%

$10,662
$22,402

$8,048
$11,689

(2,614)
10,713

‐24.5%
47.8%

$1,683,484
$1,447,870

$1,770,649
$1,129,700

$14,675,000
$13,454,000

$13,498,883
$12,181,186

(1,176,117)
1,272,814

‐8.0%
9.5%

$14,798,000
$11,437,000

$14,119,820
$11,299,938

(678,180)
137,062

‐4.6%
1.2%

$6,803,000
$5,661,000

$6,192,589
$4,876,103

(610,411)
784,897

‐9.0%
13.9%

Enterprise Funds
5 Permit Services
$11,067,000
$5,533,500
Revenues
Expenditures
$12,620,175
$6,229,031
6 PW Parking Operations
Revenues
$10,470,462
$6,542,831
Expenditures
$13,160,147
$8,358,931
7 PAF Convention Center
Revenues
$17,205,666
$8,037,888
Expenditures
$17,205,666
$8,633,345
PAF Cheney Stadium
Revenues
$2,917,071
$1,529,786
Expenditures
$2,917,071
$1,540,895
8 PAF Tacoma Dome
Revenues
$11,510,314
$5,122,830
Expenditures
$11,510,314
$5,682,286
Solid Waste*
Revenues
$118,552,788
$59,032,323
Expenditures
$118,552,788
$55,673,434
Wastewater*
Revenues
$108,467,200
$54,268,574
Expenditures
$108,467,200
$53,285,314
Surface Water*
Revenues
$49,145,000
$24,538,963
Expenditures
$49,145,000
$24,785,553
*Operational Revenues and Expenditures only. Capital Outlay not included.

City of Tacoma ‐ 4/29/2013
Other Funds Overview
All financial data is from the City's financial management system. This is an unaudited financial report.

87,165
318,170

5.2%
22.0%

6
Grey shaded funds are General Fund Supported.

2013 Monthly Financial Report
City of Tacoma, Washington
Office of Management and Budget / Finance Department

Through March 31, 2013

Other Funds Overview (Revenues and Expenditures)
Fund

2013/2014 Biennial
Budget

Internal Service Funds
9 Finance Payroll/Organizational Mgmt
Revenues
Expenditures
10 Budget & Research
Revenues
Expenditures
IT Graphics Services
Revenues
Expenditures
11 Information Systems
Revenues
Expenditures
12 Municipal Building Acquisition & Operations
Revenues
Expenditures

2013 Planned

Year to Date
Planned Amount

Year to Date Actual
Amount

Variance
Favorable/
(Unfavorable)

% Variance
Favorable/
(Unfavorable)

$4,647,370
$4,647,370

$2,300,002
$2,300,002

$575,006
$575,006

$528,055
$511,323

(46,951)
63,682

‐8.2%
11.1%

$1,735,794
$1,735,794

$853,879
$853,879

$191,601
$191,601

$153,586
$155,381

(38,015)
36,219

‐19.8%
18.9%

$2,299,878
$2,299,878

$1,149,939
$1,149,939

$114,000
$88,302

$114,843
$53,652

843
34,650

0.7%
39.2%

$43,462,462
$43,462,462

$21,572,024
$21,746,530

$5,007,407
$5,007,407

$4,510,882
$4,501,793

(496,525)
505,614

‐9.9%
10.1%

$14,644,820
$15,944,820

$7,072,759
$7,752,212

$1,734,440
$1,564,974

$1,595,670
$1,357,768

(138,770)
207,206

‐8.0%
13.2%

Variance Analysis
1 PW Street ‐ Expenditures ‐ The favorable variance in street expenditures is due to savings in both the Engineering and Streets Divisions. The

Engineering Division has a $109K favorable variance due to deferred expenses for projects scheduled during the summer months. The Streets
Division has a $300K favorable variance due to four vacancies and the lessing out of more labor time than planned, as well as fixed, maintenance,
and operation savings of $245K due to a milder winter season requiring less equipment usage and maintenance.
2 Tacoma Fire Department ‐ Revenues ‐ The unfavorable variance is primarily due to a delay in receiving approximately $366K in SAFER grant

reimbursements for 37 commissioned personnel while the City’s requested waiver of SAFER grant supplanting, needed due to the recent staffing
reductions, was reviewed by Department of Homeland Security (DHS) officials. Since the waiver was approved, payment was resumed and the Fire
Department has received over $608 K in reimbursements with more pending currently. Expenses ‐ Savings largely due to maintenance, operating
and capital accounts that are expected to be fully expended eventually so the projected savings will not be permanent. The majority of these
expenses are related to the construction of the joint Marine Services Operation Center on Ruston Way that will not occur until the third quarter of
2013 at the earliest. The monthly planned amounts will be adjusted accordingly going forward.
3 TFD Emergency Medical Services ‐ Revenues ‐ The positive variance was due to additional revenue from fees for charges and a delay in writing off

bad debt. Ambulance transport fees are up 9%, yielding favorable revenue of $122 K. Additional favorable revenue is due to lower than anticipated
discounts and bad debt for ambulance transports (+$203K), which is not anticipated to continue the remainder of the biennium. Expenditures ‐
Favorable variance (+$142K) due to several vacant positions as well as capital expenditure savings (+$215 K) that will be spent later in the year for
new Self‐Contained Breathing Apparatus (SCBA).
4 Municipal Cable TV ‐The favorable variance in Municipal Cable TV expenditures is to due labor and benefit savings from two vacancies ($100 K).

Please note that in instances where revenues for the biennium do not match expenditures, cash balance is being utilized

City of Tacoma ‐ 4/29/2013
Other Funds Overview
All financial data is from the City's financial management system. This is an unaudited financial report.
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Through March 31, 2013

Other Funds Overview (Revenues and Expenditures)
Variance Analysis (Continued)
5 Permit Services ‐ Revenues ‐ Year over year (2012 compared to 2013) through March, permitting has increased by 66% or 295 additional permits issued.

Expenditures ‐Negative variance in labor is due to increased labor costs (‐$150K) . Increased permitting activity has resulted in the need for additional
staffing to maintain workloads. If increased activity continues, strategic permanent positions may be requested to be added during the second quarter of
2013. Telecommunication costs are offsetting some of the negative variance due to equipment consolidation and conversion to a single device model
(+$31K). The deferral of contractual services accounts for a positive variance of (+9K)
6 PW Parking Operations ‐ Revenues ‐ The favorable variance is due to higher than expected monthly lease revenue for the following properties: Park Plaza

North (+$37K) and Pacific Plaza (+$59K). The Convention Center also had higher than expected daily parking revenue generated (+$106K). The Municipal
Lot/Garage generated an additional $25K in revenues due to adding additional stalls open to the public. Expenditures ‐ M&O Expenses were less than
planned due to contractual services and commodities spending being deferred until later in the year.
7 PAF Convention Center ‐ Revenues – Negative variance of ‐87K due to a lag in when revenues are booked. Revenues currently booked one month behind

when the final amount is known, but going forward will be booked in the month the activity occurred. Expenses – Wages & Benefits show a negative
variance of (‐108K) due to timing of layoffs (Operational staff was kept on board through January 2013 and Sales staff through March 2013). However,
savings in overtime accounts for (+8K) and the deferral of major building maintenance and the invoicing of external contract services is causing a positive
variance of (+225K)
8 PAF Tacoma Dome ‐ Revenues – Admission taxes show a positive variance of (+45K) due to prior year revenues being posted in the current year.

Additional favorable revenue of $42K is the result of a restructuring of a ticketing agreement. Expenses – Wages, benefits, are favorable (+216K) due to
event setup efficiencies and minimal reliance on external labor. Deferred repair and maintenance expenses are also contributing to the positive variance.
9 Finance Payroll/ Organizational Mgmt ‐ Expenditures ‐ Favorable expenditure variance due to credit card discount fees are lower than anticipated (+20K)

as well as lower than anticipated banking fees in professional services (+22K).
10 Budget & Research ‐ Expenditures ‐ Favorable variance due to one vacant position and associated support costs.
11 Information Systems ‐ Expenditures – Favorable variance largely due to Local 120 contract negotiations still underway. In addition, four vacancies result in

savings of $141K as well as delayed capital expenditures anticipated to now be expensed in May.
12 Municipal Building Acquisition & Operations ‐ Expenditures ‐Favorable variance of $198K due to external contract payment for December 2012 showing

as a credit in January 2013. This credit was corrected and will be reflected in April.

City of Tacoma ‐ 4/29/2013
Other Funds Exp Variance
All financial data is from the City's financial management system. This is an unaudited financial report.
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Tacoma at a glance

200,678

23,303

86,057

population

total licensed
businesses in 2012

total housing units

of which

of which

of which

11%

35%

9.5%

are above 65

were new businesses

are multi-unit housing

PROVIDING RESULTS ON TACOMA’S CORE

SERVICES

23%
are below 18

2,200

of which

miles of streets

61%
are residential streets

2

T A C O M A 24 7 O V E R V I E W
PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

TACOMA 24/7 REPORT

Performance measures provide information on the
efficiency and effectiveness of the City of Tacoma’s
operations. The City provides valuable City services 24
hours a day, seven days a week. The City hopes that by
making this information accessible citizens will be better
informed about the effectiveness of some City
programs, how tax revenues are being spent, and
progress toward the City's goals.

Tacoma 24/7 is a quarterly report on 24 performance
measures in 7 key service areas. The service areas and
measures were selected due to their connection to the
City Council’s strategic priorities, relevancy to citizens,
policy makers, and city management, and ability to be
collected quarterly.

24/7 MEASURE EXAMPLE

1

PROVIDING RESULTS ON TACOMA’S CORE
SERVICES
2 Historical Performance

Measure Description
This table includes a measure description and actions and
initiatives to meet the target identified in the 2013-2014 biennial
budget. Targets take into account budgetary restrictions and
past performance.

3
1

2

3

4

Comparison
Where available, annual
comparison data for similar
cities is shown. Some
measures do not have
comparison data due to
difference in the way data is
collected or defined.

The historical performance section
shows the past year performance
and the target for 2013 and 2014

4

Current Performance
The current performance section
is updated quarterly. The
quarterly target shows how the
quarterly performance compares
to the 2013 goal.

3

TACOMA

24

7 SERVICE AREAS

1 :

P u b l i c

S a f e t y

2 :

I n f r a s t r u c t u r e

3 :

C o m m
u n i t y RESULTS
S e r v ON
i cTe
s
PROVIDING
ACOMA’S CORE
SERVICES

4 :
5 :

E c o n o m i c

D e v e l o p m e n t

C o n v e n t i o n ,
A r t s

V i s i t o r

6 :

S u s t a i n a b i l i t y

7 :

O p e n

&

G o v e r n m e n t
4

S ERVICE

A REA

1 :

P UBLIC

S AFETY

2013 Q1
Performance

2013 Q1
Target

1. Percentage of Incidents where the First
Arriving Unit is on Emergency Scene
Within Response Time Goal

91%

90%

90%

2. Average Response Time for the First
Arriving Unit to arrive at the Emergency
Scene

6:18

6:06

6:06

Measure

3. Percentage of Incidents where a Medic
PROVIDING
Company is on Emergency Scene
Within
Response Time Goal
4. Average Response Time for Medic
Company to Arrive on Emergency Scene

RESULTS 78%
ON TACOMA’90%
S CORE

2013
Target

90%

SERVICES
8:34

8:35

8:35

1,092

1,253

5,012

5.4

6.3

25.1

5,130

5,304

21,216

8. Number of Crimes Against Property per
1,000 Residents

25.7

26.6

106.2

9. Average Police Response Time to
Emergency Calls (in minutes)

4:02

4:00

4:00

5. Number of Crimes Against Persons
6. Number of Crimes Against Persons per
1,000 Residents
7. Number of Crimes Against Property

Meet or Exceed
Target

Tracking

Progress Towards
Target

Not on Track to
Meet Target

5

P UBLIC

S AFETY

1. Percentage of Incidents the First Fire Company Arrives Within
Response Time Goal
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

• Urban goal is 8 minutes and 12 seconds and suburban
goal is 9 minutes and 30 seconds.
• Time it takes for crews to arrive at the scene of an
emergency incident, including dispatch, turnout, and
travel time.
• Decreased response times help firefighters arrive faster
and reduce potential for loss of property and life.

ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
PERCENTAGE

100%

INCIDENTS THE FIRST FIRE COMPANY ARRIVES
WITHIN RESPONSE TIME GOAL

93%

92%

90%

90%

2013
Target

2014
Target

80%
60%

40%
• De-centralized training allows personnel to take the
"classroom" portion of required training from their fire
20%
ROVIDING RESULTS ON
station.
0%
• This allows firefighters to remain in their response
district, and increases personnel’s availability for
emergency responses.

P

OF

TACOMA’S CORE
SERVICES

2011

2012

2013 PERFORMANCE
PERCENTAGE
100%

OF

INCIDENTS THE FIRST FIRE COMPANY ARRIVES
WITHIN RESPONSE TIME GOAL

91%

2013
Targets

80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec
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P UBLIC

S AFETY

2. Average Response Time for the First Arriving Fire Company
•

•

•

•

ABOUT THIS MEASURE:
HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
Average time from dispatch for crews to arrive at
AVERAGE RESPONSE TIME FOR THE FIRST ARRIVING
the scene of an emergency incident, including
FIRE COMPANY
turnout and travel time.
9:36
Decreased response times help firefighters arrive
6:06
6:06
6:02
6:10
faster and reduce potential for loss of property and
7:12
life.
ACTIONS TO MEET THE TARGET:
4:48
The Tacoma Fire Department is involved in a
multi-year project through South Sound 911 to
2:24
improve dispatch times.
PROVIDING RESULTS ON TACOMA’S CORE
The initial phase of the project includes upgrading
0:00
SERVICES
radio equipment and call processing procedures in
2011
2012
2013
2014
Target
Target
2013/2014.

9:36
7:12

COMPARISON

2013 PERFORMANCE

AVERAGE RESPONSE TIME FOR THE FIRST
ARRIVING FIRE COMPANY (2011)

AVERAGE RESPONSE TIME FOR THE FIRST ARRIVING FIRE
COMPANY
9:36

9:00
7:13

7:03

6:02

4:48

7:12

5:27

4:51

2:24
0:00

6:18
2013
Targets

4:48
2:24

Vancouver, Portland,
WA
OR

Spokane,
WA

Tacoma,
WA

Bellevue,
WA

Des
Moines,
IA

0:00
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec

7

P UBLIC

S AFETY

3. Percentage of Incidents the First Medic Company Arrives Within
Response Time Goal
ABOUT THIS MEASURE:
• Response time goal is 10 minutes and 30 seconds.
• Time it takes for medic units to arrive at the scene
of an Advanced Life Support emergency, including
dispatch, turnout, and travel time.
• Decreasing response time means that firefighter
paramedics reach patients faster in an emergency.

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
PERCENTAGE OF INCIDENTS THE FIRST MEDIC
COMPANY ARRIVES WITHIN RESPONSE TIME GOAL
100%
80%

81%

80%

90%

90%

60%

ACTIONS TO MEET THE TARGET:
40%
• By using de-centralized training, including web20%
based modules, personnel P
can
now takeRESULTS
the
ROVIDING
ON TACOMA’S CORE
"classroom" portion of required training from their
0%
SERVICES
fire station.
2011
2012
2013
• This allows firefighters to remain in their response
Target
district, and increases personnel’s availability for
2013 PERFORMANCE
emergency responses.

2014
Target

PERCENTAGE OF INCIDENTS THE FIRST MEDIC
COMPANY ARRIVES WITHIN RESPONSE TIME GOAL
100%
80%

2013
Targets

78%

60%
40%
20%
0%
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec
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P UBLIC

S AFETY

4. Average Response Time for First Arriving Medic Company
ABOUT THIS MEASURE:
• Average time for crews to arrive at the scene of an
advanced life support emergency medical incident.
• Reducing response times means that firefighter
paramedics are reaching the scene of emergencies
faster.

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
AVERAGE RESPONSE TIME FOR FIRST ARRIVING
MEDIC COMPANY

9:36

8:23

SERVICES
2012

2011

2013
Target

2014
Target

2013 PERFORMANCE

AVERAGE RESPONSE TIME FOR FIRST ARRIVING MEDIC
COMPANY (2011)
9:36

8:23

9:36

AVERAGE RESPONSE TIME FOR FIRST ARRIVING
MEDIC COMPANY

8:34

2013
Targets

7:12

6:24
4:40

4:48

8:35

TACOMA’S CORE

COMPARISON

7:12

8:35

7:12

ACTIONS TO MEET THE TARGET:
4:48
• The Tacoma Fire Department monitors travel time
and dispatch data to determine resource
2:24
allocations.
PROVIDING RESULTS ON
0:00
• By modeling data and modifying resource
allocations, the Department works to provide a
consistent response time for citizens.

7:12

8:48

2:24

4:48
2:24

0:00
Tacoma,
WA

Seattle,
WA

Bellevue,
WA

Salt Lake
City, UT

0:00
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec
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P UBLIC

S AFETY

5. Number of Crimes Against Persons
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

• Number of crimes against persons using the FBI’s
National Incident Based Reporting System.
• Crimes against persons consist of homicide, sex
offenses, assault and kidnapping abduction.
• This measure is a reflection of community safety, and
provides a point of comparison to other cities.

ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
NUMBER

OF

CRIMES

6,000
5,000

4,762

4,473

AGAINST PERSONS

5,012

5,016

2013
Target

2014
Target

4,000
3,000

2,000
• The Tacoma Police Department actively investigates
homicides, sex offenses, aggravated assaults and
ROVIDING RESULTS 1,000
ON
kidnapping incidents.
0
• Using a data-driven approach, hot spots and crime
patterns can be used to detect areas in the City that
have a higher crimes against person rate.

P

TACOMA’S CORE
SERVICES

2011

2012

2013 PERFORMANCE
NUMBER

OF

CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS

1,400
1,200

1,092

2013
Targets

1,000
800
600
400
200
0
Jan-Mar
*Past data will be updated each quarter based on current information.

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec

10

P UBLIC

S AFETY

6. Number of Crimes Against Persons per 1,000
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

• Number of crimes against persons using the FBI’s
National Incident Based Reporting System.
• Crimes against persons consist of homicide, sex
offenses, assault and kidnapping abduction. This rate is
a reflection of community safety, and provides a point
of comparison to other cities.

ACTIONS

NUMBER
30.0

OF

23.7

24.0

22.3

P

30.0
24.0

27.6

PER

1,000

25.1

SERVICES

2011

2012

2013
Target

2014
Target

NUMBER

8.0

16.4

OF

CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS

PER

1,000

10.0

22.3

18.0

25.1

2013 PERFORMANCE

CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS
(2012)

23.9

1,000

TACOMA’S CORE

COMPARISON
OF

PER

18.0

TO MEET THE TARGET:

• Using a data-driven approach, crime patterns can be
12.0
used to detect areas that have a higher crimes against
person rate.
Previous emphasis on gang related
6.0
ROVIDING
incidents have been successful in reducing
crime. RESULTS ON
0.0
• Apprehension and working collaboratively with the
Prosecutor's
Office
to
hold
those
individuals
accountable helps to reduce crimes against persons.

NUMBER

CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS

15.5

6.0

12.0

4.0

6.0

2.0

5.4

2013
Targets

0.0

0.0
Des
Richmond,
Moines, IA
VA

Tacoma,
WA

Seattle,
WA

Vancouver,
WA

*Past data will be updated each quarter based on current information.

Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec
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P UBLIC

S AFETY

7. Number of Crimes Against Property
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

• Number of crimes against property using the FBI’s
National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS).
• Crimes Against Property includes but not limited to
arson, burglary, destruction/vandalism, fraud, larceny
theft, motor vehicle theft, robbery, and stolen property.

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
NUMBER
25,000

OF

CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY
21,220

19,876

21,216

21,146

2013
Target

2014
Target

20,000
15,000

ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

10,000

• The department is using a predictive policing software
5,000
(PredPol) to identify hot spots within the City for
ROVIDING RESULTS ON
selected crimes.
0
• Officers are directed to patrol those areas in between
calls for service.
• Investigative Bureau's Career Criminal Unit's mission is
to focus on those individuals (20%) causing 80% of the
criminal activity.

P

TACOMA’S CORE

6,000
5,000

2011SERVICES
2012

2013 PERFORMANCE
NUMBER

OF

CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY

5,130

2013
Targets

4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000
0
Jan-Mar
*Past data will be updated each quarter based on current information.

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec

12

P UBLIC

S AFETY

8. Crimes against Property per 1,000 Residents
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

• Number of crimes against property using the FBI’s
National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS).
• Crimes Against Property includes but not limited to
arson, burglary, destruction/vandalism, fraud, larceny
theft, motor vehicle theft, robbery, stolen property.

NUMBER
120.0

99.0

90.0

ACTIONS TO MEET THE TARGET:
60.0
• The department is using a predictive policing software
(PredPol) to identify hot spots within the City for
30.0
selected crimes.
ROVIDING RESULTS ON
• Officers are directed to patrol those areas in between
0.0
calls for service focusing on theft from vehicles,
burglaries, wire theft and other property related
crimes.

P

TACOMA’S CORE
2011

SERVICES
2012

COMPARISON

120.0
90.0

OF CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY
PER 1,000 RESIDENTS
105.6
106.2
105.7

2013
Target

2013 PERFORMANCE

NUMBER OF CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY
PER 1,000 RESIDENTS (2012)

NUMBER
30.0

105.7

OF CRIMES
PER 1,000

AGAINST PROPERTY
RESIDENTS

25.7

2013
Targets

24.0

71.1

68.6

67.8
53.6

60.0

2014
Target

18.0
12.0

30.0

6.0

0.0
Tacoma, Richmond,
WA
VA

Seattle,
WA

Des
Vancouver,
Moines, IA
WA

*Past data will be updated each quarter based on current information.

0.0
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec
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P UBLIC

S AFETY

9. Average Police Response Time to Emergency Calls (in minutes)
ABOUT THIS MEASURE:
• Time from when the 9-1-1 communications center
dispatches an officer to when an officer arrives on
scene for emergency calls for service.
• This metric allows the department to benchmark
response times and reduce response time to
improve enforcement and public safety.
ACTIONS TO MEET THE TARGET:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

7:40

AVERAGE POLICE RESPONSE TIME TO EMERGENCY
CALLS (IN MINUTES)

5:45

3:57

3:50

• Police response time to emergency calls are
1:55
captured monthly on the Executive Dashboard.
PROVIDING
ON
• Staff monitors staffing numbers
of primaryRESULTS
call
0:00
responders in each sector to stay under the 4
minute response.

4:00

2011SERVICES
2012

2013
Target

2014
Target

2013 PERFORMANCE

AVERAGE POLICE RESPONSE TIME
CALLS (2012)
7:00
7:40

TO

EMERGENCY

AVERAGE POLICE RESPONSE TIME TO EMERGENCY
CALLS (IN MINUTES)

7:40

5:05

5:45

3:56

3:50

4:00

TACOMA’S CORE

COMPARISON

5:45

3:55

3:55

3:20

4:02

2013
Targets

3:50
1:55

1:55
0:00
Seattle,
WA

Des Moines, Vancouver,
IA
WA

Tacoma,
WA

Richmond,
VA

0:00

Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec
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I NFRASTRUCTURE

2013 Q1
Performance

2013 Q1
Target

9.5

7

7

11. Lane Miles of Road Surface
0
Treatment (Chip Seal, Overlays)
PROVIDING RESULTS ON

0

16

Measure

10. Average Response Time to
Temporarily Repair Potholes
(Days)

Meet or Exceed
Target

2013
Target

TACOMA’S CORE

Progress Towards
Target

Tracking

SERVICES
Not on Track to
Meet Target

15

I NFRASTRUCTURE
10. Average Response Time to Temporarily Repair Reported Potholes
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

• Response time goal is 2 days for arterials and 10 days
for residential.
• Average response time in days from complaint to
temporary repair of potholes.
• Potholes contribute to the deterioration of the roadway
and are a nuisance to drivers and the community.

ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

AVERAGE RESPONSE TIME TO TEMPORARILY
REPAIR REPORTED POTHOLES (# OF DAYS )
10.0
8.0
6.0

4.0
• Staff is improving the efficiency of the pothole repair
process by using GPS technology to identify routes for
2.0
repairs and track repairs.
ROVIDING
ON
• 1,215 reports were received in 2012.
445 reportsRESULTS
were
0.0
received in the first quarter of 2013. Winter months are
one of the busiest periods of the year, due to the
weather.

P

7.0

2013
Target

2014
Target

4.7

4.0

TACOMA’S CORE
2011

SERVICES
2012

COMPARISON

2013 PERFORMANCE

AVERAGE RESPONSE TIME TO TEMPORARILY REPAIR
REPORTED POTHOLES (# OF DAYS - 2012)
10.0

AVERAGE RESPONSE TIME TO TEMPORARILY
REPAIR REPORTED POTHOLES (# OF DAYS )
10.0

8.0
6.0

7.0

9.5

8.0
5.0

6.0

4.7

4.0

2013
Targets

3.0

3.0

2.0

4.0
2.0

0.0
Portland,
OR

Tacoma,
WA

Spokane,
WA

Seattle,
WA

0.0
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct.-Dec

16

I NFRASTRUCTURE
11. Lane Miles of Road Surface Treatment (Chip Seal, Overlays)
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

• Number of lane miles treated with pavement
preservation techniques such as chip seals and
overlays.
• Treatment methods are cost-effective practices that
extend pavement life and improve safety and motorist
satisfaction while saving public tax dollars.

ACTIONS

LANE MILES
40
30

• Street Operations is committed to improving the
10
conditions of Tacoma's streets through the residential
street restoration and chip seal programs.
ROVIDING RESULTS ON
0
• Street Operations is a weather dependent activity.
Winter months have minimal activity.

P

13

2011

SERVICES
2012

2013
2014
Target
Target
2013 Target Equates to 0.7% of Total Lane Miles

LANE MILES

OF

ROAD SURFACE TREATMENT

15.0

1.7%

1.5%

1.2%

1.0%

10.0

1.0%

0.9%
2013
Targets

5.0

0.5%
0.0%

16

2013 PERFORMANCE

ANNUAL ROAD SURFACE TREATMENT AS A PERCENTAGE
OF TOTAL LANE MILES (2011)
1.8%

16

TACOMA’S CORE

COMPARISON

2.0%

ROAD SURFACE TREATMENT

36

20

TO MEET THE TARGET:

OF

0
0.0
Bellevue,
WA

Tacoma,
WA

Seattle,
WA

Spokane,
WA

Portland,
OR

Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct.-Dec
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S

ERVI CE

A

Measure

REA

3 :C

2013 Q1
Performance

2013 Q1
Target

51,679

-

12. Number of Tacoma
Residents Receiving Social
Services

13. Number of Items Checked
2,374
Out (Library Circulation)
PROVIDING RESULTS ON
14. Average Days from
8
Complaint to Initial Inspection of
Code Violation
Meet or Exceed
Target

S

OMMUN I T Y

2013
Target

Tracking

187,000

2,268
TACOMA’S CORE

Progress Towards
Target

ERV I CES

SERVICES
8

9,073

7

Not on Track to
Meet Target

18

C OMMUNITY

S ERVICES

12. Number of Tacoma Residents Receiving Social Services
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

• Unduplicated count of residents served by organizations
funded through the Human Services program.
• Includes duplicated count of residents served by more
than one program.
• Tracks the number of people impacted by City funding
and social service need in the community.

ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

NUMBER

OF

TACOMA RESIDENTS RECEIVING SOCIAL SERVICES

250,000

201,602

200,000

187,000

187,000

150,000

100,000
• Programs are required to submit performance goals for
the number of residents served and other indicators of
50,000
their performance, such as hours of case management,
ROVIDING
RESULTS
ON ACOMA S ORE
hours of program activities, and number of bednights.
0
• Funding balances the need to meet strategic
SERVICES 2013
2012
community outcomes as well as reach the maximum
Target
number of residents in need.

P

T

2013-2014 HUMAN SERVICES FUNDING
FUNDING

BY

PRIORITY AREA (TOTAL = $8.44 MILLION)

Basic Needs,
$3,736,200,
44%
Human
Services
Stabilization
Fund,
$250,000,
3%

Youth
Services,
$3,449,200,
41%

’ C

2013 PERFORMANCE (YEAR
NUMBER

OF

2014
Target
TO

DATE)

TACOMA RESIDENTS RECEIVING SOCIAL SERVICES

Feb. Update
200,000

2013
Target

150,000
100,000

Employability,
$1,004,600,
12%

50,000
0

51,679
Year to Date 2013

19

C OMMUNITY

S ERVICES

13. Number of Library Items Checked Out per 1,000 Residents
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

• Number of items checked out through the Tacoma
Public Library, such as books, CDs, tapes, and
DVDs.
• Circulation numbers help librarians monitor and
plan for future use of library materials.
ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

NUMBER
12,000
10,000

OF

9,973

LIBRARY ITEMS CHECKED OUT
1,000 RESIDENTS

9,563

8,000

8,970

PER

8,970

6,000

4,000
• The Integrated Library System will provide better
information about reading trends.
2,000
P
ROVIDING
RESULTS
ON TACOMA’S CORE
• Reading trend information allows librarians to
0
strategically purchase items for the public.
SERVICES
2011
2012

2013
2014
Target
Target
2013 Target Equates to 1,800,000 Items Check Out

COMPARISON
NUMBER
12,000
10,000

OF

2013 PERFORMANCE

LIBRARY ITEMS CHECKED OUT
RESIDENTS (2012)

9,585

PER

1,000
3,000

9,563

8,000

2,500

6,727

6,000

NUMBER

6,616

5,504

2,000

500
Tacoma,
WA

Des Moines,
St.
Richmond,
IA
Petersburg,
VA
FL

2,374

PER

2013
Targets

1,500
1,000

Spokane,
WA

LIBRARY ITEMS CHECKED OUT
1,000 RESIDENTS

2,000

4,000
0

OF

0
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct.-Dec

20

C OMMUNITY

S ERVICES

14. Average Days from Complaint to Initial Inspection of Code
Violation
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

• Number of days from when a complaint is received to
when the initial inspection occurs.
• Responsive Code Enforcement improves customer
service for those reporting code violations and provides
a faster enforcement process for the community.

ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

AVERAGE DAYS

20

P

20

COMPLAINT
(2012)

INITIAL INSPECTION

15

5

ON
0

7

7

2013
Target

2014
Target

3

TACOMA’S CORE
2011

SERVICES
2012

2013 PERFORMANCE
INITIAL INSPECTION

18

15

AVERAGE DAYS

FROM

COMPLAINT

TO

INITIAL INSPECTION

12

12

10

9

10

8

6

5
0

TO

TO

18

COMPARISON
FROM

COMPLAINT

10

• Code Compliance is implementing an automated case
setup system in the second quarter of 2013.
• The automated system will allow for
more efficientRESULTS
case
ROVIDING
creation and reduce response time for both complaint
driven and proactive inspections.

AVERAGE DAYS

FROM

3
Tacoma,
WA

Spokane,
WA

Seattle,
WA

Des
Moines,
IA

1

1

St.
Vancouver,
Petersburg,
WA
FL

2013
Targets

3

0
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct.-Dec

21
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E CONOMIC

2013 Q1
Performance

Measure

D EVELOPMENT

2013 Q1
Target

2013
Target

Tracking

15. Number of Building Permits Issued
Residential

297

269

1,076

Commercial

182

161

645

16. Total Value of Building Permits Issued (Millions)
PROVIDING RESULTS ON

TACOMA’S CORE

Residential

$21.80

SERVICES$84.77
$21.19

Commercial

$56.10

$66.69

$266.77

4

10

10

12

70

70

17. Average Number of Days to Issue a Building Permit
Residential
Commercial

Meet or Exceed
Target

Progress Towards
Target

Not on Track to
Meet Target

22

E CONOMIC

D EVELOPMENT

15. Number of Building Permits Issued
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

• Number of permits issued for residential and
commercial projects.
• Housing starts and building permits are considered a
leading economic indicator. Construction growth usually
picks up at the beginning of the business cycle.

ACTIONS

2,000
1,500

NUMBER OF BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED
Residential Commerial

628

673

1,000

TO MEET THE TARGET:

• During the second quarter of 2013, Planning and
500
Development Services will roll out a new website with
expanded online services.
0
ROVIDING RESULTS ON
• Online services will enable greater efficiencies in the
system and the ability to issue permits more quickly.

P

1,065

906

TACOMA’S CORE
2011

2012

SERVICES

645

662

1,076

1,108

2013
Target

2014
Target

2013 Target Equates to 8.6 Permits per 1,000

COMPARISON
NUMBER
12.0

10.8

10.0

2013 PERFORMANCE

OF BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED
1,000 RESIDENTS (2011)

9.1

8.0

OF

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED

Residential

Commerical

500

8.4

7.9

400

2013
Targets

182

300

6.0

3.9

4.0

200
100

2.0
0.0

NUMBER

PER

Bellevue,
WA

Vancouver,
WA

Tacoma,
WA

Seattle,
WA

Pierce
County

297

0
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sep

Oct-Dec
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E CONOMIC

D EVELOPMENT

16. Value of Building Permits Issued
ABOUT THIS MEASURE:
• Value of construction for both residential and
commercial projects.
• The dollar value varies by the number and
magnitude of construction projects.

ACTIONS

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
VALUE

OF

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED (MILLIONS)
Residential

$500.0

Commerial

$400.0
$300.0

TO MEET THE TARGET:

$200.0

$189.3
• Where valuation of the work is provided by the
$100.0
contractor/applicant, this information is being
$62.4
RESULTS
ON
carefully review to determinePROVIDING
if the valuation
is
$0.0 TACOMA’S
accurate for the proposed work.
2011

$257.6
$49.2
CORE

$266.8

$280.8

$84.8

$91.9

2012
SERVICES

2013
2014
Target
Target
2013 Target Equates to $204,265 Average Value per Permit

COMPARISON
AVERAGE VALUE PER BUILDING PERMIT ISSUED
(THOUSANDS - 2011)
$500.0
$453.8

$90.0

$400.0

$75.0

$300.0

$60.0

$169.8

$200.0

$148.7

$123.9

$0.0
Pierce
County,
WA

Vancouver,
WA

Tacoma,
WA

Bellevue,
WA

Commerical

2013
Targets

$56.1

$30.0
$15.0

Seattle,
WA

OF

Residential

$45.0

$159.6

$100.0
$0.0

VALUE

2013 PERFORMANCE
BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED (MILLIONS)

$21.8
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sep

Oct-Dec
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E CONOMIC

D EVELOPMENT

17. Average Number of Days to Issue Permits
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

• Number of permits issued for residential and
commercial projects.
• Housing starts and building permits are considered a
leading economic indicator. Construction growth usually
picks up at the beginning of the business cycle.

AVERAGE NUMBER

OF

Residential

DAYS

TO

ISSUE PERMITS

Commerial

80
60

ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

70

40

• During the second quarter of 2013, Planning and
Development Services will roll out a new website with
20
expanded online services.
ROVIDING RESULTS ON
• Online services will enable greater efficiencies in the
0
system and the ability to issue permits more quickly.

P

32

27

TACOMA
’S CORE
11
9
2011

SERVICES
2012

COMPARISON
AVERAGE NUMBER

OF

DAYS

Commerial

TO

ISSUE PERMITS (2011)

7

2013
Target

2014
Target

OF

DAYS

Residential

TO

ISSUE PERMITS

Commerical

80

2013
Targets

60

90

60

0

AVERAGE NUMBER

Residential

120

30

10

2013 PERFORMANCE

150

90

60

45
42

35

Bellevue,
WA

Seattle,
WA

40

48
19

32
11

Fort Collins,
CO

Tacoma,
WA

20
0

12
4
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sep

Oct-Dec
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S ERVICE A REA 5 : C ONVENTION,
V ISITOR, & A RTS

2013 Q1
Performance

Measure
18. Arts and Cultural Attendance

123,076

19. Percentage of Available
Space Occupied At Greater
30%ON
PROVIDING RESULTS
Tacoma Convention and Trade
Center
20. Percentage of Available Days
Occupied At Tacoma Dome

Meet or Exceed
Target

61%

2013 Q1
Target
125,000

2013
Target

Tracking

775,000

25%
TACOMA
’S CORE

25%

SERVICES
59%

Progress Towards
Target

44%

Not on Track to
Meet Target

26

C ONVENTION,

V ISITOR

&

A RTS

18. Arts and Cultural Events Attendance
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

• Number of attendees at arts and cultural organizations
and events funded by the City of Tacoma.
• Organizations and events include, but are not limited
to: Museum of Glass, Grand Cinema, and Tacoma Art
Museum

ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
ARTS
1,000,000
800,000

AND

CULTURAL EVENT ATTENDANCE

725,000

713,603

800,000

2013
Target

2014
Target

600,000

400,000
• The number of attendees is driven by the types of
200,000
organizations and events funded.
• The Tacoma Arts Commission balances
the goal
of
ROVIDING
RESULTS
ON 0 ACOMA S ORE
maximize the number of attendees with the need to
2011
2012
SERVICES
reach broad portions of the community and offer a
diverse selection of programs.

P

775,000

T

’ C

2013 PERFORMANCE
ARTS

AND

CULTURAL EVENT ATTENDANCE

250,000
200,000
150,000

123,076
2013
Targets

100,000
50,000
0

Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct.-Dec
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&
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19. Percentage of Available Space Occupied At Greater Tacoma
Convention and Trade Center
ABOUT THIS MEASURE:
• Percentage of space at the Greater Tacoma
Convention and Trade Center that is occupied
during the quarter.
• This measure is an indicator how much the of the
Convention Center facility is used.
ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
PERCENTAGE OF AVAILABLE SPACE OCCUPIED AT
GREATER TACOMA CONVENTION AND TRADE CENTER
100%
75%
50%

25%
26%
• Public Assembly Facilities contracting with Tacoma
25%
Regional Convention and Visitor Bureau to manage
PROVIDING RESULTS ON TACOMA’S CORE
long-term sales.
0%
• Internal sales staff focus on 14 months and under
SERVICES
2011
2012
sales booking.
COMPARISON

100%

75%

75%

48%

50%

38%
26%

25%

2013
Target

2014
Target

PERCENTAGE OF AVAILABLE SPACE OCCUPIED AT
GREATER TACOMA CONVENTION AND TRADE CENTER

100%

50%

25%

2013 PERFORMANCE

PERCENTAGE OF AVAILABLE SPACE OCCUPIED AT CONVENTION
CENTER (2012)

50%

25%

30%

2013
Targets

25%
0%

0%
Vancouver,
WA

Portland,
OR

Bellevue,
WA

Tacoma,
WA

Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec
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&
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20. Percentage of Available Days Occupied At the Tacoma Dome
ABOUT THIS MEASURE:
• Percentage of days that the Tacoma Dome is in
use of the total days that the Tacoma Dome is
available for use.
• This measure shows the occupancy of the facility
and is an indicator of its economic benefit.
ACTIONS

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
PERCENTAGE

75%

50%

43%

TO MEET THE TARGET:

50%

2011

SERVICES
2012

PERCENTAGE

AT

100%

100%

75%

75%

41%

38%

36%

44%

2013
Target

2014
Target

OF
AT

AVAILABLE DAYS OCCUPIED
TACOMA DOME

61%

50%

2013
Targets

25%

25%
0%

44%

2013 PERFORMANCE

PERCENTAGE OF AVAILABLE DAYS OCCUPIED
DOME FACILITIES (2012)

50%

AT

TACOMA’S CORE

COMPARISON

50%

AVAILABLE DAYS OCCUPIED
TACOMA DOME

100%

• Dome joined the Venue Coalition to help secure
25%
additional concerts and other events.
PROVIDING
ON
• Changes in internal structure and
staffing will RESULTS
allow
0%
increased focus on booking events in the Exhibit
Hall.

55%

OF

0%
Spokane,
WA

Tacoma,
WA

Fort Collins,
CO

Portland,
OR

Seattle,
WA

Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec
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6 :

S USTAINABILITY

2013 Q1
Performance

Measure
21. Composition of Residential
Waste Stream per Household
(Pounds)

626

22. Miles of Bike Infrastructure
0
(Lanes, Sharrows, Boulevards )
PROVIDING RESULTS ON
Meet or Exceed
Target

2013 Q1
Target

2013
Target

664

3,238

0

18.6

Tracking

TACOMA’S CORE

Progress Towards
Target

Not on Track to
SERVICES
Meet Target
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S USTAINABILITY

21. Composition Residential Waste Stream per Residential
Household (Pounds)
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

• Pounds of waste, recycling, and yard and food waste
products, such as commingled recycling, glass, yard
waste, and food waste, per Residential Household.
• Recycling
promotes
responsible
environmental
stewardship and long-term sustainability.
• Recycling also a cost effective alternative to burying
waste in landfills.

ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
POUNDS

OF

RESIDENTIAL WASTE AND RECYCLING
RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLD

Solid Waste

Recyclables

PER

Yard and Food Waste

3,600
3,000
2,400
1,800

• Targeted education and expanded recycling programs,
1,200
including implementation of residential
food
waste
ROVIDING RESULTS ON
600
collection & establishment of a drop-off Styrofoam
0
recycling program by installing an EPS Densifier at the
Recycle Center.

P

966

1,048

969

1,044

637

611

649

649

1,620

1,545

1,633 ’S C1,521
TACOMA
ORE

SERVICES

2011

2012

2013
Target

2014
Target

2013 PERFORMANCE
POUNDS

OF

RESIDENTIAL WASTE AND RECYCLING
RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLD

Solid Waste

Recyclables

Yard and Food Waste
2013
Targets

1,000
800
600

PER

400

130
153

200

343

0
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sep

Oct-Dec

31
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22. Miles of Bike Infrastructure (Lanes, Sharrows, Boulevards
and Trails)
ABOUT

THIS MEASURE:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE

• Number of new miles of non-motorized facilities
installed, such as bike lanes, sharrows, and trails.
• Non-motorized infrastructure helps reduce single
occupant vehicle trips and helps meet federal, state
and City requirements to accommodate all modes of
transportation in public right-of-ways, and create
opportunities for more active and healthy lifestyles.

ACTIONS

TO MEET THE TARGET:

MILES

18.6

15.0

10.8

10.0

P

30.0

2011 SERVICES
2012

26.8

2013
Target

2014
Target

2013 PERFORMANCE

BIKE INFRASTRUCTURE (2011-2012)

30.0

2.0

1.2
TACOMA
’S CORE

COMPARISON
OF

BIKE INFRASTRUCTURE

20.0

• The City obtained grants, including $1.0M in federal
5.0
funds and $0.5M Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
ROVIDING
RESULTS ON
funding, to construct the top 4 priorities
in the Mobility
0.0
Master Plan, totaling 13.5 miles of new bikeways.
• As of March 2013, Tacoma has 41.44 miles of bike
infrastructure.

MILES

OF

MILES

OF

BIKE INFRASTRUCTURE

15.0

23.6

2013
Targets

10.0

20.0

14.5

12.0
5.0

10.0

0
0.0

0.0
Richmond,
VA

Salt Lake
City, UT

Portland,
OR

Seattle,
WA

Tacoma,
WA

Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct.-Dec
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O PEN

2013 Q1
Performance

Measure
23. General Fund Expenditure
as Percentage of Projection

-4.5%

24. General Fund Revenue as
4.4%
Percentage of Projection PROVIDING RESULTS ON
Meet or Exceed
Target

G OVERNMENT

2013 Q1
Target

2013
Target

-2.0%
2.0%
TACOMA
’S CORE

Progress Towards
Target

Tracking

-2.0%
2.0%

SERVICES
Not on Track to
Meet Target
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O PEN

G OVERNMENT

23. General Fund Expenditure as Percentage of Projection
ABOUT THIS MEASURE:
• Percentage difference between the General Fund
expenditure projection and actuals.
• The City Council adopts a Biennial Budget every
two years, the current budget is for 2013-2014.
• A negative variance means the expenditures are
under budget.
ACTIONS TO MEET THE TARGET:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
PERCENT VARIANCE

ESTIMATE

FROM

6.0%
3.0%
0.0%

• Accurate estimates are key to maintaining a
balanced budget and for forecasting next year’s
-3.0%
PROVIDING RESULTS ON
budget.
• Monthly and quarterly financial reports are
-6.0%
provided to the City Manager and City Council.

-0.03%

TACOMA’S CORE

-2.00%

SERVICES
2011-2012

2013 Target

2013 PERFORMANCE
PERCENT VARIANCE

2013 1st Quarter
Expenditure Projection

2013 1st Quarter
Actual

6.0%

$44,113,477

$42,142,708

3.0%

FROM

ESTIMATE

0.0%

2013
Targets

-3.0%
-6.0%

-4.5%
Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec
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G OVERNMENT

24. General Fund Revenues as Percentage of Projection
ABOUT THIS MEASURE:
• Percentage difference between the General Fund
revenue projection and actuals.
• The City Council adopts a Biennial Budget every
two years, the current budget is for 2013-2014.
• A positive variance means the revenues are above
the budget projection.
ACTIONS TO MEET THE TARGET:

HISTORICAL PERFORMANCE
PERCENT VARIANCE

FROM

ESTIMATE

6.0%
3.0%

2.00%

1.11%
0.0%

• Accurate estimates are key to maintaining a
balanced budget and for forecasting next year’s
PROVIDING RESULTS -3.0%
ON
budget.
• Monthly and quarterly financial reports are
-6.0%
provided to the City Manager and City Council.

TACOMA’S CORE
SERVICES
2011-2012

2013 Target

2013 PERFORMANCE
PERCENT VARIANCE

2013 1st Quarter
Revenue Projection

2013 1st Quarter
Actual

6.0%

$40,152,159

$41,904,223

3.0%

FROM

ESTIMATE

4.4%
2013
Targets

0.0%
-3.0%
-6.0%

Jan-Mar

Apr-Jun

Jul-Sept

Oct-Dec
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