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Reader’'s Guide

Reader’s Guide

This reader’s guide describes the structure of the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget and outlines its contents. It is
designed to help citizens, media, and City officials more easily understand and participate in budget deliberations.
In an effort to focus on what is achieved through spending, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes funding
levels and expected program outcomes, taking into consideration the current economic situation.

A companion document, the 2011-2016 Proposed Capital Improvement Program (CIP), identifies expenditures
and fund sources associated with the development and rehabilitation of major City facilities, such as streets, parks,
utilities, and buildings, over the next six years. The CIP also shows the City’s financial contribution to projects
owned and operated by other jurisdictions or institutions. The CIP fulfills the budgeting and financing
requirements of the Capital Facilities Element of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan by providing detailed information
on the capacity impact of new and improved capital facilities.

Seattle budgets on a modified biennial basis. See the “Budget Process” section for details.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget

This document is a detailed record of the spending plan for 2011. It contains the following elements:

= Budget Overview — A narrative describing the current economy, highlighting key factors relevant in
developing the budget document, and how the document addresses the Mayor and Council’s priorities;

= Summary Tables — a set of tables that inventory and summarize expected revenues and spending for 2011,

= General Subfund Revenue Overview — a narrative describing the City’s General Subfund revenues, or those
revenues available to support general government purposes, and the factors affecting the level of resources
available to support City spending;

= Selected Financial Policies — a description of the policies that govern the City’s approach to revenue
estimation, debt management, expenditure projections, maintenance of fund balances, and other financial
responsibilities;

= Budget Process — a description of the processes by which the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget and 2011-2016
Proposed CIP were developed;

= Departmental Budgets — City department-level descriptions of significant policy and program changes from
the 2010 Adopted Budget, the services provided, and the spending levels proposed to attain these results;

= Appendix — an array of supporting documents including Cost Allocation, a summary of cost allocation factors
for internal City services; a Position Modifications report, listing all position modifications contained in the
2011-2012 Proposed Budget; a glossary; and Citywide statistics.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Departmental Budgets: A Closer Look

The budget presentations for individual City departments (including offices, boards, and commissions) constitute
the heart of this document. They are organized alphabetically within seven functional clusters:

= Arts, Culture, & Recreation;

= Health & Human Services;

»= Neighborhoods & Development;
= Public Safety;

= Utilities & Transportation;

= Administration; and

= Funds, Subfunds, and Other.

Each cluster, with the exception of the last, comprises several departments sharing a related functional focus, as
shown on the organizational chart following this reader’s guide. Departments are composed of one or more
budget control levels, which in turn may be composed of one or more programs. Budget control levels are the
level at which the City Council makes appropriations.

The cluster “Funds, Subfunds, and Other” comprises General Fund Subfunds that do not appear in the context of
department chapters, including the General Subfund Fund Table, General Subfund Revenue Table, Cumulative
Reserve Subfund, Emergency Subfund, Revenue Stabilization Account, Judgment and Claims Subfund, and
Parking Garage Fund. A summary of the City’s general obligation debt is also included in this section.

As indicated, the Proposed Budget appropriations are presented in this document by department, budget control
level, and program. At the department level, the reader will also see references to the underlying fund sources
(General Subfund and Other) for the department’s budgeted resources. The City accounts for all of its revenues
and expenditures according to a system of funds and subfunds. In general, funds or subfunds are established to
account for specific revenues and permitted expenditures associated with those revenues. For example, the City’s
share of Motor Vehicle Fuel taxes must be spent on road-related transportation activities and projects, and are
accounted for in a subfund in the Transportation Fund. Other revenues without statutory restrictions, such as sales
and property taxes (except voter-approved property taxes), are available for general purposes and are accounted
for in the City’s General Subfund. For many departments, such as the Seattle Department of Transportation,
several funds and subfunds, including the General Subfund, provide the resources and account for the
expenditures of the department. For several other departments, the General Subfund is the sole source of
available resources.

Budget Presentations

Most department-level budget presentations begin with information on how to contact the department, as well as a
description of the department’s basic functions and areas of responsibility. There follows a narrative summary of
the major policy and program changes describing how the department plans to conduct its business in light of the
proposed budget. When appropriate, subsequent sections present budget control level and program level purpose
statements, and program summaries detailing significant program changes from the 2010 Adopted Budget, which
was approved in November 2009, to the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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All department, budget control, and program level budget presentations include a table summarizing historical
and adopted expenditures, as well as proposed appropriations for 2011. The actual historical expenditures are
displayed for informational purposes only.

A list of all position changes proposed in the budget has been compiled in a separate report entitled, “Position
Modifications in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget.” Position modifications include abrogations, additions,
reclassifications, and status changes (such as a change from part-time to full-time status), as well as adjustments
to departmental head counts that result from transfers of positions between departments.

For information purposes only, an estimate of the number of staff positions to be funded under the Proposed
Budget appears in the departmental sections of the document at each of the three levels of detail: department,
budget control, and program. These figures refer to regular, permanent staff positions (as opposed to temporary
or intermittent positions) and are expressed in terms of full-time equivalent employees (FTEs). In addition to
changes that occur as part of the budget document, changes may be authorized by the City Council or the
Personnel Director throughout the year, and these changes may not be reflected in the estimate of staff positions
presented for 2011.

Where relevant, departmental sections close with additional pieces of information: a statement of actual or
projected revenues for the years 2009 through 2012; a statement of fund balance; and a statement of 2011
appropriations to support capital projects appearing in the 2011-2016 CIP. Explicit discussions of the operating
and maintenance costs associated with new capital expenditures appear in the 2011-2016 Proposed Capital
Improvement Program document.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
-3



Citizons of Seattle

City Organizational Chart
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Overview

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, the first budget prepared under the leadership of Mayor Mike McGinn, totals
$3.9 billion, including the City’s $888 million General Fund. The budget reflects a new economic reality for the
City of Seattle. The City’s once healthy General Fund revenue streams have suffered from the turmoil resulting
from the longest and deepest recession since the Great Depression. While still growing, revenues are no longer
increasing at a rate sufficient to maintain existing services, and most of the one-time strategies used over the past
two-years to balance the budget, avoid significant reductions, and sustain services are now exhausted. The result
is a $67 million shortfall in the City’s General Fund for 2011. In addition, many of the City’s non-General Fund
departments, including the operating funds of the Department of Planning and Development, the Seattle
Department of Transportation, Seattle City Light, and Seattle Public Utilities, are experiencing fiscal stress. In
fact, the Mayor’s total Proposed Budget for 2011 is only $25 million more than the 2010 Adopted Budget, or
0.6% larger, and the General Fund budget is $13.7 million smaller, a decline of 1.9%."

In the face of these sizable financial challenges, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget reflects Mayor McGinn’s
commitment to developing a budget that is aligned with available resources. The Proposed Budget presented in
the pages that follow puts the City on a more sustainable path and sets forth a plan to continue transforming City
government over the long-term to meet the priorities of Seattle residents — including safe neighborhoods; the
availability of a strong safety net for our most vulnerable residents; opportunities for the city’s children and youth
to thrive and succeed; access to high-quality cultural and recreational opportunities; and an infrastructure system
that will support healthy commerce and efficiently carry people, goods, and information into the future.

Closing a $67 million shortfall in the General Fund, as well as addressing the financial challenges of other City
funds, requires a number of very difficult decisions. Nonetheless, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget contains a
balanced set of changes that do not rely on any general tax increases to support on-going operations, nor does
the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget draw down the City’s General Fund reserves — the Emergency Subfund and the
Rainy Day Fund.? Rather, the budget is balanced first and foremost on internal savings and efficiencies, including
savings in labor costs and administrative and management overhead costs; a relatively modest set of revenue
increases that are targeted toward the users of various services; and, as a last resort, some difficult reductions to
direct services.

While this budget puts the City of Seattle on a more sustainable financial path, it does not come without
consequences. The reductions — to internal operations and to direct services — will result in the elimination of
positions, including some layoffs of valuable City employees. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget eliminates 294
positions (net) or 2.67% of the City’s total workforce. Of these positions, 214 are filled and will result in layoffs,
effective January 4, 2011. Also, of these total positions, 64 — or nearly 22% — are senior level positions®
(executives, managers, and strategic advisors), reflecting Mayor McGinn’s commitment to streamline the City’s
management functions.”

! The size of the General Fund declines by over $16 million as a result of the creation of an operating fund for the new
Department of Finance and Administrative Services. Absent this, the General Fund would have grown by approximately $3
million relative to the 2010 Adopted Budget or an increase of 0.33%.

2 In fact, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget increases funding to the Rainy Day Fund by $750,000. Under State law, the City
can set aside 37.5 cents per $1,000 of assessed value of property within the city in the Emergency Subfund (ESF). Because
assessed values on property are declining, the City, by law must reduce the size of the ESF. The required reduction totals
$750,000. Knowing that healthy reserves are critical in times of economic volatility and are essential to preserving the City’s
AAA bond rating, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget recommends shifting this money to the Rainy Day Fund, raising the size
of the Rainy Day Fund to just over $11 million.

¥ Senior level positions represent approximately 9.5% of the City’s total workforce.

* In addition, a net 12 positions will be reclassified out of senior level positions into non-senior titles as part of the 2011-2012
Proposed Budget, for a total reduction of 76 senior level positions.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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The Challenge

While not nearly as acute as other local governments nationally and throughout the State of Washington, the City
of Seattle’s budget — particularly the General Fund — has been suffering from the effects of the Great Recession
since 2008. Up to now, the City has largely been able to avoid the more drastic service reductions experienced by
other jurisdictions due to four primary factors:

e The Puget Sound region, including the City of Seattle, felt the impacts of the recession slightly later than
the rest of the country.

e The City’s General Fund revenue base is diversified, drawing resources from four primary sources —
property tax (28%); utility tax (19%); business and occupation (B&O) tax (18%); and sales tax (16%).
While sales tax and B&O taxes are subject to fluctuations as a result of the economy, property taxes and
utility taxes tend to be a bit more stable, acting as a buffer in times of economic decline.’

e The City was in a fortunate position of having relatively healthy reserves and fund balances as the
economy contracted and revenues faltered. These reserves allowed the City to sustain services that it
would otherwise not have been able to maintain with the revenues available®. In other words, the level of
services the City committed to providing in 2010, go beyond what base revenues can support on an on-
going basis.

e The City made widespread use of one-time budget strategies to balance the 2010 Adopted Budget. While
the on-going budget challenges persist, the one-time solutions employed in 2010 are largely exhausted.
The 2010 Adopted Budget closed a $40 million shortfall in the General Fund’ using nearly $29 million of
one-time budget strategies, including use of the Rainy Fund (described above), other fund balances, and
use of one-time debt proceeds to pay for on-going debt service. While this allowed the City to continue to
provide valuable services to city residents, the absence of a robust recovery in the growth rate of revenues
for 2011 means the City does not have the resources to sustain these service levels. Had the $29 million
in one-time budget solutions for 2010 instead been addressed with on-going budget solutions, the City’s
$67 million General Fund deficit for 2011 would be a more modest $38 million.

As economic weakness persists in 2010 and the prospect for the economic recovery in 2011 remains uncertain and
likely very modest as compared to typical recoveries, the City’s revenue picture is subdued. The City’s base
General Fund revenues are forecast to grow by a meager 0.7% for 2011 as compared to 2010,° only one-tenth of
one percent greater than the inflation rate to which most City salaries are pegged.® However, a number of costs,

® Property tax growth, based on action by the State Legislature in 2007, is capped at 1% plus new construction. Prior to this
action, levy growth was capped at 6% plus new construction, providing municipalities an even stronger buffer to the
occasional downturns in the more volatile revenue sources, such as the sales tax and B&O tax.

® Through prudent financial planning, the City had a Rainy Day Fund at the beginning of 2009 that totaled $30.6 million.
The City used $8.9 million of the Rainy Day Fund in 2009 and $11.3 million in 2010, according to the 2010 Adopted Budget,
leaving $10.5 million, or approximately 1% of the General Fund, entering into 2011.

" In addition to the $40 million shortfall closed in the 2010 Adopted Budget, weak revenue performance as compared to
budget forecasts have resulted in the City’s 2010 shortfall growing by an additional $20 million subsequent to the budget
being adopted. The City closed this mid-year shortfall with a combination of departmental budget reductions, as well as
some one-time fund balances.

& Growth beyond 2011 is anticipated to improve, but indications are that over the next 4 years average annual growth in tax
receipts will be just under 3%. These revenues in previous post-recession expansion periods experienced average annual
growth rates of over 6%.

® The City uses the annual average growth rate in the CPI-W for the 12 months ending in June each year as the basis for cost
of living adjustments in its wage agreements. CPI1-W, which measures price changes experienced by urban wage earners and
clerical workers in the Seattle metropolitan area, grew by 0.6% for the 12 months ending June 2010.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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such as health care and retirement contribution rates, are growing at a rate that exceeds the average inflation rate.
In addition, the many services that were supported in 2010 with one-time funding sources place additional upward
pressure on the expenditure side of the equation. Considering all of these variables together, it is clear that the
anticipated revenues for 2011 are not sufficient to sustain existing service levels.

Approach to Closing the General Fund Gap

In addressing the General Fund budget shortfall, Mayor McGinn placed a strong emphasis on prioritizing services
as he made reduction decisions. In most typical budget reduction exercises, departments are assigned a single
reduction target based on an ‘across the board’ approach (i.e., where every department is expected to propose the
same percentage reductions regardless of how essential their services are) or a target that attempts to prioritize
services (i.e., public safety receives a lower percentage cut than a service that is considered more discretionary in
nature). The Mayor employed a different strategy in building his Proposed Budget. In order to have a more
robust conversation about the programmatic trade-offs and priorities in the face of constrained resources, Mayor
McGinn assigned target reduction ranges to the City’s General Fund-dependent departments, as follows:

Reduction
Department Range
Police & Fire 1.0-5.0%
Human Services 5.0 - 10.0%
All Other Agencies 9.5 - 14.5%

Departments were asked to submit the reduction strategies that they would employ to meet both the low and the
high reduction targets described above, which provided the Mayor with a broader array of reduction options.
From the outset, these reduction ranges placed a higher-priority on public safety functions (e.g., police and fire)
and the human services safety net than other City services, as these functional areas were assigned lower
reduction targets than other functions in City government. And, in practice, Mayor McGinn’s 2011-2012
Proposed Budget reflects these priorities. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for police and fire includes reductions
of 1.2% and 1.3 % respectively relative to baseline funding levels, while the Human Services Department budget
absorbs 5% in reductions. The remaining departments that are subject to reductions™ include 2011 budget
reductions ranging from 8.5% to nearly 22% from baseline funding levels.

In developing strategies to meet these reductions — as well as in addressing the financial challenges facing many
of the other City funds — Mayor McGinn set a number of overarching priorities. These priorities include:

¢ Emphasizing sustainable budget changes that address the shortfall on an on-going basis, as opposed to
one-time budget strategies that simply defer the problem into subsequent years.

e Seeking opportunities for internal and administrative savings in order to preserve direct services.
Examples of changes made in the Proposed Budget that fit into this category include, savings in the City’s
labor costs, consolidation of functions, savings in human resources and information technology functions,
and savings in contracting and other non-personnel costs.

e Identifying opportunities to streamline management functions and expanding span of control by
eliminating or reclassifying senior-level positions (executives, managers, and strategic advisors).

1% Some small departments or departments that do not have flexibility with expenditure levels did not receive target
reductions, including Criminal Justice Contracting Services, the Civil Service Commission, the Ethics and Elections
Commission, Firefighters Pension, Hearing Examiner, Police Relief and Pension, and the Public Safety Civil Service
Commission.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Even after maximizing savings as described above, reductions to direct services are unavoidable in the face of a
$67 million General Fund revenue shortfall. In considering direct service reductions, Mayor McGinn sought
changes that would minimize impacts to public safety and to the human services safety net. In addition, he sought
to preserve, to the greatest extent possible, programs serving children and youth and providing employment
opportunities. He also examined the geographic equity of impacts, as well as the availability of alternate services,
in making his decisions. In addition, the Mayor considered the race and social justice impacts of all budget
decisions on the community and sought to mitigate those impacts wherever possible. The Mayor’s Proposed
Budget also preserves existing City programs that support his major initiatives, including the Youth & Families
Initiative; the Jobs Initiative; Walk, Bike, Ride; and Sustainable Communities.

Finally, in considering revenue options to address the $67 million shortfall, Mayor McGinn avoided increases in
general taxes to support on-going operations. The Mayor’s Proposed Budget instead targets revenue increases
toward users of various City services.

Closing the Gap - Budget Highlights

Maximizing Internal Savings to Preserve Direct Services

The Mayor’s first priority in balancing the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget was to maximize internal savings and
efficiencies in order to preserve as many direct services as possible. With this objective in mind, the 2011-2012
Proposed Budget employs a number of strategies, as follows:

Reductions to Travel & Training Expenditures: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget captures savings by
eliminating discretionary travel and training. In developing the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, all travel and
training accounts were brought down to zero and departments were required to define and justify their travel and
training needs (a zero-based budgeting process). These efforts will allow the City to capture $400,000 in General
Fund savings for 2011 and $1.2 million in savings citywide.

Program Consolidations: The City of Seattle provides a diverse array of services that often require the
involvement of multiple City departments. In practice, this can result in duplicative or overlapping services. The
2011-2012 Proposed Budget streamlines the provision of some of these services, including the City’s tree
program and street cleaning.

Currently, the Office of Sustainability and Environment (OSE), the Department of Neighborhoods (DON), Seattle
Public Utilities (SPU), and Seattle City Light each play a role in providing tree planting services to Seattle
residents. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget consolidates the OSE and DON portions of the program under the
auspices of SPU, improving service delivery and making more effective use of utility funds and the General Fund.
This change will provide the urban forestry program with dedicated staffing to better facilitate community
engagement with the mission of increasing the city’s tree canopy cover. Seattle City Light will continue to
contribute to the program, as well.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget also seeks to maximize opportunities for the cost-effective improvement of
water quality in local bodies of water. Research and analysis shows that street sweeping (in contrast to building
and maintaining runoff detention and treatment facilities) is one of the most cost-effective means of keeping
pollutants from running off into natural bodies of water. The City of Seattle is under increased pressure to reduce
the number of pollutants entering streams, rivers, lakes, and Puget Sound under the requirements of the City’s
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. Rather than adding its own street sweeping
capacity, SPU will contract with the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) to provide this service.

In addition, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget takes the final steps in completing the implementation of the newly
consolidated Department of Finance and Administrative Services (FAS), which combines the functions of the

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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former Fleets and Facilities Department, the former Department of Executive Administration, portions of the
former Department of Finance, and the Customer Service Bureau from the Department of Neighborhoods. This
re-organization will allow for the greater utilization of resources; better integration of the City’s financial and
accounting practices to allow for improved financial oversight; and improved efficiencies in the provision of
customer service.

Savings in Overhead Costs: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget identifies savings in overhead costs, including:

Roll Back of Non-Personnel Inflationary Increases: The City traditionally provides departments with
inflationary increases for non-personnel costs. Because inflation rates for 2011 are lower than originally
anticipated, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget rolls back those increases, saving the City in excess $1
million across all funds.

Savings on Contract Costs: The City will also capture additional savings on its contract costs. The newly
created Department of Finance and Administrative Services (FAS) has instituted a program to negotiate
with existing vendors for rebates, resulting in $75,000 in anticipated savings and more competitive
pricing arrangements on citywide contracts. In additional, FAS will re-bid the contract for janitorial and
security services, bringing those costs down by an estimated $165,000.

Utility Savings: FAS is adjusting the heating and cooling temperatures in City-operated facilities to
capture utility costs savings. In addition, conservation efforts, including the installation of water efficient
showerheads and toilets at the City’s pools and community centers, installation of more efficient lighting,
better calibration of irrigation controls, and the prompt identification of leaks by the Department of Parks
and Recreation will generate $244,000 in utility bill savings.

The City will also be issuing nearly $6 million of debt over the 2011-2012 biennium to fund energy
efficiency retrofits of municipal buildings. This will result in reduced operating costs in future years and
will help leverage the recently secured $20 million Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant,
spurring jobs and growth in this industry.

Personnel Reductions: Due to reductions in the size of the City’s fleet and the extension of vehicle
lifecycles, FAS will reduce its crew of 74 mechanics by six. FAS will also reduce its crew of seven
painters by four. While this may result in delays for cosmetic paint work, safety-related paint jobs, such
as signage, will remain a priority.

Streamlining Information Technology Staffing: City departments and the City Budget Office conducted
reviews of Information Technology staffing in areas such as Service Desk, Desktop Support, Project
Management, Server Support, Application Development, and Web Development. This review included
comparisons of industry benchmarks with citywide staffing levels and factored in the relationship to core
services and impacts on service to internal City users. This effort results in $1.3 million in citywide
savings and a reduction of approximately 16 FTEs.

Evaluating Human Resources Services and Reducing Human Resources Staffing Levels: All City
departments were asked to evaluate and describe the rationale for their current human resources staffing
levels, as well as the organization of human resources staffing within their departments. These staffing
levels were compared to industry benchmarks. Where outliers were identified, the departments were
asked to explore reductions. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget reduces 15 FTE in the area of human
resources services, for savings of $1.28 million citywide.

Savings in the Executive Offices and the Legislative Branch: Recognizing that all functions of City
government must make changes to help offset the funding shortfalls that threaten direct services, the

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011-2012 Proposed Budget assumes that the collective Executive offices' and the Council functions
will generate savings to meet the 9.5% low-end target for non-public safety/non-human services
functions. While the work to manage City government does not decrease in times of fiscal distress — in
fact, it often increases — it is essential that these functions also identify savings in order to preserve direct
services for the residents of Seattle.

Streamlining Management Functions and Expanding Span of Control: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget
reflects the results of a number of proactive steps taken by the Executive Branch during 2010 to streamline
management functions and expand spans of control to improve the efficiency of City government and capture
budget savings. The City Budget Office, in conjunction with departments, conducted a review of all senior-level
and supervisory positions to identify opportunities for reductions or reclassifications. In addition, the City Budget
Office met with representatives from the City’s labor unions to solicit their input on opportunities for
improvements. Collectively, this work translates into a number of position reductions and savings opportunities
for the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, including the net elimination of 64 senior level positions and the net
downward reclassification of 12 senior level positions, for a total of 76 positions. This represents a reduction in
these classifications of 6.14%.

Capturing Savings in Labor Costs: City employees have historically shown a willingness to make sacrifices in
order to save the City money and to preserve direct services. In 2010, a majority of the City’s employees agreed
to furlough. In addition, the City’s Labor Management Healthcare Committee continues to identify opportunities
for savings in the City’s healthcare costs through adjustments to health insurance plan design, specifically in those
areas that help manage plan utilization. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget reflects this continued commitment on
the part of City employees to make changes in their compensation to save the City money. First, the 2011-2012
Proposed Budget assumes that incumbents in all discretionary pay bands (including strategic advisors, managers,
executives, and information technology professionals) will receive no market rate salary increase for 2011
(effectively a salary freeze). Depending on the specific employee group, this represents the second or third year
that many of these employees will not receive market rate salary adjustments. For 2011, this decision will save
the City’s General Fund $700,000 and the City’s non-General Funds $1.5 million.

Second, the Mayor and City Council are engaged in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions (Coalition) to
identify mechanisms for reducing labor costs. Under a tentative agreement reached with the Coalition, the current
2% cost of living increase floor would be reduced to 0% through 2013 and cost of living increases would be tied
to actual inflation as measured by the Consumer Price Index (CPI). For 2011, the CPI rate is 0.6%, or 1.4% lower
than the existing 2% floor. If the tentative agreement is approved by the Coalition of City Union membership,
this new arrangement will allow the City to save $2.3 million in the General Fund and $3.4 million in the non-
General Funds. The agreement affects 6,000 City employees. If the agreement is not successfully ratified by the
second week in October, the Mayor will submit additional budget reductions to the City Council in order to
balance the budget.

Because on-going salary savings are captured from the changes described above, and because furloughs only
generate one-time savings, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget does not rely on widespread furloughs. Most
departments and employees will not furlough in 2011. However, staff in the Executive Offices will participate in
limited furloughs to generate additional one-time savings in addition to the market rate adjustment salary changes
described above. The Law Department also plans on furloughing employees in 2011. In total, these furloughs
will save the City nearly $742,000 in 2011.

Finally, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget captures $1.4 million in savings as a result of a salary freeze for
members of the firefighters and fire chiefs’ union in the Seattle Fire Department. These savings are described in
greater detail in the public safety section of the budget overview.

' These offices include the Mayor’s Office, the City Budget Office, the Office of Intergovernmental Relations, the Office of
Sustainability & Environment, the Office of Economic Development, and the Office of Civil Rights.
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Prioritizing Public Safety

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget places a high priority on funding for the City’s traditional public safety
functions — the Seattle Police Department (SPD) and the Seattle Fire Department (SFD). In fact, this program
area is the only operational program in the General Fund that is actually seeing expenditure increases in 2011
from 2010 levels. SPD will have an all-time high of 585 sworn officers assigned to patrol in 2011, up from the
current record-high levels of 555 officers in 2010. And, SFD will maintain the current firefighting strength of 990
active personnel and make no reductions to companies assigned to neighborhood fire stations.

GENERAL FUND PROGRAMMATIC EXPENDITURES ($1,000s)

2010 Adopted 2011 Proposed Change
Arts, Culture & Recreation $146,507 $141,573 ($4,933)
Health and Human Services $52,519 $51,445 ($1,075)
Neighborhoods & Development $31,959 $28,375 ($3,584)
Public Safety $508,635 $515,559 $6,924
Utilities and Transportation $39,993 $37,460 ($2,533)
Administration @ $114,548 $100,883 ($13,665)

@ Former Dept. of Executive Admin., Customer Service Bureau, and portion of former Dept. of Finance moved from the GF to FAS in 2011.

That said, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes reductions for the police and fire functions. In identifying
these reductions, emphasis was placed on preserving the highest priority direct services.

Police: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for SPD achieves savings to the General Fund primarily by not hiring
and adding the 62 additional patrol officers that the City of Seattle had contemplated adding between 2010 and
2012, in support of the Neighborhood Policing Plan (NPP), saving the City $4.2 million in 2011 and $6.5 million
in 2012. The NPP was adopted by the City of Seattle in 2007. The plan seeks to improve response times for
high-priority emergency calls to seven minutes or less, a commonly accepted response time for police forces in
larger cities; allocate more on-duty time for patrol officers to engage in problem-solving activities; and to have ten
additional ‘back-up’ police vehicles citywide available at all times. One of the key inputs required to achieve
these objectives, as identified in the 2007 plan, was the addition of 154 new patrol officers over an eight year
period (2005 — 2012), assuming the City’s budget remained healthy enough to support the expansion.'? To date,
SPD has hired 91 NPP officers (the 2005 — 2009 increases) and is already meeting many of the goals set forth
under NPP. In fact, SPD’s average response time for emergency calls is 6 minutes in 2010, as compared with 6
minutes and 30 seconds in 2009.

The Proposed Budget mitigates the impact of the decision to suspend the implementation of the additional officers
called for under the NPP by redeploying to patrol 30 officers currently performing other non-patrol functions,
such as traffic enforcement, investigations, mounted patrol, homeland security, as well as officers staffing the
desks at precinct stations during the evenings and weekends. This allows SPD to increase the number of sworn
officers assigned to patrol from the current record-high levels of 555 to a new record-high level of 585. The
functions identified for redeployment were selected because they are either performing lower-priority work, such
as traffic enforcement, the precinct desk officers and the mounted patrol unit, or because of decreased workload in
functions such as the detectives, homeland security officers, and the officers assigned to perform background
examinations of prospective hires. Even with these proactive steps, SPD is continuing to develop additional

'2 The Neighborhood Policing Staffing Plan: 2008 — 2012 notes on page 23, “The initiative’s goal is to achieve its hiring
targets in five years, but we recognize that budget realities may force a delay in the plan. If economic growth slows ... then
the timeline for implementing the hiring targets will be extended. The extension would be for as short a period as affordable,
but would not extend the initiative beyond ten years.”
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options to meet the performance goals established by the NPP as the City continues to face the prospect of
constrained resources.

Fire: By emphasizing internal and management efficiencies, SFD’s 2011-2012 Proposed Budget maintains the
City’s on-duty firefighting strength and makes no operational reductions to neighborhood fire stations. The
largest source of budget savings in the SFD budget is salary savings resulting from existing labor agreements with
the Firefighters’ Union, Local 27 and the Fire Chiefs’ Union, Local 2898 to lower the minimum cost of living
adjustment from a more traditional 2% floor to a 0% floor. Because the Consumer Price Index (CPI) rate to
which salary increases for Local 27 and Local 2898 are contractually tied is below zero* for 2011, Local 27 and
Local 2898 members will receive a 0% cost of living adjustment for 2011, saving the City $1.4 million from what
had been projected in the baseline budget. This is the second year in a row that members of Local 27 and Local
2898 will forego cost of living increases as a result of their contracts. Collectively, this has allowed the City to
avoid nearly $7 million in costs over the past two years'* and to preserve more direct services.

In addition, SFD will capture overtime savings in 2011 by modifying its training delivery methods. On-duty
personnel will conduct some of SFD’s training activities, while still remaining in compliance with federal, state,
and local training mandates. SFD will also capture management-level savings by reducing the minimum on-duty
staffing level by one Battalion Chief, allowing it to avoid approximately 255 overtime shifts each year. To
achieve these savings, SFD will reassign the administrative duties of Battalion Chief 2 to the Deputy Chief of
Operations. The four remaining Battalion Chiefs, the Safety Chief, and the Deputy Chief of Operations will
continue to provide oversight and direction of all emergency operations citywide.

Safe Communities Require More Than Police & Fire Services

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget recognizes that maintaining safe and healthy neighborhoods extends beyond
maintaining the City’s police and fire services. Services provided by Human Service Department; the Department
of Parks and Recreation; and the Seattle Public Library are also essential in offering residents — particularly
children and youth — opportunities to thrive. In addition, the Department of Neighborhoods brings City services
to the neighborhoods where people live and work, creating additional access to City government.

Human Services Department: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for the Human Services Department (HSD)
captures reductions totaling 5%. By capturing savings in overhead costs and curtailing inflationary increases,
HSD is able to preserve funding for most contracts with community partners who deliver the actual services. This
is especially critical in these difficult economic times. While HSD’s budget is composed of approximately 20%
administrative expenses and 80% programmatic expenses, nearly 50% of the reductions included in the 2011-
2012 Proposed Budget are administrative in nature, including reductions in HSD’s finance and human resources
functions. HSD captures $721,000 in savings by forgoing inflationary increases on its contracts with community
partners — holding 2011 contract costs at the 2010 levels. In the few cases where direct services are reduced, HSD
used the following criteria:

e Programs that are of a lower priority based on HSD’s Strategic Investment Plan, which focuses on
meeting the basic needs of the most vulnerable people in our community. For example, Community
Crime Prevention programs, which provide support to crime prevention councils, conduct trainings for
landlords on crime prevention, and sponsor crime prevention events, are reduced by 15%.

e Programs where outcome measures suggest limited effectiveness. For example, in the Domestic Violence
and Sexual Assault Prevention division, the Proposed Budget eliminates funding for subsidies that reduce

3 Unlike the Coalition of City Labor Unions contracts, the labor contracts with the Local 27 and Local 2898 tie cost of living
increases to the June-over-June CPI-W. The June-over-June CPI1-W used to build the 2011 budget was (0.1%), resulting in
these members receiving the 0% floor for their cost of living adjustment.

1 As compared to the existing terms of most other city labor contracts.
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the fee charged to low-income batterers who are mandated to attend batterers’ intervention programs.
This change was identified because there are unclear results on the success of the programs.

e Where opportunities exist for administrative efficiencies and consolidation within funded programs. For
example, the budget proposes a consolidation of two agencies that provide organizational support to food
banks and meal programs. This consolidation will eliminate duplicate services and create efficiencies in
service to the City's network of emergency food providers.

e Where opportunities exist for alternative funding or other mitigating factors. For example, funding for
the Indoor Air Quality program, which evaluates home environments for people with asthma, is
eliminated because King County has recently received a grant to do similar work. Similarly, funding for
a drop-in day program for seniors is eliminated in recognition of the fact that a community center with
similar programming exists close by.

Department of Parks and Recreation: The City’s Department of Parks and Recreation also plays a vital role in
providing all residents — but especially children and youth — a safe and healthy environment to play, exercise, and
grow. A vibrant parks system is important in creating active and safe neighborhood gathering spaces.
Unfortunately, Parks continues to struggle with the challenge of maintaining the City’s parks facilities. Over the
years, Parks has been charged with maintaining a growing number of parks facilities, while the funding available
to support these activities has not kept pace. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget makes no exception to this trend.
Relative to the costs required to maintain current service levels plus the cost of new park facilities, the Parks
Department will absorb $8.1 million in reductions. To preserve direct services and access to facilities, Mayor
McGinn focused on reducing administrative and maintenance costs, enhancing partnerships with community
groups, and a re-aligning the Parks fee structure. These efforts are largely successful in that the 2011-2012
Proposed Budget preserves funding to keep swimming pools open®® and lifeguards at all of the City’s public
beaches. In addition, Parks will continue to operate 15 of the 22 wading pools located throughout the city. And,
20 community centers will provide the same operating hours as in 2010. Nonetheless, the 2011-2012 Proposed
Budget includes some very difficult decisions related to reduced programming and hours of operations at some
Parks facilities.

In identifying direct service reductions for Parks, Mayor McGinn used the following criteria:

e Preserve programming for children and youth

o Preserve services for those residents with the fewest options for obtaining alternate parks and recreation
services

e Preserve geographic equity in the availability of services

Services being reduced or eliminated in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget include:

e Wading Pools: The 2010 mid-year budget reductions to Parks closed seven wading pools and reduced
operating hours for 10, while five wading pools remained open seven days a week. The 2011-2012
Proposed Budget assumes the same operating capacity for 2011 as was offered in 2010. Wading pools at
Green Lake, Lincoln, Magnuson, Van Asselt, and VVolunteer Park will be open seven days a week in the
summer months. Wading pools at South Park, East Queen Anne, Cal Anderson, Dahl, Delridge,
Wallingford, Hiawatha, Bitter Lake, E.C. Hughes, and Sound View Parks will be open three days a week.
Wading pools at Ravenna, Beacon Hill, Powell Barnett, Peppi’s Playground, View Ridge, Gilman, and
Sandel Parks will remain closed in 2011.

1> The one exception is the Rainier Beach pool, which will close temporarily in 2011 to allow the City to remodel the pool — a
commitment made to the community in the 2010 Adopted Budget.
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e Community Centers: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget makes the difficult decision to limit the use of
six community centers. The Rainier Beach Community Center and Pool will temporarily close for two
years to allow for construction of a new community center and pool — a commitment made to the
community in the 2010 Adopted Budget. The facility is expected to re-open in 2013.

Five other community centers — Alki, Ballard, Laurelhurst, Queen Anne, and Green Lake will have
reduced operating capacity. The drop-in hours for Alki, Ballard, and Laurelhurst will be reduced from 53
hours per week during the school year and 46 hours per week in the summer to 15-20 hours per week year
round. These three sites were selected because other nearby community centers are available, and the
three offer less programming relative to other community centers. To mitigate the impacts of the reduced
hours, Parks will partner with the Associated Recreation Council (ARC), the non-profit organization that
is responsible for providing childcare and recreational classes and programming at community centers, to
play a more active role in maintaining services at these facilities. For example, ARC will continue to
operate the childcare and pre-school programs currently offered at the Alki and Ballard community
centers.

The programming and availability at the Queen Anne Community Center will change in 2011 to welcome
a new temporary partnership with BizKid$, a national public television series for children that focuses on
financial literacy, entrepreneurship, and life skills. BizKid$ will use the Queen Anne Community Center
gym as a production studio until at least the end of 2011 and provide the City additional revenue. While
the Queen Anne Community Center will continue to provide significant programming in the upper
portion of the community center including childcare, preschool, and senior adult activities, the gym will
be closed. Staff will be reduced commensurate with the space reduction. To mitigate the impacts of the
loss of the gym space, Parks will maintain some staffing for teen program development and continue its
partnership with the Community Learning Center at McClure Middle School.

The functionality of the Green Lake Community Center will also be transformed in 2011. The Museum
of History and Industry (MOHAI) will occupy the Lake Union Armory resulting in the closure of the
Armory as MOHAI begins construction in 2011 to renovate the building. Due to the transfer to MOHALI,
Parks, Seattle Parks Foundation, and ARC staff that currently work in the Armory will be permanently
relocated. These staff will be dispersed to other Parks facilities, including the Green Lake Community
Center. To make room for the staff, the Green Lake Community Center will offer reduced public drop-in
access to the gym. In addition, DPR will create a Visitor's Center for Green Lake Park and a one-stop
location for event and athletic field scheduling at the Green Lake Community Center.

While the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget reduces access to six community centers, funding for the
remaining 20 community centers — Bitter Lake, Delridge, Garfield, Hiawatha, High Point, International
District /Chinatown, Jefferson, Loyal Heights, Magnolia, Magnuson, Meadowbrook, Miller, Montlake,
Northgate, Rainier, Ravenna-Eckstein, South Park, Southwest, Van Asselt, and Yesler Community
Centers — will continue in 2011 and 2012, offering residents access to a wide variety of recreational
opportunities.

e Green Lake and Mount Baker Small Craft Centers: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget begins to
transition the operations of the Rowing and Sailing Centers at Green Lake and Mount Baker to a self-
sufficient program operated by ARC. Beginning in 2011, the full-time Recreation Leader at each site is
abrogated, and a part-time Recreation Attendant is added at each site. Hours of operation are reduced to
approximately three hours per day, Monday through Friday, and some changes in programming will
occur. Due to the reduction staff and their availability to assist in a boating emergency, the boating
programs will be required to operate as ‘paired programs’ to meet minimum safety standards. The
popular afterschool program for teens will continue, but fees will increase. In addition, ARC will
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increase its contribution to Parks and pay for some program related expenses. These changes in
programming and operations will keep both centers open and operating

e Environmental Learning Centers: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget also reduces funding for public
programs at the Environmental Learning Centers (ELCs), which includes nature walks and treks, bird
programs, and beach/tideland programs. In keeping with the Mayor’s commitment to preserve programs
focused on children and youth, Parks will continue to provide school-based programs that offer field trip
programming for school-aged children to learn about nature and the environment. ARC will still run the
Nature Day Camps and the Nature Preschool (day care) at the Discovery Park ELC. The Carkeek ELC
will be available for rentals only. However, it will still offer the Seattle Public Utilities-funded Salmon &
School Program.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget initiates an agreement between the Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs (OACA)
and the Parks Department to use existing admissions tax resources that were dedicated to the Arts Account in the
2010 Adopted Budget to fund arts programming currently offered by Parks, including downtown parks arts
programming, outdoor neighborhood parks activation projects, and the Langston Hughes Performing Arts Center
operations. This will ensure the continuation of a wide variety of public arts experiences throughout the city
while relieving pressure on the General Fund. These programs include concerts, art installations, street
performers, ballroom dancing, performing arts training, and music exploration opportunities. These programs are
designed to serve all ages and ethnic groups, and to make City parks creative, fun community spaces. They
particularly emphasize youth involvement and the transformation of young lives through art. They also
emphasize activation of open space to create safe and vibrant gathering areas for neighborhoods.

Seattle Public Library: The Seattle Public Library’s 2011-2012 Proposed Budget assumes 8.5% in reductions
from status quo levels and modest revenue enhancements for 2011, yet preserves all current service hours. The
Library accomplishes this primarily by consolidating the management of branch libraries. The branch libraries
are currently overseen by three regional managers and 13 branch manager and assistant manager pairs who each
supervise two branches. In 2011, the branch manager classification will be eliminated. Three regional managers
will be added, for a total of six regional managers who will be based at a branch and oversee four-to-five branches
within a region. Six additional assistant managers will be added — for a total of 19 — to coordinate building
operations.

The Library will also convert eight of its smallest, lower-utilized branches into ‘circulating’ libraries and reduce
on-site librarian services. These branches — Delridge, Fremont, International District/Chinatown, Madrona-Sally
Goldmark, Montlake, New Holly, South Park, and Wallingford — will continue to be open 35 hours per week and
serve as a ‘gateway’ to the resources of the entire library system. These branches will offer collections, holds-
pickup, and computer access. Access to specialized reference or collection services will be provided on-line or by
telephone access to staff at the Central Library. Programming will be primarily focused on youth and provided by
librarians from other locations.

Finally, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget assumes the one-week system-wide closure (the week before Labor Day)
that was first instituted in 2009 will continue in 2011. And, the budget reduces the Library’s collection budget by
$700,000, leaving $5 million available to purchase new materials. The impact of this reduction may be mitigated

on a one-time basis through private donations to the Library.

Department of Neighborhoods: The Department of Neighborhoods (DON) plays an important role in
connecting residents to City services. DON’s 13 Neighborhood Service Centers (NSCs), which are
geographically dispersed throughout the City, provide information about City services and coordination with
Neighborhood District Councils, and support the community in resolving a range of issues related to public
safety, human services, and housing. In addition, seven of the NSCs also function as payment and information
centers offering residents a location to pay City Light and Seattle Public Utility bills, obtain pet licenses, pay
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traffic tickets, apply for U.S. passports, or to find information about City services and jobs. Each of the 13 NSCs
is staffed by a Neighborhood District Coordinator, with the payment sites also staffed by customer service
representatives. From a financial standpoint, the payment and information centers generate enough revenue to
cover approximately 70% of their operating costs. The six non-payment sites do not generate any revenues and
are supported entirely by the General Fund.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget closes of all six non-payment Neighborhood Service Centers and the West
Seattle payment and information center. These nonpayment sites were selected for closure because they offer a
more limited range of services than do the payment sites. The West Seattle site was selected for closure because
the building lease expires at the end of 2010, and DON plans to consolidate services with the nearby Delridge
Service Center. The remaining six payment sites (Delridge, University District, Central District, Lake City,
Southeast, and Ballard), which are geographically spread throughout the city, will continue to provide access to
City services for residents in the neighborhoods in which they live and work, allowing them to avoid trips to the
City's downtown campus.

The facility closures will allow DON to eliminate six Neighborhood District Coordinator positions and one
Customer Service Representative position. The staffing reductions will support a reorganization of the District
Coordinators by assigning them to larger areas of the city using the remaining Neighborhood Service Center
locations. This change creates an efficient management model that will ensure that core services are still provided
to the public. These core services include the continued role of the Neighborhood District Coordinators as
liaisons between neighborhoods and City departments.

Increasing Revenues

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget does not assume any increases in general taxes (i.e. property, sales, B&O and
utility™® taxes) to support on-going operations. The budget does, however, rely on increases in revenues tied to
utilization of services provided by the City, including increases in parking meter rates and hours to better cover
costs to the City to regulate parking, enhancements to the City’s parking scofflaw program, and increases to
enhance cost recovery rates on a variety of user fees. Collectively, these revenue strategies will raise
approximately $23 million to offset the City’s $67 million General Fund shortfall.

In addition to these General Fund revenue increases, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget assumes increases in the
City’s commercial parking tax and the imposition of a $20 vehicle licensing fee to address funding challenges in
SDOT. These proposed revenues and the programs they support are described in the SDOT section of this
overview. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget also includes increases in rates for Seattle City Light and the Solid
Waste and Drainage and Wastewater utilities, which are also described later.

While always difficult to raise revenues — especially in times of economic hardship — these rate increases targeted
users of City services will help offset the need for additional reductions in service.

Parking Meter Revenue: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget makes several changes in the City’s management
and regulation of on-street parking, including increasing the hourly rate on parking meters by $1.50 downtown
and $0.50 in other parts of the city, extending paid parking hours by two hours until 8 p.m. in the evenings
(Monday — Saturday), and instituting paid parking on Sundays (11 a.m.— 6 p.m.). These adjustments in the
management and regulation of on-street parking are recommended for several reasons. First, the increases better
align the charges with the costs to the City to regulate and manage the parking program. Second, the increase
brings parking meter rates in line with the current market rates for parking in private garages. Third, the existence
of market rate prices for parking will better encourage turnover of parking spaces so that people can find a
parking spot when they need one, thereby encouraging residents to frequent commercial districts and reducing

18 Water utility tax rates will actually be 4.3 percentage points lower in 2011 than in 2010, as a result of the December 31,
2010, elimination of the temporary tax rate increase enacted in February 2009 in response to Lane v. City of Seattle.
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congestion and carbon emissions. These proposed changes to the City’s parking meter program will generate
$6.6 million in net revenue to the City.

Enhanced Parking Scofflaw Program: For 2011, the City will implement a new parking scofflaw program that
will improve collection of outstanding traffic fines from people who have four or more outstanding parking
violations. There are more than 27,000 vehicles with four or more outstanding parking violations, totaling more
than $15 million in outstanding charges due to the City, not including interest. Currently, the City impounds
scofflaw vehicles. To retrieve their scofflaw vehicle, drivers must go to the impound lot. But, the impound lot
operators are not required to actually collect on the outstanding parking tickets prior to releasing the vehicle.
Rather, the driver of the scofflaw vehicle is only required to pay the towing and impound fees. As such, the
City’s current program offers limited incentives and consequences for actually resolving the underlying scofflaw
offense. Under the new program, scofflaw vehicles will be affixed with an immobilizing boot that cannot be
removed until the driver makes arrangements to pay the defaulted parking violations. As part of the program
rollout, the City will publicize the opportunity for scofflaws to arrange to make payments on their defaulted
violations. This program is expected to generate gross revenues of $1.9 million for the General Fund in 2011 and
$2.4 million in gross revenues for 2012. These revenues are partially offset by some additional increased
operational costs in the Seattle Police Department, the Seattle Municipal Court, and the Seattle Department of
Transportation.

Increased Fees: Finally, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget increases a variety of fees for service to better align the
amount charged with market rates and/or the actual costs of delivering the service. A sampling of some of the fee
changes is included below:

e FAS: FAS will increase the cat license fee in 2011. The current fee structure has been in place since
2003. The fee for altered cats will increase from $15 to $20 and the fee for unaltered cats will increase
from $20 to $30. FAS will also restructure the driver-for-hire license fee and will levy a $50 charge on
taxi drivers who have dual King County/City of Seattle licenses. Previously taxi drivers were not
required to pay the City for dual licenses. Drivers licensed only in Seattle, who make up less than 1% of
all licensed drivers, will see their fee reduced from $75 to $50.

e Library: The Library will increase the daily fine rate on a variety of loaned materials including print
materials, DVDs, inter-library loans, and reference materials. The Library will also increase the fees for
patrons to print from Library computers. Additionally, the Library will authorize its collection recovery
agency to send fine notices to parents of juveniles under the age of 13 who owe fines. Collectively,
these measures will generate $650,000 in revenue.

o Police: The Seattle Police Department will increase the fee charged to alarm companies who request a
police response based on a false alarm. The purpose of this increase is twofold. First, SPD is attempting
to reduce the number of false alarms as these responses constitute a large drain on available officers to
respond to true emergencies. Given that the current percentage of alarms that are false is 97%, there is
much room for improvement. Second, SPD is attempting to recoup a greater percentage of its costs
related to responding to false alarms.

e Fire: To maintain historical cost recovery rates for billable services, the Seattle Fire Department will
implement fee increases of 10% to 15% for permits, conducting certification examinations for fire
protection systems and code compliance inspections when multiple re-inspections are required.
Additionally, a new $10 reporting fee for processing required fire protection system confidence testing
documentation is applied. The increased fees will generate approximately $586,000 for the General
Fund and will bring Fire Prevention Division fees to a 75% cost recovery rate, consistent with previous
practices.
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e Seattle Municipal Court: The Seattle Municipal Court will generate additional revenue in 2011
through a variety of changes to its fee structure. First, the Court will continue a number of fee increases
it implemented in mid-2010, including an increase from $1 to $3 to handle credit card payments made
via the Internet (there is no charge for payments sent in by U.S. mail or made in-person); an increase
from $100 to $122 in the administrative fee for deferred findings; and a $10 fee to set up time-payment
plans. In 2011, the Court will increase revenue collections by working with its collection agency,
Alliance One, to process a large volume of garnishments for people who have past due fines. The Court
will also increase the monthly probation fee from $20 to $25. Lastly, the Court will increase revenue
collections related to red light camera violations. Collectively, these increases will generate $1.2 million
in revenue.

e Parks and Recreation: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget assumes $1 million in new revenue from
increases in Parks fees and charges. The updated fees and charges set in this budget are based on Parks’
new fees and charges policy, which seeks to align fees with the cost of providing the service. Higher
percentage costs are charged where benefits of the service accrue primarily to the individual and a lower
percentage where society also benefits. In addition to considering the cost of providing a service, Parks
analyzed comparable fees charged by other public agencies and recreation service providers. As a result
of this analysis, the following fees are increased in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget: Japanese Garden,
Camp Long, Amy Yee Tennis Center, swimming pools, athletic fields, boat ramps, community meeting
rooms and gymnasiums, special events - ceremonies, picnics, and the Langston Hughes Performing Arts.
A new fee for plan review is also proposed.

Non-General Funds

The City’s General Fund is not the only City fund that is experiencing budget challenges. Several other City
funds are also struggling to maintain services in an environment of constrained resources, including the
Department of Planning and Development, Seattle Public Utilities, Seattle City Light, and the Seattle Department
of Transportation.

Seattle Department of Transportation: The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) budget is facing the
dual challenge of reductions to its General Fund base of approximately $40.1 million, as well as its non-General
Fund resources, including gas tax revenues. These funding constraints come at the same time that SDOT is
attempting to overcome a long-standing backlog of maintenance and upgrades of the City’s $13 billion worth of
transportation infrastructure, as well as plan a transportation system that is capable of moving people and goods to
support the economic health of the City.

In 2006, Seattle voters approved a nine-year, $365 million levy for transportation maintenance and improvements
known as Bridging the Gap (BTG). Included in the BTG initiative were funds provided by a commercial parking
tax, and an ‘employee hours’ or ‘head’ tax, which the City repealed in 2009. BTG is on track to accomplish the
project list approved by voters, including the repair and paving of streets, seismic upgrades to vulnerable bridges,
improvements to pedestrian and bicycle safety and creation of safe routes to schools, and enhancements to the
speed and reliability of transit in the city.

However, the base funding — General Fund and state gas tax revenues — that BTG was designed to augment have
eroded during the same period of time, causing SDOT to again face a growing backlog. Excluding BTG, SDOT’s
general transportation base funding is 7% below 1996 levels, after adjusting for inflation. For 2011, SDOT’s
budget addresses a $5.8 million reduction in General Fund support, as well as a $3.3 million gap in its non-
General Fund sources. In preparing the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, Mayor McGinn seeks to address SDOT’s
immediate funding challenges, as well as identifying funding to continue efforts to develop a transportation
system that meets future demands, including those priorities and investments identified in the Pedestrian Master
Plan and the Bicycle Master Plan.
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The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for SDOT relies on several strategies to meet these objectives. The first strategy
includes maximizing resources available for direct service by implementing internal efficiencies and controlling
costs. Reductions are taken in SDOT’s travel and training, temporary staffing, and professional services funding.
Workloads are consolidated, allowing for staffing reductions, and redundant and non-core administrative and
planning functions are eliminated. Savings are also achieved by reducing the number of managers and
supervisory positions, and policy and planning positions, freeing up resources for direct service.

The second strategy includes reducing programmatic costs where possible and prudent, including deferring some
maintenance; using alternative and more cost-effective methods to deliver service; and reductions in deliverables.
As an example, cost savings are achieved through continuing the strategy developed in mid-2010 of lengthening
the target response time for SDOT to respond and fill a pothole from 48 to 72 hours. While this delay will impact
street users, it is offset by a pothole repair technique that results in a patch lasting four times as long as the quick
fix method. A longer wait time for road-users to see potholes repaired is offset by cost savings in the short- and
long-term, as these potholes are less likely to reoccur or reoccur with less frequency. Funding for signage repair
and vegetation control is also reduced. These are impacts that will be noticed by residents, but create savings that
help to address funding shortfalls, and allow redirecting resources to other priorities.

Another approach includes identifying areas in which user fees could be enhanced to improve cost-recovery or to

better manage City assets. This includes an increase in the cost of Restricted Parking Zone permits and Right-of-

Way permits, improving cost-recovery. The hourly rate for on-street parking is increased, moving the level closer
to market rate, and the number of hours regulated are expanded. The new parking scofflaw program will increase
the City’s ability to manage the right-of-way by increasing compliance with regulations.

The next step was to identify additional reductions that would be necessary to bring spending in line with
available resources. The required reductions would have degraded core services and programs, including street
surface repairs, freight spot improvements, landscape maintenance and the transportation demand management
program. Because funding for these purposes was in many cases already below sustainable levels, these potential
reductions were not aligned with the Mayor’s goals to promote environmental sustainability and support
economic vitality. Funding would have been insufficient for acceptable progress to be made on projects in the
Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plans, and on infrastructure projects that support transit, and the maintenance
backlog would grow at a faster pace, resulting in increased costs in future years.

The Mayor’s 2011-2012 Proposed Budget prioritizes sufficient investment in the City’s transportation system.
The budget includes additional transportation-dedicated funding via a 5% increase in the Commercial Parking
Tax. In addition, the Proposed Budget presumes the establishment of a $20 vehicle license fee by the newly
created Seattle Transportation Benefit District (STBD), which was formed by Council ordinance under authority
provided by the Washington State Legislature.!’ These are modest revenues compared to the need, estimated to
generate $13.4 million in 2011, but are derived from sources tied to users of the system and begin to address some
more of the funding gap.

New revenue will support core services, such as major maintenance of Seattle streets and rights-of-way and
emergency response activities. These proposals allow SDOT to meet its statutory obligations and comply with
new federal storm water code requirements, and also provide a means for the City to meet its pledge to King
County of funding $15 million for the South Park Bridge replacement project. Additional funds are directed
towards increasing the number of small-scale freight mobility improvements.

This revenue will also be used to complete the next Transit Master Plan, which will allow the City to improve
decision-making on how and where to make transportation investments. Funding is provided to accelerate

17 City Council Resolution 31240 notes, “The STBD will consider imposing a twenty-dollar annual vehicle license fee to
support preservation and maintenance of the City transportation system and to enhance pedestrian and bicycle mobility.”
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implementation of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plans and fully fund the Linden Avenue North Complete
Streets project. Funding is also directed to the Neighborhood Streets Funds large projects program so that more
high-scoring community identified projects can be completed.

The budget includes an additional 2.5% increase in the Commercial Parking Tax to fund two years of the City’s
obligations related to the Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Program. Additional funding sources
will be needed as early as 2013 to support future spending on this program. The Mayor continues to recommend
a bond levy to secure full funding for replacement of the Seawall.

Department of Planning and Development: The Department of Planning and Development (DPD) is
responsible for land use and building regulations in the city, as well as long-range planning functions. It draws
most of its funding from land use and building permit fees. Its code compliance and planning functions are
primarily supported by General Fund dollars. Like the Seattle Department of Transportation, DPD’s budget is
struggling with the dual impacts of declines in its non-General Fund revenues sources as well as reductions in the
support it receives from the General Fund. While the General Fund reductions are not insignificant, the more
challenging problem for DPD is the severe decline in construction activity in the city and the resulting impacts on
the level of permit revenues. As of August 2010, the volume of incoming building permits was approximately
30% lower than the peak of development activity in 2007. Meanwhile, permit values — which drive revenues —
are approximately 50% lower. Since 2007, DPD’s building and land use revenues are down 49%, and revenues
are anticipated to be relatively flat moving forward.

In response to these challenges, DPD is initiating another round of mid-year reductions effective October 2010.
These mid-year reductions are reflected in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget and will result in the unfunding of an
additional 42 positions, including 19 positions in Construction Permit Services, 12 positions in Land Use
Services, five positions in Construction Inspections, four positions in Department Leadership, and two positions
in Planning Services. These are in addition to the 11 position reductions being made to help balance the General
Fund budget. Since 2007, DPD has abrogated or unfunded 155 positions, including the reduction or
reclassification into lower job titles of 21 executives, managers, supervisors and strategic advisor positions.
While DPD’s workload is down, these position reductions will nonetheless impact service levels, including longer
wait-times for intake appointments; reduced hours of operation for the Applicant Service Center; delays in
processing applications; and longer plan and permit review times. In all cases, DPD will strive to minimize
disruption of service levels and effects on service quality.

Seattle City Light: The Seattle City Light (SCL) budget is under stress following two consecutive years of
extremely weak performance in its wholesale hydroelectric power revenues. In atypical year, City Light sells
surplus hydroelectric power generated in the winter and spring, and purchases additional power to supplement its
lower power generation capacity in the summer and fall. This ‘power shaping’ strategy allows City Light to
respond to seasonal swings in supply and demand. And, the revenue generated through this mechanism allows
City Light to charge ratepayers lower rates. Unfortunately, unexpectedly depressed energy prices in 2009 and
unusually low precipitation levels in 2010 have meant that City Light has received substantially lower amounts of
wholesale power revenue than it had assumed in its 2009 and 2010 budgets. For 2009, net wholesale revenue was
lower by $74 million, or 52%, than what was assumed in the budget. For 2010, the actual wholesale revenues are
projected at $35 million, or 71% below what was assumed in the budget. In response to these significant
shortfalls, City Light has made reductions to its operating and capital programs, including the substantial deferral
of maintenance, over the past two years. Unfortunately, many of these actions are not sustainable.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget reverses these trends by restoring operational and capital funding to more
sustainable levels, while adequately responding to regulatory requirements. To do this, the Proposed Budget
anticipates a rate increase of 4.3% in 2011 and 4.2% in 2012, and reflects the creation of the Rate Stabilization
Account in 2010 to mitigate future risks to wholesale revenue.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget also captures savings to keep rate increases to a minimum. City Light will
realize $22 million of debt service savings in 2011 as a result of a favorable refinancing of outstanding debt in
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2010. Seattle City Light is also capturing internal and management savings for 2011. City Light will continue to
scale-back public tours of its Skagit facilities and will realize savings by reducing its reliance on consultants for
policy analysis and strategic planning and its travel and training expenditures. The City Light budget also
eliminates 16.6 vacant FTEs (including 7.0 FTE management-level positions) and downgrades an additional 5.0
FTE management-level positions to control costs, address span-of-control issues, and reduce the budgeted
vacancy rate.

Seattle Public Utilities: Seattle Public Utilities (SPU), which oversees three utilities — Solid Waste, Water, and
Drainage & Wastewater — is also feeling the effects of the recession. Revenues for all three utilities have come in
below projections as a result of lower-than-anticipated water use and a greater-than-anticipated reduction in the
amount of garbage requiring collection. The impacts of lower than expected revenue are compounded by the fact
that SPU is also addressing the challenges of an aging infrastructure — the majority of which was built prior to
1970 — and increased expenditure obligations as a result of more stringent federal and state regulatory
requirements, such as the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System. Collectively, these factors put
upward pressure on SPU rates, at a time when SPU customers are feeling the effects of the sluggish economy,
creating an extra incentive to keep rate increase as low as possible.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes a significant number of operations and maintenance expenditure
reductions and limits the number of new projects to primarily fund cost increases in core services and to respond
to regulatory requirements. During development of the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, SPU reviewed operations to
streamline the delivery of services and identified efficiencies that allow SPU to eliminate 37 FTE, including 15.5
FTE in manager and strategic advisor classifications, without suspending any programs. While these reductions
are an essential response to the utility’s financial position, they will result in several lay-offs. SPU has not had to
lay off employees in recent memory. Even with these proactive steps, SPU’s budget assumes a series of rate
increases for 2011, as follows:

e Solid Waste: The budget for the Solid Waste Fund assumes a rate increase of 7.5% for 2011. The 2011-
2012 rate proposal for Solid Waste is currently being considered by the City Council.

e Drainage & Wastewater: The budget for the drainage utility assumes a 2011 rate increase of 12.8%, or
about $2.19 per month for an average household. The wastewater utility assumes a 2011 rate increase of
4%, or about $1.87 per month for an average household, not including an anticipated pass through from
King County for wastewater treatment costs that is historically considered by Council outside of the
budget process. The 2011-2012 rate proposals for the drainage and wastewater utilities are currently
being considered by the City Council.

e Water: The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for the Water Fund assumes a rate increase of approximately
3.5%. This is the net impact of the existing rate adopted by the City Council in 2008 as well as the
elimination of the temporary surcharge on water rates that the City implemented as a result of the Lane v.
City of Seattle court case concerning fire hydrants.
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Looking Ahead

By making tough decisions that focus on ongoing budget changes, Mayor McGinn’s 2011-2012 Proposed Budget
makes significant strides toward putting the City’s services and finances on a more sustainable path. Assuming
the economic and revenue forecasts hold, reductions and revenue changes assumed for the General Fund in 2011
will be sufficient to maintain a balanced budget for 2012 without additional reductions. For the first time, the
City’s 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes a snapshot® of the City’s financial health through the end of the next
biennium (2014). Current projections suggest that while there may be some room for marginal funding increases
in 2013, the City of Seattle is likely not going to see significant room for program expansion in the near-term.
This represents a new financial challenge for the City of Seattle relative to the previous two post-recession
expansion periods in 1995-2000 and 2003-2007. The City’s tax revenues experienced 7.2% and 6.3% average
annual growth respectively in the 1995-2000 and 2003-2007 periods. In contrast, projections for the 2010-2014
period are for only 2.9% average annual growth in tax revenues. Current revenue projections through 2014

suggest that the City’s overall General Fund revenues will grow at less than 4% year over year between 2012 and
2014.

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Revised  Proposed Proposed Projected Projected
Amounts in $1,000s

Beginning Unreserved Fund Balance* (2,424) 468

19 43 289
Total Revenues 899,138 891,749 926,993 959,816 995,003
Total Expenditures and Change in Reserves (896,246)  (892,199)  (926,968)  (959,570)  (992,038)
Ending Unreserved Fund Balance 468 19 43 289 3,255

*Available balance excludes policy reserves

While certainly an improvement over the past couple of years, the anticipated revenue trends over the next four
years are likely not sufficient to maintain the current mix of City services and address many of the ‘looming
budget issues’ — cost obligations that the City anticipates — that are on the horizon.

Early into the 2011-2012 budget process, the City Budget Office conducted a survey of all City departments in an
effort to catalog anticipated costs obligations that are likely to require funding. The list of obligations is
numerous.™ As a snapshot, some of these potential obligations include:

18 These financial snapshots are commonly referred to as a financial plan. The City Budget Office developed financial plans
for most City funds as part of the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget. The financial plans depict revenues, expenditures, reserves,
and fund balances for the last year (2009), the current year (2010), and four years into the future (2011-2014), and provide a
tool to monitor the financial health of the City’s funds.

19 In addition to the ‘looming budget issues’, the future health of the City’s budget could be impacted by the outcome of the
November election. Initiative 1107, if approved, would repeal the sales tax on candy, gum and bottled water, and could
result in the loss of $1.2 million in City sales tax revenue in 2011, followed by $1.7 million in 2012. Initiatives 1100 and
1105, if approved, would allow for the privatization of liquor sales in the State of Washington. Passage of these initiatives
could result in the loss of $2-4 million in City revenue in 2011, followed by a $4-7 million loss in 2012. On the other hand, if
the King County sales tax initiative, which would increase sales tax by 0.2%, is approved, the City can expect $8.7 million in
additional sales tax revenue in 2011, followed by $12.1 million in 2012. Finally, over the course of 2010, projections for the
likelihood of a double-dip recession have increased. If this were to materialize, the City of Seattle could see revenues drop

by an additional $12.7 million in 2011 and $28.2 million in 2012. The City Budget Office is closely monitoring these
variables.
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e Asset Preservation: The City has a relatively long-standing policy that sets as a high priority on the
preservation of capital assets. The City has recently deferred these types of investments, particularly as
Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) revenues have contracted. City Council Resolutions 31083 and 31203
establish funding targets to guide the City’s funding levels for asset preservation. The policies establish a
citywide target of asset preservation spending for non-utility and non-transportation assets of $48 million
(2011 dollars), of which $31 million or 65% is intended to come from the Cumulative Reserve Subfund
(CRS). Weak REET revenues in the 2010 Adopted Budget left insufficient funds to achieve minimum
target funding levels as established by these policies. As the City’s financial challenges persist, the trend
continues for 2011, with the City investing over $19 million in asset preservation from the CRS, and $40
million citywide, for non-utility and non-transportation work. As the City’s finances recover from the
Great Recession, restoring the commitment to investing in asset preservation should be a priority.

e Strategic Capital Agenda: The City has a sizable backlog of capital needs ranging from major
infrastructure investments, such as the Seawall, to public safety facilities, such as the Police Department’s
North Precinct and the Fire Department’s Headquarters, to quality of life and civic amenities, such as the
Rainier Beach Community Center and the Seattle Center Master Plan. A preliminary assessment of a
relatively small subset of capital projects as part of the first phase on the on-going strategic capital
agenda® identified potential costs over the next five years ranging between $319 and $604 million.
Meanwhile the City, based on maintaining current debt-to-budget ratios and continuing to adhere to its
debt policies, is only expected to have debt service capacity sufficient to support $190 million worth of
councilmanic capital investments. Additional debt capacity may be obtained with voter approval or
through the identification of pledged revenues to repay debt.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget takes the first steps toward funding some of these capital needs —
including the Rainier Beach Community Center and the first phases of the replacement of the North
Precinct. But, beyond these projects, there is clearly an imbalance in the level of need as compared to the
resources available. In the coming months and years, the Executive and Legislative branches will need to
work together to prioritize needs, reduce costs, and potentially identify additional funding sources to meet
these needs. Completing the strategic capital agenda is a priority for the coming year.

e Healthcare Costs: Healthcare costs continue to rise for the City of Seattle and around the country at
rates that significantly outpace inflation. Bringing cost growth under control is a key long-term fiscal
strategy for both the City and employees. The City will work with employees to identify strategies that
will help mitigate cost growth in future years.

e Retirement Costs: The Seattle City Employees’ Retirement System suffered significant investment
losses in the recent recession, as did other public and private investment pools. While the system has
ample funds to cover anticipated payments over the next many years, it is now underfunded from a long-
term view, and steps must be taken to strengthen the system. The Retirement Board will undertake a
study to evaluate investment strategies and decision- making procedures to protect against future losses
and maximize returns. The City and employees will also increase contributions into the system to provide
additional funding of the plan. The City will continue to monitor the fiscal health of the system and will
make future adjustments as necessary to ensure its long-term viability.

e Technology Upgrades: The City has a number of aging technology systems that are in need of
replacement or upgrade, including the City’s accounting system, Summit, and the caseload management

% See the Strategic Capital Agenda Presentation to the City Council. July 6, 2010.
http://www.seattle.gov/financedepartment/documents/2010-07-06CapitalPresentationFINAL.pdf
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system used by Seattle Municipal Court, MCIS. Replacement costs for these systems could cost the City
millions.

e Obligations under the Americans with Disabilities Act: In 2011, the City anticipates reaching
agreement with the Department of Justice (DOJ) over a review of the City’s compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). While the City is largely in compliance, there are some facilities
that the DOJ has identified that need to be updated or modified to conform to ADA standards. In
addition, the City will be undertaking a survey of its facilities to assess their compliance with the ADA.
The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget begins to address these costs, but additional costs are anticipated in the
years to come.

e Reserves: Healthy financial reserves are a cornerstone of prudent financial management. The City of
Seattle maintains two financial reserves for general government spending — the Emergency Subfund and
the Revenue Stabilization Account (aka Rainy Day Fund). The Emergency Subfund is available to pay
for unanticipated expenses that may occur in a fiscal year in response to an emergency (e.g., earthquake).
The Rainy Day Fund is available to maintain City spending in the event of a sudden and unanticipated
drop in revenues due to economic conditions or other factors. Over the past two years, the City has drawn
down substantial portions of the Rainy Day fund in response to weak revenues and to avoid making deep
cuts. The Rainy Day Fund totaled $30 million at the beginning of 2009. The 2010 Adopted Budget
leaves $10.5 million in the reserve by the end of 2010.* Understanding that healthy reserves are critical
in times of economic volatility and essential to preserving the City’s AAA bond rating, the 2011-2012
Proposed Budget recommends fully maintaining these reserves. By State law, the Emergency Subfund
cannot exceed 37.5 cents per $1,000 of assessed property value within the City. Because assessed
property values in the City are declining, the City must reduce the size of the Emergency Subfund. Due
to this, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget transfers $750,000 from the Emergency Subfund to the Rainy
Day Fund to bring the total value of the Rainy Day Fund to just over $11 million, and results in the full
preservation of these crucial reserves. In addition to taking this proactive step for 2011, it is important
that the City look for opportunities as the economy recovers to build the value of the Rainy Day Fund.

e Long-Term Funding for Parks: While Seattle voters have consistently chosen to expand their parks
and recreation system, it relies primarily on the General Fund to support on-going operations and
maintenance. Since 2002, General Fund support has not kept pace with the growing operations and
maintenance costs of the City’s parks system. Unfortunately, the current economic turmoil means that
2011 is no exception to this trend. In fact, with reductions to Parks maintenance functions, the challenges
grow with the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget. As the economy recovers and the City’s funding situation
improves, addressing the long-standing funding imbalances in Parks is a top priority. In the meantime,
the City will continue to explore opportunities to make creative use of existing resources, building on
what is done with Arts funding in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, and to explore opportunities for non-
traditional funding sources and increased opportunities to form partnerships with community service
providers. To demonstrate the City’s commitment to this, staffing in Parks for 2011 is dedicated to
developing these opportunities. In addition, the City will continue working with members of the
community to develop options to allow the City’s parks systems to flourish.

e Public Safety: Public safety extends beyond traditional police services. Rather investments in services
such as parks, libraries, and the safety net — particularly those services that target children and youth and
provide employment opportunities for residents — are also key elements to maintaining public safety.
This commitment is reflected in the decisions in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget. But, more work is
needed. In 2011, the Seattle Police Department will continue to develop options for meeting the outcome

2! The 2010 Proposed Budget actually contemplated drawing down the Rainy Day Fund even further to approximately $5
million. The City Council, in adopting the 2010 budget, restored approximately $5 million to the fund.
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goals of the Neighborhood Policing Plan. In addition, the Human Services Department will be exploring
in 2011 opportunities to streamline its contracts, as well as improve the measurement of performance
outcomes in an effort to maximize the City’s human services investments.

e Other Personnel-Related Costs: As the City addresses these ‘looming budget issues’ and identifies
additional efficiencies and strategies to realign funding, two personnel-related issues rise to the top as
requiring attention — the first is the City’s classification system and the second is the delivery of human
resources services in the City. As the City downsizes the workforce, it is clear that the current
classification system covering discretionary pay bands (executive, strategic advisor, manager, and IT
professional), which has been in place for nearly a decade, is due for an evaluation. The system has never
been evaluated to determine whether they still meet the City's classification and compensation needs. As
the City's workforce needs evolve under more constrained revenues, it is time to examine whether the
current classification system best meets the workforce needs of the City. The 2011-2012 Proposed
Budget assumes that a review of the classification system will begin in 2011.

In addition, work done in 2010 to review how the City provides human resources services throughout the
City suggests that additional work is needed in this area to determine whether there are additional
opportunities to streamline the provision of these services. The 2010 human resources review was
completed by the City Budget Office, and was undertaken in part in response to a 2010 Statement of
Legislative Intent 117-1-A-1. The goal of the study was to identify best practices to most effectively and
efficiently provide human resources services to the City and its employees, and evaluate the division of
roles between the Personnel Department and human resources staff in other City departments. The study
found that in most cases, the role of the Personnel Department and the department human resources units
are separate and distinct, and there are many areas in which dual staffing is effective both in departments
and in the Personnel Department (such as labor relations). Several areas were identified for potential
increased centralization, including benefits (communications and employee assistance) and training.
Hiring and safety have potential for increased centralization; however, these two areas need more study.
The Executive is continuing to review the recommendations of this report, and will work with the new
Personnel Director, once approved, to implement these changes.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget begins making efforts to meet many of the City’s future expenditure obligations
and operational challenges. But, more work is needed to identify funding options to meet these obligations, as
well as to sustain current services. As the City looks at a future with more subdued revenue growth, meeting
these obligations will require added fiscal oversight, monitoring, and creativity to ensure that the City is
delivering services in a cost-effective manner. In other words, as the City prepares for the fiscal reality of the
coming years, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget is only the beginning of a longer-term transformation of City
government.
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Summary Tables

RESOURCES SUMMARY BY SOURCE

(in thousands of dollars)*

TOTAL CITY RESOURCES

2009 2010 2010 2011 2012
Revenue Source Actual Adopted Revised Proposed Proposed
Taxes, Levies & Bonds 1,064,225 1,231,099 1,111452 1,153,249 1,144,082
Licenses, Permits, Fines & Fees 148,292 154,025 145,923 161,686 168,473
Interest Earnings 10,902 18,077 13,006 12,978 19,092
Revenue from Other Public Entities 163,097 190,818 148,997 154,181 129,958
Service Charges & Reimbursements 1,008,844 1,242,821 1,091,665 1,150,787 1,222,943
All Else 724,960 531,625 709,335 771,736 793,046
ggaarge?even“e & Other Financing $3,120,320 $3,368,465 $3,220,379 $3,404,616 $3,477,503
Interfund Transfers 670,637 573,313 617,079 636,894 669,996
Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 445,986 253,622 374,381 275,374 292,478
Total, City Resources $4,236,942 $4,195,400 $4,211,839 $4,316,884 $4,440,066

*Totals may not add due to rounding. Total city resources do not equal total city expenditures due to some interfund

transfers not accounted for in the expenditures table.
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY
(in thousands of dollars)

2010 Adopted

General Total
Department Subfund Funds
Arts, Culture & Recreation
Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs® 0 6,434
The Seattle Public Library 49,205 50,970
Department of Parks and Recreation 84,244 149,108
Seattle Center 13,057 37,770
Subtotal 146,507 244,282
Health & Human Services
Community Development Block Grant 0 14,000
Educational and Developmental Services Levy 0 17,972
Human Services Department 52,519 147,807
SubTotal 52,519 179,778
Neighborhoods & Development
Office of Economic Development 6,179 6,179
Office of Housing 672 44,885
Department of Neighborhoods® 11,764 11,764
Neighborhood Matching Subfund 3,354 3,692
Department of Planning and Development 9,991 60,558
Subtotal 31,959 127,078
Public Safety
Criminal Justice Contracted Services 23,902 23,902
Fire Facilities Fund 0 3,830
Firemen's Pension 17,531 21,243
Law Department 18,226 18,226
Police Relief and Pension 22,302 22,362
Public Safety Civil Service Commission 142 142
Seattle Fire Department 156,983 156,983
Seattle Municipal Court 26,736 26,736
Seattle Police Department 242,814 242,814
Subtotal 508,635 516,238
Utilities & Transportation
Seattle City Light 0 1,089,616
Seattle Public Utilities 1,351 817,200
Seattle Transportation 38,641 310,198
Subtotal 39,993 2,217,013
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2011 Proposed

General
Subfund

0
47,299
81,045
13,229

141,573

0
0
51,445
51,445

6,339
650
9,626
2,639
9,120
28,375

24,194
0
17,759
17,999
22,255
149
158,587
26,073
248,543
515,559

0
1,299
36,161
37,460

Total
Funds

7,116
50,153
166,534
38,334
262,137

13,641
17,887
136,402
167,930

6,339
39,869
9,626
2,949
50,277
109,060

24,194
5,874
20,143
17,999
23,028
149
158,587
26,073
248,543
524,590

1,087,545
823,895
313,263

2,224,703

2012 Proposed

General
Subfund

0
48,630
84,679
13,305

146,614

0
0
51,938
51,938

5,875
759
9,874
2,695
9,301
28,504

27,558
0
19,919
18,480
22,191
152
162,164
26,539
255,007
532,010

1,329
37,438
38,767

Total
Funds

7,290
51,392
143,253
35,238
237,173

13,641
17,931
134,647
166,219

5,875
38,970
9,874
3,009
51,046
108,775

27,558
9,232
20,785
18,480
22,331
152
162,164
26,539
255,007
542,249

1,148,071
858,458
316,001

2,322,531
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2010 Adopted 2011 Proposed 2012 Proposed

General Total General Total General Total
Department Subfund Funds Subfund Funds  Subfund Funds
Administration
Civil Service Commission 221 221 233 233 238 238
Department of Executive Administration® 33,092 33,092 0 0 0 0
City Budget Office® 0 0 4,012 4,012 4,132 4,132
Department of Finance® 5,110 5,110 0 0 0 0
Department of Information Technology 2,664 56,404 4,412 48,876 4,542 49,095
Employees' Retirement System 0 11,911 0 11,760 0 11,894
Ethics and Elections Commission 611 611 687 687 655 655
Finance General 34,636 34,636 37,619 37,619 41,923 41,923
Fleets and Facilities Department® 2,909 132,322 0 0 0 0
Finance and Administrative Services®® 0 0 20,866 168,040 21,387 186,106
Legislative Department 12,183 12,183 11,262 11,262 11,580 11,580
Office of City Auditor 1,168 1,168 1,072 1,072 1,098 1,098
Office of Hearing Examiner 556 556 571 571 585 585
Office of Intergovernmental Relations 2,117 2,117 2,016 2,016 2,071 2,071
Office of Sustainability and Environment 1,416 1,416 1,192 1,192 1,233 1,233
Office of the Mayor 3,692 3,692 3,456 3,456 3,516 3,516
Personnel Compensation Trust Subfunds 0 177,419 0 188,191 0 200,771
Personnel Department 11,919 11,919 11,444 11,444 11,638 11,638
Seattle Office for Civil Rights 2,254 2,254 2,042 2,042 2,107 2,107
Subtotal 114,548 487,031 100,883 492,472 106,705 528,642
Funds, Subfunds and Other
Bonds Debt Service® 10,076 29,793 11,152 32,392 13,677 32,227
Cumulative Reserve Subfund® 0 24,629 750 28,496 600 29,687
Emergency Subfund 0 0 0 750 0 100
Judgment/Claims Subfund 1,319 18,819 1,191 26,605 1,191 18,000
Parking Garage Fund 0 7,603 0 7,842 0 8,093
Subtotal 11,394 80,843 13,093 96,085 15,468 88,107
Grand Total* 905,555 3,852,264 888,388 3,876,978 920,007 3,993,695

*Totals may not add due to rounding

Notes:

(1)
)

(3)
(4)

()

Includes a dedicated amount based on receipts from Admission Tax.

Under the reorganization of several city functions proposed for 2011 and 2012, the former Department of Finance,
Department of Executive Administration, Fleets and Facilities Department, and a portion of the Department of
Neighborhoods are reflected in the City Budget Office and Finance and Administrative Services.

The amounts in the “Total Funds” column include appropriations from the Asset Preservation Subfund.

The amounts in the “Total Funds” column reflect the combination of the General Subfund Limited Tax General
Obligation (LTGO) bond debt obligation and the Unlimited Tax General Obligation (UTGO) bond debt obligation.
Resources to pay LTGO debt payments from non-General Subfund sources are appropriated directly in operating
funds.

This amount does not include the Cumulative Reserve Subfund-supported appropriations for Seattle Department of
Transportation (SDOT) because they are included in the SDOT appropriations, and does not include appropriations
from the Asset Preservation Subfund because they are included in the Finance and Administrative Services
appropriations.
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City Revenue Sources
City Revenue Sources and Fund Accounting System

The City of Seattle expends $3.9 billion (Proposed 2011) annually on services and programs for Seattle residents.
State law authorizes the City to raise revenues to support these expenditures. There are four main sources of
revenues. First, taxes, license fees, and fines support activities typically associated with City government, such as
police and fire services, parks, and libraries. Second, certain City activities are partially or completely supported
by fees for services, regulatory fees, or dedicated property tax levies. Examples of City activities funded in-whole
or in-part with fees include certain facilities at the Seattle Center, recreational facilities, and building inspections.
Third, City utility services (electricity, water, drainage and wastewater, and solid waste) are supported by charges
to customers for services provided. Finally, grant revenues from private, state, or federal agencies support a
variety of City services, including social services, street and bridge repair, and targeted police services.

The City accounts for all revenues and expenditures within a system of accounting entities called “funds” or
“subfunds.” The City maintains dozens of funds and subfunds. The use of multiple funds is necessary to ensure
compliance with state budget and accounting rules, and is desirable to promote accountability for specific projects
or activities. For example, the City of Seattle has a legal obligation to ensure revenues from utility use charges
are spent on costs specifically associated with providing utility services. As a result, each of the City-operated
utilities has its own fund. For similar reasons, expenditures of revenues from the City’s Families and Education
Property Tax Levy are accounted for in the Educational and Development Services Fund. As a matter of policy,
several City departments have separate funds or subfunds. For example, the operating revenues and expenditures
for the City’s parks are accounted for in the Park and Recreation Fund. The City also maintains separate funds for
debt service and capital projects, as well as pension trust funds, including the Employees’ Retirement Fund, the
Firefighters Pension Fund, and the Police Relief and Pension Fund. The City holds these funds in a trustee
capacity, or as an agent, for current and former City employees.

The City’s primary fund is the General Fund. The majority of resources for services typically associated with the
City, such as police and fire or libraries and parks are received into and spent from one of two subfunds of the
City’s General Fund: the General Subfund for operating resources (comparable to the “General Fund” in budgets
prior to 1996) and the Cumulative Reserve Subfund for capital resources.

All City revenue sources are directly or indirectly affected by the performance of the local, regional, national, and
even international economies. For example, revenue collections from sales, business and occupation, and utility
taxes, which together account for 53.3% of General Subfund revenue, fluctuate significantly as economic
conditions affecting personal income, construction, wholesale and retail sales, and other factors in the Puget
Sound region, change. The following sections describe the current outlook for the local and national economies,
and present greater detail on forecasts for revenues supporting the General Subfund, Cumulative Reserve
Subfund, and the Transportation Fund.

The National and Local Economy, September 2010
National Economic Conditions and Outlook

A look back at the roots of the recent recession. Now that the 2007-2009 recession is over, economists are trying
to discern how the recovery will unfold. To better understand where the economy is headed it is helpful to look
back and review the events that brought about the worst downturn since the Great Depression.

We can trace the roots of the current recession back to the early 1980s when, in reaction to the high inflation of
the 1970s, investors developed a preference for assets, such as stocks and real estate, because they were less
vulnerable to erosion by inflation than other types of investments. The early 1980s was also when the federal
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government began running large budget deficits on an ongoing basis, which has resulted in a buildup in federal
government debt. In addition, the movement to deregulate financial markets got its start in the early 1980s.

The early 1980s ushered in a 25 year period characterized by stable economic conditions and low inflation that is
sometimes called the “great moderation.” Inflation was low in part because the integration of China and other
developing countries into the world economy helped to hold down the price of goods and, to a lesser extent,
services. With inflation under control, the Federal Reserve was able to keep interest rates at relatively low levels.
In addition, a surplus of savings in many developing countries provided a large pool of money available for
investment.

A stable economy made investors feel confident and optimistic, which, combined with an abundance of cheap
money, led to excessive borrowing and risk taking and a huge buildup in U.S. household debt (see Figure 1). A
lot of the borrowed money was used to purchase assets, which pushed up the price of those assets and eventually
led to the buildup of asset bubbles. These bubbles included the housing bubble of the late 1980s, the stock market
bubble of the late 1990s, and, biggest of all, the housing bubble of 1998-2006. During the past decade, we also
saw bubbles in energy, food, and other commaodities, as well as housing bubbles in numerous countries across the
globe.

Figure 1. U.S. Household Debt as a Share of Personal Income
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With asset prices rising, Americans cut back on saving and increased their spending, driving the expansion of the
world economy. Eventually housing prices rose to a level that could not be sustained, even with exotic mortgage
products, and prices began to fall. The collapse of the housing bubble triggered the financial crisis which, in turn,
precipitated the worldwide recession. While the housing bubble was the trigger for the downturn, many
economists believe the root cause of the financial crisis was the large imbalances in savings and borrowing that
had built up between nations.

The preceding review of the roots of the recession has a number of implications for the recovery:

e The problems developed over a 25-year time period, so the return to normalcy will not occur quickly.
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e The roots of the downturn are global in nature, which means policy changes are needed in many nations
to bring the world economy back into balance.

e The current recession is unlike other postwar recessions, so we do not have a roadmap for recovery.

o The federal government must unwind its interventions in the economy. If this is not executed well, there
is the potential to disrupt the recovery or ignite inflation.

e To have a sustained recovery, the federal government must get its budget deficit under control.

e  Consumer spending will be restrained by the need to reduce debt and increase savings.

The recovery has been subdued and uneven thus far. Although the end of the recession has not been officially
designated yet, it likely ended sometime in the summer of 2009. By most measures the recession was the worst
since the Great Depression. Real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) declined by 4.1% over a period of six quarters,
8.4 million jobs, representing 6.1% of total jobs, were lost, and the unemployment rate rose to a peak of 10.1%.

In its early stages, the recovery received a boost from inventory rebuilding and a buildup in fiscal stimulus
spending. However, in the second quarter of 2010, the economy lost momentum as inventory rebuilding slowed
and stimulus spending began to plateau. Also weighing on the economy in the second quarter was the emergence
of the European fiscal crisis, in particular the Greek sovereign debt crisis. This increased volatility in the financial
markets and reduced growth prospects for Eurozone countries, thus reducing export prospects for U.S. firms. A

bailout of Greece put together by the European Union and International Monetary Fund has stabilized the
situation.

The slowing of the economy is evident in the job market. With recent public sector employment trends distorted
by Census-related hiring and layoffs, trends can be discerned best by focusing on private sector employment.
Private employment accelerated from January through April, but has weakened significantly since then; with
employment gains averaging 72,000 per month over the past four months (see Figure 2). GDP has now grown for

four successive quarters, but the rate of growth slowed in the second quarter to a 1.6% annualized rate, down from
3.7% in the first quarter.

Figure 2. Monthly Change in U.S. Employment
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The economy will be sluggish for the rest of 2010 but growth is expected to pick up in 2011. History tells us
that recessions caused by financial crises are followed by weak recoveries, and the current recovery is unlikely to
be an exception. Despite the improvements in the financial markets, credit remains tight and consumers are under
stress due to large declines in wealth, a very weak job market, and sluggish income growth. In addition, the
housing market has deteriorated following the expiration of the second homebuyers’ tax credit at the end of April.

With the economy having slowed in recent months, forecasters have lowered their expectations of future
economic growth. Current expectations are for continued softness for the rest of 2010, followed by a
strengthening in 2011 led by continued strong business investment and a gradual improvement in consumer
spending. Households have been making progress in reducing their debt loads and increasing their savings and,
as that process continues, households should begin to feel more comfortable with their finances and gradually
begin to save less and spend more.

The risk of a double-dip recession has risen in recent months. With the economy slowing, the risk of a double-
dip recession has risen. In its August forecast, Global Insight raised its estimate of the probability of a double-dip
recession occurring from 20% to 25%. A double-dip recession would result largely from the inability of the
private sector to sustain the recovery as the boost to growth from the inventory buildup and the federal stimulus
fade. In addition, it assumes that the effects of the Greek debt crisis would spread, reducing stock prices and the
value of the euro, which would reduce the competitiveness of U.S. exports. Finally, the double-dip scenario
assumes the housing recession drags on, which undermines consumer confidence and results in a further decline
in household wealth, as home prices continue to fall.

In Global Insight’s double-dip scenario, GDP would decline for three quarters beginning in the fourth quarter of
2010, and another 1.2 million jobs would be lost as unemployment rises to a peak of 10.6% by the end of 2011.
Inflation would slow to 0.5% in 2011, and the risk of deflation would rise.

Puget Sound Region Economic Conditions and Outlook

The region’s recession was similar in severity to the national downturn. The impact of national recessions on
the Puget Sound Region’s economy varies depending on the national recession’s characteristics. For example, the
2001 recession was much more severe regionally than nationally, because the recession included a steep drop in
air travel as a result of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attack. This caused a sharp falloff in the demand for
commercial airliners, which led to substantial layoffs at Boeing. On the other hand, the region’s economy
performed better than the national economy during 1990-91 national recession, in part because Boeing
employment held steady during the recession.

The impact of the 2007-09 recession on the local economy has been similar in severity to its impact on the
national economy. While job loss was a bit higher locally, the region’s unemployment rate did not rise as high as
the national rate and the region’s housing market performed somewhat better than the nation’s.

During the 2007-09 recession, the Seattle metro area (King and Snohomish Counties) experienced a peak-to-
trough loss of 112,300 jobs, a 7.6% decline. The 7.6% decline exceeded both the national decline of 6.1% and the
metro area’s 7.0% job loss during the 2001-03 recession. Locally, the most severe losses were in construction,
manufacturing outside of aerospace, and finance. The only major industry to see a significant increase in
employment during the downturn was education and health services.

Interestingly, although the region’s rate of job loss exceeded that of the nation, the local unemployment rate
peaked at 8.9%, significantly below the national peak of 10.1%. One reason for this is that the region entered the
recession with a significantly lower unemployment rate than the nation. As a result, the increase in the
unemployment rate from pre-recession lows to recession highs was similar for the region and the nation.

Like the nation, the region has suffered through a housing boom and bust over the past ten years, but the housing
downturn has been less severe here than nationally. Through the second quarter of 2010, single-family home
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prices in the region had fallen by 23.2% from their peak three years earlier, compared to a 31.0% peak-to-trough
drop nationally, as measured by the Case-Shiller housing price index. In addition, local rates of foreclosure have
been lower than national rates.

The region’s economy will pick-up momentum slowly. The region’s recovery is expected to be weak by
historical standards, with growth picking-up slowly over time. The Puget Sound Economic Forecaster expects
weak growth for the remainder of 2010, followed by a modest improvement in 2011, and then a transition to more
healthy growth in 2012. Regional employment is projected to increase by only 1.5% in 2011 before rising to a
more recovery-like 2.8% in 2012. Housing will recover more slowly than the rest of the economy, with housing
starts not expected to move comfortably above recession levels until 2014. Nevertheless, the state’s chief
economist thinks that the recovery will be stronger in Washington than nationally, in part because Boeing and
Microsoft have held up better during the downturn than have most of the nation’s large employers.

Once the recovery takes hold, the economy’s rate of growth will probably not return to pre-recession levels
because consumers need to pay down debt and rebuild savings, and the federal government needs to get its budget
under control. The Puget Sound Economic Forecaster expects employment to grow at a 1.9% annual rate from
2011 through 2021, which is a full percentage point slower than the 2.9% growth rate measured over the prior 35
years ending in 2008. Comparable figures for real (i.e., inflation adjusted) personal income are 3.1% annual
growth for 2011-21, compared to 4.2% annual growth for the period 1973-2008.

Figure 3. Annual Change in Puget Sound Region Employment
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Consumer Price Inflation

After reaching a 17 year high in mid-2008, inflation has fallen sharply. The 2001 national recession and the
subsequent weak recovery helped to bring U.S. inflation down to 1.6% in 2002, its lowest level since the early
1960s. After reaching that low, inflation began to rise steadily, driven in large part by a relentless rise in oil

prices from a low of just above $20 per barrel in early 2002 to a peak of $147 per barrel in July of 2008. As oil

2011-2012 Proposed Budgets
1-35



Revenue Overview

prices peaked, so did the consumer price index (CPI), with the July 2008 U.S. CPI-U rising to 5.6% measured on
a year-over-year basis — its highest level in 17 years. Since then, the worst economic downturn in 80 years has
pushed inflation rates down to levels not seen since the 1950s. The annual growth rate of the U.S. CPI-U fell to
-0.4% in 20009, the first time in 54 years that consumer prices have declined on an annual basis.

Local inflation trends have been similar to national trends, since energy prices and national economic conditions
have a major effect on local prices. The growth rate of the Seattle CPI1-U peaked at 4.2% in 2008, and then
dropped to 0.6% in 2009. For the most recent 12 month period, which ended in June 2010, the Seattle CPI-U
increased by 0.3%, while the Seattle CPI-W posted a 0.6% gain. Looking forward, a weak economy is expected
to keep downward pressure on prices in the short-term. In fact, worries about deflation have increased in recent
months.

Figure 4 presents historical data and forecasts of inflation for the U.S. and the Seattle metropolitan area through
2013. The forecasts are for the CPI1-W, which measures price changes for urban wage earners and clerical
workers (the CPI-U measures price changes for all urban consumers). The specific growth rate measures shown
in Figure 4 are used as the bases of cost-of-living adjustments in City of Seattle wage agreements.

Figure 4. Consumer Price Index Forecast

Seattle CPI-W Seattle CPI-W
(June-June (growth rate for 12
growth rate) months ending in June)
2010 (actual) -0.1% 0.6%
2011 1.4% 1.0%
2012 2.0% 1.8%
2013 2.3% 2.3%

City Revenues

The City of Seattle projects total revenues of approximately $4.3 billion in 2011. As figure 5 shows,
approximately 44% of these revenues are associated with the City’s utility services, Seattle City Light and Seattle
Public Utilities’ Water, Drainage and Wastewater, and Solid Waste divisions. The remaining 56% are associated
with general government services, such as police, fire, parks, and libraries. Money obtained from debt issuance is
included in the total numbers as are interdepartmental transfers. The following sections describe forecasts for
revenue supporting the City’s primary operating fund, the General Subfund, its primary capital subfund, the
Cumulative Reserve Subfund, as well as specific revenues supporting the City’s Bridging the Gap Transportation
program in the Transportation Fund.
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Figure 5. Total City Revenue by Use — Proposed 2011 $4.3 Billion
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General Subfund Revenue Forecasts

Expenses paid from the General Subfund are supported primarily by taxes. As Figure 6 illustrates, the most
significant revenue source is the property tax, which accounts for 28%, followed by utility taxes, the Business and

Occupation (B&O) tax, and sales taxes.

Figure 6. 2010-Revised General Subfund Revenue Forecast by Source - $899.1M

Traffic
Fines,
$29.9M,
3%

Grants, $13.2M,
1%

Utility Taxes,
$175.4M, 20%

Fees & Charges,

$92.5M, 1

Gov't/Private

0% Misc., $31.8M,

4%
| Property Taxes,

$250.8M, 28%

Sales Taxes,

B&O Taxes, $146.0M, 16%

$159.6M, 18%

Revenue Overview

In 2009, general government revenue into the General Subfund totaled approximately $893.8 million. General
Subfund revenue is projected to increase to $899.1 million in 2010, fall to $891.7 million in 2011, then grow to
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$927.0 million in 2012. It is important to note that 2009 and 2010 revenues were artificially high due to
contributions from the Revenue Stabilization Account, or “Rainy Day Fund,” in amounts of $8.9 million and
$11.3 million, respectively. Also in 2010, the former Department of Executive Administration (DEA) merged
with the former Fleets & Facilities Department (FFD), along with various other City functions, to form the
Department of Finance and Administrative Services (FAS). This merger resulted in 2011 and 2012 revenues,
which formerly accrued to the General Subfund to support work administered by the former DEA, now going
directly to FAS’s operating fund. Removing these effects, and those from proposed policies designed to increase
revenues, would show a meager 0.7% and 3.7% rates of growth in GSF revenue for 2011 and 2012.

Figure 7 shows General Subfund actual revenues for 2009, Adopted and Revised revenues for 2010, as well as the
proposed revenues for 2011 and 2012. As a result of the national recession, tax receipts were negative (-1.9%) in
2009. The severity of the recession will continue to mute the City’s tax revenues with a paltry 1.2% growth
expected in 2010, followed by 2.0% and 3.9% in 2011 and 2012. The main cause of the slower growth rates are
the B&O and sales taxes. The economic downturn, while led by real estate, has also severely constrained
consumer behavior, with record job losses and stubbornly high unemployment rates. This is most evident in the
declining sales tax base. Construction activity has also declined, which is another source of pressure on sales tax
receipts.

Revenue from on-street parking for 2010 is revised downward to $26.5 million from the 2010 Adopted Budget
figure of $28.6 million. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, however, includes on-street parking rate increases, an
extension of paid evening parking hours from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. and the addition of paid Sunday parking in selected
areas. These changes continue the City’s program to adjust its parking rates and rules to more flexibly use the
price of parking across different parts of the City to help achieve parking management goals. These changes
result in increased revenues to $35.8 million in 2011 and $41.1 million in 2012. These revenue amounts include
revenues from the City’s program to improve safety at intersections through the use of installed red light cameras.
The City installed 6 camera locations in 2006, and 24 more throughout the City in 2008 and 2009. Revenues for
2009 were $4.7 million. The revised forecast for 2010 is $4.6 million, with $4.4 million and $3.9 million
projected in 2011 and 2012 respectively.

Significant increases in revenue are also anticipated in parking citation revenue due to proposed ordinance
changes allowing the use of an immobilizing parking boot on vehicles owned by individuals with four or more
outstanding parking citations. The City anticipates increased payment compliance on citations and approximately
$1.7 million in additional citation revenue in 2011 and $2.0 million in 2012.

Significant change in City revenue accounting in 2009. The City Charter requires that the general government
support to the Park and Recreation Fund (PRF) be no less than 10% of certain City taxes and fees. Until fiscal
year 2009, City treasury and accounting staff would directly deposit into the PRF 10% of these revenues as they
were paid by taxpayers. The remaining 90% were deposited into the General Subfund or other operating funds as
specified by ordinance. In addition to these resources, City budgets would provide additional General Subfund
support to the PRF in amounts which greatly exceeded the 10% amount deposited in the PRF from these taxes and
fees.

Beginning in 2009, City staff deposited 100% of the revenue from these taxes and fees directly into the General
Subfund or other funds as appropriate. This has greatly simplified City accounting. The General Subfund support
to the PRF is increased by an amount equal to PRF revenue from these taxes. For 2011 and 2012, General
Subfund support to the Parks and Recreation department will be $81.0 million and $84.7 million. These
contributions are well above the $37.9 and $39.6 million that would accrue to parks under the previous 10%
accounting scheme.
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Figure 7. General Subfund Revenue, 2009 — 2012*
(in thousands of dollars)

2009 2010 2010 2011 2012
Revenue Source Actuals Adopted Revised Proposed Proposed
General Property Tax® 208,386 213,355 214,388 219,336 223,469
Property Tax - Medic One Levy 37,157 36,802 36,440 35,164 35,083
Retail Sales Tax 136,632 136,383 134,067 138,718 145,395
Retail Sales Tax - Criminal Justice Levy 11,710 12,069 11,894 12,353 13,313
B&O Tax (100%) 160,985 164,415 159,596 166,636 176,711
Utilities Business Tax - Telephone (100%) 34,613 33,163 33,976 32,868 33,150
Utilities Business Tax - City Light (100%) 33,749 39,452 39,808 42,116 43,394
Utilities Business Tax - SWU & priv.garb.
(100%) 11,449 14,190 12,726 13,612 14,203
Utilities Business Tax - City Water (100%) 27,062 30,408 30,554 23,989 26,622
Utilities Business Tax - DWU (100%) 28,861 28,912 29,020 32,875 33,905
Utilities Business Tax - Natural Gas (100%) 16,221 14,373 12,975 12,345 13,259
Utilities Business Tax - Other Private (100%) 16,706 16,844 16,335 16,731 17,275
Other Tax 5,588 5,515 6,359 5,759 5,920
Admission Tax 5,082 4,729 4,736 4,870 5,070
Total Taxes 734,201 750,611 742,873 757,371 786,770
Licenses and Permits 13,157 13,487 13,604 12,035 11,982
Parking Meters/Meter Hoods 26,557 29,887 27,840 37,249 42,561
Court Fines (100%) 27,286 29,011 29,913 33,218 33,120
Interest Income 3,267 2,818 1,539 1,539 2,576
Revenue from Other Public Entities® 20,808 13,146 13,207 11,230 10,802
Service Charges & Reimbursements® 52,900 52,074 51,027 35,805 36,533
Total: Revenue and Other Financing Sources 878,176 891,034 880,003 888,448 924,344
All Else 1,672 1,892 2,086 1,992 1,986
Interfund Transfers® 14,035 11,915 17,050 1,309 663
Total, General Subfund 893,883 904,841 899,138 891,749 926,993

NOTES:

(1) Includes property tax levied for the Firemen’s Pension Fund per RCW 41.16.060.

(2) Included in 2009 Actual figures are the pass-through revenues that are not appropriated in adopted
budgets.

(3) The 2011-2012 Proposed Budgets reflect the merger of the former Dept. of Executive Administration and
the former Fleets and Facilities Dept. into the Dept. of Finance and Administrative Services. The FAS
operating fund will now collect DEA’s former charges that accrued to the General Subfund.

(4) 2011 sees the fall-off in interfund transfers as the result of the prior biennium’s use of Revenue
Stabilization Fund funds, otherwise known as the “Rainy-Day” Fund.

" In the past, 10% of certain tax and fee revenues were shown as revenue to the Park and Recreation Fund and 90% as
General Subfund. Beginning in 2009, 100% of these revenues (depicted as “100%” in the table) are deposited into the
General Subfund and the General Subfund support to the Park Fund is increased by the value of 10% of these revenues. This
table shows all figures for all years using the new approach.

2011-2012 Proposed Budgets
-39



Revenue Overview

Figure 8 illustrates tax revenue growth outpacing inflation for most of the 1990s and 2000, before the 2001-2003
local recession took hold. Slow growth posted in 2001 is also attributable to Initiative 747, which reduced the
statutory annual growth limit for property tax revenues from 6.0% to 1.0%, beginning in 2002. Economic growth
starting in 2004 led to very strong revenue growth in 2005 through 2007, staying well above inflation. The tax
revenue growth was outmatched by inflation in 2008 and 2009. The Seattle rate of inflation has fallen to near
zero, but 2009 had a negative growth rate of just over 1.9% in tax revenue. Continued anemic growth is expected
for 2010 and 2011, followed by a comfortable 4% rate in 2012. Seattle area inflation is forecast to be muted for
the coming biennium.

Figure 8. City of Seattle Tax Revenue Growth, 1991-2012
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Property Tax

Property tax is levied primarily on real property owned by individuals and businesses. Real property consists of
land and permanent structures, such as houses, offices, and other buildings. In addition, property tax is levied on
business machinery and equipment. In accordance with the Washington State Constitution and state law, property
taxes paid by a property owner are determined by a taxing district’s rate applied to the value of a given property.
Figure 9 shows the different jurisdictions whose rates make up the total property tax rate imposed on Seattle
property owners. The King County Assessor determines the value of properties, which is intended to generally
reflect 100% of the property’s market value.

For the first time in 14 years, total assessed value in the City of Seattle fell in 2010 by approximately 10.3

percent. The last significant decrease was in 1984 when assessed value dropped by 3.6 percent. Consequently, in
2010, the total property tax rate from all jurisdictions paid by Seattle property owners increased to $9.04 per
thousand dollars of Assessed Value (AV). For an owner of a home with an AV of $448,500 (the average AV for
residences in Seattle), the 2010 tax obligation was approximately $4,055. The City of Seattle’s total 2010 tax rate
was roughly one-third of the total rate at $2.92, which equals an annual tax obligation of approximately $1,312 for
the average valued home.

Figure 9 illustrates the components of the City’s 2010 property tax: the non-voted General Purpose levy (61%);
the six voter-approved levies for specific purposes (34%), known as lid lifts because the voters authorize taxation
above the statutory lid or limit; and the levy to pay debt service on voter-approved bonds (5%). The City’s nine-
year transportation lid lift will generate approximately $39.4 million in 2010, $40.1 million in 2011, and $40.8
million in 2012. These revenues are accounted for in the Transportation Fund and are discussed later in this
section. There are no levy lid lifts proposed for voter approval in 2010.
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Statutory growth limits and new construction. The annual growth in property tax revenue is restricted by state
statute in two ways. First, state law limits growth in the amount of tax revenue a jurisdiction can collect, currently
the lesser of 1% or the national measure of the Implicit Price Deflator. Previously, beginning in 1973, state law
limited the annual growth of the City’s regular levy (i.e., General Purpose plus voted lid lifts) to 6%. In
November 2001, voters statewide approved Initiative 747, which changed the 6% limit to the lesser of 1% or the
Implicit Price Deflator, effective for the 2002 collection year. On November 8, 2007, Initiative 747 was found
unconstitutional by the state Supreme Court. However, the Governor and state legislature, in a special session on
November 29, 2007, reenacted Initiative 747. Second, state law caps the maximum tax rate a jurisdiction can
impose. For the City of Seattle, this cap is $3.60 per $1,000 of assessed value and covers the City’s general
purpose levy and lid lifts. The City tax rate has been well below this cap for many years.

New Construction - In addition to the allowed maximum 1% revenue growth, state law permits the City to
increase its regular levy in the current year by an amount equivalent to the previous year’s tax rate times the value
of property constructed or remodeled within the last year, as determined by the assessor.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget assumes 1% growth plus new construction. In line with the incredible rise in
construction activity over the past decade, new construction revenues have exceeded $2 million since 1999, with
rapid increases between 2005 ($2.9 million) and 2008 ($6.64 million). New construction revenue for the 2009 tax
collection year remained high at $6.38 million, before falling 35 percent in 2010 to $4.11 million. The forecast
for 2011 and 2012 reflects further decreases of 26 percent and 11 percent, respectively, to $3.0 and $2.7 million.

The forecast for the General Subfund (General Purpose) portion of the City’s property tax is $219.3 million in
2011 and $223.0 million in 2012.

Medic 1/Emergency Medical Services. In November 2007, King County voters approved a six-year renewal
(2008-2013) of the Medic 1/EMS levy. The approved starting rate was $0.30 per thousand dollars of assessed
value, and the rate had begun to decline in 2009 as assessed valuation increased. In 2010, however, due to the
significant decreases in assessed valuations of property in King County, the Medic 1/EMS tax rate rose back to its
authorized limit of $0.30 per thousand dollars of assessed value, and the levy is projected to generate
approximately $36.4 million for Seattle Medic 1/EMS services in 2010. This is a decrease of approximately 2
percent from the $37.2 million collected in 2009. Assessed values are projected to decrease further in 2011, and
remain flat into 2012, leading Seattle’s Medic 1/EMS revenues to decrease by a projected 3.5 percent in 2011, and
0.2 percent in 2012, to $35.2 million and $35.1 million, respectively.
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Figure 9
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Retail Sales and Use Tax

The retail sales and use tax (sales tax) is imposed on the sale of most goods and certain services in Seattle. The
tax is collected from consumers by businesses that, in turn, remit the tax to the state. The state provides the City
with its share of these revenues on a monthly basis.

The sales tax rate in Seattle is 9.5% for most taxable transactions. The rate was increased from 9.0% on April 1,
2009, following voter approval of a 0.5% rate increase to pay for an expansion of the region’s Sound Transit light
rail system. The vote increased the sales tax rate for Sound Transit from 0.4% to 0.9%. The exception to the
9.5% rate is a 10.0% rate that is applied to food and beverages sold in restaurants, taverns, and bars throughout
King County. The extra 0.5% was imposed in January 1996 to help pay for the construction of a new professional
baseball stadium in Seattle.

The basic sales tax rate of 9.5% is a composite of separate rates for several jurisdictions as shown in Figure 10.
The City of Seattle’s portion of the overall rate is 0.85%. In addition, Seattle receives a share of the revenue
collected by the King County Criminal Justice Levy.

Figure 10. Sales and Use Tax Rates in Seattle, 2010
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Washington State implemented destination based sales taxation on July 1, 2008. On July 1, 2008, Washington
brought its sales tax procedures into conformance with the Streamlined Sales and Use Tax Agreement (SSUTA),
a cooperative effort of 44 states, the District of Columbia, local governments, and the business community, to
develop a uniform set of procedures for sales tax collection and administration that can be implemented by all
states. Conformance with SSUTA has had two major impacts on local government sales tax revenue.

e Over 1,000 remote sellers agreed to begin collecting taxes on remote sales made to customers in
Washington once the state was in conformance with SSUTA. This has increased local sales tax revenue.

o When a retail sale involves a delivery to a customer, SSUTA requires that the sales tax be paid to the
jurisdiction in which the delivery is made. This is called destination based sourcing. Prior to 2008,
Washington used origin based sourcing, i.e., allocating the sales tax to the jurisdiction from which the
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delivery was made. The change from origin based sourcing to destination based sourcing has resulted in a
reallocation of sales tax revenue among local jurisdictions

As a result of the changes the state made to comply with SSUTA, Seattle has seen a small increase in its sales tax
revenue according to estimates by the Washington Department of Revenue.

Sales tax revenue has grown and contracted with the region’s economy. Seattle’s sales tax base grew rapidly in
the late 1990s, driven by a strong national economy, expansion at Boeing in 1996-97, and the stock market and
technology booms. Growth began to slow in 2000, when the stock market bubble burst and technology firms
began to falter. The slowdown continued into 2001 and 2002, and the year-over-year change in revenue was
negative for ten consecutive quarters beginning with first quarter 2001. The economy began to recover in 2004,
which was followed by three very strong years (2005-07), during which taxable sales grew at an average rate of
9.8%, led by construction’s 21.0% growth rate.

With the onset of the national recession, growth began to slow in the first quarter of 2008, continued slowing in
the second and third quarters, and then collapsed in the fourth quarter as the financial crisis reached its peak.
Seattle’s real (inflation adjusted) sales tax base declined by 8.6% in the fourth quarter of 2008, a rate of decline
unprecedented during the previous 35 years. The decline continued at a more moderate pace until the fourth
quarter of 2009, by which time the real decline in the tax base from 2008 Q1 had reached 19.0%.

Construction, which led the pre-recession build-up in the sales tax base, also led the decline. During the four year
period 2004 Q1 — 2008 Q1, taxable sales for construction more than doubled (112.2% increase). In the following
two years they dropped by 35.4%, erasing two-thirds of the build-up of the previous four years. Other industries
posting the steep declines in taxable sales during the recession were manufacturing, finance and insurance, and, in
the retail sector, building materials and garden supplies.

Figure 11. Annual Growth of Retail Sales Tax Revenue
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Retail sales tax revenue will decline in 2010, growth will resume in 2011. Through the first six months of 2010,
sales tax revenue is down 5.4% from the same period last year. Revenue is expected to be roughly flat in the third
quarter relative to last year, and then increase by 4.3% in the fourth quarter, resulting in a 1.9% decline for the
year. Growth in 2011 is expected to be a modest 3.5%, in part because construction’s decline is expected to
continue until mid-2011. Growth will rise to 4.8% in 2012, as construction activity begins to expand.

The forecast incorporates an estimate of the additional revenue that the City will receive from the State’s
extension of the sales tax base to include the retail sale of candy, gum, and bottled water. To reflect that
expansion, the forecast was increased by $800,000 in 2010, $1.6 million in 2011, and $1.7 million in 2012.

Business and Occupation Tax

Prior to January 1, 2008, the Business and Occupation (B&O) tax was levied by the City on the gross receipts of
most business activity occurring in Seattle. Under some conditions, gross receipts of Seattle businesses were
excluded from the tax if the receipts were earned from providing products or services outside of Seattle.

On January 1, 2008, new state mandated procedures for the allocation and apportionment of B&O income took
effect. These procedures were expected to reduce Seattle’s B&O tax revenue by $22.3 million in 2008. On
January 1, 2008, the City implemented a square footage business tax to recoup the $22.3 million by taxing a
portion of the floor area of businesses that received a tax reduction as a result of the new allocation and
apportionment procedures. The new tax was structured so that no business would pay more under the new
combined gross receipts and square footage business tax than it did under the pre-2008 gross receipts B&O tax.

The City levies the gross receipts portion of the B&O tax at different rates on different types of business activity,
as indicated in Figure 13 at the end of this section. Most business activity, including manufacturing, retailing,
wholesaling, and printing and publishing, is subject to a tax of 0.215% on gross receipts. Services and
transporting freight for hire are taxed at a rate of 0.415%. The square footage business tax also has two tax rates.
In 2010, the rate for business floor space, which includes office, retail, and production space, was 41 cents per
square foot per quarter. Other floor space, which includes warehouse, dining, and exercise space, was taxed at a
rate of 14 cents per square foot per quarter. The floor area tax rates are adjusted annually for inflation.

Other things being equal, the B&O tax base is more stable than the retail sales tax base. The B&O base is broader
than the sales tax base, is less reliant on the construction and retail trade sectors, and is more dependent upon the
service sector (most services are not subject to the sales tax).

Included in the forecast of B&O tax revenue are projections of tax refund and audit payments, and estimates of
tax penalty and interest payments for past-due tax obligations.

B&O revenue grew rapidly from 2005 to 2007, then succumbed to the recession in 2008. Beginning in 1995,
the City made a concerted effort to administer the B&O tax more efficiently, educate taxpayers, and enforce tax
regulations. As a result of these efforts, unlicensed businesses were added to the tax rolls, businesses began
reporting their taxable income more accurately, and audit and delinquency collections increased significantly — all
of which helped to increase B&O receipts beginning in 1996. In 2000, B&O revenue was boosted by changes the
state of Washington made in the way it taxes financial institutions. These changes affected the local tax liabilities
of financial institutions.

When the region’s economy slipped into recession in early 2001, B&O revenue growth slowed abruptly, and
remained below 2% for four successive years (see Figure 12). Revenue growth then accelerated sharply in 2005
and averaged 11.5% over the three year period 2005-07. The upswing was led by strong growth in construction,
services, finance, insurance, and real estate. The years of plenty ended in 2008, which started out with a healthy
8.3% year-over-year increase in revenue from current economic activity in the first quarter, and ended with a
7.0% year-over-year decline in the fourth quarter. For the year, revenue from current economic activity increased
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by only 0.8%, but because of a big drop in non-current revenue from an unusually high level in 2007, B&O
revenue for the year declined by 2.3%.

Revenue from current economic activity continued its decline in 2009, hitting bottom in the third quarter of the
year before posting a small gain in the fourth quarter. The decline was led by construction, manufacturing,
wholesale trade, and finance & insurance. Total B&O revenue for 2009 was down $14.3 million (8.2%) from
2008.

Small business threshold is increased to $100,000 in 2010. The City provides an exemption from the B&O tax
for small businesses whose annual taxable gross revenue (gross receipts less allowable deductions) is less than a
specified threshold. Prior to January 1, 2008, that threshold had been $50,000, an amount which had remained
unchanged since 1994. In 2008, the threshold was raised to $80,000 to take account of inflation that had occurred
since 1994. The threshold was increased again in 2010, to $100,000. The increase from $80,000 to $100,000 will
result in an estimated revenue loss of $500,000 per year beginning in 2010.

Figure 12. Annual Growth of B&O Tax Revenue
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B&O revenue growth is expected to turn positive in 2011 following three years of decline. Revenue from
current economic activity is forecast to increase by 1.3% in 2010. However, total revenue for the year is expected
to fall by 0.9%, as the increase in revenue from current economic activity is more than offset by an expected
decline in revenue from non-current activity. This decline is largely due to an anticipated falloff in audit revenue
from an unusually high level in 2009. An expanding economy is expected to boost B&O revenue growth to 4.4%
in 2011 and 6.0% in 2012. The forecasts for 2011 and 2012 were increased by $721,000 to account for the
expected revenue gain from the addition of three auditors to City enforcement staff.
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Utility Business Tax - Private Utilities

The City levies a tax on the gross income derived from sales of utility services by privately owned utilities within
Seattle. These services include telephone, steam, cable communications, natural gas, and refuse collection for
businesses.

Natural gas prices have stabilized. The City levies a 6% utility business tax on gross sales of natural gas. The
bulk of revenue from this tax is received from Puget Sound Energy (PSE). PSE’s natural gas rates are approved
by the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC). Another smaller tax is levied on private
brokers of natural gas to clients in the City. It is also assessed at 6% on gross receipts.

The first half of 2008 saw unprecedented spikes in the prices of energy. Natural gas prices were no exception;
they reached a high of $13 per million British Thermal Units (BTUs) in July 2008, and then started a quick and
steady fall. As of September 2009, the one-month futures price was $2.51/mBTU. In 2010, prices have
seemingly stabilized around $4.31/mBTU. Global Insight expects prices to stay in the $4.0 to $5.0/mBTU range
for the coming biennium. Puget Sound Energy over the past few years has been adjusting its rates to reflect these
changes in price, as well as on-going infrastructure updates. Revenues are expected to be down 6.1% in 2011 and
up 5.4% in 2012,

Telecommunications activity has slowed. The utility business tax is levied on the gross income of
telecommunication firms at a rate of 6%. After extraordinary growth over several consecutive years in the late
1990s, telecommunication tax revenue growth halted completely in 2002, and began declining in the fourth
quarter of that year. A variety of forces — the lackluster economy, industry restructuring, and heightened
competition — all served to force prices downward and reduce gross revenues. Additionally, recent technological
changes, particularly Voice-over Internet Protocol (VolP), which enables local and long-distance calling through
broadband Internet connections, contribute to the uncertainties in this revenue stream.

All sectors of the industry have been affected to varying degrees by the recession as well as changes in consumer
habits. Wireless revenues have been growing over the past few years as more and more consumers shift to
cellular phones as their primary voice option. Additionally in 2009 and 2010, there were some large audit
payments from wireless providers that provided a needed boost to General Subfund revenues. Traditional
telecom providers are experiencing a slow decline in their business fortunes, and this is expected to continue. For
now, wireless growth has been enough to mitigate the tax revenue declines seen from the more traditional
telecommunications providers. The total telecom tax stream is expected to show -3.3% and 0.9% growth in 2011
and 2012, respectively. 2011 will be negative because of 2010’s artificially high receipts from audit payments.

Cable tax revenue shows positive growth. The City has franchise agreements with cable television companies
operating in Seattle. Under the current agreements, the City levies a 10% utility tax on the gross subscriber
revenues of cable TV operators, which accounts for about 90% of the operators’ total revenue. The City also
collects B&O taxes on miscellaneous revenues not subject to the utility tax. The imposition of a 4.2% franchise
fee makes funds available for cable-related public access purposes. This franchise fee, which is deposited in the
City’s Cable TV Franchise Fee Subfund, increased from 3.5% in June 2006.

Cable revenues have been growing steadily during this economic recession. Average annual growth for 2010
through 2012 is expected to be 2.3%, ahead of inflation. Comcast, Seattle’s largest provider of cable services, has
recently announced a 3% rate increase beginning in October. Amid growing competition from satellite TV, the
cable industry has increased its services including additional channels, pay-per-view options, and digital
reception, in order to remain competitive, and the increased tax revenues suggest that strategy is working.

Utility Business Tax - Public Utilities
The City levies a tax on most revenue from retail sales collected by City-owned utilities (Seattle City Light and

Seattle Public Utilities). Tax rates range from a State-capped 6% on City Light up to a current 19.87% on the
City Water Utility (this rate includes a surcharge that is planned to expire at the end of 2010). There are no
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planned tax rate changes, therefore the revenues from the utilities are projected to remain fairly stable, with the
exception of those utilities with changes in rate structure.

Rate changes in the coming biennium. City Light sells excess power on the wholesale energy market. City
Light energy production, almost exclusively hydro power, competes with natural gas in the wholesale market.
Due to severe declines in natural gas prices in 2009, and lower than anticipated water levels in 2010, City Light is
experiencing some financial turmoil. A rate increase of 13.8% took effect January 1, 2010, leading to an increase
in City Light tax revenues. The City Council also authorized the creation of a rate stabilization fund for the
utility. This required an initial 4.5% surcharge that took effect in May of 2010, and is planned to step down to
0.0% as the rate stabilization fund’s balance grows. As a result of these changes and on-going commitments to
purchase power from the Bonneville Power Administration, average retail power rates are expected to be 4.3%
higher in 2011 than they were in 2010. Similarly, rates are expected to be 4.2% higher in 2012 than the previous
year. Tax revenues that accrue to the General Subfund will have annual increases of 5.8% and 3.0% in 2011 and
2012, respectively.

Water rate surcharge elimination leads to lower tax revenues. Seattle Public Utilities” Water Utility rates
increased by 18.4% in 2009 and will increase by 9.9% in 2010. In addition to these general rate increases, there
was a 10.2% surcharge as a result of a court decision stipulating that Water Utility ratepayers must be refunded
from the General Subfund for fire hydrant costs previously paid for through Water Utility rates. This refund was
paid for through an increase in the Water Utility tax rate to 19.87% from 15.54%. By January 1, 2011, the
surcharge will expire and the tax rate will once again be 15.54%. There are no rate changes planned for 2011,
resulting in tax revenues that will be 21.5% lower than they were in 2010. SPU is planning a water retail rate
increase of 11.9% for 2012, leading to a tax revenue growth rate of 11.0% in 2012.

Drainage and Wastewater rate increases mean higher tax revenue growth. A rate increase for Drainage and
Wastewater is being proposed for 2011 and 2012. There has also been a pass-through rate increase from King
County to help fund the County’s Brightwater treatment plant of about 10%. This leads to higher revenue for the
utility and therefore higher utility tax revenues. 2011 revenues are forecast to be up 13.3% over 2010, but 2012
receipts will show a modest 3.1% increase from 2011.

Higher Solid Waste rates mean higher tax revenue growth. The utility tax rate on both City of Seattle and
commercial solid waste service is currently 11.5%. The Solid Waste Ultility has approved rate increases of 26.0%
for 2009, and 8.5% for 2010m and the Mayor is proposing increases of 9.0% and 4.0% in 2011 and 2012,
respectively.

Admission Tax

The City imposes a 5% tax on admission charges to most Seattle entertainment events, the maximum allowed by
state statute. This revenue source is highly sensitive to swings in attendance at athletic events. It is also
dependent on economic conditions, as people’s ability and desire to spend money on entertainment is influenced
by the general prosperity in the region.

Admissions tax receipts have been stable and not severely affected by the economy. There have been some
changes to the tax base and to the uses of the tax proceeds. 20% of admissions tax revenues, excluding men’s
professional basketball, were dedicated to programs supported by the Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs
(OACA). For 2010, the Mayor and Council agreed to increase this contribution to 75% based on the actual
admission tax receipts from two years prior. As a result, OACA is fully funded by the admissions tax, except for
money received from the 1% for Arts program. The forecasts in Figure 7 for admissions taxes reflect the full
amount of tax revenue. The Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs section of this document provides further detail
on the Office’s use of Arts Account revenue from the admission tax and the implementation of this change.
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Licenses and Permits

The City requires individuals and companies conducting business in Seattle to obtain a City business license. In
addition, some business activities, such as taxi cabs and security systems, require additional licenses referred to as
professional and occupational licenses. The City also assesses fees for public-safety purposes (e.g., pet ownership
and fire hazard inspection) and charges a variety of fees for the use of public facilities and rights-of-way.

The City instituted a two-tier business license fee structure beginning with licenses for 2005. The cost of a
license, which had been $80 per year for all businesses, was raised to $90 for businesses with worldwide revenues
of more than $20,000 per year and lowered to $45 for businesses with worldwide revenues less than $20,000 per
year. The shift to the two-tier structure has resulted in a small decline in revenue of approximately $90,000 per
year.

As part of the City's Bridging the Gap transportation funding initiative, effective July 1, 2007, the Commercial
Parking License fee paid by commercial parking operators was reduced from $90 per 1,000 square feet of floor
space to $6 per 1,000 square feet. As a result of this change, license revenue declined by $890,000 in 2008.

Parking Meters/Traffic Permits

In spring 2004, the City of Seattle began replacing traditional parking meters with pay stations in various areas
throughout the City. Pay stations are parking payment devices offering the public more convenient payment
options, including credit cards and debit cards, for hourly on-street parking. At the same time, the City increased
parking rates from $1 to $1.50 per hour. These changes were part of a parking management program that
continues to work throughout the City. As part of numerous changes to improve traffic flow, space turnover and
other management objectives, the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) has also increased the total
number of parking spaces in the street right-of-way which are subject to fees.

One element of the parking management program is greater use of the price signal to achieve management
objectives. In 2007, SDOT extended pay station control over 2,160 previously non-paid spaces in the South Lake
Union area. Under an experimental approach, multiple rates were implemented categorically for these spaces and
were to be adjusted periodically to consistently achieve a desired occupancy rate in the area. This approach was
extended citywide in 2009 with a three-tiered rate program, with rates varying according to parking demand by
area of the City. Accompanying this change in policy, the maximum allowable hourly rate was increased from
$1.50 per hour to $2.50 per hour to allow for rate setting flexibility. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes a
further increase in the maximum allowable hourly rate from $2.50 to $4.00 per hour, an extension of paid evening
parking hours from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m., and the addition of paid Sunday parking in selected areas. Total parking
revenues are anticipated to be $26.5 million in 2010, increasing to $35.8 million in 2011 and $41.1 million in
2012. More information about the pay station technology program is provided in the SDOT section of this
document.

Street Use and Traffic Permits. At $1.95 million, revenues for 2010 are projected to be 13.6 percent lower than
2009 actual revenues for traffic-related permit fees, such as meter hood service, commercial vehicle load zone,
truck overload, gross weight and other permits. This decline is in response to declining economic activity,
primarily construction activity, requiring permits. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget assumes continued lower
levels of activity, but includes a rate increase for certain street use permits. Total revenues for this category are
projected to be $2.1 million in 2011 and to remain flat into 2012.
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Court Fines

Historically, between 70% and 85% of fine and forfeiture revenues collected by the Seattle Municipal Court are
from parking citations and fines resulting from enforcement efforts by Seattle Police Department parking
enforcement and traffic officers. An additional 8% to 10% comes from traffic tickets. Trends indicated decreases
in parking citation volume through 2006. This was in part due to enforcement and compliance changes stemming
from the parking pay station technology. However, beginning in 2007 citation volume increased, in part due to
changes in enforcement technology and strategies, but also to the addition of three Parking Enforcement Officers
(PEOs) authorized as part of the South Lake Union parking pay station extension (described above in the Parking
Meter section). Demand for parking enforcement has also grown with changes in neighborhood development and
parking design changes. The City has established several new Restricted Parking Zones (RPZs), especially
around the new light-rail train stations through the Rainier Valley. In response, an additional 8 new PEOs were
authorized in 2009, 7 in 2010, and 2 are proposed in this 2011-2012 Proposed Budget.

In 2009, the City received $27.2 million in court fines and forfeitures, including $4.7 million from the expanded
red light camera enforcement program, which grew from 6 camera locations to 18 in the last quarter of 2008 and
to nearly 30 total locations in early 2009. With the added enforcement, total fines and forfeitures revenues are
projected at $29.9 million in 2010. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget proposes authorizing parking enforcement
officers to use an immobilizing boot on vehicles owned by individuals with four or more unpaid parking citations.
Use of the boot is expected to increase payment compliance on outstanding citations as well as for newly issued
citations. Revenue from citations is projected to increase to $33.2 million in 2011 and $33.1 million in 2012.
These totals include an anticipated decrease in citations and revenues from the red light cameras, which falls to
$4.4 million in 2011 and $3.9 million in 2012.

Interest Income

Through investment of the City’s cash pool in accordance with state law and the City’s own financial policies, the
General Subfund receives interest and investment earnings on cash balances attributable to several of the City’s
funds or subfunds that are affiliated with general government activities. Many other City funds are independent,
retaining their own interest earnings. Interest and investment income to the General Subfund varies widely,
subject to significant fluctuations in cash balances and changes in earnings rates dictated by economic and
financial market conditions.

After several years of short-term interest rates ranging between 3% and 5%, short-term interest rates fell
significantly beginning in 2008, dropping to 0.5% and below by the 4™ quarter of 2008. These rates have
remained low in 2009-2010 and are projected to remain low through 2012. Medium and long-term rates have
declined significantly as well during this same time period, and may take equally as long to recover. The
expectation of continued low earnings rates has moved the City’s investment portfolio into increasingly shorter-
term securities, as previously held securities matured. The anticipated annual yield for 2010 is revised downward
to 0.94 percent, with yields of 0.79 percent in 2011, and 1.50 percent in 2012. Current estimates for General
Subfund interest and investment earnings are $1.5 million in 2010, $1.5 million in 2011, and $2.5 million in 2012.

Revenue from Other Public Entities

Washington State shares revenues with Seattle. The State of Washington distributes a portion of tax and fee
revenue directly to cities. Specifically, portions of revenues from the State General Fund, liquor receipts (both
profits and excise taxes), and motor vehicle fuel excise taxes, are allocated directly to cities. Revenues from
motor vehicle fuel excise taxes are dedicated to street maintenance expenditures and are deposited into the City’s
Transportation Fund. Revenues from the other taxes are deposited into the City’s General Subfund.

Little change in Criminal Justice revenues. The City receives funding from the State for criminal justice
programs. The State provides these distributions out of its General Fund. These revenues are allocated on the
basis of population and crime rates relative to statewide averages. 2009 criminal justice revenues were $2.4
million. 2010-2012 yearly receipts are expected to be little changed from the 2009 revenues.
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November 2010 Initiatives would severely affect liquor revenues. In recent years the City’s share of Liquor
Board profits has stabilized to around $4 million a year. These are funds recorded as net income for the liquor
board in its operation of liquor sales in the State of Washington. 40% of these funds are distributed quarterly to
cities and towns on the basis of population. In the 2007-2009 State Budget, the Liquor Board instituted a series of
new initiatives and programs with the aim of increasing revenues, decreasing costs, and therefore increasing
profits. These benefits began to show in 2007 and 2008, and will have stabilized by 2011. Liquor excise taxes,
which are levied on the sale of liquor, have stabilized to providing Seattle almost $3.0 million a year. Spirit sales
have been stable throughout the recession, but sales of beer and wine have declined at double digit rates.

There are two initiatives up for a vote in November of 2010, which would eliminate the liquor board’s role in
being the sole seller of spirits. Both 1-1100 and 1-1105 would eliminate the liquor board profits, and 1-1105 would
also eliminate the liquor excise taxes. It is unclear what, if any, revenues would be made available to mitigate
Seattle for those potential losses.

Service Charges and Reimbursements

Internal service charges reflect current administrative structure. In 1993, the City Council adopted a resolution
directing the City to allocate a portion of central service expenses of the General Subfund to City utilities and
certain other departments not supported by the General Subfund. The intent is to allocate a fair share of the costs
of centralized general government services to the budgets of departments supported by revenues that are largely
self-determined. These allocations are executed in the form of payments to the General Subfund from these
independently supported departments. The City has been audited recently, which has resulted in small changes to
how the City creates its cost allocations. Also, the former Department of Executive Administration (DEA) has
merged with the former Fleets & Facilities Department (FFD) into the Department of Finance and Administrative
Services (FAS). This means that central service charges that accrued to the General subfund to support the former
DEA’s work will now go directly to FAS’s operating fund. More details about these cost allocations and methods
are detailed in the Cost Allocation section of this budget.

Interfund Transfers

Interfund transfers. Occasionally, transfers from departments to the General Subfund take place to pay for
specific programs that would ordinarily be executed by a general government department or to capture existing
unreserved fund balances. A detailed list of these transfers is included in the General Subfund revenue table
found in the Funds, Subfunds, and Other section.

In ratifying the 2011 and 2012 Budgets, it is the intent of the City Council and the Mayor to authorize the transfer
of unencumbered, unreserved fund balances from the funds listed in the General Subfund revenue table to the
General Subfund.
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Cumulative Reserve Subfund — Real Estate Excise Tax

The Cumulative Reserve Subfund resources are used primarily for the maintenance and development of City
general government capital facilities. These purposes are supported mainly by revenues from the Real Estate
Excise Tax (REET), but also, to a lesser degree, by the proceeds from certain property sales and rents, street

vacation revenues, General Subfund transfers, and interest earnings on subfund balances.

The REET is levied by the City at a rate of 0.5% on sales of real estate measured by the full selling price.
Because the tax is levied on transactions, the amount of revenue that the City receives from REET is determined
by both the volume and value of transactions.

Over time, 58.1% of the City’s REET tax base has come from the sale of residential properties, which include
single-family homes, duplexes, and triplexes. Commercial sales, which include apartments with four units or
more, account for 26.2% of the tax base, and condominiums constitute the remaining 15.7% (see Figure 14).

Figure 14. Value of Seattle Real Estate Transactions by Property Type, 1982 - 2009

Commercial,
[ 26.2%

Residential,
\ 58.1%

Condominium,
15.7%

Historically REET revenue growth has been volatile. The value of Seattle real estate transactions (the REET tax
base) increased at an average annual rate of 13.1% between 1982 and 2007, a period when Seattle area inflation
averaged only 3.4% per year. Growth was particularly strong during the recent boom years, fuelled by low
interest rates and a growing economy. 2008 saw the national property bust that started in late 2005 come to
Seattle. The REET tax base declined 50.7% from 2007 to 2008, and continued to decline by 23.4% into 2009.
The decline has been felt across all three real estate categories. 2010 is expected to show positive growth of
around 9.2%, followed by 9.9% and 11.6% for 2011 and 2012.

The volatility of REET is reflected by the fact that despite a 9.4% average annual growth rate, the REET tax base
declined in eight years during the period 1982 — 2009 (see Figure 15). This volatility is largely the result of
changes in sales volumes, which are sensitive to shifts in economic conditions and movements in interest rates;
average prices tend to be more stable over time. That price stability has been severely compromised in this
downturn as Seattle area prices for residential properties have fallen 23.4% from their peak, according to the
Case/Shiller Home Price Index. Commercial activity tends to be more volatile than the residential market, in part
because the sale of a handful of expensive properties can result in significant swings in the value of commercial
sales from one year to the next.
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Figure 15. Seattle Single-family Home Sales 1992Q1=100
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REET revenue appears to have stabilized. According to the Case/Shiller Home Price Index, average home prices
for the U.S. are down 31.8% from their peak. Some prominent national forecasters expect the bottom to occur at
a 40.0% drop from peak. Recently, there have been some signs of life in the national market, as mortgage rates
have been historically low and the tax code has been further modified to encourage home-ownership. Still, the
national and local real estate markets continue to be muted.

It appears that Seattle home sales hit bottom in the early part of 2009, and prices reached their lowest point later
that summer (see Figure 15). Seattle’s commercial real estate market has been hit severely by this downturn, as
businesses close and commercial landlords deal with an office vacancy rate above 20%. Most of the REET
growth for the coming years is expected to come from single-family and condo sales, as commercial properties sit

empty and unsold.
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Transportation Fund — Bridging the Gap Revenue Sources

The Transportation Fund is the primary operating fund whose resources support the management, maintenance,
design, and construction of the City’s transportation infrastructure. The fund receives revenues and resources
from a variety of sources: General Subfund transfers, distributions from the State’s Motor Vehicle Fuel tax, state
and federal grants, service charges, user fees, bond proceeds, and several other sources more fully presented in the
Transportation Department section of this budget document. In September 2006, the City and the voters of
Seattle approved the nine-year Phase One of the 20-year Bridging the Gap program aimed at overcoming the
City’s maintenance backlog and making improvements to the bicycle, pedestrian, bridge, and roadway
infrastructure. The foundation of the program was establishing three additional revenue sources: a levy lid lift
(Ordinance 122232), a commercial parking tax (Ordinance 122192), and a business transportation, or employee
hours tax (Ordinance 122191).

The transportation lid lift is a nine-year levy authorized under RCW 84.55.050 to be collected from 2007 through
2015. The lid lift provides a stable revenue stream that raised $38.5 million in 2009. It is projected to raise $39.4
million in 2010, $40.1 million in 2011 and $40.8 million in 2012.

The commercial parking tax is a tax on the act or privilege of parking a motor vehicle in a commercial parking lot
within the City that is operated by a commercial parking business. The tax rate was initially established at 5%
effective July 1, 2007. The rate increased on July 1, 2008 to 7.5%, and then to 10% in 2009. The tax yielded
$18.7 million in 2009. The forecast is $21.8 million for 2010. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget assumes the
commercial parking tax rate increases to 17.5 percent in 2011. This increase results in an additional $14.8 million
in 2011, raising the total forecast to $37.2 million, and an additional $15.3 million in 2012 for a total revenue
estimate of $38.5 million. As noted, the original 10% commercial parking tax was established as part of the
Bridging the Gap transportation program. These additional revenues from the 7.5% increase are proposed to fund
a variety of transportation purposes, which are described in the Department of Transportation’s section of this
budget.

The business transportation tax (or employee hours tax) was a tax levied and collected from every firm for the act
or privilege of engaging in business activities within the City of Seattle. The amount of the tax was based on the
number of hours worked in Seattle or, alternatively, on a full-time equivalent employee basis. The tax rate per
hour was $0.01302, which is equivalent to $25 per full-time employee working at least 1,920 hours annually.
Several exemptions and deductions were provided in the authorizing ordinance. Most notably, a deduction was
offered for those employees who regularly commuted to work by means other than driving a motor vehicle alone.
The tax raised $4.8 million in 2008 and $5.9 million in 2009. The tax was eliminated effective in 2010. This
decision was supported by the performance of the commercial parking tax, the difficult economic situation facing
businesses, and the costs to businesses and the City of administering the tax.
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Figure 17. Seattle City Tax Rates

2007 2008 2009 2010
Property Taxes (Dollars per $1,000 of Assessed Value)

General Property Tax $1.88  $1.70  $1.55 $1.78
Families & Education 0.16 0.14 0.12 0.14
Seattle Center/Parks Comm. Ctr. 0.01

Parks and Open Space 0.26 0.18 0.18 0.20
Low Income Housing 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.17
Fire Facilities 0.20 0.17 0.15 0.09
Transportation 0.35 0.31 0.27 0.31
Pike Place Market 0.09 0.10
Emergency Medical Services 0.21 0.30 0.27 0.30
Low Income Housing (Special Levy) 0.08 0.07 0.06

City Excess GO Bond 0.25 0.17 0.13 .014
Retail Sales and Use Tax 0.85% 0.85% 0.85% 0.85%

Business and Occupation Tax

Retail/Wholesale 0.215% 0.215% 0.215%  0.215%
Manufacturing/Extracting 0.215% 0.215% 0.215%  0.215%
Printing/Publishing 0.215% 0.215% 0.215%  0.215%
Service, other 0.415% 0.415% 0.415% 0.415%

City of Seattle Public Utility Business Taxes

City Light 6.00% 6.00%  6.00% 6.00%
City Water 15.54% 1554% 19.87% 19.87%*
City Drainage 11.50% 11.50% 11.50%  11.50%
City Wastewater 12.00% 12.00% 12.00%  12.00%
City Solid Waste 11.50% 11.50% 11.50%  11.50%
City of Seattle Private Utility B&O Tax Rates

Cable Communications (not franchise fee) 10.00% 10.00% 10.00%  10.00%
Telephone 6.00% 6.00% 6.00% 6.00%
Natural Gas 6.00% 6.00% 6.00% 6.00%
Steam 6.00% 6.00%  6.00% 6.00%
Commercial Solid Waste 11.50% 11.50% 11.50%  11.50%

Franchise Fees
Cable Franchise Fee 420% 4.20% 4.20% 4.20%

Admission and Gambling Taxes

Admissions tax 5.00% 5.00%  5.00% 5.00%
Amusement Games (less prizes) 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
Bingo (less prizes) 10.00% 10.00% 10.00%  10.00%
Punchcards/Pulltabs 5.00% 5.00%  5.00% 5.00%

*The 19.87% rate was effective March 31, 2009, and includes a temporary surcharge to respond to a court decision. This
surcharge will expire on December 31, 2010, and the tax rate will then revert to 15.54%.
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Selected Financial Policies

Debt Policies

The City of Seattle seeks to maintain the highest possible credit ratings for all categories of short- and long-
term General Obligation debt that can be achieved without compromising delivery of basic City services and
achievement of adopted City policy objectives.

The City will reserve $100 million of legal limited tax (councilmanic) general obligation debt capacity, or
12% of the total legal limit, whichever is larger, for emergencies. The 12% reserve is now significantly
greater than $100 million.

Except in emergencies, net debt service paid from the General Subfund will not exceed 9% of the total
General Fund budget. In the long run, the City will seek to keep net debt service at 7% or less of the General
Fund budget.

General Fund Fund Balance and Reserve Policies

At the beginning of each year, sufficient funds shall be appropriated to the Emergency Subfund so that its
balance equals 37.5 cents per thousand dollars of assessed value, which is the maximum amount allowed by
state law.

Tax revenues collected during the closed fiscal year which are in excess of the latest revised estimate of tax
revenues for the closed fiscal year shall automatically be deposited to the Revenue Stabilization Account of
the Cumulative Reserve Subfund (commonly referred to as the “Rainy Day Fund”). At no time shall the
balance of the Revenue Stabilization Account exceed 5% of the amount of tax revenues received by the City
during the fiscal year prior to the closed fiscal year.

Other Citywide Policies

As part of the Mayor’s budget proposal, the Executive develops a revenue estimate that is based on the best
available economic data and forecasts.

The City intends to adopt rates, fees, and cost allocation charges no more often than biennially. The rate, fee,
or allocation charge structures may include changes to take effect at specified dates during or beyond the
biennium. Other changes may still be needed in the case of emergencies or other unanticipated events.

In general, the City will strive to pay for general government current operating expenditures with current
revenues, but may use fund balance or other resources to meet these expenditures. Revenues and
expenditures will be monitored throughout the year.

In compliance with State law, no City fund whose purpose is restricted by state or local law shall be used for
purposes outside of these restrictions.

Working capital for the General Fund and operating funds should be maintained at sufficient levels so that
timing lags between revenues and expenditures are normally covered without any fund incurring negative
cash balances for greater than 90 days. Exceptions to this policy are permitted with prior approval by the City
Council.
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Budget Process

Washington state law requires cities with populations greater than 300,000, such as Seattle, to adopt balanced
budgets by December 2 of each year for the fiscal year beginning January 1. The adopted budget appropriates
funds and establishes legal expenditure limits for the upcoming fiscal year.

Washington state law also allows cities to adopt biennial budgets. In 1993, the City ran a pilot test on the concept
of biennial budgeting for six selected departments. In 1995, the City moved from an annual to a modified
biennial budget. Under this approach, the City Council formally adopts the budget for the first year of the
biennium and endorses, but does not appropriate, the budget for the second year. The second year budget is based
on the City Council endorsement and is formally adopted by the City Council after a midbiennial review.

Budgetary Basis

The City budgets on a modified accrual basis. Property taxes, sales taxes, business and occupation taxes, and
other taxpayer-assessed revenues due for the current year are considered measurable and available and, therefore,
as revenues, even though a portion of the taxes may be collected in the subsequent year. Licenses, fines,
penalties, and miscellaneous revenues are recorded as revenues when they are received in cash since this is when
they can be accurately measured. Investment earnings are accrued as earned.

Expenditures are considered a liability when they are incurred. Interest on long-term debt, judgments and claims,
workers’ compensation, and compensated absences are considered a liability when they are paid.

Budget Preparation

Executive preparation of the budget generally begins in February and concludes no later than October 2 with the
Mayor’s submittal to the City Council of proposed operating and capital improvement program (CIP) budgets.
Operating budget preparation is based on the establishment of a current services or “baseline” budget. Current
services is defined as continuing programs and services the City provided in the previous year, in addition to
previous commitments that will affect costs in the next year or two (when developing the two-year biennial
budgets), such as the voter-approved levy for new park facilities, as well as labor agreements and changes in
health care, insurance, and cost-of-living-adjustments for City employees. At the outset of a new biennium,
current services budgets are established for both the first and second years. For the midbiennium budget process,
the Executive may define the current services budget as the second year budget endorsed by the City Council the
previous November, or re-determine current service levels. For example, the 2010 Adopted Budget was used as
the basis for the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget.

During the budget preparation period, the Department of Finance and Administrative Services (FAS), working in
conjunction with the City Budget Office (CBO), makes two General Fund revenue forecasts, one in April and one
in August. Both are used to determine whether the City’s projected revenues are sufficient to meet the projected
costs of the current services budget. The revenue estimates must be based on the prior 12 months of experience.
Proposed expenditures cannot exceed the reasonably anticipated and legally authorized revenues for the year
unless the Mayor proposes new revenues. In that case, proposed legislation to authorize the new revenues must
be submitted to the City Council with the proposed budget.

In May, departments prepared and submitted Budget Issue Papers (BIPs) to CBO for mayoral consideration. The
Mayor’s Office reviewed and provided direction to departments on the BIPs to be included in the department’s
budget submittal in early June. In early July, CBO received departmental operating budget and CIP submittals,
including all position changes. Mayoral review and evaluation of department submittals took place during the
month of August. CBO, in conjunction with individual departments, then finalized the operation and CIP
budgets.

The process culminates in the proposed operating budget and CIP. Seattle’s budget and CIP also allocate
Community Development Block Grant funding. Although this federally funded program has unique timetables
and requirements, Seattle coordinates it with the annual budget and CIP processes to improve preparation and
budget allocation decisions, and streamline budget execution.
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In late September, the Mayor submits the proposed budget and CIP to the City Council. In addition to the budget
documents, CBO prepares supporting legislation and other related documents.

Budget Adoption

After the Mayor submits the proposed budget and CIP, the City Council conducts public hearings. The City
Council also holds committee meetings in open session to discuss budget requests with department
representatives and CBO staff. Councilmembers then recommend specific budget actions for consideration by
their colleagues. After completing the public hearing and deliberative processes, and after making changes to the
Mayor’s proposed budget, the City Council adopts the budget in late November through an ordinance passed by
majority vote. The Mayor can choose to approve the Council’s budget, veto it, or let it become law without
mayoral signature. The Mayor must veto the entire budget or none of it. There is no line-item veto in Seattle.
Copies of budget documents are available for public inspection at the CBO offices, at the Seattle Public Library,
and on the Internet at http://www.seattle.gov/budgetoffice.

During the budget review process, the City Council may choose to explain its budget actions further by
developing statements of legislative intent and budget guidance statements for future budget action. Intent
statements state the Council’s expectations in making budget decisions and generally require affected departments
to report back to the City Council on results. A chart summarizing the City’s budget process schedule is provided
at the end of this section.

Legal Budget Control

The adopted budget generally makes appropriations for operating expenses at the budget control level within
departments, unless the expenditure is from one of the General Fund reserve accounts, or is for a specific project
or activity budgeted in the General Subfund category called Finance General. These projects and activities are
budgeted individually. Capital projects programmed in the CIP are appropriated in the budget at the program or
project level. Grant-funded activities are controlled as prescribed by law and federal or state regulations.

Budget Execution

Within the legally adopted budget authorizations, more detailed allocations, as approved by CBO, are recorded in
the City’s accounting system, called SUMMIT, at the lowest levels of each department’s organizational structure
and in detailed expenditure accounts. Throughout the budget year, CBO monitors revenue and spending
performance against the budget to protect the financial stability of the City.

Budget Amendment

A majority of the City Council may, by ordinance, eliminate, decrease, or re-appropriate any unexpended
appropriations during the year. The City Council, generally with a three-fourths vote, may also increase
appropriations from available money to meet necessary expenditures that were not foreseeable earlier. Additional
unforeseeable appropriations related to settlement of claims, emergency conditions, or laws enacted since passage
of the annual operating budget ordinance require approval by a two-thirds vote of the City Council.

The Budget Director may approve, without ordinance, appropriation transfers within a department or agency of up
to 10%, and with no more than $500,000 of the appropriation authority for the particular budget control level or,
where appropriate, line item, being increased. In addition, no transfers can reduce the appropriation authority of a
budget control level by more than 25%.

In accordance with Washington state law, any unexpended appropriations for operating or ordinary maintenance
expenditures automatically lapse at the close of the fiscal year, except for any appropriation continued by
ordinance. Unexpended appropriations for capital outlays remaining at the close of the fiscal year are carried
forward to the following year, except for any appropriation abandoned by ordinance.
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BUDGET PROCESS DIAGRAM -2011-2012 PROPOSED BUDGET
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2008 Parks Levy

Department Description

In November 2008, Seattle voters approved the 2008 Parks and Green Spaces Levy (2008 Parks Levy), a $145.5
million, six-year Levy lid lift for park and recreation purposes. A 16-member Citizen Oversight Committee
reviews expenditures, advises on allocations for upcoming budget years, makes recommendations on Opportunity
Fund expenditures, and performs other duties.

The 2008 Parks Levy Fund chapter of the budget is an administrative tool for summarizing the approved uses of
the Levy. Proceeds from the 2008 Parks Levy are used mainly to support property acquisition, as well as capital
expansion, development, and renovation of Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) facilities. In addition, the
Levy funds three projects in the Seattle Department of Transportation Capital Improvement Program (CIP).
Appropriations for the Levy are more specifically described in the 2011-2016 Proposed CIP document.

The annual cost to property owners for this Levy is approximately $0.20 per $1,000 assessed value. DPR
manages the 2008 Parks Levy projects and the Levy's fund. With these Levy resources the City will acquire new
neighborhood park and green spaces; develop new and existing parks, playgrounds, trails, boulevards, playfields,
and cultural facilities; and perform environmental restoration at various DPR properties. The 2008 Parks Levy
also includes a development opportunity fund for citizen-initiated projects.

The 2008 Parks Levy is structured to fund the following major functions:

- Park and Green Space Acquisition: The Levy provides $36 million for neighborhood park and green space
acquisitions. To date, DPR has appropriated over $9 million for property acquisition.

- Park Development Projects: The Levy provides $87 million for 62 named park development projects. Through
2010, $42.1 million was appropriated for 58 development projects.

- Environmental Projects: The Levy provides $8 million for environmental projects, including forest and stream
restoration, community garden and P-Patch development, and expanded shoreline access. To date, DPR has
appropriated over $4.8 million for environmental projects.

- Opportunity Fund: The Levy provides $15 million for citizen-initiated park projects to be recommended by the
Oversight Committee. Planning for the opportunity fund process is currently underway.

Proposed Policy and Program Changes

In 2010, the Park Levy Oversight Committee approved transferring an additional $1 million from the Acquisition
Category to the Development Category for the Bell Street Park Boulevard Project. This project will transform
Bell Street between 1st Avenue and 5th Avenue into a park boulevard and new park space for the Belltown
neighborhood. The new park boulevard will provide usable park space while continuing to provide one traffic
lane and reduced parking.

The following tables describe anticipated revenues and appropriations to the 2008 Parks Levy Fund for 2011 and
2012. As is typical with many capital programs, appropriations for the individual projects are made up-front and
resulting expenditures span several years after the budget authority is approved. This front-loaded pattern of
appropriations creates the temporary appearance of a large negative fund balance in the early years of the Levy
period. However, the Fund's cash balance is projected to remain positive throughout the life of the Levy. Fund
balance estimates are computed using values for anticipated capital expenditures, rather than budgeted capital
expenditures.
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Appropriations
Support to Multi-Purpose Trails
Budget Control Level

Department Total

Resources
Other

Department Total

Summit

Code
T2000
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2009
Actual

0

2009

Actual
0

0

2010

Adopted
3,500,000

3,500,000

2010

Adopted
3,500,000

3,500,000

2008 Parks Levy

2011

Proposed
0

0

2011

Proposed
0

0

2012

Proposed
0

0

2012

Proposed
0

0



2008 Parks Levy

Support to Multi-Purpose Trails Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Support to Multi-Purpose Trails Budget Control Level (BCL) is to appropriate funds from the
2008 Parks Levy Fund to the Transportation Operating Fund to support specific trail projects. This BCL is
funded by the 2008 Parks Levy Fund (Fund 33860).

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Support to Multi-Purpose Trails 0 3,500,000 0 0
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2008 Parks Levy

2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the 2008 Parks Levy Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed
411100  Real & Personal Property 23,780,804 23,947,000 24,098,000 24,174,000
461110  Inv Earn-Residual Cash 114,695 5,000 100,000 50,000
461320  Unreald Gns/Losses-Inv GA 57,428 0 0 0

Total Revenues 23,952,927 23,952,000 24,198,000 24,224,000
379100  Use of (Contribution to) Fund Balance 0 (4,722,000) (5,975,000) (9,611,000)

Total Resources 23,952,927 19,230,000 18,223,000 14,613,000
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2008 Parks Levy Fund

2008 Parks Levy

2009 2010 2010 2011 2012
Actuals Adopted Revised Proposed Proposed
Beginning Fund Balance 0 4,203,000 16,246,000 16,440,000 7,860,000
Accounting and Technical 0 0 0 0 0
Adjustments
Plus: Actual and Estimated 23,953,000 23,952,000 24,692,000 24,198,000 24,224,000
Revenue
Appropriations — Capital (DPR) 26,229,000 15,730,000 22,656,000 18,223,000 14,613,000
Less:
Actuals/Forecast of Expenses (DPR) 7,707,000 25,535,000 24,348,000 30,563,000 17,415,000
Appropriations — Capital (SDOT) 3,750,000 3,500,000 3,500,000 0 0
Less:
Actuals/Forecast of Expenses (SDOT) 0 3,500,000 150,000 2,215,000 4,410,000
Ending Fund Balance 16,246,000 (880,000) 16,440,000 7,860,000 10,259,000
Continuing Appropriations 22,272,000 2,885,000 23,930,000 9,375,000 2,163,000
Total Reserves 22,272,000 2,885,000 23,930,000 9,375,000 2,163,000
Ending Unreserved Fund (6,026,000) (3,765,000) (7,490,000) (1,515,000) 8,096,000

Balance
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Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs

Michael Killoren, Director

Contact Information

Department Information Line: (206) 684-7171

City of Seattle General Information: (206) 684-2489 TTY: (206) 615-0476
On the Web at: http://www.seattle.gov/arts/

Department Description

The mission of the Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs (OACA) is to promote the value of arts and culture in
communities throughout Seattle. The Office promotes Seattle as a cultural destination and invests in Seattle's arts
and cultural sector to ensure the city has a wide range of high-quality programs, exhibits, and public art. The
Office has four programs: Public Art; Cultural Partnerships; Community Development and Outreach; and
Administrative Services. These programs are supported by two funding sources: the Arts Account, which is
derived from 75% of the City's admission tax revenues; and the Municipal Arts Fund (MAF), which is derived
from the One Percent for Arts program.

The Public Art Program integrates artists and the ideas of artists in the design of City facilities, manages the
City's portable artworks collection, and incorporates art in public spaces throughout Seattle. This is funded
through the One Percent for Art program, which by ordinance requires eligible City capital projects contribute
one percent of their budgets to the Municipal Arts Fund for the commission, purchase, and installation of public
artworks.

The Cultural Partnerships Program offers technical assistance and invests in cultural organizations, youth arts
programs, individual artists, and community groups to increase residents' access to arts and culture, and to
promote a healthy cultural sector in the city. Prior to 2010, funding for the program came from the General
Subfund and the Arts Account, a fund established in order to reinvest 20% of the City's admission tax revenues in
arts and culture. Beginning in 2010, an additional 55% of the admissions tax that previously went to the General
Fund was diverted to the Arts Account and was designated specifically for Arts programming, including Cultural
Partnerships, Community Development and Outreach and Administrative Services.

The Community Development and Outreach Program works to ensure greater community access to arts and
culture by promoting opportunities for Seattle's arts and culture community through annual forums and award
programs, by showcasing community arts exhibits and performances at City Hall, and by developing
communication materials to promote Seattle as a "creative capital.”

The Administrative Services Program provides executive management and support services for the Office;
supports the Seattle Arts Commission, a 15-member advisory board, which advises the Office, the Mayor, and the
City Council on arts programs and policy; and promotes the role of the arts in economic development, arts
education for young people, and cultural tourism.

Proposed Policy and Program Changes

The City of Seattle's General Fund is facing a $67 million shortfall in 2011. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget
includes reductions for all General Fund-dependent functions. While not a direct recipient of General Fund
dollars, OACA receives revenues that just one-year ago were considered part of the General Fund. In the face of
the General Fund's significant financial challenges, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget expands the definition of
qualifying arts programming in the City to include arts-related programming in the Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) to preserve a broad array of arts programming while easing the pressure on the General Fund.
With this strategy in mind, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes reductions to the Arts program, as well as

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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the Arts Account fund balance, in order to create funding capacity to support arts programming in DPR, including
downtown parks arts programming, arts activation in outdoor neighborhood parks, and the operating costs for the
Langston Hughes Performing Arts Center. The realignment of funding in this manner will ensure the
continuation of programming that provides a wide variety of arts experiences to the public throughout the City.
These programs include concerts, art installations, street performers, ballroom dancing, performing arts training,
and music exploration opportunities. These innovative programs are designed to serve all ages and all ethnic
groups, and to make our parks creative, fun community spaces. They particularly emphasize youth involvement
and the transformation of young lives through participation in creating art.

The Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs identified a series of programming and administrative reductions in order
to create capacity to support the DPR programs. In identifying reductions, OACA sought to preserve funding for
community grants and for programs that serve children and youth, and those who do not have the financial means
to access to other forms of art enrichment and programming.

Funding for the Seattle Presents concert series will be reduced from weekly to once a month in 2011. The
"on-hold" music programming for City phones is eliminated, and City Hall community art exhibitions will be
produced 3-4 times per year instead of monthly. Staffing is reduced by a half of a position commensurate with
this programming reduction.

Funding for external contracts is reduced, resulting in the elimination of City funding to the Seattle Convention
and Visitors Bureau and One Reel. This reduction results in the loss of funding to the Seattle Convention and
Visitors Bureau for an online calendar of events at 'seeseattle.org’ and to One Reel for the Mayor's Arts Award
event.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget eliminates two administrative staff positions which will impact customer
service, contract coordination and will curtail assistance to the Arts Commission and Public Art Advisory
Committee. Administrative responsibilities will be distributed among the existing staff.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Summit
Appropriations Code
Arts Account Budget Control Level
Administrative Services - AT
Arts Account
Community Development and Outreach - AT
Cultural Partnerships - AT

Arts Account Budget Control Level VA140

General Subfund Budget Control Level
Administrative Services - GF
Community Development and Outreach - GF
Cultural Partnerships - GF

General Subfund Budget Control VA400
Level
Municipal Arts Fund Budget 2VMAO

Control Level

Department Total

Department Full-time Equivalents Total*

2009
Actual

0
1,668,443
0
0

1,668,443

583,858
720,081
1,735,818
3,039,757

1,760,153

6,468,352

23.10

Arts and Cultural Affairs

2010 2011
Adopted Proposed

462,515 342,609
1,207,454 0
507,297 1,471,780
1,502,209 2,608,686

3,679,474 4,423,075

o O O o
o O o o

2,754,882 2,693,359

6,434,356 7,116,435

23.10 20.60

2012
Proposed

348,962

0
1,495,373
2,657,102

4,501,437

o O o o

2,788,342

7,289,779

20.60

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions

outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

Resources
General Subfund

Other

Department Total

2009

Actual
3,039,757

3,428,595
6,468,352

2010 2011
Adopted Proposed
0 0

6,434,356 7,116,435
6,434,356 7,116,435

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2012

Proposed
0

7,289,779
7,289,779



Arts and Cultural Affairs

Arts Account Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Arts Account Budget Control Level (BCL) is to invest in Seattle's arts and cultural community
to keep artists living and working in Seattle, to build community through arts and cultural events, and to increase
arts opportunities for youth. The BCL appropriates the Office's admission tax set-aside, which is 75 percent of
Admission Tax revenues.

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012
Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed

Administrative Services - AT 0 462,515 342,609 348,962
Arts Account 1,668,443 1,207,454 0 0
Community Development and Outreach - AT 0 507,297 1,471,780 1,495,373
Cultural Partnerships - AT 0 1,502,209 2,608,686 2,657,102
Total 1,668,443 3,679,474 4,423,075 4,501,437
Full-time Equivalents Total * 13.00 13.00 10.50 10.50

*FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Arts Account: Administrative Services - AT
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Administrative Services Program is to provide executive management and support services
to the Office and to support the Seattle Arts Commission, a 15-member advisory board that advises the Office,
the Mayor, and the City Council on arts programs and policy.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $135,000 and abrogate 1.0 FTE Administrative Secretary and 1.0 FTE Administrative
Specialist . This action eliminates front desk coverage and will curtail contract coordination and assistance to
the Arts Commission and Public Art Advisory Committee. Administrative responsibilities will be distributed
among the existing staff.

Reduce budget by $3,000 eliminating the budget for travel and training. This results in department staff not
attending two annual art conferences.

Reduce budget by $5,000 in accordance with Executive Order 2010-01, which directed departments to withhold
base salary increases for City officers and employees in certain classifications.

The Mayor and the Council engaged in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. When negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Administrative Services Program will
achieve $3,000 in savings.

Increase budget by $30,000 to reflect a transfer from the Arts Account Program resulting from the reorganization
of the Arts Account Program activities into the Administrative Services, Civic Partnership and Community
Development and Outreach programs.

Reduce budget by $4,000 for citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs due to inflation, health care,
and similar changes, for a net decrease from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of
approximately $120,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Administrative Services - AT 0 462,515 342,609 348,962
Full-time Equivalents Total* 5.50 5.50 3.50 3.50

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Arts Account: Arts Account
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Arts Program is to invest in Seattle's arts and cultural community to keep artists living and
working in Seattle, to build community through arts and cultural events, and to increase arts opportunities for
youth.

Program Summary

These funds will transfer internally and are now respectively reflected under the Arts Account: Administrative
Services, Cultural Partnerships, and Community Development and Outreach Programs.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Arts Account 1,668,443 1,207,454 0 0

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Arts Account: Community Development and Outreach - AT
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Community Development and Outreach Program is to promote arts and culture through
arts award programs, cultural events, City Hall exhibits and performances, and communication materials that
recognize Seattle as a "creative capital."

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $76,000 in program funding and reduce 1.0 FTE Events Booking Representative position to
0.50 FTE. This action will reduce the Seattle Presents Concert Series programming to performances held once a
month. Additionally, community art exhibitions at City Hall will be reduced and OnHold programming for City
phones will be eliminated.

Reduce budget by $2,000 in accordance with Executive Order 2010-01, which directed departments to withhold
base salary cost of living increases for City officers and employees in certain classifications.

The Mayor and the Council engaged in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. When negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Community Development and
Outreach Program will achieve $3,000 in savings.

Increase budget by $1.02 million for contracting of arts programming within the Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR). These funds will be used for Downtown Parks Arts Programming, the Outdoor Neighborhood
Parks Activation projects, and the Langston Hughes Performing Arts Center operations.

Increase budget by $29,000 to reflect a transfer from the Arts Account Program resulting from the reorganization
of the Arts Account Program activities into the Cultural Partnership, Administrative Services and Community
Development and Outreach programs.

Reduce budget by $4,000 for citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs due to inflation, health care,
and similar changes, for a net increase from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of
approximately $964,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Community Development and Outreach - AT 0 507,297 1,471,780 1,495,373
Full-time Equivalents Total* 3.00 3.00 2.50 2.50

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
11-13



Arts and Cultural Affairs

Arts Account: Cultural Partnerships - AT
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Cultural Partnerships Program is to invest in arts and culture. The program increases
Seattle residents’ access to arts and cultural opportunities, provides arts opportunities for youth, and enhances
the economic vitality of Seattle's arts and cultural community by investing in arts organizations and emerging
artists.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $39,000 eliminating contract funding for the Seattle Convention & Visitors Bureau and One
Reel.

Reduce budget by $120,000 for Core Programming grants to organizations throughout the city. This represents
an 8% cut to a $1.6 million program budget.

Reduce budget by $3,000 eliminating the budget for travel and training. This results in department staff not
attending two annual art conferences.

Reduce budget by $2,000 in accordance with Executive Order 2010-01, which directed departments to withhold
base salary increases for City officers and employees in certain classifications.

The Mayor and the Council engaged in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. When negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Cultural Partnerships Program will
achieve $3,000 in savings.

Increase budget by $1.3 million to reflect a transfer from the Arts Account Program resulting from the
reorganization of the Arts Account Program activities into the Cultural Partnership, Administrative Services and
Community Development and Outreach Programs.

Reduce budget by $3,000 for citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs due to inflation, health care,
and similar changes, for a net increase from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of
approximately $1.1 million.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Cultural Partnerships - AT 0 1,502,209 2,608,686 2,657,102
Full-time Equivalents Total* 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Municipal Arts Fund Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Municipal Arts Fund Budget Control Level (BCL) is to fund the Public Art program which
develops engaging art pieces and programs for City facilities, and maintains the City's existing art collection.
The BCL appropriates revenues from the Municipal Arts Fund (MAF), of which most come from the City's One
Percent for Art program, a program that invests one percent of eligible capital funds in public art.

Summary

Reduce budget by $2,000 in accordance with Executive Order 2010-01, which directed departments to withhold
base salary cost of living increases for City officers and employees in certain classifications.

The Mayor and the Council engaged in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. When negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Municipal Arts Fund Budget Control
Level will achieve $7,000 in savings.

Reduce budget by $129,000 to reflect revised Municipal Arts Fund estimated revenues due to reduce capital
program budgets across the City.

Increase budget by $77,000 for departmental city adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other
operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net decrease from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $61,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Municipal Arts Fund 1,760,153 2,754,882 2,693,359 2,788,342
Full-time Equivalents Total* 10.10 10.10 10.10 10.10

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Arts Account

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed
461100 Interest Earnings 19,257 0 10,000 10,000
461320 Interest Increase (Decrease) (3,970) 0 0 0
587001 Interfund Transfers 1,180,530 3,761,449 4,176,143 4,769,464
431110 ARRA Federal Grant 104,583 0 0 0
Total Arts Account 104,583 0 0 0

Total Revenues 1,300,400 3,761,449 4,186,143 4,779,464
379100  Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 0 (81,975) 236,932 (278,027)
Total Resources 1,300,400 3,679,474 4,423,075 4,501,437
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Municipal Arts Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed
441990  Public Art Management Fees 165,964 185,864 185,864 185,864
461110 Interest Earnings 96,932 170,000 100,000 100,000
461320 Investment Increase (8,273) 0 0 0
469990  Miscellaneous Revenues 30,024 8,500 8,500 8,500
541190 Interfund Transfers (1% for Art) 2,166,985 2,498,516 2,407,357 2,282,507

Total Revenues 2,451,632 2,862,880 2,701,721 2,576,871
379100  Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 0 (107,998) (8,362) 211,471

Total Resources 2,451,632 2,754,882 2,693,359 2,788,342
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Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

Continuing Appropriations

Total Reserves

Ending Unreserved Fund
Balance

2009
Actuals

1,116,715

(2,721)

1,300,400

1,668,443

745,951

536,860

536,860

209,091

2010
Adopted

210,014

0

3,761,449

3,679,474

291,989

291,989

Arts and Cultural Affairs

2010
Revised

745,951

0

3,761,499

3,674,074

833,376

833,376

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011
Proposed

833,376

0

4,186,143

4,423,075

596,444

596,444

2012
Proposed

596,444

0

4,779,464

4,501,437

874,471

874,471



Municipal Arts Fund

Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance
Continuing Appropriations
Total Reserves

Ending Unreserved Fund
Balance

2009
Actuals

4,753,444

(16,532)

2,451,632

1,760,153

5,428,392

624,969

624,969

4,803,423

2010
Adopted

4,121,147

0

2,862,880

2,754,882

4,229,145

4,229,145

Arts and Cultural Affairs

2010
Revised

5,428,392

0

2,862,880

2,754,882

5,536,390

5,536,390

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011
Proposed

5,536,390

0

2,701,721

2,693,359

5,544,751

5,544,751

2012
Proposed

5,544,751

0

2,576,871

2,788,342

5,333,280

5,333,280






The Seattle Public Library

Susan Hildreth, City Librarian

Contact Information

Department Quick Information Line: (206) 386-4636

On the Web at: http://www.spl.org/

City of Seattle General Information: (206) 684-2489 TTY: (206) 615-0476

Department Description

The Seattle Public Library (SPL), founded in 1891, includes the Central Library, 26 neighborhood libraries, the
Center for the Book, and a robust "virtual library" available on a 24/7 basis through the Library's web site. The
Central Library provides systemwide services including borrower services, outreach and public information,
specialized services for children, teens and adults as well as immigrant and refugee populations, and public
education and programming. The neighborhood branches provide library services, materials, and programs close
to where people live, go to school and work, and serve as a focal point for community involvement and lifelong
learning.

The Library is governed by a five-member citizen Board of Trustees, who are appointed by the Mayor and
confirmed by the City Council. Board members serve five-year terms and meet monthly. The Revised Code of
Washington (RCW 27.12.240) and the City Charter (Article XII, Section 5) grant the Board of Trustees
"exclusive control of library expenditures for library purposes.” The Library Board adopts an annual operation
plan in December after the City Council approves the Library's budget appropriation.

Over 14 million people visited The Seattle Public Library, in-person or virtually, in 2009. As the center of
Seattle's information network, the Library provides a vast array of resources and services to the public (2009
usage noted), including:

- print and electronic books, magazines, newspapers (12 million items checked out);

- online catalog and web site (www.spl.org) - 6.7 million visits;

- assisted information services in-person, virtual and telephone (over one million responses);
- Internet access and classes (1.8 million patron internet sessions);

- CDs, DVDs, books on tape and downloadable (126,000 downloads);

- sheet music and small practice rooms;

- electronic databases (365,000 users);

- an extensive multilingual collection;

- English as a Second Language (ESL) and literacy services;

- outreach and accessible services and resources for people with disabilities or special needs;
- more than 6,500 literary programs for children, teens, and adults;

- Homework Help (9,000 sessions);

- podcasts of public programs (550,000 downloads);

- 23 neighborhood meeting rooms;

- a large Central library auditorium and 12 meeting rooms (nearly 900 meetings);

- Quick Information Center telephone reference service (386-INFO).

Proposed Policy and Program Changes

The City of Seattle's General Fund is facing a $67 million shortfall for 2011. In order to help address this gap,
the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for the Seattle Public Library reflects both reductions in expenditures and new
revenues from fees and increased collections of outstanding fines. The Library shares the Mayor's desire to
preserve direct public services as much as possible. The following changes in Library operations are made to
support this goal.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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For 2011, the Library is continuing to adjust its operations to streamline its service-delivery model in the face of
reduced resources. The Library is consolidating management of the branches, removing one level of
management, and strengthening support for service development and outreach. In 2010, the branch management
structure consists of three regional managers and 13 branch manager and assistant manager pairs who each
manage two branches. In 2011, the branch library manager classification will be eliminated. Three regional
managers will be added, for a total of six regional managers, who will be based at a branch and oversee 4-5
branches within a region. Six positions will be added to provide a total of 19 assistant managers to coordinate
building operations. Two assistant managing librarians located at the Central Library will assist with centralized
services and system-wide programming. The Library is also consolidating services in the Central Library to
maximize program coordination, customer service, and staffing efficiencies.

The Library will convert eight of its smallest, least-used branches into non-reference or circulating libraries and
reduce on-site librarian reference service in order to achieve operational efficiencies and staff savings. These
branches (Delridge, Fremont, International District/Chinatown, Madrona-Sally Goldmark, Montlake, New Holly,
South Park, and Wallingford) will continue to be open 35 hours per week and serve as "gateways" to the
resources of the entire library system. These branches will offer collections, holds-pickup, and computer access.
Access to specialized reference or collection services will be provided on-line or by telephone access to staff at
the Central Library. Programming will be primarily focused on youth and provided by librarians from other
locations.

The Library will integrate the operation of its Mobile Services, which currently is a free-standing operation, with
the Outreach Services unit based at the Central Library, which currently includes specialized services for patrons
with disabilities or special needs and for patrons for who English is a second language. The current array of
program services will be maintained and better aligned with other Outreach Services programming. This change
will achieve efficiencies by integrating Mobile staff supervision and scheduling with Outreach Services, and
integrating the Mobile Services collections, mail services, and materials processing with systems located at the
Central Library.

As in previous years, the Library will close the entire Library system for one week in 2011, a budget savings step
also taken in 2009 and 2010. This temporary closure results in savings for the Library through a salary reduction
to Library employees. The Library anticipates again scheduling the closure just before the Labor Day holiday as
this time period has the lowest utilization for SPL, allowing it to minimize impacts to patrons. As with previous
closures, the Library will manage public information and education to prepare patrons for the closure.

The Library's materials budget will be reduced to 2009 levels. With this reduction, the Library will restructure its
collections processing unit and eliminate three staff positions associated with this function. This reduction brings
the materials budget to $5 million and will result in fewer copies of popular titles, longer waiting times for books
and materials by customers, and less breadth and depth in the collection.

The Library will also implement a restructuring of its Information Technology division in order to maximize
work flow and collaboration. Specifically, the Library will integrate its Web services within the Information
Technology division for staff efficiencies. Web content will be developed by a collaborative team comprised of
staff from Library Services, Communications, Information Technology, and other divisions as needed.

The Library will implement a variety of fine and fee adjustments to help offset the General Fund budget shortfall.
The Library will increase the daily fine rate on a variety of loaned materials including print materials, DVDs,
inter-library loans, and reference materials. The Library will also increase the fees for patrons to print from
Library personal computers. Additionally, the Library will authorize the Library's collection recovery agency to
send fine notices to parents of juveniles under the age of 13 years who owe fines. This latter action is a one-time
revenue offset and will not be sustained once the past due fines have been collected.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Finally, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget identifies other administrative savings and operational efficiencies
which avoid direct service reductions. This includes reducing expenditures for travel and training, janitorial
services, human resources program costs and technical adjustments including a reduction in inflationary
adjustment to non-personnel costs. The Proposed Budget also reflects an anticipated negotiated reduction in the
cost of living adjustment for most Library employees from 2% to 0.6%, which will result in a savings of
$440,000 and will be used to prevent a comparable budget reduction in 2011. Non-represented
management-level personnel in the Library will see their wages frozen in 2011.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Appropriations
Administrative Services
Administrative Services Director

Facilities Maintenance and Materials

Distribution Services
Finance Services

Safety and Security Services
Administrative Services

City Librarian's Office
City Librarian
Communications

City Librarian's Office

Human Resources

Information Technology

Library Services
Central Library Services
Library Services Director
Mobile Services
Neighborhood Libraries
Technical and Collection Services

Library Services

Department Total

Resources
General Subfund

Other

Department Total

Summit 2009 2010
Code Actual Adopted
269,042 324,284

5,547,183 5,459,978

1,440,058 1,609,237

1,017,813 1,042,125

B1ADM 8,274,096 8,435,625
517,689 415,552

773,425 870,572

B2CTL 1,291,114 1,286,124
B5HRS 1,117,738 1,195,074
B3CTS 2,538,589 3,287,691
10,996,284 11,128,960

889 178,695

822,109 745,396

16,314,711 16,284,068

9,113,738 8,428,307

B4PUB 37,247,732 36,765,426
50,469,269 50,969,940

2009 2010

Actual Adopted

48,164,128 49,205,188

2,305,141 1,764,752

50,469,269 50,969,940
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2011
Proposed

748,036
5,763,275

1,482,392
1,077,850
9,071,553

419,074
566,826

985,900
1,017,651
3,220,932

11,375,246
0

0
16,470,968
8,010,557

35,856,772
50,152,808

2011

Proposed
47,299,078

2,853,729
50,152,808

Library

2012
Proposed

770,588
5,947,655

1,510,408
1,109,494
9,338,145

431,016
586,060

1,017,077
1,031,126
3,216,298

11,749,053
0

0
17,040,971
7,999,668

36,789,692
51,392,337

2012

Proposed
48,630,097

2,762,241
51,392,337



Library

Administrative Services

Purpose Statement
The purpose of Administrative Services is to support the delivery of library services to the public.

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012
Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Administrative Services Director 269,042 324,284 748,036 770,588
Facilities Maintenance and Materials 5,547,183 5,459,978 5,763,275 5,947,655
Distribution Services
Finance Services 1,440,058 1,609,237 1,482,392 1,510,408
Safety and Security Services 1,017,813 1,042,125 1,077,850 1,109,494
Total 8,274,096 8,435,625 9,071,553 9,338,145

Administrative Services: Administrative Services Director
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Administrative Services Director Program is to administer the financial, facilities,
materials distribution, event services, and safety and security operations of the Library system so that library
services are provided effectively and efficiently.

Program Summary
Reduce personnel budget by $6,000 as part of a one-week Library closure.

Transfer $400,000 into the Administrative Services BCL from the Library Bunn Fund as part of the operation of
the Event Services program. The Bunn Fund is a Library gift fund that supported the development of an Event
Services function when the new Central Library opened. Event Services manages the Central Library room rental
program as well as the logistics for public programs provided by Library staff in the auditorium and meeting
rooms. This is a budget neutral transfer as room rental fees will now be reported within the Library's fines and
fees revenue. This adjustment will result in no programmatic or service change for the existing program.

Increase budget by $30,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other
operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net increase from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $424,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Administrative Services Director 269,042 324,284 748,036 770,588

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Administrative Services: Facilities Maintenance and Materials
Distribution Services
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Facilities Maintenance and Materials Distribution Services Program is to manage the
Library's materials distribution system and maintain buildings and grounds so that library services are
delivered in clean and comfortable environments, and materials are readily available to patrons.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $52,000 and abrogate 1.0 FTE Janitor. The Library will mitigate the impact of this reduction
by implementing systematic service level efficiencies and reductions.

Reduce personnel budget by $66,000 associated with a one-week Library closure.
Increase budget by $421,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other

operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net increase from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $303,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Facilities Maintenance and Materials 5,547,183 5,459,978 5,763,275 5,947,655

Distribution Services

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Administrative Services: Finance Services
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Finance Services Program is to provide accurate financial, purchasing, and budget services
to, and on behalf of, the Library so that it is accountable for maximizing its resources in carrying out its
mission.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $76,000 associated with the mailing of patron account notices. Patrons will be notified about
account activity via e-mail or automated phone services only. Additionally, all cardholders have free access to
e-mail at the Library, which should ease the transition to e-mail notification.

Reduce personnel budget by $9,000 as part of a one-week Library closure.

Exchange $650,000 in general fund budget with increased library fee revenue generated from new increases in
daily fine rates and printing fees as well as the collection of past due fines from juvenile patron accounts. No
new budget authority needed.

Decrease budget by $42,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other
operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net decrease from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $127,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Finance Services 1,440,058 1,609,237 1,482,392 1,510,408

Administrative Services: Safety and Security Services
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Security Program is to provide safety and security services so that library services are
delivered in a safe and comfortable atmosphere.

Program Summary

Reduce personnel budget by $16,000 associated with a one-week Library closure.

Increase budget by $52,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other
operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net increase from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $36,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Safety and Security Services 1,017,813 1,042,125 1,077,850 1,109,494

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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City Librarian's Office
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the City Librarian's Office is to provide leadership for the Library in the implementation of
policies and strategic directions set by the Library Board of Trustees.

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012
Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed

City Librarian 517,689 415,552 419,074 431,016
Communications 773,425 870,572 566,826 586,060
Total 1,291,114 1,286,124 985,900 1,017,077

City Librarian's Office: City Librarian

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the City Librarian's Office Program is to provide leadership for the Library in implementing the
policies and strategic direction set by the Library Board of Trustees, and in securing the necessary financial
resources to operate the Library in an effective and efficient manner. The City Librarian's Office serves as the
primary link between the community and the Library, and integrates community needs and expectations with
Library resources and policies.

Program Summary
Reduce personnel budget by $13,000 as part of a one-week Library closure.

Increase budget by $17,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other
operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net increase from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $4,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
City Librarian 517,689 415,552 419,074 431,016

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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City Librarian's Office: Communications
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Communications Program is to ensure that the public and Library staff are fully informed
about Library operations, which includes 6,000 annual public programs. The office contributes to the
Library's web site, a 24/7 portal to library services, and provides timely and accurate information through a
variety of other methods.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $311,000, abrogate 1.0 FTE Web Manager and transfer 2.0 FTE Web Developers positions to
the Information Technology division. The Library will integrate the Library's web services within the
Information Technology division to improve work flow and collaboration.

Reduce personnel budget by $4,000 as part of a one-week Library closure.
Increase budget by $11,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other

operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net decrease from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $304,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Communications 773,425 870,572 566,826 586,060

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Human Resources
Purpose Statement

The purpose of Human Resources is to provide responsive and equitable services, including human resources
policy development, recruitment, classification and compensation, payroll, labor and employee relations,
volunteer services, and staff training services so that the Library maintains a productive and well-supported work
force.

Summary

Reduce budget by $140,000 and abrogate 1.0 FTE Administrative Assistant and 0.75 FTE Training Program
Coordinators in the Human Services division. This sustained 2010 mid-year reduction eliminated receptionist
services for the administrative floor of the Central Library and required closing direct access to the public. The
training staff reduction required the division to restructure remaining human resources positions into more
generalist classifications so that a small number of staff can continue to provide essential services.

Reduce personnel budget by $17,000 as part of a one-week Library closure.

Reduce travel and training budget by $35,000, including eliminating the Library's tuition reimbursement fund.
This action will result in a 15% reduction to training resources.

Increase budget by $15,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other
operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net decrease from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $177,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Human Resources 1,117,738 1,195,074 1,017,651 1,031,126

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Information Technology

Purpose Statement

The purpose of Information Technology is to provide quality data processing infrastructure and services so that
Library patrons and staff have free and easy access to a vast array of productivity tools, ideas, information, and
knowledge.

Summary

Reduce budget by $72,000 and abrogate a 1.0 FTE Technology Operations Assistant. The division will
restructure responsibilities within the Information Technology division to provide essential services.

Increase budget by $191,000 and transfer in 2.0 FTE Web Developers from the Communications office as part of
the Library's Web services reorganization which integrates the Web management within the Information
Technology division to improve work flow and collaboration.

Reduce personnel budget by $33,000 as part of a one-week Library closure.
Decrease budget by $153,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other

operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net decrease from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $67,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Information Technology 2,538,589 3,287,691 3,220,932 3,216,298

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Purpose Statement

Library

The purpose of Library Services is to provide services, materials and programs that benefit and are valued by
Library patrons. Library Services provides technical and collection services in order to provide information

access and Library materials to all patrons.

Program Expenditures

Central Library Services

Library Services Director

Mobile Services

Neighborhood Libraries
Technical and Collection Services

Total

2009
Actual
10,996,284
889
822,109
16,314,711
9,113,738

37,247,732

11-32

2010
Adopted
11,128,960
178,695
745,396
16,284,068
8,428,307

36,765,426

2011-2012 Proposed Budget

2011
Proposed
11,375,246
0

0
16,470,968
8,010,557

35,856,772

2012
Proposed
11,749,053
0

0
17,040,971
7,999,668

36,789,692
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Library Services: Central Library Services
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Central Library Services Program is to operate the Central Library and to provide
systemwide services including borrower services, outreach services, specialized services for children, teens
and adults as well as immigrant and refugee populations; and public education and programming. Central
Library Services also provides in-depth information, extensive books and materials, and service coordination
to patrons and staff at branches so they have access to more extensive resources than would otherwise be
available at a single branch.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $52,000 in personnel funding allocated to responding to unanticipated demands resulting from
a change in branch hours implemented in February 2010. No library staff will be impacted by this reduction.

Reduce budget by $387,000 associated with the abrogation of the following: 1.675 FTE Librarians, 0.5 FTE
Librarian Assistant IV, 1.0 FTE Coordinating Library Technician, 1.825 FTE Librarian Associate 111, 0.5 FTE
Librarian Associate Il. This reduction is offset by adding 0.5 FTE Coordinating Librarian Associate and 0.6 FTE
Librarian Associate IV positions to continue essential services. A recent restructuring of services and
management of the Central Library to reflect current use patterns will enable the Library to minimize impacts to
patrons.

Reduce budget by $292,000 associated with the abrogation of 2.25 FTE Librarian, 0.5 FTE Library Associate Il,
a 0.8 FTE Library Resource Specialist and 0.6 FTE Student Librarian, and the restructure of Central Library
operations. This includes moving or consolidating staffing of different programs, reducing the Genealogy
program assistance to appointment only and reducing the Seattle Room's hours of operation.

Reduce personnel budget by $181,000 as part of a one-week Library closure.

Increase budget by $631,000 allocated to mobile Services as a result of integrating Mobile Services into Outreach
Services. This is an internal Department transfer and is budget neutral.

Increase budget by $527,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other
operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net increase from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $246,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Central Library Services 10,996,284 11,128,960 11,375,246 11,749,053

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Library Services: Library Services Director
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Library Services Director Program is to provide leadership for the Library services division and
insure that patrons have access to relevant and current collections, services, and resources in a rapidly
changing information and technology environment.

Program Summary

The Library has not filled the director position since it became open in 2009 in order to provide a new City
Librarian an opportunity to directly lead the development of services and programs and achieve budget savings.
The intent is to fill the position when resources become available.

Decrease budget by $178,000 to reflect departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and
other operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net decrease from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $178,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Library Services Director 889 178,695 0 0

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Library Services: Mobile Services
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Mobile Services Program is to provide access to library books, materials, and services for
patrons who are unable to come to the Library.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $213,000 and abrogate a 1.0 FTE Branch Library Manager 2, and a 0.5 FTE Coordinating
Library Associate and transfer the operation of Mobile Services to the Outreach Services unit based at the Central
Library. This includes the integration of staff supervision and scheduling with Outreach Services as well as
integrating the Mobile Services collections, mail services, materials processing and delivery with systems located
at the Central Library. The current array of mobile services will be maintained and better aligned with other
outreach services.

Reduce personnel budget by $12,000 as part of a one-week Library closure.

Increase budget by $36,000 associated with the elimination of four Central Library librarian and paraprofessional
positions and the transfer of part of that work into Mobile Services. The department will reprioritize workloads
throughout the Central Library in order to absorb critical functions. A recent restructuring of service departments
and management of the Central Library to reflect current use patterns will enable the Library to avoid significant
impacts to services.

Transfer $631,000 from the Mobile Services division to the Central Library Services division to support the
consolidation of Mobile Services in the Library's Outreach Services unit.

Increase budget by $75,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other
operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net decrease from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $745,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Mobile Services 822,109 745,396 0 0

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Library Services: Neighborhood Libraries
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Neighborhood Libraries Program is to provide services, materials, and programs close to where
people live and work to support independent learning, cultural enrichment, recreational reading, and community
involvement.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $318,000 and abrogate 13.0 FTE Branch Library Managers eliminating one layer of branch
management.  This reduction is offset by the addition of 3.0 FTE Regional Managers, 6.0 FTE Assistant
Managers and 2.0 FTE Assistant Managing Librarians to take over operational and supervising responsibilities
formerly provided by the branch managers. Management of 26 branches will be consolidated under the regional
managers and will result in a net reduction of two positions. The new management structure will support the
Library's regional service structure and provide consistency and efficiency across the system.

Reduce budget by $69,000 associated with converting the system's eight smallest and least-used branches to
circulating branches. These branches - Delridge, Fremont, International District/Chinatown, Madrona-Sally
Goldmark, Montlake, NewHolly, South Park, and Wallingford - will continue to offer collections, holds-pickup
and computer access. These libraries will no longer provide on-site librarian reference service and will focus on
programming for children and teens. The Central Library will provide reference service at these locations on-line
or by telephone. This will result in the elimination of the equivalent of 1.8 FTE Librarian positions at the
affected branches and the addition of 1.5 FTE Library Associate Il positions to provide additional staffing support
in branch libraries. Additional programming will be offered at nearby branches that have the necessary building
capacity and staffing resources.

Reduce personnel budget by $254,000 as part of a one-week Library closure.
Increase budget by $828,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other

operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net increase from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $187,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Neighborhood Libraries 16,314,711 16,284,068 16,470,968 17,040,971

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Library Services: Technical and Collection Services
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Technical and Collection Services Program is to make library books, materials, databases,
downloadable materials, and the library catalog available to patrons.
Program Summary

Reduce budget by $882,000 and abrogate 3.0 FTE Library Technicians associated with the Library's collections
budget. $182,000 of this reduction is personnel costs and $700,000 is the reduction in the materials funding.
This will result in a 2011 materials budget of $5 million.

Reduce personnel budget by $40,000 as part of a one-week Library closure.
Increase budget by $504,000 for departmental technical adjustments and citywide adjustments to labor and other

operating costs due to inflation, health care, and similar changes, for a net decrease from the 2010 Adopted
Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $418,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Technical and Collection Services 9,113,738 8,428,307 8,010,557 7,999,668

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Library Fund

Summit
Code

441610
441610
459700
459700
462300
462400
462800
469112
469990
542810
587001

Source

Copy Services

Pay for Print

Fines and Fees
Misc. Revenue
Parking Revenue
Space Rentals
Coffee Cart

Sale of fixed Assets
Misc. Revenue
Cable Franchise
General Subfund Support

Total Revenues

2009
Actuals

76,103
101,237
1,112,010
0

298,018
0

5,618
59,685
5,003
150,000
48,164,128

49,971,802

11-38

2010
Adopted

60,000
99,000
982,432
0
377,320
0

3,000
50,000
3,000
190,000
49,205,188

50,969,940

2011-2012 Proposed Budget

2011
Proposed

75,000
159,000
1,673,730
0

300,000
400,000
3,000
50,000
3,000
190,000
47,299,078

50,152,808

Library

2012
Proposed

75,000
159,000
1,570,240
0

300,000
412,000
3,000
50,000
3,000
190,000
48,630,097

51,392,337



Library Fund

Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

2009
Actuals

1,120,781

(6,800)

49,971,802

50,469,269

616,514

2010
Adopted

446,345

0

50,969,940

50,969,940

446,345

2010
Revised

616,514

0

50,047,940

50,330,940

333,514

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011
Proposed

333,514

0

50,152,808

50,152,808

333,514

Library

2012
Proposed

333,514

0
51,392,337
51,392,337

333,514
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Capital Improvement Program Highlights

In 2008, The Seattle Public Library completed the final building projects of a system-wide capital program,
"Libraries for All" (LFA). The $290.7 million program was funded by $196.6 million in bonds approved by
the voters in 1998, $46.8 million in private funding, $22.6 million in bond interest earnings, $19.1 million in
other public resources and $5.6 million in property sale proceeds. As a result of LFA, each of the 22 branch
libraries in the system as of 1998 has been renovated, expanded or replaced. Four new branch libraries are
open to the public, at Delridge, International District/Chinatown, Northgate and South Park. Seattle citizens
have a new Central Library.

With the conclusion of the LFA program, the Library is determined to preserve the generous public and
private sector investment that the citizens of Seattle have made in their library facilities. The overall
condition of Library facilities is very good, but as the majority of buildings cross the five-to-ten year mark
from the completion of their LFA construction projects, it is important to continue to invest in facility
maintenance to extend the useful life of these community assets. Capital work in 2011-12 focuses on safety
and building integrity, including improvements to the Central Library HVAC and security systems, walkway
and handrail restoration at several branches to ensure safe access, ventilation and boiler improvements at
branch libraries, and the continuation of phased repairs to roofs and building envelopes.

The Library's ongoing CIP projects address asset preservation throughout the Library system. In 2009 the
Library's capital budget was reduced midyear from $1.646 million to $694,000 as a result of the sharp drop
in City REET revenue. Funding in 2010 totaled $1,031,000 in combined REET and CRS Unrestricted
funding. The proposed 2011 budget is $830,000 in REET funding, which is reduced to $600,000 in the
2012 proposed budget. Since mid-year 2009, Library capital resources have been consolidated in two BCLs
(Library Major Maintenance and Preliminary Engineering and Planning) to provide more flexibility under
these difficult budget conditions. No funding is provided for Preliminary Engineering and Planning under
the proposed budget. With 27 very heavily-used buildings, careful management of the capital budget is
required. The Library is committed to doing the best job possible with limited resources to try to keep all
facilities in excellent condition.

Capital Improvement Program Appropriation

2011 2012
Proposed Proposed

Library Major Maintenance: B301111
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 830,000 600,000
Subtotal 830,000 600,000
Total Capital Improvement Program Appropriation 830,000 600,000

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Department of Parks and Recreation

Christopher Williams, Acting Superintendent

Contact Information

Department Information Line: (206) 684-4075

City of Seattle General Information: (206) 684-2489 TTY: (206) 615-0476
On the Web at: http://www.seattle.gov/parks/

Department Description

The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) works with all residents to be good stewards of the environment,
and to provide safe, welcoming opportunities to play, learn, contemplate, and build community.

DPR manages a 6,200-acre park system comprised of 430 developed parks, featuring 204 athletic fields, 130
children's play areas, 11 off-leash areas, nine swimming beaches, 18 fishing piers, five golf courses, and 25 miles
of boulevards. Other facilities include 151 outdoor tennis courts, 26 community centers, eight indoor and two
outdoor swimming pools, 22 wading pools, 5 spray features, a nationally recognized Rose Garden, and more. The
Woodland Park Zoological Society operates the zoo with City financial support and the Seattle Aquarium Society
operates the City-owned Seattle Aquarium. Hundreds of thousands of residents and visitors use Parks and
Recreation facilities to pursue their passions from soccer to pottery, kite flying to golf, swimming to community
celebrations, or to sit in quiet reflection.

Department employees work hard to develop partnerships with park neighbors, volunteer groups, non-profit
agencies, local businesses, and the Seattle School District to effectively respond to increasing requests for use of
Seattle's park and recreation facilities. Many Parks facilities have advisory councils associated with them. These
volunteer citizen groups advise Parks' staff on programming of community centers and other facilities. The
advisory councils, in turn, are part of the Associated Recreation Councils (ARC), a non-profit partner with the
DPR in providing childcare and recreation programs at City facilities.

In 1999, Seattle voters approved a renewal of the 1991 Seattle Center and Community Centers Levy, continuing
DPR's commitment to renovate and expand facilities and provide new recreation centers. The 1999 Levy totaled
$72 million spread over eight years. Nine community centers received a total of $36 million from the Levy. In
2000, Seattle voters approved the 2000 Neighborhood Parks, Green Spaces, Trails and Zoo Levy (2000 Parks
Levy), which enabled the Department to complete more than 100 park acquisition and development projects,
improve maintenance, boost environmental programs and practices, and expand recreation opportunities for
young people and seniors. The Parks Levy ended in 2008, but funds for some specific projects approved under
the levy remain and will be completed in later years.

In 2008, Seattle voters approved the 2008 Parks and Green Spaces Levy (2008 Parks Levy), which provides
$145.5 million for improving and expanding the city's parks and green spaces. This 2008 Levy provides for
acquisition of new parks and green spaces; development and improvements of various parks; renovation of
cultural facilities; and funding for an environmental category which includes the Green Seattle Partnership,
community gardens, trails, and improved shoreline access at street ends.

While the Seattle voters have consistently chosen to expand their park and recreation system, there is a limited,
dedicated source of revenue to operate and maintain the new facilities that the public have authorized. The Parks
operating budget is $121 million, $81 million of which comes from the General Fund. The other $40 million
comes from user fees, rental charges, and payments from capital funds for the time staff spend working on capital
projects. Over the years, the City of Seattle Parks Department has been challenged to maintain a growing number
of Parks assets while the funding available to support these activities has not kept pace. The 2011-2012 Proposed
Budget is no exception to this trend. That said, as the economy recovers and the City's funding situation

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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improves, addressing the long-standing funding imbalances in Parks is a top priority. Assuming the economy
recovers as forecast, beginning in 2013, the City should have resources to begin funding Parks more
comprehensively. In addition, the City will continue to explore opportunities to enhance Parks funding through
partnerships and non-traditional revenue generation prospects.

Proposed Policy and Program Changes

The City of Seattle's General Fund is facing a $67 million shortfall. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes
reductions for all General Fund-dependent functions. The Proposed Budget for the Department of Parks and
Recreation's (DPR) reflects both General Fund expenditure reductions and enhanced revenues in order to close
the gap.

In developing its 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, DPR sought where ever possible to protect direct services and
access to facilities and programming by emphasizing administrative and maintenance reductions, increased
partnerships with community groups and enhanced revenue opportunities. Where direct service impacts were
unavoidable, DPR attempted where ever possible protect access to facilities and programs that serve the City's
children and youth and those residents with the fewest options for obtaining alternate parks and recreation
services. Public safety is also a priority. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget maintains funding for all City-funded
swimming pools and maintains lifeguards on all of the City's public beaches.

When considering service reductions, the Department also sought geographic equity and to preserve the City's
assets. Nevertheless, in order to achieve General Fund savings, DPR is taking a number of reductions that will
have a direct service impact on the public. In order to address this shortfall, DPR followed a number of strategies
in identifying 2011 and 2012 budget reductions.

As DPR attempts to preserve as many direct services as possible, it will reduce funding in 2011 for routine
maintenance. These changes include a reduction in the frequency of mowing, trash pick-up and weeding, among
other services. Further, reductions in facilities maintenance for painting, metal fabrication and fence repair will
result in less painting, preventative maintenance and general upkeep of the Department's facilities. As park and
facility maintenance is reduced, the Department will strive to preserve its infrastructure and sustain a basic level
of park cleaning. The Department will focus remaining maintenance resources on the most intensively used
facilities. The City's financial challenges will also result in Parks reducing the level of natural resource
management staffing. DPR will reduce its crew staffing at Kubota Gardens and the Arboretum, as well as
tree-trimming and natural area crews. These changes will reduce the frequency of maintenance activities at
specialty gardens, increase the pruning cycle for trees in developed parks and limit Parks' ability to maintain
restored forests. While the full effects of these reductions may not be immediately apparent, over time the public
will see a reduction in the general standard of upkeep of our parks and recreation facilities. Another reduction in
this category is related to the lining of ballfields before games. DPR will no longer provide this service. Instead,
it will require ballfield users to handle this responsibility as they currently do in other recreation systems
nationally.

The Department will utilize its past efficiency with investments in order to achieve budget savings and to
preserve core programs. Specifically, DPR maintained a healthy fund balance surplus at the 2009 year-end by
reducing spending wherever possible. Part of the excess fund balance was used to offset 2010 cost increases. The
remaining balance contributes to reducing the 2011 budget shortfall. Conservation efforts at DPR facilities will
also help reduce utility bills for 2011-2012. These include installation of efficient showerheads and toilets at
pools and community centers, installation of more efficient lighting, better calibration of existing and new
irrigation controls, and prompt identification of leaks or other causes of unusually high bills.

As part of the citywide effort to examine opportunities to preserve direct services all departments developed
options for achieving cost savings through changes in management structure and administrative efficiencies. The
2011-2012 Proposed Budget for DPR reduces administrative expenditures consistent with the reduced size and
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complexity of the Department. These include reducing staff capacity, reducing travel and training expenses,
reducing staff for the Neighborhood Matching Fund program, reducing human resources and accounting
personnel expenses and eliminating the apprenticeship program in the facilities division.

Although the Department made significant reductions mid-year 2010, Parks was able to keep open 15 of the 22
wading pools throughout the city. In the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, the Department will continue to maintain
the 2010 level of wading pool operations by keeping the Green Lake, Lincoln, Magnuson, Van Asselt, Volunteer
Park wading pools open seven days per week, and the South Park, East Queen Anne, Cal Anderson, Dahl,
Delridge, Wallingford, Hiawatha, Bitter Lake, E. C. Hughes, and Soundview wading pools open three days per
week. These wading pools were chosen to remain open due to their attendance levels, size and geographic
distribution throughout the City system. Wading pools that will remain closed for 2011 are Ravenna, Beacon
Hill, Powell Barnett, Peppi's Playground, View Ridge, Gilman, and Sandel. The Department will also continue to
transition wading pools to spray features that are more cost effective and water efficient. During 2011-2012,
three conversions to spray parks are currently funded via the 2008 Parks Levy, including the Georgetown
Playfield Spray Park, the Northacres Spray Park, and the Highland Spray Park.

DPR will also recognize savings from planned construction closures of several parks facilities in the 2011-2012
Proposed Budget. The Rainier Beach Community Center and Pool will close for two years to allow for
construction of a new community center and pool - a commitment made to the community in the 2010 Adopted
Budget. Also closed for seismic upgrades, electrical system modernization and other major maintenance work in
2011 is the Langston Hughes Performing Arts Center which plans its grand re-opening in 2012.

Staffing reductions in the Planning and Development Program are due in part to a reduction in revenues for
capital projects. As a result of a lower volume of capital work, four capital-supported positions will be
eliminated. In addition to these reductions, one position will be abrogated and another reduced resulting in a
reduction in capacity to handle property issues and a delay in the implementation of the Department's Asset
Management System Enhancement project. Also reduced are the projected revenues for the Seattle Conservation
Corps that provides employment opportunities and access to housing for homeless individuals. The reduced
revenues are now closer to those actually earned in recent years.

The Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs (OACA) will contract with DPR using existing admissions tax resources
to fund arts programming currently offered by Parks, including Downtown Parks Arts Programming, Outdoor
Neighborhood Parks Activation projects, and Langston Hughes Performing Arts Center operations. This will
ensure the continuation of programming that provides a wide variety of arts experiences to the public throughout
the City while relieving pressure on the General Fund. These programs include concerts, art installations, street
performers, ballroom dancing, performing arts training, and music exploration opportunities. These innovative
programs are designed to serve all ages and all ethnic groups, and to make City parks creative, fun community
spaces. They particularly emphasize youth involvement and the transformation of young lives through
participation in creating art. They also emphasize activation of open space to create safe and vibrant gathering
areas for neighborhoods.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget assumes $1 million in new revenue from increases fees and charges. The fees
and charges set in this budget are based on DPR's new fees and charges policy. This policy bases fees on the cost
of providing the service. A higher percentage costs are charged where benefits of the service accrue primarily to
the individual and a lower percentage where society also benefits. In addition to considering the cost of
providing a service, the Department has analyzed comparable fees charged by other public agencies and
recreation service providers. As a result of this analysis, the following fees will be increased in the 2011-2012
Proposed Budget: Japanese Garden, Camp Long, Amy Yee Tennis Center, Swimming Pools, Athletic fields,
Boat Ramps, Community Meeting Rooms and Gymnasiums, Special Events - Ceremonies, Picnics, and Langston
Hughes Performing Arts. A new fee for Plan Review is also proposed.
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Even after these changes, the magnitude of the General Fund financial challenges leaves limited choices but to
consider difficult changes to direct services in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget
recommends limiting the use of five out of 26 community centers, including Alki, Ballard, Laurelhurst, Queen
Anne, and Green Lake. In addition, operating hours at the Green Lake and Mount Baker Small Craft Centers will
be reduced. In all cases, the Associated Recreation Council (ARC), the organization currently responsible for
childcare and recreational classes and programming at community centers, will play a more active role in
maintaining limited services at these facilities.

The drop-in hours for the Alki, Ballard, and Laurelhurst community centers will be significantly curtailed in the
face of the City's financial challenges. Currently these facilities offer 53 hours of drop-in access during the
school year and 46 hours in the summer. Beginning in 2011, drop-in hours at these facilities will be limited to
15-20 hours per week. In conjunction with the facility advisory council, Parks will choose the drop-in hours that
maximize the number of people served. These three community centers were selected because other near-by
community centers are available to residents. Additionally, these three sites offer less programming relative to
other community centers in the City. To mitigate the impact of this difficult decision, DPR will partner with
ARC to continue services at the three community centers. For example, ARC will continue to operate the
childcare and pre-school programs currently offered at the Alki and Ballard Community Centers. They will
attempt to move as much recreation programming as possible to other sites. In addition, all of the facilities
will continue to be available for private rental.

The programming and availability at the Queen Anne Community Center will change in 2011 to welcome a new,
temporary partnership with BizKid$, a national public television series for children that focuses on financial
literacy, entrepreneurship and life skills. BizKid$ will use the Queen Anne Community Center gym as a
production studio until at least the end of 2011 and provide the City additional revenue. The Queen Anne
Community Center will continue to provide significant programming in the upper portion of the community
center including childcare, preschool and senior adult activities; however, the gym will be closed. Staff will be
reduced commensurate with the space reduction. To mitigate the impacts of the loss of the gym space, DPR will
maintain some staffing for teen program development and continue its partnership with the Community Learning
Center at McClure Middle School.

The functionality of the Green Lake Community Center will also be transformed in 2011. Starting in 2011, the
Museum of History and Industry (MOHAI) will occupy the Lake Union Armory resulting in the closure of the
Armory as MOHA\I begins construction to renovate the building. Due to the closure, DPR, Seattle Parks
Foundation and ARC staff that currently work out of the Armory will be relocated. These staff will be dispersed
to other Parks facilities, including the Green Lake Community Center. To make room for the staff, the Green
Lake Community Center will offer reduced public drop-in access to the gym. In addition, DPR will create a
Visitor's Center for Green Lake Park and one-stop location for event and athletic field scheduling at the Green
Lake Community Center.

While the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget reduces access to five community centers, funding for the 20 community
centers, including Bitter Lake, Delridge, Garfield, Hiawatha, High Point, International District / Chinatown,
Jefferson, Loyal Heights, Magnolia, Magnuson, Meadowbrook, Miller, Montlake, Northgate, Rainier,
Ravenna-Eckstein, South Park, Southwest, Van Asselt, and Yesler Community Centers, will continue in 2011 and
2012, offering residents access to wide variety of recreational opportunities.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget begins to transition the operations of the Rowing and Sailing Centers at Green
Lake and Mount Baker to a self-sufficient program operated by ARC. Beginning in 2011, the full-time
Recreation Leader at each site would be abrogated, and a part-time Recreation Attendant would be created at
each site. Public office hours of operation would be reduced to approximately three hours per day, Monday
through Friday, and some changes in programming will occur. Due to the reduction in office staff and their
availability to assist in a boating emergency, the boating programs would be required to operate as "paired
programs™ to meet minimum safety standards. The popular afterschool program for teens will continue, but fees
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will increase. In addition, ARC will also increase their contribution to DPR and pay for some program related
expenses. These changes in programming and operations will keep both centers open and operating.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget will also reduce the current programming at the Environmental Learning
Centers (ELCs) and DPR will look for new partners to help mitigate the change. Specifically, DPR is eliminating
the public programs at the ELCs, which includes nature walks and treks, bird programs, and beach/tideland
programs. DPR will continue to provide school-based programs which offer field trip programming for
school-aged children to learn about nature and the environment in a structured, classroom-type manner. ARC
will also still run the Nature Day Camps and Nature Pre-School (day care) at the Discovery Park ELC. The
Carkeek ELC will only be available for rentals. However, it will still run the SPU-funded Salmon & School
Program.

While the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes a number of difficult reductions to the DPR budget, it also
includes some modest funding increases. In 2009 and 2010, the Department proceeded to build projects
identified in the 2008 Parks Levy as quickly as possible. This preserved construction jobs in the region and also
enabled DPR to take advantage of a very good bid climate resulting in many of the projects being built for less
than estimated. In addition, several major parks (i.e. Lake Union Park and Phase | of Jefferson Park) are coming
on-line in late 2010 or early 2011. With these projects nearing completion, Parks must begin incurring operation
and maintenance costs for these new facilities and parks. The Department will also be creating some flexibility
and efficiency in the maintenance work force with the addition of 11 new Installation Maintenance Worker
(IMW) positions funded by these new facility cost allocations. DPR will assign semi-skilled work to new IMW
positions to achieve efficiency and free journey level workers for skilled work.

Also, in keeping with the Mayor's Seattle Jobs Initiative and his emphasis on services for youth, a small amount
of additional funding is provided to DPR to expand three job readiness programs for youth: Youth Engaged in
Services, Student Teen Employment, and Lifeguard Training Team. This will allow an additional 105 youth to
participate annually in these programs.

In the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, a modest amount of money is invested in Parks to allow the Department to
hire a half-time Economist and to cover half of the salary of a Strategic Advisor. The addition of these resources
is intended to allow Parks to identify strategies to enhance Parks funding opportunities by preparing economic
analyses, researching grant opportunities and developing new partnerships.

Finally, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget makes a technical adjustment in the funding for the Seattle Aquarium.
Prior to 2010, DPR managed and staffed the Seattle Aquarium operations. During 2010, the Seattle Aquarium
transitioned to management by the Seattle Aquarium Society (SEAS). Existing City staff will have five years to
transition to SEAS employment. During the transition period, SEAS will reimburse the City for all costs
associated with the pay and benefits for City employees who work at the Aquarium. The remaining expenditures
cover the salaries of the City employees who still work at the Seattle Aquarium.
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Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Appropriations Code Actual Adopted  Proposed  Proposed
Environmental Learning and K430A 2,060,426 3,660,042 3,521,559 3,675,933

Programs Budget Control Level

Facility and Structure Maintenance K320A 12,216,881 12,902,755 13,004,973 13,522,326
Budget Control Level

Finance and Administration Budget K390A 5,207,040 7,668,203 8,876,240 8,207,056
Control Level

Golf Budget Control Level K400A 8,163,317 8,971,596 9,017,500 9,677,101
Golf Capital Reserve Budget K410A 814,186 447,531 435,000 11,000
Control Level

Judgment and Claims Budget K380A 1,641,680 1,641,680 1,143,365 1,143,365
Control Level

Natural Resources Management K430B 6,055,552 6,217,624 6,323,581 6,487,033
Budget Control Level

Park Cleaning, Landscaping, and K320B 25,604,086 24,976,577 24,679,043 26,164,076
Restoration Budget Control Level

Planning, Development, and K370C 5,873,677 6,987,283 6,718,698 6,880,003
Acquisition Budget Control Level

Policy Direction and Leadership K390B 7,861,623 4,194,897 3,735,384 3,927,909

Budget Control Level

Recreation Facilities and Programs K310D 22,021,164 23,085,635 21,699,070 22,790,557
Budget Control Level

Seattle Aquarium Budget Control K350A 9,427,499 10,723,934 4,713,222 4,822,436
Level

Seattle Conservation Corps Budget K320C 3,310,059 4,207,028 4,073,257 4,152,111
Control Level

Swimming, Boating, and Aquatics K310C 7,815,523 7,954,102 7,266,567 7,478,176
Budget Control Level

Woodland Park Zoo Budget K350B 6,467,764 6,386,314 6,483,698 6,587,726
Control Level

Department Total 124,540,476 130,025,201 121,691,156 125,526,809
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 1,002.49 1,002.49 888.27 888.27

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Resources Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
General Subfund 82,619,507 84,244,481 81,045,007 84,678,645
Other 41,920,969 45,780,720 40,646,149 40,848,163
Department Total 124,540,476 130,025,201 121,691,156 125,526,809
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Environmental Learning and Programs Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Environmental Learning and Programs Budget Control Level is to deliver and manage
environmental stewardship programs and the City's environmental education centers at Discovery Park, Carkeek
Park, Seward Park, and Camp Long. The programs are designed to encourage Seattle residents to take actions
that respect the rights of all living things and environments, and to contribute to healthy and livable communities.

Summary

Decrease budget by $78,000, reclassify a 1.0 FTE Admin Spec 11-BU to a 1.0 FTE Volunteer Programs
Coordinator and transfer in a 1.0 FTE Recreation Leader from Recreation Facilities and Programs BCL related to
technical adjustments to better align department services and programs.

Increase budget by $13,000 to cover expenses for a temporary cashier during peak times and increase customer
service at the Japanese Garden.

Reduce budget by $191,000, abrogate 2.0 FTE Naturalist and 0.50 Public Education Program Specialist to reflect
a reduction in public programs and eliminating public hours at the Carkeek Visitor Center except for rentals.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Environmental Learning and Programs
BCL will achieve $20,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an
agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the
Council in order to replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $2,000
is saved in the Environmental Learning and Programs BCL by assuming no market adjustments for
non-represented employees in the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $140,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $138,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Environmental Learning and Programs 2,060,426 3,660,042 3,521,559 3,675,933
Full-time Equivalents Total* 33.94 33.94 32.44 32.44

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Facility and Structure Maintenance Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Facility and Structure Maintenance Budget Control Level is to repair and maintain park
buildings and infrastructure so that park users can have structurally sound and attractive parks and recreational
facilities.

Summary
Increase budget by $1,000 related to departmental technical adjustments to better align department services.

Abrogate 0.51 FTE Heat Plant Technician, and transfer funds in order to more accurately reflect the expenditures
and staffing needs for HVAC repair.

Reclassify 0.63 FTE General Laborer to 1.0 FTE Maintenance Laborer to reflect current use and need for the
Special Support Crew.

Reduce budget by $119,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Strategic Advisor 2, General Government, shifting the work
of the Parks Division liaison with the Department's Human Resources Unit to other staff.

Reduce budget by $355,000, and abrogate 4.0 Painters, resulting in less preventative maintenance painting on
department facilities.

Reduce budget by $106,000, and abrogate 2.0 FTE Metal Fabricators, resulting in deferred maintenance for metal
repair and fabrication projects.

Reduce budget by $73,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Drainage and Wastewater Collection Worker, due to increased
efficiency locating and documenting work with a hand-held GPS data logging device.

Reduce budget by $58,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Facilities Maintenance Worker and 1.0 FTE Maintenance
Laborer, resulting in deferred gate and fence repair.

Increase budget by $491,000, and add 3.0 FTE Installation Maintenance Workers as part of the new facilities
costs related to the 2008 Parks Levy, the Lake Union Park, and Neighborhood Matching Fund projects.

Reduce budget by $18,000, and reduce 1.0 FTE Delivery Worker to 0.63 FTE, reducing the frequency of
interdepartmental mail delivery as part of an administrative efficiency.

Reduce budget by $180,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Carpenter apprentice, 1.0 FTE Electrician apprentice, and 1.0
FTE Plumber apprentice, resulting in the elimination of the apprenticeship program in the Carpenter, Electric and
Plumbing shops.

Reduce budget by $38,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies including travel
and training.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade' classifications are applied, the Facility and Structure Maintenance
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BCL will achieve $87,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an
agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the
Council in order to replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $12,000
is saved in the Facility and Structure Maintenance BCL by assuming no market adjustments for non-represented
employees in the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $656,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $102,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Facility and Structure Maintenance 12,216,881 12,902,755 13,004,973 13,522,326
Full-time Equivalents Total* 117.25 117.25 107.74 107.74

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Finance and Administration Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Finance and Administration Budget Control Level is to provide the financial, technological,
and business development support necessary to provide effective delivery of the Department's services.

Summary

Decrease budget by $26,000, and reclassify 1.0 FTE Recreation Center Coordinator position to an Administrative
Specialist 11-BU related to departmental technical adjustments to better align department services.

Increase budget by $51,000 in 2011 and by $649,000 to reflect changes in the utility budget for the Department.

Reduce budget by $229,000 reflecting the relocation of the Museum of History and Industry (MOHALI) into the
Lake Union Armory in 2011. This reduction removes the one-time costs added in 2010 for moving staff from the
Armory to another facility.

Increase budget by $18,000 to cover the accrued sick leave, vacation and workers' compensation for Seattle
Aguarium employees that have not transferred from City employment to the Seattle Aquarium Society
employment.

Increase budget by $60,000, and add 0.5 FTE Economist, Sr. to assist in economic analysis for setting fees and
negotiating partnerships.

Reduce budget by $29,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies including travel
and training.

Reduce budget by $285,000 as part of administrative cuts, abrogate 1.0 FTE Accounting Tech 11-BU and 1.0 FTE
Personnel Specialist, Sr., and reduce an Information Technology Systems Analyst from 1.0 FTE to 0.5 FTE.

Reduce budget by $77,000, and reduce 1.0 FTE Administrative Staff Assistant to 0.75 FTE, 1.0 FTE Personnel
Specialist to 0.5 FTE, and 1.0 FTE Safety and Health Specialist to 0.75 FTE, which may impact support to the
Divisions for hiring training and safety.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Finance and Administration BCL will
achieve $39,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement
that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order
to replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $22,000
is saved in the Finance and Administration BCL by assuming no market adjustments for non-represented
employees in the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $1.78 million for a net increase
from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $1.2 million.
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2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Finance and Administration 5,207,040 7,668,203 8,876,240 8,207,056
Full-time Equivalents Total* 57.00 57.00 54.00 54.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Golf Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Golf Budget Control Level is to efficiently manage the City's four golf courses at Jackson,
Jefferson, West Seattle, and Interbay to provide top-quality public golf courses and maximize earned revenues.

Summary
Reduce budget by $70,000 to reflect the decrease in revenues to the Parks and Recreation Fund.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Golf BCL will achieve $21,000 in
savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that allows the
City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to replace this
adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $2,000
is saved in the Golf BCL by assuming no market adjustments for non-represented employees in the City
discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $139,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $46,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Golf 8,163,317 8,971,596 9,017,500 9,677,101
Full-time Equivalents Total* 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Golf Capital Reserve Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Golf Capital Reserve Budget Control Level is to transfer resources from the Parks and
Recreation Fund to the Cumulative Reserve Subfund to provide for previously identified Golf Program capital
projects. There are no staff and no program services delivered through this program.

Summary
Reduce budget by $12,000 related to a change in the anticipated revenue for Golf capital projects.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs decrease the budget by $1,000 for a net decrease from the
2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $13,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Golf Capital Reserve 814,186 447,531 435,000 11,000
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Judgment and Claims Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The Judgment and Claims Budget Control Level pays for judgments, settlements, claims, and other eligible
expenses associated with legal claims and suits against the City. Premiums are based on average percentage of
Judgment/Claims expenses incurred by the Department over the previous five years.

Summary

The Department's portion of the City's Judgment and Claims contribution is reduced by $547,000 for the
2011-2012 Proposed Budget.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $49,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $498,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Judgment and Claims 1,641,680 1,641,680 1,143,365 1,143,365
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Natural Resources Management Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Natural Resources Management Budget Control Level is to provide cost efficient and
centralized management for the "living inventories"” of the Department of Parks and Recreation. Direct
management responsibilities include greenhouses, nurseries, the Volunteer Park Conservatory, landscape and
urban forest restoration programs, sport field turf management, water conservation programs, pesticide reduction
and wildlife management, and heavy equipment support for departmental operations and capital projects.

Summary

Increase budget by $151,000, reclass 2.0 FTE Truck Driver to Truck Driver, Heavy, and reclass 1.0 FTE Forest
Maintenance CC to an Arborculturist position, related to departmental technical adjustments to better align
department services.

Increase budget by $137,000 to reflect a transfer in of 1.0 FTE Gardener Sr and 1.0 FTE Gardener from the Park
Cleaning, Landscaping and Restoration BCL.

Reduce budget by $150,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Tree Trimmer and 1.0 FTE Tree Trimmer, Lead, eliminating
the third tree trimmer crew resulting in longer pruning cycles.

Decrease budget by $122,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Maintenance Laborer and 1.0 FTE Utility Laborer, reducing
work by the Natural Area Crew by 28%.

Decrease budget by $42,000, and reduce two 1.0 FTE Gardener to two 0.75 FTE, resulting in reduced
maintenance at the Kubota Gardens.

Decrease budget by $98,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Gardener and 0.5 FTE Laborer, resulting in reduced
maintenance at the Arboretum Park.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Natural Resources Management BCL
will achieve $43,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an
agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the
Council in order to replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $2,000
is saved in the Natural Resources Management BCL by assuming no market adjustments for non-represented
employees in the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $275,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $106,000.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
[1-55



Parks and Recreation

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Natural Resources Management 6,055,552 6,217,624 6,323,581 6,487,033
Full-time Equivalents Total* 62.74 62.74 58.74 58.74

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Park Cleaning, Landscaping, and Restoration Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Park Cleaning, Landscaping, and Restoration Budget Control Level is to provide custodial,
landscape, and forest maintenance and restoration services in an environmentally sound fashion to provide park
users with safe, useable, and attractive park areas.

Summary

Increase budget by $8,000, and reclass 2.0 FTE Utility Laborers into 2.0 FTE Maintenance Laborers related to
departmental technical adjustments to better align department services.

Decrease budget by $137,000, transfer out 1.0 FTE Gardener and 1.0 FTE Gardener Sr to the Natural Resources
Management BCL, and reclassify 1.0 FTE Gardener position to a Sr. Gardener, to support necessary advanced
gardener tasks in the North Central Parks District.

Decrease the drainage utility budget by $295,000 to account for changes in the rate for the Department's
permeable surface properties.

Reduce budget by $147,000, abrogate 5.0 FTE Utility Laborers, and transfer in 2.0 FTE Recreation Program
Coordinators from the Recreation Facilities and Programs BCL, as part of the overall Parks maintenance
reduction which will reduce ballfield maintenance and transfer the duties of lining of fields for games and
practices to the ballfield users.

Reduce budget by $557,000, abrogate 12.0 FTE Utility Laborers, change 19 Utility Laborers from 1.0 FTE to
0.75 FTE, and add seven 1.0 FTE Maintenance Laborers, as part of the overall Parks maintenance reduction
which will result in a 5% reduction in park cleaning and landscaping.

Reduce budget by $510,000, change 21 General Laborers from 1.0 FTE to 0.75 FTE, change 28 General Laborer
positions from 0.67 FTE to 0.5 FTE, and change two General Laborer positions from 0.66 FTE to 0.5 FTE, as
part of the overall Parks maintenance reduction which will result in an additional 5% reduction in park cleaning
and landscaping.

Increase budget by $1.14 million, and add eight 1.0 FTE Installation Maintenance Workers, as part of the new
facilities costs related to projects in the 2008 Parks Levy, the Lake Union Park, and Neighborhood Matching
Fund projects.

Reduce budget by $287,000, and abrogate eight 0.5 FTE General Laborers, as part of the overall Parks
maintenance reduction which will result in an additional 2% reduction in park cleaning and landscaping.

Reduce budget by $146,000, and abrogate 2.0 FTE Grounds Maintenance Lead Workers, as part of the overall
Parks maintenance reduction which will result in less evening and weekend supervision commensurate with line
staff reductions.

Reduce budget by $94,000, and abrogate three 0.5 FTE Laborers, as part of the overall Parks maintenance
reduction resulting less maintenance staff for the summer peak season.

Reduce budget by $125,000, and abrogate three 0.75 FTE Utility Laborers, as part of the overall Parks
maintenance reduction which will result in an additional 1% reduction in park cleaning and landscaping.

Reduce budget by $58,000 due to the closure of 10 wading pools including those that are being converted to
spray Parks.
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The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Park Cleaning, Landscaping and
Restoration BCL will achieve $143,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do
not result in an agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional
reductions to the Council in order to replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $4,000
is saved in the Park Cleaning, Landscaping and Restoration BCL by assuming no market adjustments for
non-represented employees in the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $1.06 million for a net decrease
from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $3,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Park Cleaning, Landscaping, and Restoration 25,604,086 24,976,577 24,679,043 26,164,076
Full-time Equivalents Total* 230.67 230.67 203.84 203.84

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Planning, Development, and Acquisition Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Planning, Development, and Acquisition Budget Control Level is to acquire, plan, design,
develop and coordinate the construction of new, and the improvement of existing, parks and related facilities to
benefit the citizens of Seattle and the City's guests. This includes providing engineering and technical services to
solve maintenance and operational problems, and preserving open spaces through a combination of direct
purchases, transfers and consolidations of City-owned lands, voluntary conservation measures, and developing
resolutions to property encroachment issues.

Summary
Increase budget by $6,000 related to departmental technical adjustments to better align department services.

Decrease budget by $123,000, reduce a 0.75 FTE Real Property Agent, Sr. to 0.5 FTE, and abrogate 1.0 FTE
Strategic Advisor 1, resulting in a reduction in ability to handle property requests and asset management
enhancements.

Decrease budget by $310,000, abrogate 1.0 FTE Capital Projects Coordinator Supervisor, 0.5 FTE Capital
Projects Coordinator, 0.5 FTE Planning and Development Specialist I, and 0.75 FTE Management Systems
Analyst Sr., due to a reduction in workload in the project management division.

Reduce budget by $8,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies including travel and
training.

Reduce budget by $94,000 resulting in a decrease of project management of Neighborhood Matching Fund
projects in the Parks Department.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Planning, Development and
Acquisition BCL will achieve $49,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not
result in an agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions
to the Council in order to replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $23,000
is saved in the Planning, Development and Acquisition BCL by assuming no market adjustments for
non-represented employees in the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $331,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $269,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Planning, Development, and Acquisition 5,873,677 6,987,283 6,718,698 6,880,003
Full-time Equivalents Total* 57.60 57.60 53.60 53.60

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Policy Direction and Leadership Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Policy Direction and Leadership Budget Control Level is to provide guidance within the
Department and outreach to the community on policies that enable the Department to offer outstanding parks and
recreation opportunities to Seattle residents and our guests.

Summary
Decrease budget by $189,000 related to departmental technical adjustments to better align department services.

Reduce budget by $234,000 reflecting the relocation of the Museum of History and Industry (MOHALI) into the
Lake Union Armory in 2011. This reduction removes the O&M costs provided to MOHAI for their McCurdy
Park location until late 2012 when MOHAI will be fully operational at the Amory.

Increase budget by $25,000 as part of the new facilities costs related to the 2008 Parks Levy, the Lake Union
Park and Neighborhood Matching Fund projects.

Increase budget by $189,000, and transfer in 1.0 Concession Coordinator from Recreation Facilities and
Programs BCL, in order to assist in developing partnerships and researching grants for recreation programs.
Transfer in 1.0 FTE Executive 3 from the Aquarium, and underfill the position as a Strategic Advisor, to work on
the Central Waterfront project and developing major partnerships.

Reduce budget authority by approximately $13,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative
efficiencies including travel and training.

Decrease budget by $75,000 as part of administrative reductions, and change an Administrative Specialist I11-BU
from 1.0 FTE to 0.75 FTE, a Parks Concession Coordinator from 1.0 to 0.5 FTE, and a Strategic Advisor 1,
General Government from 1.0 FTE to 0.75 FTE.

Reduce budget by $137,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Strategic Advisor 3, Exempt, resulting in diminished capacity
in the department for analyzing property, real estate planning and land use issues.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade' classifications are applied, the Policy Direction and Leadership BCL
will achieve $12,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an
agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the
Council in order to replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $26,000
is saved in the Policy Direction and Leadership BCL by assuming no market adjustments for non-represented
employees in the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $11,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $460,000.
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2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Policy Direction and Leadership 7,861,623 4,194,897 3,735,384 3,927,909
Full-time Equivalents Total* 24.50 24.50 23.50 23.50

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Recreation Facilities and Programs Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Recreation Facilities and Programs Budget Control Level is to manage and staff the City's
neighborhood community centers and Citywide recreation facilities and programs, which allow Seattle residents
to enjoy a variety of social, athletic, cultural, and recreational activities.

Summary

Increase budget by $62,000, reclass a 1.0 FTE Management Systems Analyst to a Management Systems Analyst,
Sr., and transfer out a 1.0 FTE Recreation Leader to Environmental Learning and Programs BCL, related to
departmental technical adjustments to better align department services.

Increase budget by $33,000, and add 1.0 FTE Events Service Representative, Sr. to provide supervision and
support to the Parks Special Event/Scheduling Office.

Reduce budget by $80,000 resulting in less programming in the downtown parks.

Decrease budget by $529,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Maintenance Laborer, 1.0 FTE Recreation Attendant, 1.0
FTE Recreation Center Coordinator, 1.0 FTE Recreation Center Coordinator, Assistant, and 1.0 FTE Recreation
Leader, due to the closure of the Rainier Beach Community Center and Pool during construction of a new
facility.

Reduce budget by $378,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Recreation Center Coordinator, 1.0 FTE Recreation Center
Coordinator, Assistant, 0.75 FTE Recreation Leader, 1.5 FTE Recreation Attendant, and 1.0 Maintenance
Laborer, due to the limited use of the Laurelhurst Community Center.

Reduce budget by $27,000, and reduce the 1.0 FTE Parks Special Events Scheduler position to 0.5 FTE, due to
decreased workload during the non-peak season.

Increase budget by $30,000 in 2011 and $414,000 in 2012 due to the reopening the Langston Hughes Performing
Aurts Center after 2 years of closure for construction.

Reduce budget by $166,000, and transfer out 2.0 FTE Recreation Program Coordinators to the Park Cleaning,
Landscaping and Restoration BCL, as part of the overall Parks maintenance reduction which will reduce ballfield
maintenance and transfer the duties of lining of fields for games and practices to the ballfield users.

Reduce budget by $440,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Recreation Center Coordinator, 1.0 FTE Recreation Center
Coordinator, Assistant, 1.0 FTE Recreation Leader, 1.5 FTE Recreation Attendant, and 1.5 Maintenance Laborer,
due to the limited use of the Green Lake Community Center.

Reduce budget by $90,000, and transfer out a 1.0 FTE Parks Concession Coordinator position to the Policy
Direction and Leadership BCL, to assist in developing partnerships and writing grants for recreation programs.

Reduce budget by $7,000, and reclass a Manager 1 to a Recreation Program Coordinator, Sr., as part of the
changes in the span of control exercise.

Increase budget by $41,000 to expand funding for jobs readiness programs for youth that include Engaged in
Service and Student Teen Employment Preparation.

Reduce budget by $23,000, and change a Strategic Advisor 1 from 1.0 FTE to 0.75 FTE, due to a transfer of
responsibilities for Golf related budget analysis and development to the Golf manager.
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Reduce budget by $186,000, and abrogate 1.0 FTE Manager 2 and 1.0 FTE Recreation Specialist, due to the
closure and/or limited use of six facilities within the Parks Department.

Reduce budget by $174,000, reduce 1.0 FTE Recreation Leader to 0.5 FTE, and reduce 1.0 FTE Maintenance
Laborer to 0.5 FTE, due to the limited use of the Queen Anne Community Center.

Reduce budget by $436,000, and abrogate 2.0 FTE Recreation Center Coordinator, 2.0 FTE Recreation Center
Coordinator, Assistant, 2.0 FTE Recreation Attendant, 1.0 Maintenance Laborer, and change 1.0 FTE Utility
Laborer to 0.5 FTE, due to the limited use of the Alki and Ballard Community Centers.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Recreation Facilities and Programs
BCL will achieve $162,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in
an agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the
Council in order to replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $22,000
is saved in the Recreation Facilities and Programs BCL by assuming no market adjustments for non-represented
employees in the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $1 million for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $1.5 million.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Recreation Facilities and Programs 22,021,164 23,085,635 21,699,070 22,790,557
Full-time Equivalents Total* 238.29 238.29 207.79 207.79

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Seattle Aquarium Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Seattle Aquarium Budget Control Level is to provide exhibits and environmental educational
opportunities that expand knowledge of, inspire interest in, and encourage stewardship of the aquatic wildlife and
habitats of Puget Sound and the Pacific Northwest.

Summary

Decrease budget by $6.32 million, abrogate 21.75 FTE, and transfer out one position, due to the July 2010
management transition of the Aquarium to the Seattle Aquarium Society.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Seattle Aquarium BCL will achieve
$39,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that
allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to
replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $16,000
is saved in the Seattle Aquarium BCL by assuming no market adjustments for non-represented employees in the
City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $365,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $6 million.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Seattle Aquarium 9,427,499 10,723,934 4,713,222 4,822,436
Full-time Equivalents Total* 73.25 73.25 50.50 50.50

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Seattle Conservation Corps Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Seattle Conservation Corps Budget Control Level is to provide training, counseling, and
employment to homeless and unemployed people so that they acquire skills and experience leading to long-term
employment and stability.

Summary

Reduce budget by $209,000, and abrogate 0.80 FTE Seattle Conservation Corps Supervisor and related
temporary labor budget, due to the decrease in available capital work.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Seattle Conservation Corps BCL will
achieve $31,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement
that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order
to replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $2,000
is saved in the Seattle Conservation Corps BCL by assuming no market adjustments for non-represented
employees in the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $109,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $134,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Seattle Conservation Corps 3,310,059 4,207,028 4,073,257 4,152,111
Full-time Equivalents Total* 20.35 20.35 19.55 19.55

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Swimming, Boating, and Aquatics Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Swimming, Boating, and Aquatics Budget Control Level is to provide a variety of structured
and unstructured water-related programs and classes so participants can enjoy and develop skills in a range of
aquatic activities.

Summary
Decrease budget by $86,000 related to departmental technical adjustments to better align department services.

Decrease budget by $766,000, abrogate 1.0 FTE Pool Maintenance Worker, 1.0 FTE Aquatic Center Coordinator,
0.5 FTE Lifeguard, 1.5 FTE Lifeguard Sr., 1.0 FTE Aquatic Center Coordinator Assistant, and 1.0 FTE Cashier,
due to the closure of the Rainier Beach Community Center and Pool during construction of a new facility.

Decrease budget by $67,000, and change 2.0 FTE Recreation Leaders to 1.2 FTE Recreation Attendants, due to
reduced public office hours at the Green Lake Small Craft Center and Mount Baker Rowing and Sailing Center.

Increase budget by $79,000 as part of the new facilities costs related to the 2008 Parks Levy, the Lake Union
Park and Neighborhood Matching Fund projects.

Decrease budget by $36,000, change a 1.0 FTE Aquatic Center Coordinator to 0.5 FTE, and reduce programming
work for aquatics.

Increase budget by $12,000 to replace the boat ramp electronic fee machines each year.

Reduce 0.3 FTE Cashier and 2.73 FTE Lifeguard, Sr., to provide standardization of the part-time FTE at all
indoor swimming pools.

Increase budget by $10,000 to expand funding for a jobs readiness programs for Youth Engaged in Service and
for the Lifeguard Training Team.

Reduce budget by $143,000 due to the closure of 10 wading pools including those that are being converted to
spray Parks.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Swimming, Boating and Aquatics BCL
will achieve $55,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an
agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the
Council in order to replace this adjustment.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $2,000
is saved in the Swimming, Boating and Aquatics BCL by assuming no market adjustments for non-represented
employees in the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $366,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $687,000.
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2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Swimming, Boating, and Aquatics 7,815,523 7,954,102 7,266,567 7,478,176
Full-time Equivalents Total* 61.90 61.90 51.57 51.57

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
[1-67



Parks and Recreation

Woodland Park Zoo Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

In December 2001, the City of Seattle, by Ordinance 120697, established an agreement with the non-profit
Woodland Park Zoological Society to operate and manage the Woodland Park Zoo beginning in March 2002.
The Department's budget includes the City's support for Zoo operations. The purpose of the Zoo is to provide
care for animals and offer exhibits, educational programs, and appealing visitor amenities so Seattle residents and
visitors have the opportunity to enjoy and learn about animals and wildlife conservation.

Summary
Increase budget by $97,000 to cover drainage utility costs associated with the Zoo.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $1,000 for a net increase from the
2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $98,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Woodland Park Zoo 6,467,764 6,386,314 6,483,698 6,587,726
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Park and Recreation Fund

Summit
Code

433010
434010
437010
439090
441710
441990
443870
447300
447400
447500
447600
462300
462400
462500
462800
462900
469100
469400
469970
541490
543970
587001
587165

587637
587900

Source

Federal Grants

State Grants

Interlocal Grants

Private Contributions

Sales of Merchandise
Miscellaneous Charges and Fees
Resource Recovery Revenues
Recreational Activity Fees

Event Admission Fees

Exhibit Admission Fees

Program Fees

Parking Fees

ST Space Facilities Rentals

LT Space/Facilities Leases
Concession Proceeds

Rents and Use Charges

Salvage Sales

Judgments & Settlements
Telephone Commission Revenue
Miscellaneous Revenue

Charges to Other City Departments
General Subfund Support

Transfer from Neighborhood Matching
Subfund

Transfer from Donations Fund
Transfers from CRS & Parks Levy

Total Revenues

379100

Use of Fund Balance

Total Resources

2009
Actuals

66,960
51,507
148,494
497,746
122,658
288,077
868,077
17,400,248
0
8,781,840
91,813

0

81,478
1,293,606
601,248
1,726,867
10,454
9,868
1,668
87,745
943,468
82,619,508
95,397

24,967
10,561,191

126,374,885
0

126,374,885

Parks and Recreation

2010
Adopted

0

0

0
1,386,400
5,000
1,131,445
1,399,917
18,202,915
35,000
9,271,654
116,000

0

308,420
1,168,672
599,767
329,349

0

0

3,183
99,098
417,000
84,244,481
0

0
11,306,900

130,025,201
0

130,025,201
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2011
Proposed

0

0

0

440,000
5,000
1,109,329
1,372,169
19,035,226
0
4,988,151
0

59,900
372,420
42,874
637,143
323,349

0

0

3,183
901,087
270,590
81,045,007
0

0
10,263,228

120,868,656
822,500

121,691,156

2012
Proposed

0

0

0

440,000
5,000
1,109,329
1,351,579
19,734,410
0
5,097,381
0

59,900
392,420
42,874
637,143
323,349

0

0

3,183
1,001,673
270,590
84,678,646
0

0
10,379,332

125,526,809
0

125,526,809



Park and Recreation Fund

Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Less: Capital Improvements

Ending Fund Balance

Westbridge Debt Service

Transfer to Gold Capital Reserve

Total Reserves

Ending Unreserved Fund
Balance

2009
Actuals

2,902,933

(908,441)

126,374,889

124,540,476

3,828,905

829,299
376,651

1,205,950

2,622,955

2010
Adopted

2,090,217

0

130,025,201

130,025,201

732,000

1,358,217

829,300
0

829,300

528,917

Parks and Recreation

2010
Revised

3,828,905

0

128,324,725

129,147,225

3,006,405

829,300
0

829,300

2,177,105
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2011
Proposed

3,006,405

0

120,868,656

121,691,156

2,183,905

829,300
0

829,300

1,354,605

2012
Proposed

2,183,905

0

125,526,809

125,526,809

2,183,905

829,300
0

829,300

1,354,605



Parks and Recreation

Capital Improvement Program Highlights

With $57 million appropriated in 2011, Parks will continue to have a robust capital improvement program,
despite the economic downturn. The 2008 Parks Levy provides $18 million of this funding, in addition to
the $42 million appropriated from the Levy in 2009 and 2010. The Cumulative Reserve Subfund (CRS)
appropriation for the Department is approximately $12 million in 2011.

Capital maintenance is a vital component of Parks' Capital Improvement Program, with $8 million funded in
2011. This funding addresses basic infrastructure across the Parks system, such as ballfield lighting
replacement, environmental remediation, landscape restoration, irrigation system replacement, and replacing
major roof and HVAC systems. Work at the Seattle Aquarium will continue to address Pier 60 corrosion
and pier piling problems.

Of the 60 development projects funded by the 2008 Levy, 51 will be in progress through 2011, and 14 will
have been completed by the end of 2010. Most of these projects are play area renovations and neighborhood
park developments. In 2011, approximately $4 million will fund environmental projects; restoration of
forests, trails, wetlands and shorelines; and development for P-Patches and shoreline access.

Restoration of the Capehart site at Discovery Park is expected to begin in 2011. Park development
continues on reservoir lids at Jefferson Park, Myrtle, Maple Leaf, and West Seattle. In addition,
construction on the new Rainier Beach Community Center and Pool will begin in 2011. Also on 2011, the
City will continue implementation of the Golf Master Plan which will provide major improvements at the
four City-owned golf courses (Interbay, Jackson, Jefferson and West Seattle), including building
replacements, driving ranges, cart path improvements, and course and landscaping renovation. Future
revenue from the golf courses will cover associated debt service payments. These improvements will be
phased over 6+ years.

One remaining 2000 Pro Parks Levy acquisition is expected to be completed in 2011, and acquisition of new
neighborhood parks and green spaces continues with 2008 Parks Levy funding.

Capital Improvement Program Appropriation

2011 2012

Budget Control Level Proposed Proposed

2000 Parks Levy - Development Opportunity Fund: K723008

2000 Parks Levy Fund 1,000,000 0

Subtotal 1,000,000

2008 Parks Levy - P-Patch Development: K720031

2008 Parks Levy Fund 500,000 0

Subtotal 500,000

2008 Parks Levy- Cultural Facilities: K720021

2008 Parks Levy Fund 4,521,000 4,500,000

Subtotal 4,521,000 4,500,000

2008 Parks Levy- Forest & Stream Restoration: K720030

2008 Parks Levy Fund 700,000 100,000

Subtotal 700,000 100,000
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Capital Improvement Program Highlights

Budget Control Level

2008 Parks Levy- Green Space Acquisition: K720011
2008 Parks Levy Fund

Subtotal

2008 Parks Levy- Major Parks: K720023
2008 Parks Levy Fund

Subtotal

2008 Parks Levy- Neighborhood Park Acquisition: K720010
2008 Parks Levy Fund

Subtotal

2008 Parks Levy- Neighborhood Parks and Playgrounds: K720020

2008 Parks Levy Fund
Subtotal

2008 Parks Levy- Shoreline Access: K720032
2008 Parks Levy Fund

Subtotal

Ballfields/Athletic Courts/Play Areas: K72445
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)

Subtotal

Building Component Renovations: K72444

2009 Multipurpose LTGO Bond Fund

2011 Multipurpose LTGO Bond Fund

2012 Multipurpose LTGO Bond Fund

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163)
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164)

Subtotal

Citywide and Neighborhood Projects: K72449
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163)
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)

Subtotal

Debt Service and Contract Obligation: K72440

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163)
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164)
Park and Recreation Fund

Subtotal

Parks and Recreation

2011
Proposed

750,000
750,000

2,371,000
2,371,000

2,275,000
2,275,000

7,031,000
7,031,000

75,000
75,000

758,000
758,000

2,500,000
4,978,000
13,326,000
120,000
2,419,000
140,000

23,483,000

325,000
660,000

985,000

814,000
1,633,000
905,000
40,000

3,392,000
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2012
Proposed

750,000
750,000

1,018,000
1,018,000

1,800,000
1,800,000

6,370,000
6,370,000

75,000
75,000

200,000
200,000

0

0

0

120,000
1,330,000
140,000

1,590,000

325,000
630,000

955,000

814,000
1,644,000
1,095,000

40,000

3,593,000



Capital Improvement Program Highlights

Budget Control Level

Docks/Piers/Floats/Seawalls/Shorelines: K72447

Beach Maintenance Trust Fund

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164)

Subtotal

Forest Restoration: K72442
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164)

Subtotal

Gas Works Park Remediation: K72582
Gasworks Park Contamination Remediation Fund

Subtotal

Golf Projects: K72253

2011 Multipurpose LTGO Bond Fund

2012 Multipurpose LTGO Bond Fund

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164)
Golf Subfund

Subtotal

Parks Infrastructure: K72441
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163)
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)

Subtotal

Parks Upgrade Program: K72861
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)

Subtotal

Pools/Natatorium Renovations: K72446
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)

Subtotal

Total Capital Improvement Program Appropriation

Parks and Recreation

2011
Proposed

25,000
881,000
27,000

933,000

1,381,000
593,000

1,974,000

20,000
20,000

4,149,000
0

504,000
582,000

5,235,000

120,000
514,000

634,000

508,000
508,000

309,000
309,000

57,454,000
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2012
Proposed

25,000
2,546,000
75,000

2,646,000

2,081,000
95,000

2,176,000

20,000
20,000

0
2,146,000
440,000
882,000

3,468,000

120,000
405,000

525,000

508,000
508,000

30,294,000






Seattle Center

Robert Nellams, Director

Contact Information

Department Information Line: (206) 684-7200

City of Seattle General Information: (206) 684-2489 TTY: (206) 615-0476
On the Web at: http://www.seattlecenter.com/

Department Description

Seattle Center is home to cultural and education organizations, sport teams, festivals, community programs, and
entertainment facilities. Millions of people visit the 74-acre Seattle Center campus annually. Consistently rated
as one of the City's top attractions, Seattle Center's mission is to be the nation's best gathering place, to delight
and inspire the human spirit, and to bring people together as a rich and varied community.

The history of Seattle Center dates back to a time well before the organization existed as a City department in its
current form. Prior to the 1850's, the land on which Seattle Center sits was a part of a Native American Trail and
was later homesteaded by the David Denny family, who donated the land to the City of Seattle. In 1927, the new
Civic Auditorium and Arena were constructed with funding from a levy and a contribution from a local business
owner, and in 1939, a large Military Armory, now the Center House, was constructed in the same general area.
Later in 1948, the Memorial Stadium was added to the site, and the Memorial Wall was added in 1952. Finally in
1962, the community pulled together these facilities, and added new structures, to create a campus to host the
Seattle World's Fair/Century 21 Exposition. At the conclusion of the Fair, the City took ownership of most of the
remaining facilities and campus grounds to create what is now the Seattle Center Department. Since its creation

in 1963, Seattle Center has nurtured artistry and creativity by providing a home for and technical assistance to a
wide variety of cultural organizations.

In 2012, Seattle will celebrate the 50th Anniversary of one of the most significant events in the history of Seattle
and the Pacific Northwest region - the 1962 Seattle World's Fair/Century 21 Exposition. The Fair was a turning
point in the City's history, bringing Seattle to the attention of the world as a center of innovation and culture. In
2012, Seattle Center, in partnership with the Seattle Center Foundation and a broad array of partners from the
public, private and non-profit sectors, will host a six-month celebration of the 1962 World's Fair, spanning the
exact dates of the Fair - April 21 to October 21.

The Department is financed by a combination of tax dollars from the City's General Fund and revenue earned
from commercial operations. Major sources of commercial revenues include charges to private clients for facility
rentals, parking fees, long term leases to nonprofit organizations, sponsorships, and monorail fares.

Due to its heavy reliance on commercial revenues, Seattle Center faces many of the same financial challenges
confronting other businesses. Consumer preferences, fluctuating demand, and competition for customer
discretionary spending all influence the financial performance of the department. Over the next biennium, the
Department will face financial pressures in several areas including market competition with competing facilities,
financial challenges of long term nonprofit tenants on campus, and balancing the mix of public and private uses
on the campus.

Proposed Policy and Program Changes

The City of Seattle's General Fund is facing a $67 million shortfall in 2011. The 2011 Proposed Budget includes
reductions for all General Fund-dependent functions. As a result of this shortfall, Seattle Center proposed
reductions based on criteria which attempt to keep community services whole and also aligned with City
priorities.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
1-75



Seattle Center

The Department implements a variety of administrative staffing reductions that achieve General Fund savings
and result in internal and administrative efficiencies. Redevelopment staff working on implementation of the
Century 21 Master Plan, the Center's long-range strategic plan, are fully funded with Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) funds instead of partial funding from the General Fund. Human Resource and Accounting staff
are reduced to reflect the Department's review and subsequent realignment of these two internal functions. The
Department also abrogates a Manager 2 position and shifts the management of the Center House concession
agreements to remaining staff.

The Department achieves significant savings by implementing a new automated workforce management system
to manage the scheduling, billing, and dispatching of staff. The new system allows the Department to reduce
staff time in three operational areas including admissions, sound, and stage.

The Department continues to evaluate the KeyArena management model and implements changes that reduce
overall facility expenditures and help streamline administration of the facility. First, the Director of Commercial
Events position is eliminated and an Operating Board is established to oversee the sales and operation functions.
Second, an Event Services Representative is reduced to part-time and the workload is absorbed by remaining
staff. Finally, the Department reduces the KeyArena maintenance budget to bring expenses in-line with historical
spending patterns on non-critical maintenance needs.

The Department also eliminates non event-related overhead costs at KeyArena associated with emergency
services, administrative support, and intermittent stage staffing. These reductions in staff hours create operating
efficiencies without significantly impacting service levels at the facility. Impacted positions include a Emergency
Service Technician, an Administrative Staff Assistant, and intermittent stage maintenance staff.

The Department implements several non-labor reductions that achieve General Fund savings and result in internal
and programming efficiencies. Costs in the Technical Facilities Management unit are reduced by lowering
temperature settings in campus buildings, and turning off the fountains during the winter months.

Direct and front-line services have been prioritized in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget. To achieve this goal,
every department was asked to critically evaluate funding needs for departmental travel and training to determine
which items were essential to include and those that could be forgone. As a result of this evaluation, Seattle
Center reduces its travel and training budget by $10,000. This amount is captured within the administrative
efficiencies descriptions detailed in the following pages.

The Department maximizes revenue streams to help offset General Fund support. An increase in daily parking
rates generates additional parking revenues in 2011. Similarly, increased Monorail ridership levels based on both
trains being fully operational starting in 2009 provides additional Monorail revenues for Seattle Center. Finally,
the Proposed Budget includes several new sponsorship and advertising initiatives for the skate park and

Monorail. The Department plans to sell naming rights to the skate park and advertising at the Monorail Station.

As part of the overall budget reduction strategy, the Department also reduces service levels in several areas
including Public Programming, Technical Facilities Management, and McCaw Hall. First, the retirement of an
Administrative Specialist in the Customer Service Unit and a Stage Technician in Public Programs creates budget
savings without significant service level impacts. The Department also decreases non-labor related costs in Public
Programs by reducing funds for updates to the Winterfest Décor scheme, reducing the amount of seasonal
lighting used during the event, reducing the number of professional entertainment programs provided, and
eliminating the Winterfest Train in 2011, due to anticipated renovations of the Center House food court.

Funding for the train is restored in 2012,
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Within the Technical Facilities Management Unit, the Department abrogates a vacant Electrician position and
eliminates intermittent Painter hours. Additional reductions include the abrogation of one Laborer, and one
Janitor. Potential service level impacts of these reductions include increased response time for preventive
maintenance, decreased preventative maintenance primarily on KeyArena risers, and a reduction in overall
cleanliness of campus facilities.

Finally, the Department reduces a full-time Event Services Representative position to part-time. The position
works on McCaw Hall events to better align with planned workloads in the facility.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes several technical adjustments that better reflect actual expenditures
across programs. Several Budget Control Levels (BCLSs) are adjusted to reflect budget neutral changes that align
expenditures with actual program functions. The basis of this adjustment includes changes in event projections
across BCLs, changes in contract inflation assumptions for certain contracts, and changes in actual festival
deployment and other public programming expenditures across BCLs. In addition, the salaries for management
level staff in Seattle Center will continue to hold their salaries at 2008 levels and the salaries for IT Professional
staff will be held at 2009 levels. This Executive Order will continue in 2011 creating additional sustainable
salary savings, and those reductions are also reflected in this Proposed Budget.
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Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Appropriations Code Actual Adopted  Proposed  Proposed
Access Budget Control Level SC670 1,187,984 1,241,278 1,102,649 1,129,818
Administration-SC Budget Control SC690 7,789,580 6,910,891 6,963,309 7,031,216
Level
Campus Grounds Budget Control SC600 11,802,246 11,857,974 11,542,599 11,657,274
Level
Commercial Events Budget Control SC640 912,619 712,120 922,826 945,139
Level
Community Programs Budget SC620 2,313,180 2,140,366 1,979,210 2,070,340
Control Level
Cultural Facilities Budget Control SC630 243,987 276,238 147,940 212,439
Level
Debt Budget Control Level SC680 134,150 136,350 139,194 135,994
Festivals Budget Control Level SC610 721,956 758,396 822,596 843,437
Judgment and Claims Budget SC710 607,968 607,968 931,564 931,564
Control Level
KeyArena Budget Control Level SC660 4,731,485 6,101,043 5,489,519 5,809,062
McCaw Hall Budget Control Level SC650 3,685,288 3,835,308 3,936,463 4,071,946
Department Total 34,130,442 34,577,931 33,977,869 34,838,228
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 257.77 257.77 245.12 245.12

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Resources Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
General Subfund 14,699,842 13,056,898 13,229,236 13,305,083
Other 19,430,600 21,521,033 20,748,633 21,533,145
Department Total 34,130,442 34,577,931 33,977,869 34,838,228
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Access Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Access Budget Control Level is to provide the services needed to assist visitors in coming to
and traveling from the campus, while reducing congestion in adjoining neighborhoods. Program services include
operating parking services, maintaining parking garages, managing the Seattle Center Monorail, and encouraging
use of alternate modes of transportation.

Summary

Increase Monorail revenue by $50,000 to reflect anticipated higher ridership levels in 2011 based on the
completed renovation of both trains in late 2009. This change reduces the amount of General Fund (GF) support
provided to the Department, thereby generating GF savings for the City. However, this change in revenue sources
has zero net impact on Seattle Center's operating budget.

Increase advertising revenue for the Monorail by $50,000 to reflect anticipated new signage advertisements on
the Monorail or Monorail platform. This change reduces the amount of GF support provided to the Department,
thereby generating GF savings for the City. However, this change in revenue sources has zero net impact on
Seattle Center's operating budget.

Increase daily parking fees for Seattle Center's parking lots and garages from $7.00 to $9.00 to generate $275,000
in additional parking revenues. This change reduces the amount of GF support provided to the Department,
thereby generating GF savings for the City. However, this change in revenue sources has zero net impact on
Seattle Center's operating budget.

Reduce budget by $66,000 and hold vacant 0.9 FTE Parking Attendant, Sr. position based on the addition of the
Automated Parking Management System at the Mercer Street and 5th Avenue garages.

Reduce appropriation authority by $123,000 to reflect a technical adjustment across the Department's Budget
Control Levels (BCLSs) to better align expenditures with actual program functions. The basis of this adjustment
includes changes in event projections across BCLs, changes in contract inflation assumptions for certain
contracts, and changes in actual festival and other public programming expenditures across BCLS.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Access BCL will achieve $13,000 in
savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that allows the
City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to replace this
adjustment.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $63,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $139,000.
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2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Access 1,187,984 1,241,278 1,102,649 1,129,818
Full-time Equivalents Total* 11.23 11.23 11.23 11.23

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Administration-SC Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Administration Budget Control Level is to provide the financial, human resource, technology,
and business support necessary to provide effective delivery of the department's services. Program services
include administrative oversight and support to all other department programs, financial management of the
Department's operating funds, and management of the department's Capital Improvement Program.

Summary

Reduce General Fund support by $121,000 and transfer approximately one-half of the costs of two 1.0 FTE
Strategic Advisor positions to Seattle Center's 2011-2016 Capital Improvement Program (CIP). The positions are
responsible for implementation of the Seattle Center Century 21 Master Plan. Ongoing funding for these
positions is contingent on the amount of billable CIP hours for projects developed as part of Century 21 Master
Plan.

Reduce budget authority by $166,000 and abrogate 1.0 FTE Administrative Staff Assistant and 1.0 FTE
Personnel Specialist Senior positions. This change results from the Department's reorganization of the Human
Resources unit to achieve program efficiencies and budget savings.

Reduce budget by $57,000 and abrogate 0.5 FTE Accounting Technician 11-BU and 0.5 FTE Finance Analyst
positions that were each budgeted at 1.0 FTE. While this change may increase the turnaround time for certain
transactions, this will not compromise the integrity of Seattle Center's accounting procedures.

Reduce budget by $141,000 and abrogate 1.0 FTE Executive 1 position overseeing KeyArena operations. To
mitigate impacts of this reduction, the Department will restructure the facility's management model by
establishing an Operating Board to provide the needed oversight of the sales and operations functions at
KeyArena.

Reduce budget by $45,000 and unfund 0.5 FTE Senior Event Sales Representative responsible for securing rental
events for McCaw Hall to the McCaw Hall Budget Control Level (BCL). This change achieves budget savings
without creating significant impacts to McCaw Hall programming.

Reduce budget by $70,000 and abrogate 0.5 FTE Manager 2 position overseeing the Center House food
merchants and providing internal administrative support to the Department. The work associated with this
position transfers to remaining staff.

In 2012, the annual amount of funding provided to the Seattle Center Foundation is reduced by $80,000. This
change represents a 40% reduction in the amount of support provided to the Foundation for a number of services
including volunteer management and the solicitation of private funding opportunities at Seattle Center.

Reduce budget authority by approximately $10,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative
efficiencies for travel and training.

Increase appropriation authority by $217,000 to reflect a technical adjustment across the Department's BCLs to
better align expenditures with actual program functions. The basis of this adjustment includes changes in event
projections across BCLs, changes in contract inflation assumptions for certain contracts, and changes in actual
festival and other public programming expenditures across BCLSs.

In keeping with the Mayor's policy to achieve salary savings to help close the 2011 General Fund deficit, $54,000
is saved in Administration BCL by assuming no market rate salary adjustments for non-represented employees in
the City discretionary pay plans for 2011.
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The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Administration BCL will achieve
$36,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that
allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to
replace this adjustment.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $414,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $52,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Administration-SC 7,789,580 6,910,891 6,963,309 7,031,216
Full-time Equivalents Total* 27.11 27.11 22.61 22.61

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Campus Grounds Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Campus Grounds Budget Control Level is to provide gathering spaces and open-air venues in
the City's urban core. The grounds knit together the whole of the campus and are Seattle Center's biggest asset.
Program services include landscape maintenance, security patrols and lighting, litter and garbage removal,
recycling operations, hard surface and site amenities maintenance, and management of revenues associated with
leasing outdoor spaces.

Summary

Increase revenue by $178,000 to reflect anticipated new rent and concession fees from the vacant site on the
south side of Center House. This change reduces the amount of General Fund (GF) support provided to the
department, thereby generating GF savings for the City. However, this change in revenue sources has zero net
impact on Seattle Center's operating budget.

Beginning in 2012, reduce budget by $35,000 to reflect utility savings achieved through the CIP projects included
in the Municipal Energy Efficiency Program. The projects will generate ongoing savings to Seattle Center's
operating budget by reducing utility costs across campus.

Reduce budget by $83,000 and abrogate a 1.0 FTE Administrative Specialist I1-BU position. To mitigate the
impacts of this reduction, the Department redistributes the workload among staff.

Reduce budget by $96,000 and abrogate 1.0 FTE Electrician position. This reduction may slow the response time
for routine and preventative maintenance.

Reduce budget by $25,000 and eliminate approximately 650 intermittent Painter hours. This reduction is roughly
equivalent to a 0.4 FTE reduction in staffing capacity, and results in staffing adjustments within the Painter work
unit as the Department re-prioritizes maintenance activities.

Reduce budget by $44,000 to reflect the reduction of 1.0 FTE Lock Technician position to 0.6 FTE. This change
will not result in significant impacts to service levels at campus facilities

Reduce budget by $230,000 and abrogate 1.0 FTE Janitor and 1.0 FTE Laborer to achieve budget savings in
facility maintenance costs. In addition, funding for intermittent janitors working off-peak shifts is reduced.
Impacts may include longer cleaning cycles for restrooms, the Center House dining area, and other public places.

Reduce budget by $123,000, abrogate 0.5 FTE Painter position, and unfund 1.0 FTE Gardner, 1.0 FTE Janitor,
and 1.0 Dining Room Attendant. This change in maintenance staff capacity may impact overall grounds
maintenance and Center House cleanliness during the summer months, however Seattle Center will mitigate this
impact by transferring work to remaining staff where possible and using intermittent staff if necessary.

Reduce budget by $130,000 by holding vacant 1.0 FTE Administrative Specialist 11-BU and 1.0 Utility Laborer
working at KeyArena. The Department will continue to hold the positions vacant in the event that demand for the
positions' services requires that they be filled outside of the budget process.

Reduce budget by $83,000 in the Technical Facilities Management (TFM) division to reflect reductions in
expenditures for administrative efficiencies including, operating supplies, professional services and fleet
management.
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Reduce budget by $55,000 to reflect utility reductions across campus including better management of
temperature settings in all facilities, and the reduction of water flow at the International Fountain from
January-March.

Reduce budget by $111,000, abrogate 0.5 FTE Administrative Specialist 11-BU position, and fund 1.0 FTE
Admissions Personnel Dispatcher and 1.0 FTE Sound and Video Equipment Technician positions at 0.5 FTE.
The Department achieves this savings through the development and implementation of a new automated
workforce management system which streamlines the dispatch function for staff at Seattle Center, thereby
decreasing the number of staff required to perform scheduling work.

Increase appropriation authority by $112,000 to reflect a technical adjustment across the Department's Budget
Control Levels (BCLs) to better align expenditures with actual program functions. The basis of this adjustment
includes changes in event projections across BCLs, changes in contract inflation assumptions for certain
contracts, and changes in actual festival and other public programming expenditures across BCLSs.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Campus Grounds BCL will achieve
$85,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that
allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to
replace this adjustment.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $638,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $315,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Campus Grounds 11,802,246 11,857,974 11,542,599 11,657,274
Full-time Equivalents Total* 84.37 84.37 78.97 78.97

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Commercial Events Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Commercial Events Budget Control Level is to provide the spaces and services needed to host
a wide variety of commercial events, both for profit and not for profit, sponsored and produced by private and
community promoters.

Summary

Increase appropriation authority by $169,000 to reflect a technical adjustment across the Department's Budget
Control Levels (BCLs) to better align expenditures with actual program functions. The basis of this adjustment
includes changes in event projections across BCLs, changes in contract inflation assumptions for certain
contracts, and changes in actual festival and other public programming expenditures across BCLs.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Commercial Events BCL will achieve
$11,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that
allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to
replace this adjustment.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $53,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $211,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Commercial Events 912,619 712,120 922,826 945,139
Full-time Equivalents Total* 7.48 7.48 7.48 7.48

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Community Programs Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Community Programs Budget Control Level is to produce free and low-cost programs that
connect diverse cultures, create learning opportunities, honor community traditions, and nurture artistry and
creativity.

Summary

Reduce budget by $121,000 and abrogate 1.0 FTE Stage Technician, Lead position to assist in balancing the
overall General Fund. Elimination of the position will result in a reduction in the quality of support for public
programming and in the number of community groups performing in Center House.

Reduce budget by $74,000 and reduce funding for Winterfest activities. This reduction shortens the Winterfest
programming from 5 weeks to 3 or 4 weeks in length, delays updates to the Winterfest Décor by 1-2 years to
2011 or 2012, and reduces the amount of seasonal lighting used during the event. In addition, the reduction
achieves savings by eliminating the Winterfest Train in 2011 only due to anticipated renovations of the Center
House food court. Funding for the train is restored in 2012.

Reduce budget by $57,000 and abrogate 0.25 FTE Administrative Specialist 11-BU and 0.50 FTE Management
Systems Analyst. Both positions work in the Seattle Center Productions Unit (SCP). Impacts of this reduction are
mitigated by redistributing some scheduling and contracting functions to existing staff in the SCP unit.

Reduce budget by $39,000 to reflect reduced funding for contractors who support the Department's public
programs. There will be less outreach work on the Teen Tix program.

Increase appropriation authority by $46,000 to reflect a technical adjustment across the Department's Budget
Control Levels (BCLs) to better align expenditures with actual program functions. The basis of this adjustment
includes changes in event projections across BCLs, changes in contract inflation assumptions for certain
contracts, and changes in actual festival and other public programming expenditures across BCLs.

Increase revenue by $100,000 to reflect a potential new title sponsorship for the skate park at Seattle Center. This
change reduces the amount of GF support provided to the Department, thereby generating GF savings for the
City. However, this change in revenue sources has zero net impact on Seattle Center's operating budget.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Community Programs BCL will
achieve $15,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement
that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order
to replace this adjustment.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $99,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $161,000.
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Seattle Center

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Community Programs 2,313,180 2,140,366 1,979,210 2,070,340
Full-time Equivalents Total* 13.63 13.63 11.88 11.88

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Seattle Center

Cultural Facilities Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Cultural Facilities Budget Control Level is to provide spaces for performing arts and cultural
organizations to exhibit, perform, entertain, and create learning opportunities for diverse local, national, and
international audiences.

Summary

Reduce appropriation authority by $138,000 to reflect a technical adjustment across the Department's Budget
Control Levels (BCLs) to better align expenditures with actual program functions. The basis of this adjustment
includes changes in event projections across BCLs, changes in contract inflation assumptions for certain
contracts, and changes in actual festival and other public programming expenditures across BCLs.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $10,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $128,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Cultural Facilities 243,987 276,238 147,940 212,439
Full-time Equivalents Total* 3.26 3.26 3.26 3.26

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Seattle Center

Debt Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement
The purpose of the Debt Budget Control Level is to provide payments and collect associated revenues related to
the debt service for McCaw Hall.

Summary
There are no substantive changes from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget.
2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Debt 134,150 136,350 139,194 135,994
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Seattle Center

Festivals Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Festivals Budget Control Level is to provide a place for the community to hold major festival
celebrations. This program includes the revenue and expenses related to the Giant Magnet, Northwest Folklife
Festival, Bite of Seattle, and Bumbershoot events.

Summary

Increase appropriation authority by $51,000 to reflect a technical adjustment across the Department's Budget
Control Levels (BCLs) to better align expenditures with actual program functions. The basis of this adjustment
includes changes in event projections across BCLs, changes in contract inflation assumptions for certain
contracts, and changes in actual festival and other public programming expenditures across BCLs.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Festivals BCL will achieve $9,000 in
savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that allows the
City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to replace this
adjustment.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $22,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $64,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Festivals 721,956 758,396 822,596 843,437
Full-time Equivalents Total* 8.72 8.72 8.72 8.72

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Seattle Center

Judgment and Claims Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The Judgment/Claims Budget Control Level pays for judgments, settlements, claims, and other eligible expenses
associated with legal claims and suits against the City. Premiums are based on average percentage of
Judgment/Claims expenses incurred by the Department over the previous five years.

Summary

Based on an increased Seattle Center share of settlements and claims over the past five years, the Judgment and
Claims premium increases the 2011 Proposed Budget by approximately $324,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Judgment and Claims 607,968 607,968 931,564 931,564
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Seattle Center

KeyArena Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the KeyArena Budget Control Level is to manage and operate the KeyArena as the premier
entertainment venue in the Seattle region. Included in this category are all operations related to sports teams
playing in the arena, along with concerts, family shows, and private meetings.

Summary

Reduce budget by $54,000 and abrogate 0.5 FTE Event Services Representative, Sr. position that was budgeted at
1.0 FTE. Responsibilities of this position will be transferred to the remaining 2.0 FTE Event Services staff, and
impacts are anticipated to be minimal.

Reduce budget by $100,000 to reflect service and maintenance reductions at KeyArena. This change reduces the
contract for preventative maintenance of the electronic signage in the bowl of KeyArena and reduces a portion of
the facility's overall maintenance budget which is earmarked for addressing periodic and/or unforeseen
maintenance issues. This increases the time it takes the Department to address non critical maintenance needs,
however the Department is retaining sufficient funding to repair items on an as-needed basis.

Reduce budget by $70,000 to reflect reduced intermittent hours for stage maintenance. Stage hours worked for
events are reimbursed by the client, while maintenance hours are not. The Department will reduce preventative
maintenance hours worked by intermittent staff to maintain stage equipment. This change will help the
Department make KeyArena operations more efficient without significantly impacting service levels at the
facility.

Reduce budget by $37,000 and reduce 1.0 FTE Administrative Staff Assistant position to 0.5 FTE. This change
will help make KeyArena operations more efficient by reducing administrative costs, and they will not impact
service levels at the facility.

Reduce appropriation authority by $558,000 to reflect a technical adjustment across the Department's Budget
Control Levels (BCLs) to better align expenditures with actual program functions. The basis of this adjustment
includes changes in event projections across BCLs, changes in contract inflation assumptions for certain
contracts, and changes in actual festival and other public programming expenditures across BCLSs.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the KeyArena BCL will achieve $54,000
in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that allows the
City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to replace this
adjustment.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $261,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $612,000.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
[1-92



Seattle Center

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
KeyArena 4,731,485 6,101,043 5,489,519 5,809,062
Full-time Equivalents Total* 66.99 66.99 65.99 65.99

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Seattle Center

McCaw Hall Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The McCaw Hall Budget Control Level includes funds for the operation and maintenance of the McCaw Hall as
the premier performing arts venue in the Seattle region. In cooperation with Seattle Opera and Pacific Northwest
Ballet, Seattle Center manages and operates McCaw Hall as the home of the Opera and Ballet. The Seattle
International Film Festival also holds its annual festival and many other film screenings in this facility.

Summary

Reduce appropriation authority by $46,000 to reflect a budget neutral technical adjustment across the
Department's Budget Control Levels (BCLs) to better align expenditures with actual program functions. The
basis of this adjustment includes changes in event projections across BCLs, changes in contract inflation
assumptions for certain contracts, and changes in actual festival and other public programming expenditures
across BCLs.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade' classifications are applied, the McCaw Hall BCL will achieve
$32,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that
allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to
replace this adjustment.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $179,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $101,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
McCaw Hall 3,685,288 3,835,308 3,936,463 4,071,946
Full-time Equivalents Total* 34.98 34.98 34.98 34.98

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Seattle Center Fund

Summit
Code

587001
462300
462800

441960
462900
481500
541490

462500
462800
462800

462400

439090
441960

462500

462500
587001

441960

587001

587001

Source

Seattle Center Fund

Parking

Monorail

Total Access

Seattle Center Fund
Administration

Lease Settlement

CIP

Total Administration
Leases - Campus Grounds
Amusement Park Concessions
Center House Concessions
Total Campus Grounds
Campus Commercial Events

Total Commercial Events

Campus Sponsorships
Seattle Center Productions

Total Community Programs
Leases - Cultural Facilities
Total Cultural Facilities

McCaw Hall Tenant Use Fees - Debt
General Fund - McCaw Hall Debt

Total Debt

Festivals

Total Festivals

General Subfund Support

Total General Subfund Support

Judgment and Claims Allocation

Total Judgment and Claims Allocation

2009
Actuals

0
3,891,127
394,171
4,285,298
84,217
90,310
394,000
1,262,662
1,831,189
831,072
335,000
841,950
2,008,022
1,089,296
1,089,296

159,175
71,212

230,387
1,345,556
1,345,556

70,096
67,075

137,171
402,303
402,303
13,516,250
13,516,250
607,968

607,968

2010
Adopted

0
3,622,602
350,000
3,972,602
100,894
46,839
1,371,000
1,413,403
2,932,136
1,049,130
0

951,200
2,000,330
1,232,457
1,232,457

300,000
53,600

353,600
1,245,365
1,245,365

68,175
68,175

136,350
543,147
543,147
11,860,001
11,860,001
607,968

607,968
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Seattle Center

2011
Proposed

0
4,392,314
450,000
4,842,314
100,000
7,500

0
1,521,010
1,628,510
1,242,208
0

879,539
2,121,747
1,274,821
1,274,821

350,000
60,000

410,000
1,349,173
1,349,173

69,597
69,597

139,194
518,744
518,744
11,699,144
11,699,144
931,564

931,564

2012
Proposed

0
4,551,943
450,000
5,001,943
100,000
7,000

0
1,550,085
1,657,085
1,269,679
0

901,899
2,171,578
1,301,664
1,301,664

350,000
60,800

410,800
1,360,556
1,360,556

67,997
67,997

135,994
528,079
528,079
11,766,188
11,766,188
931,564

931,564



2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Seattle Center Fund

Summit
Code

441710
441960
462400
462400
462800
462800
462800

441960
462400
462500
462800
462800
587001

Source

KeyArena Miscellaneous
KeyArena Reimbursables
KeyArena Premium Seating
KeyArena Rent

KeyArena Concessions
KeyArena Sponsorship
KeyArena Ticketing

Total KeyArena

McCaw Hall Reimbursables

McCaw Hall Rent

McCaw Hall Tenant Use Fees
McCaw Hall Catering & Concessions
McCaw Hall Miscellaneous

General Fund - McCaw Hall

Total McCaw Hall

Total Revenues

2009
Actuals

351,759
1,384,967
143,871
861,538
32,472
300,000
591,100

3,665,707

1,387,609
257,808
1,219,951
322,782
170,931
508,549

3,867,630

32,986,777

2010
Adopted

129,478
1,674,689
366,000
2,332,779
193,719
300,000
770,137

5,766,802

1,338,124
368,905
1,250,249
270,033
179,108
520,754

3,927,173

34,577,931
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Seattle Center

2011
Proposed

94,735
1,569,683
320,000
1,322,722
504,854
300,000
1,153,396

5,265,390

1,338,006
397,400
1,023,383
335,000
174,548
528,931

3,797,268

33,977,869

2012
Proposed

115,366
1,711,414
380,000
1,354,418
504,854
300,000
1,283,363

5,649,415

1,350,661
426,677
1,089,069
335,000
182,974
538,981

3,923,362

34,838,228



Seattle Center Fund

Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

Inventories
McCaw Hall Reserves

Total Reserves

Ending Unreserved Fund
Balance

2009
Actuals

2,351,213

0

32,986,777

34,130,442

1,207,548

271,861
843,433

1,115,294

92,254

2010
Adopted

963,206

0

34,577,931

34,577,931

963,206

910,000

910,000

53,206

2010
Revised

1,207,548

0

34,455,053

34,455,053

1,207,548

271,861
843,433

1,115,294

92,254
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Seattle Center

2011 2012
Proposed Proposed
1,207,548 1,207,548

0 0
33,977,869 34,838,228
33,977,869 34,838,228

1,207,548 1,207,548
271,861 271,861
843,433 843,433
1,115,294 1,115,294
92,254 92,254



McCaw Hall Capital Reserve Fund

Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

2009
Actuals

0

100,000

100,000

2010
Adopted

0

400,000

400,000

2010
Revised

100,000

0

400,000

159,000

341,000
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2011
Proposed

341,000

0

400,000

741,000

2012
Proposed

0

400,000

400,000



KeyArena Settlement Proceeds Fund

Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Less: Capital Improvements

Ending Fund Balance

2009
Actuals

6,646,000

0

394,000

2,345,000

3,907,000

2010
Adopted

2,610,000

0

1,371,000

1,239,000

2010
Revised

3,907,000

0

1,492,000

1,595,000

820,000
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2011
Proposed

820,000

0

820,000

2012
Proposed

0



Seattle Center

Capital Improvement Program Highlights

Seattle Center's 2011-2016 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) is at the heart of Seattle Center's vision to
be the premier urban park. Seattle Center's CIP repairs, renovates, and redevelops the facilities and grounds
of Seattle Center's 74-acre campus to provide a safe and welcoming place for millions of visitors and 5,000
events each year.

The 2011-2016 CIP includes public and private funding for renovation of the Center House food court to
support increased revenues and realize the first phase of implementation of the vision for Center House in
the Seattle Center Century 21 Master Plan. Funding is also included for energy saving retrofit projects in
multiple facilities on campus, as well as for replacement of the roof on the Park Place Building, concrete and
structural repairs at the Mercer Garage, and asset preservation investments in Seattle Center's two largest
public assembly facilities, KeyArena and McCaw Hall.

In 2011, Seattle Center continues implementation of the Seattle Center Century 21 Master Plan. Adopted by
the City Council in August 2008, the Century 21 Master Plan will guide development of the Seattle Center
campus over the next 20 years. Seattle Center also completes the third and final phase of campus signage
renovation with the replacement of hand operated reader boards with two new digital reader boards at the
perimeter of the campus.

The costs of managing Seattle Center's CIP, including project management and administration, are presented
in Seattle Center's operating budget. These costs are offset by revenues to the Seattle Center Fund from the
funding sources of the CIP projects. Funding for Seattle Center's 2011-2016 Proposed CIP comes primarily
from the Cumulative Reserve Subfund, LTGO Bonds, property sale proceeds, federal grant funds, and
private sources.

Capital Improvement Program Appropriation

2011 2012

Budget Control Level Proposed Proposed

Campuswide Improvements and Repairs: S03P01

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 367,000 208,000

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164) 35,000 30,000

Subtotal 402,000 238,000

Center House Rehabilitation: S9113

2011 Multipurpose LTGO Bond Fund 3,400,000 0

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 180,000 432,000

Subtotal 3,580,000 432,000

Facility Infrastructure Renovation and Repair: S03P02

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 980,000 784,000

Subtotal 980,000 784,000

Fisher Pavilion: S9705

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 0 35,000

Subtotal 0 35,000

Key Arena: S03P04

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 400,000 0

Subtotal 400,000 0
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Seattle Center
Capital Improvement Program Highlights

2011 2012

Budget Control Level Proposed Proposed

KeyArena: S03P04

KeyArena Settlement Proceeds Fund 46,000 0

Subtotal 46,000

McCaw Hall Maintenance Fund: S0303

McCaw Hall Capital Reserve 400,000 400,000

Subtotal 400,000 400,000

Monorail Improvements: S9403

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164) 1,318,000 1,319,000

Subtotal 1,318,000 1,319,000

Parking Repairs and Improvements: S0301

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 230,000 0

Subtotal 230,000 0

Public Gathering Space Improvements: S9902

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164) 50,000 50,000

Subtotal 50,000 50,000

Utility Infrastructure: SO3P03

2011 Multipurpose LTGO Bond Fund 510,000 0

Subtotal 510,000

Total Capital Improvement Program Appropriation 7,916,000 3,258,000
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Educational and Developmental Services Levy

Holly Miller, Office for Education

Contact Information

Department Information Line: (206) 233-5118

City of Seattle General Information: (206) 684-2489 TTY: (206) 615-0476
On the Web at: http://www.seattle.gov/neighborhoods/education

Department Description

The Educational and Developmental Services Levy (more commonly known as the Families and Education
Levy), approved by voters in 2004, levies $116 million over seven years for school- and community-based
programming that helps ensure Seattle's children and youth enter school ready to learn, have access to
high-quality early care and out-of-school time programs, achieve academically and graduate prepared for post
secondary success. This programming also helps to strengthen parent, school, and community partnerships that
support children and youth. The Department of Neighborhoods' Office for Education administers the Levy.
Implementing departments are the Department of Neighborhoods, Human Services Department, and the
Department of Parks and Recreation.

The 2004 Families and Education Levy continues to chart a new direction for Seattle's families and children and
focuses resources on improving the academic achievement of Seattle Public School students. Highlights include:

- A pre-school program for 4-year-old children that addresses the achievement gap before it can take root;
- Family support programs that provide assistance for children and their families;

- Before- and after-school programs that are specifically tied and targeted to improving a child's school
performance;

- Middle and high school academic support for low performing students; and

- Programs serving youth at risk of dropping out of schools, and middle and high school health centers run by
community health organizations.

Each Levy program is tied to improving academic success. To that end, each program has specific goals to
measure progress and effectiveness in reducing the achievement gap. The Office for Education (OFE) publishes
annual reports detailing program targets adopted by the Levy Oversight Committee (LOC) and program results.

Proposed Policy and Program Changes

The 2004 Families and Education Levy will expire in mid-2012. Due to the upcoming expiration, most 2004
Levy programs show a decrease in budget from the 2011 Proposed Budget to the 2012 Proposed Budget,
reflecting the fact that the 2004 Levy will only support the programs through half of the calendar year in 2012.

The Mayor, through his Youth and Families Initiative, intends to develop a new Levy that Seattle voters will be
asked to consider in November 2011. Resources associated with a potential new Levy are included as a
placeholder and shown separately as part of a new Budget Control Level called the "2011 Families and Education
Levy" in the Proposed Budget. These total resources are for the period of mid-2012 to December 2012, and are
at a funding level consistent with the current Levy. This placeholder amount will be adjusted during the 2012
budget cycle as funding decisions for the potential 2011 Families and Education Levy are determined.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Education Levy

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget will use unspent revenue accumulated over the life of the Levy to continue
support for the Summer College program, which began in 2006. This program is aimed at serving high school
students who have not yet met the standards on state assessment tests. This six-week program is located on three
community college campuses and serves approximately 300 students who are at risk of not graduating from high
school. Seattle Public Schools provides funding for instructors and the City provides supplemental support.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget reflects the planned end of City funding for the school crossing guards program.
The City is funding the crossing guards program through December 2010 with excess Levy revenue earned from
2005 to 2007. Through June 2010, the program was managed by the Seattle Police Department, and transitioned
to a program managed by Seattle Public Schools beginning in the 2010-2011 school year. The Seattle Public
Schools will continue administering a crossing guard program beyond 2010 as their funding allows.

The budget continues a programmatic change made by the Levy Oversight Committee in 2007 to increase
investments in five "Innovation Sites" (Aki Kurose, Denny, Madison, Mercer, and Washington Middle Schools)
to allow for greater focus on the lowest performing schools which, in turn, results in higher academic
achievement in these schools.
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Education Levy

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Appropriations Code Actual Adopted  Proposed  Proposed
2004 Education Levy
Academic Improvement Activities 1L900 142,937 0 55,000 150,000
Budget Control Level
Administration and Evaluation IL700 694,809 738,641 746,719 505,797
Budget Control Level
Crossing Guards Budget Control 1L600 407,203 400,000 0 0
Level
Early Learning Budget Control 1L100 4,022,625 4,147,226 4,209,435 2,518,341
Level
Family Support and Family 1L200 3,022,558 3,037,293 3,082,852 2,096,493
Involvement Budget Control Level
Middle School Support Budget 1L800 1,269,994 1,442,265 1,420,322 743,596
Control Level
Out-of-School Time Budget Control 1L400 2,748,235 2,876,622 2,963,348 2,237,519
Level
Student Health Budget Control 1L500 3,962,735 4,022,176 4,082,508 2,776,310
Level
Support for High-Risk Middle and 1L.300 1,137,680 1,307,430 1,327,042 902,455
High School Age Youth Budget
Control Level
Total 2004 Education Levy 17,408,775 17,971,654 17,887,226 11,930,511
2011 Families and Education Levy
2011 Families and Education Levy 1L100-11 0 0 0 6,000,000
Budget Control Level
Total 2011 Families and Education Levy 0 0 0 6,000,000
Department Total 17,408,775 17,971,654 17,887,226 17,930,511
2009 2010 2011 2012
Resources Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Other 17,408,775 17,971,654 17,887,226 17,930,511
Department Total 17,408,775 17,971,654 17,887,226 17,930,511
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Education Levy

2004 Education Levy

Academic Improvement Activities Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Academic Improvement Activities Budget Control Level is to provide resources and technical
support for improving academic performance.

Summary

Increase budget by $55,000 for the Summer College program in 2011. Annual costs for this program are
$150,000; the 2011 Proposed amount is lower than 2012 because unspent balances from prior years are available
to cover 2011 costs, and appropriation authority already exists for these prior year funds.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Academic Improvement Activities 142,937 0 55,000 150,000
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Education Levy

Administration and Evaluation Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Administration and Evaluation Budget Control Level is to see that Levy funds are used
effectively and achieve their intended goals.

Summary
Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $8,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Administration and Evaluation 694,809 738,641 746,719 505,797

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Education Levy

Crossing Guards Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement
The purpose of the Crossing Guards Budget Control Level is to provide safe transit corridors for students.

Summary

Decrease budget by $400,000 to reflect the planned conclusion of funding for the crossing guard program.
Seattle Public Schools assumed ongoing management of the program beginning in the 2010-2011 school year.
The program will continue as school district funding allows.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Crossing Guards 407,203 400,000 0 0

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Education Levy

Early Learning Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Early Learning Budget Control Level is to increase access for low-income families to higher
quality and more extensive educational child care, and to expand the number of current early childhood education
programs to allow children to enter Seattle's schools ready to learn.

Summary
Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $62,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Early Learning 4,022,625 4,147,226 4,209,435 2,518,341
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Education Levy

Family Support and Family Involvement Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Family Support and Family Involvement Budget Control Level is to provide culturally
relevant family support services and community resources in schools, and to create authentic partnerships among
schools, parents, and communities.

Summary
Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $46,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Family Support and Family Involvement 3,022,558 3,037,293 3,082,852 2,096,493

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Middle School Support Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Middle School Support Budget Control Level is to provide early intervention services to
middle school students to improve their ability to achieve academically and to complete school.

Summary

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs decrease the budget by approximately $22,000. This
decrease does not represent any programmatic change; it represents variances that occur in reconciling the City's
January to December calendar year budget with the program's September to June school year budget.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Middle School Support 1,269,994 1,442,265 1,420,322 743,596

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Out-of-School Time Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Out-of-School Time Budget Control Level is to provide safe and academically focused
after-school programs for middle and elementary school students.

Summary

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by approximately $87,000. This
increase does not represent any programmatic change; it represents variances that occur in reconciling the City's
January to December calendar year budget with the program's September to June school year budget.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Out-of-School Time 2,748,235 2,876,622 2,963,348 2,237,519

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Student Health Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Student Health Budget Control Level is to maintain the existing infrastructure of school-based
health services to reduce health-related barriers to learning and academic achievement.

Summary
Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $60,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Student Health 3,962,735 4,022,176 4,082,508 2,776,310

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Support for High-Risk Middle and High School Age Youth Budget Control
Level
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Support for High-Risk Middle and High School Age Youth Budget Control Level is to
provide intensive services to middle and high school age youth to reduce risk factors that affect their ability to
achieve academically and complete school.

Summary
Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $20,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Support for High-Risk Middle and High 1,137,680 1,307,430 1,327,042 902,455

School Age Youth

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 Families and Education Levy

2011 Families and Education Levy Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The 2004 Levy will expire in mid-2012. In November 2011, voters will be asked to consider a renewal of the
Families and Education Levy. This budget control level provides a placeholder for resources associated with the
potential 2012 Levy, and the purpose statement will be updated in the 2012 Proposed Budget to describe the
activities associated with that Levy.

Summary

Resources associated with the potential new 2012 Families and Education Levy are shown for the period of
mid-2012 to December 2012 at a funding level consistent with the annual allocation of the current Levy.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
2011 Families and Education Levy 0 0 0 6,000,000

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the 2011 Families and Education Levy

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed
411100  Taxes, Levies & Bonds 0 0 0 6,000,000

Total Revenues 0 0 0 6,000,000

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Educational & Developmental Services Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed
411100  Taxes, Levies & Bonds 16,592,457 16,619,000 16,620,000 349,000
433010 Federal Indirect Grants 0 0 0 0
439090  Private Grants 0 0 0 0
461110 Interest Earnings 308,370 483,000 246,660 268,544
469990  Accounting and Technical Adjustments 0 0 0 0

Total Revenues 16,900,827 17,102,000 16,866,660 617,544
379000  Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 450,417 869,654 1,020,566 11,312,967

Total Resources 17,351,244 17,971,654 17,887,226 11,930,511

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Educational & Developmental Services Fund

Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

2009
Actuals

17,098,986

(66,536)

16,900,827

17,408,775

16,524,502

2010
Adopted

13,042,583

0

17,102,000

17,971,654

12,172,929

2010
Revised

16,524,502

0

17,161,858

21,244,477

12,441,883

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011
Proposed

12,441,883

0

16,866,660

17,887,226

11,421,316

2012
Proposed

11,421,316

0

617,544

11,930,511

108,349



Human Services Department

Dannette Smith, Director

Contact Information

Department Information Line: (206) 386-1001

City of Seattle General Information: (206) 684-2489 TTY: (206) 615-0476
On the Web at: http://www.seattle.gov/humanservices/

Department Description

The mission of the Human Services Department (HSD) is to connect people with resources and solutions during
times of need so we can all live, learn, work, and take part in strong, healthy communities. HSD contracts with
more than 230 community-based human service providers and administers programs to ensure Seattle residents
have food and shelter, productive education and job opportunities, adequate health care, opportunities to gain
social and economic independence and success, and many more of life’s basic necessities. HSD staff are
committed to working with the community to provide appropriate, culturally relevant services.

HSD prioritizes its investments and monitors outcomes through the Strategic Investment Plan, which is updated
annually. Investments are directed toward ending homelessness and hunger, promoting healthy development and
academic success, ending violence and abuse and promoting safety, promoting health and independence for
vulnerable populations, providing effective service linkages, and building community capacity.

To accomplish these goals, the department is organized into the following divisions encompassing a continuum
of care for the neediest populations:

- Aging and Disability Services

- Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention

- Early Learning and Family Support

- Homeless Intervention and Block Grant Administration
- Leadership and Administration

- Youth Development and Achievement

HSD's work is funded by a variety of revenue sources, including federal, state and interlocal grants, and City of
Seattle General Fund. General Fund contributions leverage significant grant revenues to benefit Seattle residents.
As a result, external grants represent approximately 63% of HSD's revenue, while General Fund represents the
remainder. In the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget, grant revenues have decreased from 2010 levels. Most notably,
this is due to a state-mandated program change in Title XIX, a federally funded entitlement program for seniors.
This change represents a decrease of approximately $9 million in 2011 and $8 million in 2012 in HSD's Aging
and Disability Services division.

Proposed Policy and Program Changes

The City of Seattle's General Fund is facing a $67 million shortfall. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes
reductions for all General Fund-dependent functions. In order to help close the General Fund gap, HSD focused
its reduction on strategies in areas that would preserve direct services to the greatest extent possible. The budget
that follows includes a significant number of staffing and administrative reductions. Though HSD's budget is
comprised of approximately 20% administrative expenses and 80% programmatic expenses, almost 50% of the
proposed reductions are administrative in nature.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget eliminates or reduces four Strategic Advisor or Manager positions. This
includes the abrogation of a Manager 2 in the Director's Office, the reduction of one Strategic Advisor in the

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention division, and the reduction of one Strategic Advisor in the
Early Learning and Family Support division. In the Information Technology unit, a Manager 3 position and a
Strategic Advisor 1 position are abrogated and replaced with one position that will handle a consolidated
workload, resulting in a broader span of control ratio. Span of control ratios are also improved by a
reorganization of staff in the Financial Management unit. Though this change is budget-neutral, it creates a more
streamlined and efficient reporting structure.

The Proposed Budget also reduces or abrogates six other positions in various divisions. All position reductions
will negatively impact the Department's capacity; however, there are several factors that will mitigate the effect.
For example, in Financial Management, an Administrative Specialist | position is abrogated and the Department
will continue to make efforts to automate the various processes, resulting in decreased staffing needs. In the
Human Resources unit, a Personnel Specialist, Senior position is reduced from full-time to part-time, in
recognition that the workload of managing HSD's hiring processes is projected to remain at a reduced level. In
the Information Technology unit, it is possible to reduce a Senior Management Systems Analyst position as the
Department moves toward greater internal efficiencies. Finally, the reduction of a Volunteer Programs
Coordinator in the Senior Volunteer program eliminates a program which provides computer training to seniors -
a service which is available in other locations, including libraries and community centers. Where mitigating
factors do not exist for all of the positions described above, workload will be prioritized and absorbed where
possible by other remaining positions in the Department.

In addition to the substantial administrative reductions described, some programmatic changes are necessary to
balance the City's General Fund shortfall. In prioritizing programs, HSD is guided by the Strategic Investment
Plan (SIP). The SIP is updated on a regular basis, and uses a variety of factors to rank the programmatic areas
funded by HSD. These factors include: alignment with the Mayor's Race and Social Justice Initiative, other
Mayoral priorities, and HSD's mission; the program’s demonstrated effectiveness in improving community
conditions; the criticality of City funding to achieving these objectives; strengthening social networks and
leveraging community resources; and supporting opportunities for collaboration which lead to greater
effectiveness and enhanced services. As a result, programs with a high ranking are fully funded, reflecting the
Mayor's high priority on maintaining human services even during a year of significant financial strain. The
following programmatic reductions are proposed due to their relative lower overall ranking in the priorities of the
Department.

- Traditionally, the City has provided contracted agencies with increased funding to reflect changes in

costs due to inflation. For 2011-2012, like 2010, the Proposed Budget assumes no inflationary increases for
contracts. Although this reduction may decrease the ability of recipient agencies to respond to increases in their
own internal costs, this reduction is proposed because it only minimally impacts each individual agency.

- Three programmatic reductions were identified in recognition of administrative efficiencies that have

been achieved, or have the potential to be achieved, at recipient agencies without impacting direct services. An
administrative reduction is proposed for the CO-STARS program, which will have minimal impact on direct
services to clients. The City's investment will be preserved for the recipient agency's programmatic expenses, but
reduced for their overhead and administrative costs. Similarly, the budget proposes a consolidation of two
agencies that provide organizational support to food banks and meal programs: the Food Resources Coalition and
the Meals Partnership Coalition. This consolidation will eliminate duplicate services and create efficiencies in
service to the City's network of emergency food providers. And in Public Health funding, the Proposed Budget
recognizes administrative efficiencies that have already been realized in the Chemical Dependency Intervention
program

- Two programs are proposed for elimination because of the limited data on the effectiveness of the City's
investment. In the Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention division, the Proposed Budget eliminates
funding for subsidies that reduce the fee charged to low-income batterers who are mandated to attend batterers

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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intervention programs. This reduction eliminates the subsidy, but does not reduce or eliminate funding for the
actual intervention programs. This change was identified because there are unclear results on the success of the
programs. Funding for the Indoor Air Quality program, which evaluates home environments for people with
asthma, is also eliminated because the success of this work is unclear. In addition, the program does not target
Seattle's most vulnerable populations, and King County has recently received a grant to do similar work,
including in Seattle, thereby mitigating the impact of this reduction in funding in the short-term.

- The Proposed Budget reduces funding in two areas because the programs are not considered core to

HSD's work of meeting the basic needs of the most vulnerable people in our community. Community Crime
Prevention programs, which provide support to crime prevention councils, conduct trainings for landlords on
crime prevention, and sponsor crime prevention events, are reduced by 15%. In the International District,
funding for a civilian officer foot patrolman is eliminated. For residents requiring translation services in an
emergency situation, the Seattle Police Department and the Seattle Fire Department have the capacity to provide
that service in a broad array of languages.

- Three other programmatic reductions are proposed because of a variety of mitigating factors. Funding

for a drop-in day program for seniors is eliminated in recognition of the fact that a community center with similar
programming exists close by. While quality child care remains a top priority for the Department, support for
child care information and referral services is reduced because City staff members are equipped to provide
residents with this information for 3-4-year olds. Even with this change, the City will continue to fully fund
subsidies to low-income families to pay for high quality child care in 2011-2012. Reductions of 10% to policy
advocacy and technical assistance work are proposed because HSD intends to take a more targeted approach to
funding these areas, which remain a high priority to the Mayor.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget adds new funding for two programs. First, in recognition of the significant
number of Seattle residents served by the White Center Food Bank, the Proposed Budget proposes adding the
agency to HSD's network of emergency food providers. Second, the budget adds $150,000 for a neighborhood
based pilot program to provide new programming for low-income immigrant and refugee youth.

With grants representing 63% of HSD's budget, changes in grant revenue have a significant impact on the
Department. The Proposed Budget reflects grant revenue reductions in several divisions throughout the
department. Overall, HSD is anticipating a $13 million reduction in grant funding in 2011, with the majority of
those changes impacting the Aging and Disabilities division. This is due to a state mandated program change in
Title XIX, a federally funded entitlement program for seniors. Because this represents a change in the
administration of what were pass-through funds, there is no significant impact on operating or service delivery.
The end of major grants in the areas of domestic violence and early learning will result in service delivery
reductions in those areas.

HSD's 2011-2012 Proposed Budget also realizes administrative efficiencies through the reduction of
non-personnel costs, including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected
vacancy rate. Throughout the Department, these reductions result in a savings of $340,000. In addition to these
changes, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget provides no market adjustment for HSD staff that are non-represented
employees in City's discretionary pay plans.

Beginning in 2011-2012, the budget associated with the Community Development Block Grant funds (CDBG)
supporting human services are shown within the HSD budget, although the funding authority will continue to
reside with the CDBG Fund (17810). There are no substantive changes to the CDBG budget in 2011-2012.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Finally, HSD realized savings by switching General Fund for grant revenues whenever such a swap was
allowable. Many of these funding swaps represent one-time revenue, and are therefore not sustainable.
However, through this strategy, the Proposed Budget realizes $466,000 in savings to the General Fund in 2011

without any negative programmatic impact.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Summit 2009

Appropriations Code Actual
CDBG - Human Services Department Budget Control Level

Homeless Intervention 5,902,162

Leadership and Corporate Services 422,644

CDBG - Human Services 6HSD10 6,324,806

Department Budget Control Level
Aging and Disability Services

Area Agency on Aging Budget Control Level

Healthy Aging 7,510,235
Home-Based Care 37,089,050
Planning and Coordination 2,443,282
Area Agency on Aging Budget H60AD 47,042,566
Control Level
Self-Sufficiency Budget Control H60SS 2,071,125
Level
Total Aging and Disability Services 49,113,691
Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention
Domestic and Sexual Violence H40DV 4,006,920
Prevention Budget Control Level
Total Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault 4,006,920
Prevention
Early Learning and Family Support
Early Learning and Family HB80EL 14,104,635
Support Budget Control Level
Total Early Learning and Family Support 14,104,635
Homeless Intervention and Block Grant Administration
Community Facilities Budget H30CF 1,278,075
Control Level
Emergency and Transitional H30ET 24,832,584

Services Budget Control Level
Total Homeless Intervention and Block Grant 26,110,659
Administration

2010
Adopted

5,002,175
1,231,871
6,234,046

8,057,991
56,987,932
2,637,373
67,683,296

2,107,085
69,790,381

4,860,027

4,860,027

14,761,266

14,761,266

664,521

28,738,224

29,402,745

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011
Proposed

4,642,920
1,231,871
5,874,791

7,628,810
48,142,262
2,667,130
58,438,202

1,810,293
60,248,495

4,399,524

4,399,524

13,639,037

13,639,037

591,063

28,201,856

28,792,919

2012
Proposed

4,642,920
1,231,871
5,874,791

7,609,476
48,418,641
2,711,378
58,739,494

1,849,140
60,588,634

4,069,803

4,069,803

13,395,645

13,395,645

593,708

26,748,211

27,341,920



Summit

Appropriations Code
Leadership and Administration

2009
Actual

Leadership and Administration Budget Control Level

Financial Management
Human Resources
Information Technology
Leadership

Leadership and Administration H50LA
Budget Control Level

Total Leadership and Administration
Public Health Services

Public Health Services Budget Control Level
Alcohol and Other Drugs
Asthma
Family Support Services
Health Care Access
Health Care for the Homeless
HIV/AIDS
Oral Health
Primary Care: Medical and Dental

Public Health Services Budget H70PH
Control Level

Total Public Health Services
Youth Development and Achievement

Youth Development and H20YD
Achievement Budget Control Level

Total Youth Development and Achievement

Department Total

Department Full-time Equivalents Total*

1,948,409

731,765
1,566,815
2,821,462
7,068,451

7,068,451

1,509,490
128,697
539,816
312,041

1,453,034
941,062
125,119

6,284,074

11,293,333

11,293,333

12,221,456

12,221,456
130,243,952

326.35

2010
Adopted

2,165,268

708,299
1,682,671
3,300,103
7,856,341

7,856,341

1,423,788
130,578
541,348
261,521

1,458,388
944,558
125,473

6,261,537

11,147,191

11,147,191

9,988,731

9,988,731
154,040,728

326.35

Human Services

2011
Proposed

2,116,956

674,850
1,608,339
3,324,114
7,724,260

7,724,260

1,451,172
0

539,816
260,791
1,530,874
821,101
125,119
6,284,074
11,012,947

11,012,947

10,584,580

10,584,580
142,276,555

322.10

2012
Proposed

2,186,778

675,834
1,518,824
3,123,613
7,505,049

7,505,049

1,451,172
0

539,816
260,791
1,530,874
821,101
125,119
6,284,074
11,012,947

11,012,947

10,733,301

10,733,301
140,522,091

322.10

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions

outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

Resources
General Subfund

Other

Department Total

2009

Actual
53,499,134

76,744,818
130,243,952

2010

Adopted
52,519,366

101,521,361
154,040,728

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011

Proposed
51,444,590

90,831,964
142,276,555

2012

Proposed
51,938,316

88,583,774
140,522,091



Human Services

CDBG - Human Services Department Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) - Human Services Department Budget
Control Level is to find and fund solutions for human needs so low-income, vulnerable residents in greater
Seattle can live and thrive. HSD contracts with community-based human service providers and administers
programs to see that residents of Seattle and King County have access to homeless shelters, transitional housing,
and other emergency services. The federal CDBG program provides a major source of funding for community
development programs affecting Seattle's low- and moderate-income households and neighborhoods. The City of
Seattle makes these investments so all families and individuals can meet their basic needs, share in economic
prosperity, and participate in building a safe, healthy, educated, just, and caring community. Policies and
priorities for distributing CDBG funds to community-based organizations are set out in the City's 2009-2012
Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development, which is coordinated by the Human Services
Department.

Summary

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget estimates the amount of CDBG dollars the City expects to be available,
anticipates appropriations of these funds, and makes specific CDBG proposals for certain City programs in the
Human Services Department, Office of Economic Development, and Office of Housing. Final CDBG program
allocations are subject to the appropriation levels set by the U.S. Congress and implemented by HUD.

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012
Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed

Homeless Intervention 5,902,162 5,002,175 4,642,920 4,642,920
Leadership and Corporate Services 422,644 1,231,871 1,231,871 1,231,871
Total 6,324,806 6,234,046 5,874,791 5,874,791

CDBG - Human Services Department: Homeless Intervention
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Homeless Intervention Program is to provide homeless intervention and prevention
services to low-income and homeless people so they can become self-sufficient.

CDBG funds support the City’s continuum-of-care model by providing a number of emergency and
stabilization programs including, but not limited to, emergency shelter and transitional housing for homeless
single men, women, and families; hygiene services; housing counseling; and rent assistance.

Program Summary

Decrease budget by $359,000 to reflect the removal of one-time CDBG surplus funding in 2010. This surplus
funding was used in 2010 to fund two Community Facilities projects and to provide supplemental support to the
short-term Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing program, which is primarily funded by the federal
stimulus. The funding that was used for homeless services in 2010 is back-filled with $111,000 of General Fund
in the Emergency and Transitional Services Budget Control Level, making this portion of the change budget
neutral.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Homeless Intervention 5,902,162 5,002,175 4,642,920 4,642,920

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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CDBG - Human Services Department: Leadership and Corporate

Services
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Leadership and Corporate Services Program is to provide administration, planning, and
technical assistance to City departments and community-based organizations to implement CDBG-funded
programs efficiently and effectively.

CDBG funds support the City’s planning and grant administration functions to ensure compliance with all
applicable federal regulations.

Program Summary
There are no substantive changes from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Leadership and Corporate Services 422,644 1,231,871 1,231,871 1,231,871

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
[-24



Human Services
Aging and Disability Services

Area Agency on Aging Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Area Agency on Aging Budget Control Level is to provide a network of community support
that improves choice, promotes independence, and enhances the quality of life for older people and adults with
disabilities.

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012
Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed

Healthy Aging 7,510,235 8,057,991 7,628,810 7,609,476
Home-Based Care 37,089,050 56,987,932 48,142,262 48,418,641
Planning and Coordination 2,443,282 2,637,373 2,667,130 2,711,378
Total 47,042,566 67,683,296 58,438,202 58,739,494
Full-time Equivalents Total * 152.25 152.25 153.25 153.25

*FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

Area Agency on Aging: Healthy Aging

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Healthy Aging Program is to provide a variety of community services that help senior
adults in King County improve and maintain their health, independence, and quality of life.

Program Summary

Decrease budget by $36,000 and eliminate funding for a drop-in day program for seniors, in recognition of the
fact that a community center with similar programming exists in the near vicinity.

Decrease budget by $25,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.
Decrease budget by approximately $513,000 due to the reduction of a variety of state and federal grants. This
includes a portion of a $750,000 reduction in the Local Care Management grant, which also impacts other

programs.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $145,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $429,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Healthy Aging 7,510,235 8,057,991 7,628,810 7,609,476

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Area Agency on Aging: Home-Based Care
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Home-Based Care Program is to provide an array of home-based services to elders and
adults with disabilities in King County so that they can remain in their homes longer than they would without
these services.

Program Summary
Decrease budget by $6,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Reduce budget by approximately $3,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

Decrease budget by approximately $10.25 million due to the reduction of a variety of state and federal grants.
Most notably, this includes a $9.3 million reduction in the Agency Workers' Health Insurance Premium grant
from the State's Basic Health Plan.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Home-Based Care Program will
achieve $29,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement
that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order
to replace this adjustment.

Decrease budget by approximately $27,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $1.47 million for a net decrease
from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $8.85 million.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Home-Based Care 37,089,050 56,987,932 48,142,262 48,418,641
Full-time Equivalents Total* 126.75 126.75 126.75 126.75

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Area Agency on Aging: Planning and Coordination
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Planning and Coordination Program is to provide leadership, advocacy, fund and system
development, planning and coordination, and contract services to the King County aging-support network so
that systems and services for elderly and disabled individuals are as available, accountable, and as effective as
possible.

Program Summary

Transfer in a 1.0 FTE Administrative Specialist Il and $65,000 from the Leadership program in order to more
accurately track the grant funding supporting this position. There are no programmatic impacts of this shift.

Reduce budget by approximately $16,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

Decrease budget by approximately $137,000 due to the reduction of a variety of state and federal grants. This
includes a portion of a $750,000 reduction in the Local Care Management grant, which also impacts other
programs.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade' classifications are applied, the Planning and Coordination Program
will achieve $7,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an
agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the
Council in order to replace this adjustment.

Decrease budget by approximately $4,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $129,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $30,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Planning and Coordination 2,443,282 2,637,373 2,667,130 2,711,378
Full-time Equivalents Total* 25.50 25.50 26.50 26.50

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Self-Sufficiency Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Self-Sufficiency Budget Control Level is to provide utility and other discount programs and
employment opportunities for seniors and adults with disabilities to improve their ability to remain economically
independent.

Summary

Decrease budget by $40,000 and abrogate a 0.5 FTE Volunteer Programs Coordinator. This reduction eliminates
a program which provides computer training to seniors. Such training is available in other locations, including
libraries and community centers.

Reduce budget by approximately $3,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

Decrease budget by approximately $345,000 due to the reduction of a variety of state and federal grants. Most
notably, this includes a $273,000 reduction which represents the conclusion of federal stimulus funding for senior
employment.

Decrease budget by approximately $11,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $103,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $297,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Self-Sufficiency 2,071,125 2,107,085 1,810,293 1,849,140
Full-time Equivalents Total* 22.50 22.50 22.00 22.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention

Domestic and Sexual Violence Prevention Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Domestic and Sexual Violence Prevention Budget Control Level is to provide leadership and
coordination of City and community strategies, education, and training to improve response to, and prevention of,
violence against women and children.

Summary

Decrease budget by $149,000 and eliminate funding for subsidies which reduce the fee charged to low-income
batterers who are mandated to attend batterer's intervention programs. While this reduction eliminates the
subsidy, it does not reduce or eliminate the actual programs. This change was identified because the success of
these programs is not clearly demonstrated.

Decrease budget by $58,000 and reduce a 1.0 FTE Strategic Advisor 1 position to 0.5 FTE. This position is then
reclassified as a Planning & Development Specialist, Senior. This change is expected to have minimal impact on
the capacity of the division to meet its current workload.

Decrease budget by $56,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Reduce budget by approximately $8,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

Decrease budget by approximately $282,000 due to the reduction of a variety of state and federal grants. Most
notably, this includes a $227,000 reduction in a federal grant for education, training, and enhanced services to end
violence against women with disabilities.

Decrease budget by approximately $7,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $100,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $460,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Domestic and Sexual Violence Prevention 4,006,920 4,860,027 4,399,524 4,069,803
Full-time Equivalents Total* 5.00 5.00 4.50 450

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Early Learning and Family Support

Early Learning and Family Support Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Early Learning and Family Support Budget Control Level is to provide children and families
access to affordable, culturally relevant, high-quality care and education, out-of-school time activities, citizenship
assistance, advocacy, leadership development, and other family support resources, so that parents can maintain or
achieve economic self-sufficiency and children will gain the necessary skills and assets to be healthy, successful
in school, and contributing members of the community.

Summary

Decrease budget by $97,000 and abrogate 1.0 FTE Grants and Contracts Specialist, Senior. This position was
funded by Medicaid Match grant revenue which is no longer available in 2011.

Decrease budget by $50,000 and reduce a 1.0 FTE Strategic Advisor 1 to 0.5 FTE. Some of this position's work
on assessment and evaluation of early learning programs will be reprioritized and shifted to other staff. The
remaining 0.5 FTE of this position will be funded with Families and Education Levy dollars in 2011.

Decrease budget by $30,000 and reduce funding for child care information and referral services. This reduction
may reduce the capacity of recipient agencies to provide information, but it preserves the actual subsidies to
low-income families to pay for high quality child care.

Decrease budget by $4,000 to reflect a 10% reduction in funding for policy advocacy and technical assistance to
non-profit organizations.

Decrease budget by $110,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Reduce budget by approximately $17,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade' classifications are applied, the Early Learning and Family Support
Budget Control Level will achieve $8,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do
not result in an agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional
reductions to the Council in order to replace this adjustment.

Decrease budget by approximately $1.16 million due to the reduction of a variety of local, state and federal
grants. Most notably, this includes the August 2011 end of a $4 million multi-year Early Reading First grant
from the Department of Education, which corresponds to a reduction of $882,000 in 2011.

Decrease budget by approximately $13,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $365,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $1.12 million.
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2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Early Learning and Family Support 14,104,635 14,761,266 13,639,037 13,395,645
Full-time Equivalents Total* 34.50 34.50 33.00 33.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Homeless Intervention and Block Grant Administration

Community Facilities Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Community Facilities Budget Control Level is to provide technical assistance and capital
funding to community-based human service organizations to help the organizations plan and develop facility
projects to improve the quality, capacity, and efficiency of service delivery.

Summary

Reduce budget by approximately $1,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

Decrease budget by approximately $11,000 due to the reduction of a variety of state and federal grants.

Decrease budget by approximately $75,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.
In particular, this includes the correction of $69,000 in rent charges between the Community Facilities program
and the Emergency and Transitional Services program.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $13,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $73,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Community Facilities 1,278,075 664,521 591,063 593,708
Full-time Equivalents Total* 8.50 8.50 8.50 8.50

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Emergency and Transitional Services Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Emergency and Transitional Services Budget Control Level is to provide emergency and
transitional services and permanent housing to homeless and low-income people in Seattle, so they have access to
nutritious food and a path to stable, permanent housing.

Summary

Decrease budget by $40,000 to encourage the consolidation of two duplicate programs which provide
organizational support to food banks and meal programs.

Decrease budget by $18,000 and reduce funding for a civilian officer foot patrolman in the International District.
This service is not provided in any other neighborhood, and is not considered core to HSD's mission based on the
priorities reflected in the Strategic Investment Plan (SIP). For residents requiring translation services in an
emergency situation, the Seattle Police Department and the Seattle Fire Department have the capacity to provide
that service.

Decrease budget by $14,000 to reflect a 10% reduction in funding for policy advocacy and technical assistance to
non-profit organizations.

Increase budget by $35,000 to provide funding to the White Center Food Bank in recognition of the significant
number of Seattle residents served by the program.

Increase budget by $111,000 to replace one-time surplus CDBG funds used for homeless services in 2010. A
corresponding decrease of CDBG funds is shown in the CDBG: Homeless Intervention Budget Control Level,
making this transaction budget neutral.

Decrease budget by $241,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Reduce budget by approximately $8,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Emergency and Transitional Services
Budget Control Level will achieve $5,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do
not result in an agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional
reductions to the Council in order to replace this adjustment.

Decrease budget by approximately $567,000 due to the reduction of a variety of local, state and federal grants.
Most notably, this includes a $429,000 reduction of Housing Levy funding for rental assistance programs.
Unspent funds from prior years are available to continue this program.

Decrease budget by approximately $398,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department,
which net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted
expenditures. In particular, this includes the transfer of expenditures related to the CO-STARS program from the
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Emergency and Transitional Services program to the Youth Development and Achievement program. It also
includes the correction of $69,000 in rent charges between the Community Facilities program and the Emergency
and Transitional Services program.

Outside of the budget process, a 1.0 FTE grant-funded Research and Evaluation Assistant position was added
through Ordinance 123194.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $609,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $536,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Emergency and Transitional Services 24,832,584 28,738,224 28,201,856 26,748,211
Full-time Equivalents Total* 17.75 17.75 18.75 18.75

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Leadership and Administration

Leadership and Administration Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Leadership and Administration Budget Control Level is to provide leadership and support to
the Human Services Department, the City of Seattle, and the community, with the goal of seeing that human
services are responsive to community needs, are delivered through effective and accountable systems, economic
disparity is decreased, and racism and other oppressions are dismantled.

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012
Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed

Financial Management 1,948,409 2,165,268 2,116,956 2,186,778
Human Resources 731,765 708,299 674,850 675,834
Information Technology 1,566,815 1,682,671 1,608,339 1,518,824
Leadership 2,821,462 3,300,103 3,324,114 3,123,613
Total 7,068,451 7,856,341 7,724,260 7,505,049
Full-time Equivalents Total * 59.35 59.35 56.10 56.10

*FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

Leadership and Administration: Financial Management
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Financial Management Program is to provide budget, accounting, and financial reporting
systems and services so that the Department can effectively conduct business.

Program Summary

Decrease budget by $30,000 and abrogate a 0.5 FTE Administrative Specialist I. Continued efforts toward
automation have allowed the Accounts Payable unit to realize staffing efficiencies.

Reduce budget by approximately $128,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

Decrease budget by approximately $18,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other similar technical adjustments increase the budget by $128,000 for a net
decrease from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $48,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Financial Management 1,948,409 2,165,268 2,116,956 2,186,778
Full-time Equivalents Total* 18.25 18.25 17.75 17.75

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Leadership and Administration: Human Resources
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Human Resources Program is to provide personnel services, systems and solutions to the
Department so that it can effectively conduct business.
Program Summary

Decrease budget by $24,000 and reduce 1.0 FTE Personnel Specialist, Senior to a 0.75 FTE. The workload of
this position includes managing the hiring process for the department, which is projected to remain at a reduced
level.

Reduce budget by approximately $40,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

Decrease budget by approximately $12,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other similar technical adjustments increase the budget by $43,000 for a net
decrease from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $33,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Human Resources 731,765 708,299 674,850 675,834
Full-time Equivalents Total* 6.00 6.00 5.75 5.75

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Leadership and Administration: Information Technology
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Information Technology Program is to provide technical systems and solutions to
Department management and employees so they can effectively conduct departmental business.
Program Summary

Decrease budget by $131,000 and reduce senior-level staffing in the Information Technology unit. This
reduction corresponds to the elimination of 1.0 FTE Manager 3, Information Technology and a 1.0 FTE Strategic
Advisor 1, consolidating the workload and adding a 1.0 FTE Manager 2, Information Technology position.

Decrease budget by $58,000 and reduce 1.0 FTE Senior Management Systems Analyst to a 0.5 FTE. This
reduction is possible as the Department moves toward greater internal efficiencies.

Reduce budget by approximately $101,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

Decrease budget by approximately $23,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other similar technical adjustments increase the budget by $238,000 for a net
decrease from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $74,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Information Technology 1,566,815 1,682,671 1,608,339 1,518,824
Full-time Equivalents Total* 12.60 12.60 11.10 11.10

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Leadership and Administration: Leadership
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Leadership Program is to provide vision, direction, planning, and coordination to the
Department, other City departments, and the community. Its mission is also to develop, strengthen, and
expand collaborative relationships with HSD's community partners so that the City's human services are
responsive to community needs, supportive of community initiatives, and are delivered through efficient and
effective systems. The Program also houses the PeoplePoint initiative, which connects people with low and
moderate incomes to public benefit programs.

Program Summary

Decrease budget by $135,000 and abrogate a 1.0 FTE Strategic Advisor 2, Human Services position in the
Director's Office. The workload will be reprioritized and some will be absorbed by other positions in the
division.

Transfer out a 1.0 FTE Administrative Specialist 11 and $65,000 to the Planning and Coordination program in
order to more accurately track the grant funding supporting this position. There are no programmatic impacts of
this shift.

Decrease budget by $51,000 to reflect the removal of one-time 2010 funding for an external evaluation of three
programs: CO-STARS, GOTS (Get Off the Streets) and CURB (Communities Uniting Rainier Beach).

Decrease budget by $15,000 to reflect a 10% reduction in funding for policy advocacy and technical assistance to
non-profit organizations.

Decrease budget by $10,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Reduce budget by approximately $54,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including professional services, office supplies, training, and adjustments to the projected vacancy rate.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Leadership Program will achieve
$8,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that
allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to
replace this adjustment.

Increase budget by approximately $130,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department,
which net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted
expenditures.

Outside of the budget process, a revenue-backed 1.0 FTE Planning and Development Specialist position was
added through Ordinance 123194.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other similar technical adjustments increase the budget by $184,000 for a net
increase from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $24,000.
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2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Leadership 2,821,462 3,300,103 3,324,114 3,123,613
Full-time Equivalents Total* 22.50 22.50 21.50 21.50

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Public Health Services Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

Human Services

Beginning in 2005, all funding previously directed to Public Health - Seattle and King County was moved to the
Human Services Department (HSD). To reduce administrative costs and see that its public health investments are
consistent with City policy direction, the City enters into outcome-based contracts with community-based

agencies, Public Health, and the King County Department of Community and Human Services for services.

HSD

advises the City on public health policy, manages health-related contracts, and serves as a regional liaison to

Public Health - Seattle and King County.

Public health services currently supported by City funds are:

- Primary care medical, dental, and specialty services, and access to health insurance for at-risk and vulnerable

populations;

- Health care for teens in Seattle’s public schools;

- Health care for homeless individuals and families;
- HIV/AIDS prevention and care programs;

- Programs to provide access to chemical and dependency services;

- Programs to reduce the disparities in health among the Seattle population; and
- Public health nursing care home visits to give mothers and babies a healthy start in life.

Program Expenditures

Alcohol and Other Drugs

Asthma

Family Support Services

Health Care Access

Health Care for the Homeless
HIV/AIDS

Oral Health

Primary Care: Medical and Dental

Total

2009
Actual
1,509,490
128,697
539,816
312,041
1,453,034
941,062
125,119
6,284,074

11,293,333

2010
Adopted
1,423,788
130,578
541,348
261,521
1,458,388
944,558
125,473
6,261,537

11,147,191
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2011
Proposed
1,451,172

0
539,816
260,791

1,530,874
821,101
125,119
6,284,074

11,012,947

2012
Proposed
1,451,172

0
539,816
260,791

1,530,874
821,101
125,119
6,284,074

11,012,947
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Public Health Services: Alcohol and Other Drugs
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Alcohol and Other Drugs Program is to provide funding, program development assistance,
and educational resources and training to Seattle residents to promote primary alcohol/drug use prevention and
outreach to help people enter treatment. Three programs operated by the King County Department of
Community and Human Services - Chemical Dependency Interventions for High Utilizers, Emergency
Services Patrol, and Youth Engagement Program - are supported by this funding. Also, methadone vouchers
are provided through Public Health - Seattle and King County to opiate-dependent city residents.

Program Summary

Decrease budget by $12,000 in the area of chemical dependency intervention. This reduction reflects the
realization of administrative efficiencies and does not have any programmatic impact.

Decrease budget by $24,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Increase budget by approximately $37,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $26,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $27,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Alcohol and Other Drugs 1,509,490 1,423,788 1,451,172 1,451,172

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Public Health Services: Asthma
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Asthma Program is to control asthma by providing in-home indoor air testing and
education, case management services, and community-based assessment and intervention to promote
well-being and reduce the health risks of asthma.

Program Summary

Decrease budget by $129,000 and eliminate funding for the Indoor Air Quality program. This program was
identified for several reasons: the success of the current work is unclear; the program does not target Seattle's
most vulnerable populations; and King County has recently received a grant to do similar work.

Decrease budget by $2,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Decrease budget by approximately $2,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $2,000 for a net decrease from the
2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $131,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Asthma 128,697 130,578 0 0

Public Health Services: Family Support Services
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Family Support Services Program is to provide assessment, education, skills-building, and
support to pregnant women and families with children, so babies are born with the best opportunity to grow
and thrive, the effects of health problems are minimized, and children receive the care and nurturing they need
to become functional adults.

Program Summary

Decrease budget by $10,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Decrease budget by approximately $2,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $10,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $2,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Family Support Services 539,816 541,348 539,816 539,816

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Public Health Services: Health Care Access
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Health Care Access Program is to provide outreach, medical application assistance, linkage
to community services and resources, coordination of care, and targeted interventions to uninsured,
underserved, high-risk pregnant and parenting women and other high-risk individuals and families to
minimize health disparities.

Program Summary

Decrease budget by $5,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Decrease budget by approximately $1,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $5,000 for a net decrease from the
2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $1,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Health Care Access 312,041 261,521 260,791 260,791

Public Health Services: Health Care for the Homeless
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Health Care for the Homeless Program is to improve access to quality health care through
screening, prevention, Medicaid enrollment, case management for people with chronic substance-abuse
problems or with complex health and social problems, training, technical assistance, and support to shelters
and homeless service sites.

Program Summary

Decrease budget by $28,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Increase budget by approximately $74,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $26,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $72,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Health Care for the Homeless 1,453,034 1,458,388 1,530,874 1,530,874

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Public Health Services: HIV/AIDS
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the HIV/AIDS Program is to work with community partners to assess, prevent, and manage
HIV infection in Seattle to stop the spread of HIV and improve the health of people living with HIV. This
program area includes support for HIV/AIDS case management services and needle exchange.

Program Summary
Decrease budget by $17,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Decrease budget by approximately $124,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department,
which net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted
expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $17,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $123,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
HIV/AIDS 941,062 944,558 821,101 821,101

Public Health Services: Oral Health
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Oral Health Program is to provide prevention and clinical dental services to high-risk
children to prevent dental disease and improve oral health.

Program Summary
Decrease budget by $2,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $2,000 for a net decrease from the
2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of less than $1,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Oral Health 125,119 125,473 125,119 125,119

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Public Health Services: Primary Care: Medical and Dental
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Primary Care: Medical and Dental Program is to provide access to high-quality medical,
dental, and access services delivered by community-based health care safety net partners to improve the health
status of low-income, uninsured residents of Seattle.

Program Summary

Decrease budget by $113,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Increase budget by approximately $23,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department, which
net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $113,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $23,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Primary Care: Medical and Dental 6,284,074 6,261,537 6,284,074 6,284,074

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Youth Development and Achievement

Youth Development and Achievement Budget Control Level
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Youth Development and Achievement Budget Control Level is to provide services to youth to
support their developmental needs, and facilitate their ability to gain the skills and assets necessary to grow into
healthy, successful adults and contributing members of the community.

Summary

Decrease budget by $60,000, reducing funding for community crime prevention programs by 15%. These
programs provide support to crime prevention councils, conduct trainings for landlords on crime prevention, and
sponsor crime prevention events. Although this work is valuable, it is not considered core to HSD's mission.

Decrease budget by $58,000 and reduce funding for the administrative support of the CO-STARS program. This
reduction will decrease funding for administrative personnel, but is expected to have minimal impact on direct
services to clients.

Decrease budget by $45,000 and abrogate a 0.5 FTE Grants and Contracts Specialist, Senior. The workload will
be reduced, reprioritized, or absorbed by other positions in the division.

Decrease budget by $73,000 to reflect the elimination of contract inflation for recipient agencies.

Reduce budget by approximately $15,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures related to the projected vacancy
rate.

Increase budget by $150,000 for a neighborhood based pilot program to provide new programming for
low-income immigrant and refugee youth.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Youth Development and Achievement
Budget Control Level will achieve $6,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do
not result in an agreement that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional
reductions to the Council in order to replace this adjustment.

Increase budget by approximately $14,000 due to changes in a variety of local, state and federal grants.

Increase budget by approximately $452,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Department,
which net to zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted
expenditures. In particular, this includes the transfer of expenditures related to the CO-STARS program from the
Emergency and Transitional Services program to the Youth Development and Achievement program.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $236,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $596,000.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Youth Development and Achievement 12,221,456 9,988,731 10,584,580 10,733,301
Full-time Equivalents Total* 26.50 26.50 26.00 26.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed
431110  Dept of Housing & Urban Development 81,467 2,309,738 2,209,738 0

(HUD)/Homeless Prevention & Rapid
Rehousing Program

431110  Dept of Justice (DOJ) / Office of Justice 0 97,820 80,549 0
/BYRNE Prostitution Youth Advocate
Total ARRA Federal Grant Direct 81,467 2,407,558 2,290,287 0

433110  Administration on Aging (AOA) / Aging 98,405 173,082 0 0
Congregate Nutrition Service

433110  Administration on Aging (AOA) / Aging 33,125 106,750 0 0
Home Delivered Nutrition Services

433110 Dept of Labor (DOL) Title V Recovery 34,094 38,552 125,000 0
Act Fund

433110  National Association of Area Agencies 21,226 0 0 0
on Aging / Digital TV

433110  Workforce Investment Act Youth 943,945 0 0 0
Programs ARRA / Youth Employment
Training WIA
Total ARRA Federal Grant Indirect 1,130,795 318,384 125,000 0

439090  Seattle Neighborhood Group 4H 0 0 8,750 0

439090  United Way - Seattle Youth Employment 5,584 85,000 160,179 91,800
Program (SYEP) / Youth Training and
Education

439090  University of Washington / UW / 90,165 0 0 0
Depression Intervention (PEARLS)

469930  Child Care Bonus 648,830 500,000 0 0
Total Contrib/Priv Sources 744,579 585,000 168,929 91,800

431010  Dept of Education (DOE) Early Reading 1,106,389 1,309,074 427,288 0
First

431010  Dept of Housing & Urban Development 1,563,752 1,706,000 1,706,000 1,706,000

(HUD) - Housing Opportunities for
People with AIDS (HOPWA) Grant /

AIDS Housing
431010  Dept of Justice (DOJ) / Domestic 74,387 80,365 0 0
Violence (DV) Transitional Housing
431010  Dept of Justice (DOJ) / Weed & Seed 125,194 0 0 0
431010  Dept of Justice (DOJ) Disability Svcs / 249,309 227,242 0 0
Domestic Violence (DV) Education,
Training, and Services
431010  Dept of Justice (DOJ) Disability Svcs / 7,435 320,174 284,682 0
Domestic Violence (DV) Response
Improvement
431010  Dept of Justice (DOJ) Justice Assistance 419,005 415,088 415,088 415,088

Grant / Youth Education

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012

Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed

431010 Emergency Shelter Grants Program 565,384 583,706 579,707 579,707
(ESGP) / Emergency Shelter

431010  McKinney Grant / Transitional Housing 9,601,570 10,828,749 10,828,749 10,828,749
Total Federal Grants - Direct 13,712,424 15,470,398 14,241,514 13,529,544

433010 Communities Putting Prevention to Work 0 0 43,851 9,444
/ Public Health

433010  Dept of Health & Human Services (HHS) 6,533 0 0 0
/ Alzheimer's Disease Support Svcs

433010  Dept of Health & Human Services (HHS) 86,287 75,815 0 0
/ Demential Partners Project

433010  Dept of Health & Human Services (HHS) 13,000 0 0 0
/ Drug Free Communities

433010 Dept of Health & Human Services (HHS) 5,717 0 0 0
/ Medicare Improvement for Patients

433010 Dept of Health & Human Services (HHS) 14,605 218,546 0 0
/ Nursing Home Diversion

433010  Dept of Health & Human Services (HHS) 3,754 0 0 0
/ UW / Study on Minor Depression

433010  Dept of Housing & Urban Development 373,000 373,000 373,000 373,000

(HUD) / Seattle Housing Authority
(SHA) Client Case Management

433010 King County Safe Harbors McKinney 0 0 296,737 296,737
Grant |

433010 King County Safe Harbors McKinney 0 0 97,375 97,375
Grant 111

433010  Office of Superintendent of Public 54,196 33,292 59,495 59,495

Instruction (OSPI) / Child Care Nutrition
Quality Incentive

433010  Office of Superintendent of Public 1,169,605 1,099,937 1,184,443 1,188,890
Instruction (OSPI) / Child Nutrition
Program

433010  Older Americans Act (OAA) / Elder 25,785 21,977 21,977 21,977
Abuse Prevention

433010  Title 111-B / Older Americans Act (OAA) 2,405,040 2,314,212 2,360,496 2,407,706
Supportive Services

433010  Title 111-C-1 / Older Americans Act 1,700,075 1,687,962 1,721,721 1,756,155
(OAA) Congregate meals

433010  Title 111-C-2 / Older Americans Act 740,717 842,482 859,332 876,519
(OAA) Home delivered meals

433010  Title I11-D / Older Americans Act (OAA) 111,789 110,669 112,882 115,140
Health promotion

433010  Title I1I-E / Older Americans Act (OAA) 769,930 766,978 782,318 797,964
National Family Caregiver

433010  Title V / Older Americans Act (OAA) 301,661 310,099 425,834 362,454
Senior Employment

433010  Title XIX / Home Care Workers' Health 16,051,785 35,551,189 26,250,000 26,250,000

Care Insurance- BHP

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012

Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed

433010  Title XIX / Local Care Management 1,343,228 1,500,000 750,000 750,000

433010  Title XIX / Medicaid Administrative 783,553 923,235 1,118,235 1,118,235
Claiming

433010  Title XIX / Medicaid Case Mgmt 13,652,169 13,653,619 7,090,150 7,373,096

433010  Title XIX / Medicaid Home Care Worker 93,878 164,695 0 0
Orientation for IP

433010  Title XIX / Medicaid Home Care Worker 120,553 81,623 0 0
Training

433010  Title XIX / Medicaid Home Care Worker 1,588,172 2,138,796 2,138,796 2,138,796
Training Wages

433010  Title XIX / Medicaid Intensive Chronic 0 200,000 200,000 200,000
Case Management

433010  Title XIX / Medicaid Nurse Delegation 4,105 11,427 11,427 11,427

433010 Title XIX Day Health Admin / Senior 46,830 33,000 0 0
Day Facility

433010  US Dept of Agriculture (USDA) - 497,698 505,000 505,000 505,000

Administration on Aging (AoA) /
Nutritional Services Incentive Program
(NSIP)

433010  US Dept of Agriculture (USDA) / Senior 12,173 165,000 165,000 165,000
Farmers Market Nutrition

433010  US Dept of Agriculture (USDA) Summer 464,994 525,746 526,280 526,317
Sack / Summer Lunches for Children SSI
OSP

433010  US Dept of Agriculture (USDA) Summer 0 10,159 14,845 14,845
Sack Lunch Supplement / Sack Lunch
(SSL) Remainder

433010 VA/DSHS/Veteran's Directed Home and 0 200,000 80,000 80,000
Community Based Care

433010  Workforce Investment Act Youth 563,992 766,667 875,157 875,157
Programs CAN / Youth Employment
Training WIA
Total Federal Grants - Indirect 43,004,825 64,285,125 48,064,351 48,370,729

587001  General Subfund Support 53,509,230 52,519,365 51,444,590 51,938,316
Total General Fund 53,509,230 52,519,365 51,444,590 51,938,316

437010 Families and Education Levy / Levy 0 0 50,480 25,886
Underspend

437010  Families and Education Levy / 0 481,812 266,361 167,805
Performance Funds

437010  Juvenile Accountability Incentive Block 25,184 29,356 29,356 29,356
Grant (JAIBG) / Youth Education

437010  King County Human Services Levy / 112,000 112,000 112,000 0

Program to Encourage Active Rewarding
Lives for Seniors (PEARLS)
437010 King County Levy 0 0 397,000 397,000

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012

Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed

437010  King County Medicaid Match / Medicaid 68,625 97,098 52,373 0
Outreach

437010  King County MIDD 0 0 100,000 100,000

437010 King County Safe Harbors / Homeless 429,002 694,112 0 0
Data Collection

437010 King County Veteran Levy / Program to 112,000 112,000 112,000 0

Encourage Active Rewarding Lives for
Seniors (PEARLYS)

437010  Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) / New 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
Citizen Initiative
Total Interlocal Grants 771,811 1,551,378 1,144,570 745,047
461110 Interest - State Cash Advance 65,502 155,000 62,400 62,400
Total Investment Earnings 65,502 155,000 62,400 62,400
459900  Sex Industry Victims Fund / Care and 8,404 70,000 25,000 25,000
Treatment for Sex Industry Workers
Total Miscellaneous Fines & Penalties 8,404 70,000 25,000 25,000
541490  Housing Levy (Home Funds Swap) 0 0 0 0
541490  Office of Housing (OH) - Housing Levy 820,834 429,369 0 849,600
Total Property Tax Levy (Housing) 820,834 429,369 0 849,600
434010  Dept of Community, Trade & Economic 4,000 0 0 0
Dev (CTED) / Prostitution Prevention
434010  Dept of Community, Trade & Economic 141,752 143,932 143,932 143,932
Dev (CTED)/Homeless Data Collection
434010  Dept of Social & Health Services (DSHS) 21,710 70,456 71,865 73,302
/ Care Workers Insurance
434010 Dept of Social & Health Services (DSHS) 2,157,325 2,234,310 2,187,900 2,187,900

/ Early Childhood Education Assistance
Program (ECEAP)

434010  Dept of Social & Health Services (DSHS) 1,944,229 1,739,666 1,739,666 1,739,666
/ Family Caregivers

434010  Dept of Social & Health Services (DSHS) 85,122 84,785 84,785 84,785
/ Kinship Care Navigator

434010 Dept of Social & Health Services (DSHS) 255,416 233,200 233,200 233,200
/ Kinship Care Support

434010  Dept of Social & Health Services (DSHS) 33,463 40,000 40,000 40,000
/ Kinship Child Program

434010 Dept of Social & Health Services (DSHS) 16,809 17,560 17,560 17,560
/ Prescription Drugs Information &
Assistance

434010  Dept of Social & Health Services (DSHS) 72,816 124,354 136,789 150,468

/ Respite Home Care Workers' Health
Care Insurance & Training

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund

Summit
Code

434010

434010

434010

434010

541490

541490

541490
541490

Source

Dept of Social & Health Services (DSHS)
Office of Refugee & Immigrant
Administration (ORIA) - New
Citizenship Initiative (NCI) /
Naturalization

Senior Citizens Service Act / Senior
Services

Title X1X / Local Care Management -
State Portion

Title X1X / Medicaid Case Mgmt - State
Portion

Total State Grants

Seattle City Light (SCL) Credit Liaison
(Project Share)

Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) Water
Energy Assistance Program

Utility Rate Assistance

Water Conservation Pilot Project

Total Utility Funds

Total Revenues

379100
379100

379100

379100

Fund Balance

Fund Balance - Accumulated Child Care
Bonus funds

Fund Balance - Accumulated HOME
funds

Fund Balance - Accumulated Sex
Industry Victim's Fund

Total Fund Balance

Total Resources

2009
Actuals

1,206,843

2,451,298
0

0

8,390,782
352,204
45,863

868,137
48,597

1,314,801

123,555,455

2,617,493
2,617,493

2,617,493

2,617,493

10,469,970

134,025,425

2010
Adopted

985,940

2,373,689
0

0

8,047,892
366,684
48,134

899,681
44,000

1,358,499

147,197,968

608,714
0

0

0

608,714

147,806,682

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011
Proposed

1,136,060

2,255,004
750,000

7,090,150

15,886,911
374,018
49,097

917,675
44,000

1,384,790

134,838,342

868,418
500,000

150,000

45,000

1,563,418

136,401,760

Human Services

2012
Proposed

1,136,060

2,255,004
750,000

7,373,096

16,184,973
374,018
49,097

917,675
44,000

1,384,790

133,182,199

920,101
500,000

0

45,000

1,465,101

134,647,300



Human Services Operating Fund

Beginning Fund Balance

Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

Less: Mandatory Reserve for
Child Care Bonus Funds

Less: Other Mandatory
Restrictions

Less: Reserve for Cash Flow
Balance

Total Reserves

Ending Unreserved Fund
Balance

2009
Actuals

7,062,223

(9,385)

123,555,457

123,919,146

6,689,149

2,874,661

2,365,958

200,000

5,440,619

1,248,530

2010
Adopted

3,217,156

0

147,197,968

147,806,682

2,608,442

1,689,245

571,171

300,000

2,560,416

48,026

2010
Revised

6,689,149

0

135,089,181

136,609,278

5,169,052

2,374,661

2,121,489

200,000

4,696,150

472,902
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2011
Proposed

5,169,052

0

134,838,342

136,401,764

3,605,630

1,724,661

1,663,429

200,000

3,588,090

17,544

2012
Proposed

3,605,630

0

133,182,199

134,647,300

2,140,528

1,224,661

698,328

200,000

2,122,989

17,539



Human Services

2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Community Development Block Grant Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed
431010  Federal Grant and Other Income 6,324,806 6,234,046 5,874,791 5,874,791

Total Revenues 6,324,806 6,234,046 5,874,791 5,874,791

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Office of Economic Development

Stephen H. Johnson, Director

Contact Information

Department Information Line: (206) 684-8090

City of Seattle General Information: (206) 684-2489 TTY: (206) 615-0476
On the Web at: http://www.seattle.gov/EconomicDevelopment/

Department Description

The mission of the Office of Economic Development (OED) is to help create a vibrant economy by promoting
access to economic opportunities for all of Seattle's diverse communities. OED supports economic development
that is financially, environmentally, and socially sustainable. The core services OED provides capitalize on
Seattle's established economic activity, particularly in the areas of manufacturing and maritime industries, film
and music, healthcare, and clean technology. To accomplish this mission, the Office delivers services designed
to:

- Support the establishment of new businesses, retention and growth of existing businesses, and attraction of new
businesses;

- Increase the number of low-income adults who obtain the skills necessary to meet industry's needs for qualified
workers; and

- Advance policies, practices and partnerships that lead to sustainable economic growth with shared prosperity.

Proposed Policy and Program Changes

In 2009, OED engaged in a strategic planning review of the services provided by the Office in relation to other
City departments and local economic development entities. As a result of this process, the Office was
restructured in the 2010 Adopted Budget. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget continues to reflect the new
operating structure and strategic planning agenda. In 2011-2012, the Office will focus on a number of important
policy initiatives to accomplish these outcomes, including the active retention of Seattle businesses; distribution
of $70 million in business financing; realignment of work force investments to increase the number of
low-income, low-skilled Seattle residents who obtain a degree or credential beyond high school to meet industry's
needs for qualified workers; and execution of the Mayor's Seattle Jobs Plan released in 2010.

The City of Seattle is facing a $67 million shortfall. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes reductions for all
General Fund-dependent functions. In identifying reductions, OED focused on strategies that would realize
reductions while prioritizing work force development programs that provide education and training for
low-income job-seekers that lead to good-paying jobs in demand by employers. In addition, OED has identified
ways in which current programs can be restructured to be more cost effective and outcome oriented.

Program Expense Reductions:

The budget identifies savings to the General Fund by reducing program expenses in a number of areas. OED
proposes creating a new Neighborhood Business Revitalization program by combining the elements of the
existing Neighborhood Business District (NBD), Commercial District Revitalization (CDR), and Farmers Market
Alliance (FMA) programs. The restructured Neighborhood Business Revitalization program will be funded at
$150,000 less than the combined 2010 level of General Fund support in order to realize savings. However, this
reduction will be mitigated by providing an integrated approach that will leverage partnerships between
neighborhood business associations and neighborhood businesses. The new focus formally adopts the structure of

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
V-1



Economic Development

the current CDR program as the framework for all OED investments in neighborhood commercial districts. This
framework emphasizes and funds strategies for marketing and promotion of neighborhood commercial districts,
diversifying the current mix of businesses, maintaining a clean and safe environment, improving physical
attractiveness, and building the organizational capacity of the community to execute neighborhood based
economic development strategies. OED will engage neighborhood business district leaders to identify the best
timing and approach for transitioning from the current structure to the new framework. Part of this engagement
will include collaboration with neighborhood business leaders to set specific targets for improving commercial
districts and to align shared investments and efforts to achieve those targets.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget mitigates the impact to work force development activities to the extent possible.
However, to address the General Fund shortfall, the budget reduces funding for work force investment activities
by approximately $253,000. This reduces funding available to OED's work force development contracts with
PortJobs, Worker's Center and the Seattle Jobs Initiative (SJI). It is anticipated that this change will not result in
a significant change to the outcomes related to these work force development contracts. OED will continue to
collaborate with community based organizations, community colleges, and employers to improve the results of
their collective investments in education, training, and career advancement of low-skilled adults.

The Mayor's Small Business Award program is also restructured to assist with balancing the General Fund, and
will continue to recognize small businesses using existing events and staff resources. In an effort to be more
efficient with their funding, OED creates a dynamic, year-long program to recognize Seattle's businesses through
a variety of methods, including featuring businesses as part of their monthly networking event, "Business
Casual." This approach will require no General Subfund operating support above the allocation of staff time.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget reduces funding to the Seattle Convention and Visitors Bureau (SCVB) to assist
with balancing the General Fund. The reduction is taken in order to preserve higher priority investments in work
force development as described above. In addition, the budget maintains the approach taken in the 2010 Adopted
Budget and does not provide inflationary adjustments to any professional service contracts within the OED
budget.

The budget also seeks to create efficiencies between the Office of Sustainability and Environment (OSE) and
OED by consolidating the Seattle Climate Partnership program within OED. This budget transfers in one
position to OED to add capacity to OED's ability to support Seattle businesses. Specifically, the position will help
deliver environmental technical assistance and energy efficiency incentive programs for targeted business, such
as independent grocery stores and restaurants, in low-income neighborhoods.

Internal/Administrative Efficiencies:

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget identifies operational efficiencies to discretionary spending, including reducing
expenditures for communications, organizational development, copying, and computer hardware replacement.
Savings are also realized through the elimination of inflationary increases for contracted services, and
reclassification of a senior-level position to an administrative support position. To further realize administrative
savings, all non-represented staff members in OED will take a seven-day furlough and no market rate salary
adjustment is provided for OED staff that are non-represented employees in the City's discretionary pay plans.

Revenue Changes:

The Proposed Budget makes changes to respond to new revenues to the City that will be administered by OED.
The Budget recognizes New Markets Tax Credit (NMTC) fees as revenues to the General Fund that will support
expenses associated with managing the NMTC program. This adjustment recognizes new resources to the
General Fund, but does not change the overall appropriation authority in OED's budget. The Proposed Budget
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also adds one term-limited position in OED to support a $1.4 million grant the City received from Public Health -
Seattle & King County outside of the budget process in 2010. The grant is part of a two-year $25.5 million
federal stimulus grant that Public Health received to address obesity and tobacco use. OED will use this grant to
develop and implement the "Business Incentive Program to Improve Access to Healthy Food" which will
increase healthy food options in targeted low-income Seattle communities.

Technical Change:
As part of a technical adjustment, the Proposed Budget restores $624,000 in funding for SJI in 2011 to support

the 2011 SJI contract as intended through prior budget actions. This additional funding maintains SJI contract at
a level in 2011 that is generally consistent with total funding described in the 2010 contract.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Summit 2009

Appropriations Code Actual
CDBG - Office of Economic Development Budget Control Level

Community Development 3,509,402

CDBG - Office of Economic 6XD10 3,509,402

Development Budget Control Level

Office of Economic Development Budget Control Level

2010 2011
Adopted Proposed

5,008,675 5,003,675
5,008,675 5,003,675

Business Development 1,478,563 0 0
Business Services 0 4,902,051 5,102,316
Community Development 1,124,856 0 0
Economic Development Leadership 0 568,769 576,385
Finance and Operations 1,144,730 707,937 660,119
Work Force Development 2,963,002 0 0
Office of Economic Development X1D00 6,711,151 6,178,757 6,338,820
Budget Control Level
Department Total 10,220,552 11,182,432 11,342,495
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 20.00 20.00 22.00

2012
Proposed

5,003,675
5,003,675

0
4,603,112
0

593,469
678,587

0
5,875,168

10,878,843

22.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions

outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2009 2010 2011

Resources Actual Adopted Proposed
General Subfund 6,711,151 6,178,757 6,338,820
Other 3,509,402 5,003,675 5,003,675
Department Total 10,220,552 11,182,432 11,342,495
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CDBG - Office of Economic Development Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) - Office of Economic Development Budget
Control Level is to help create and maintain healthy businesses, thriving neighborhoods, and community
organizations to contribute to a robust economy that will benefit all Seattle residents and future generations. The
federal CDBG program provides a major source of funding for community development programs affecting
Seattle's low- and moderate-income households and neighborhoods. The City of Seattle makes these investments
so all families and individuals can meet their basic needs, share in economic prosperity, and participate in
building a safe, healthy, educated, just, and caring community. Policies and priorities for distributing CDBG
funds to community-based organizations are set out in the City's 2009-2012 Consolidated Plan for Housing and
Community Development, which is coordinated by the Human Services Department.

Summary

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget estimates the amount of CDBG dollars the City anticipates to be available,
anticipates appropriations of these funds, and makes specific CDBG proposals for certain City programs in the
Human Services Department, Office of Economic Development, and Office of Housing. Final CDBG program
allocations are subject to the appropriation levels set by the U.S. Congress and implemented by HUD.

There are no substantive changes from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Community Development 3,509,402 5,003,675 5,003,675 5,003,675

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
IV-5



Economic Development

Office of Economic Development Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Office of Economic Development Budget Control Level is to provide vital services to
individual businesses and economic development leadership to support a strong local economy, thriving
neighborhood business districts, and broadly-shared prosperity.

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012
Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed

Business Development 1,478,563 0 0 0
Business Services 0 4,902,051 5,102,316 4,603,112
Community Development 1,124,856 0 0 0
Economic Development Leadership 0 568,769 576,385 593,469
Finance and Operations 1,144,730 707,937 660,119 678,587
Work Force Development 2,963,002 0 0 0
Total 6,711,151 6,178,757 6,338,820 5,875,168
Full-time Equivalents Total * 20.00 20.00 22.00 22.00

*FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

Office of Economic Development: Business Development
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Business Development Program is to develop, manage, and support initiatives building on
Seattle's economic foundations to maintain Seattle's competitiveness, promote business growth, and connect
residents to good jobs. Business development activities are focused on the creation and implementation of
strategies to promote growth in Seattle's key industry sectors and to support the development and
sustainability of the City's small businesses. The Business Development Program works closely with industry
leaders and other City departments to maintain Seattle's positive business climate, to encourage growth of a
diverse and vibrant local economy, and to help businesses understand and navigate processes, regulations, and
policies.

Program Summary

As part of the 2010 Adopted Budget, a departmental reorganization resulted in the transfer of all funding and
positions from the Business Development program to other programs within OED. As a result, there are no
resources allocated in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for this program.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Business Development 1,478,563 0 0 0

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Office of Economic Development: Business Services
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Business Services Program is to provide direct services to businesses and to support a
healthy business environment that empowers businesses to develop, grow and succeed. The three key service
areas include providing assistance navigating government services, facilitating access to capital and building
management expertise, and investing in workforce development services focused on building skills that
benefit individual job-seekers and support employers in key industry sectors.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $150,000 and integrate OED's existing Neighborhood Business District (NBD) and
Commercial District Revitalization programs into a new Neighborhood Revitalization program. The integrated
approach will leverage partnerships between neighborhood business associations and neighborhood businesses,
and enable the City to invest more resources over several years in targeted neighborhood business districts.

Transfer in $150,000 and 1.0 FTE Strategic Advisor 2, General Government position from the Office of
Sustainability and Environment to OED. This shift represents the consolidation of the Seattle Climate
Partnership program within OED, and enhances OED's ability to provide technical assistance to Seattle
businesses.

Reduce budget by $177,000 in funding to the Seattle Convention & Visitors Bureau. This reduction maintains
$50,000 in OED to support Seattle tourism.

Reduce budget by $64,000 to reflect the elimination of inflationary increases for all contracted services in OED.

Reduce budget by $48,000 and reallocate 1.0 Executive 2 position to a 1.0 FTE Administrative Staff Assistant
position. This change realigns the position title with the current responsibilities of the position, and results in no
FTE change.

Reduce budget by $28,000 in recognition of a seven-day furlough that non-represented OED staff members will
take in 2011. This furlough is in addition to the salary freeze for employees in the Strategic Advisor, Manager,
and Executive and non-represented IT Professional classifications.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, the Business Services program will
achieve $6,000 in savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement
that allows the City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order
to replace this adjustment.

Increase budget by approximately $28,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Office, which net to
zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures by
program.

Increase workforce development funding by $371,000. This change is the net result of increasing the budget by
$624,000 in one-time funding in 2011 to correct an accounting error from a previous year, and reducing the
overall workforce development budget by $253,000 to assist in balancing the General Fund.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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As a result of the City receiving a $1.4 million grant from Public Health - Seattle & King County accepted
through legislation outside of the budget process, add a 1.0 FTE Community Development Specialist position.
This position is term-limited and will sunset upon conclusion of the grant.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $124,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $200,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Business Services 0 4,902,051 5,102,316 4,603,112
Full-time Equivalents Total* 13.00 13.00 15.00 15.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

Office of Economic Development: Community Development
Purpose Statement
The purpose of the Community Development Program is to provide operating, grant, loan and project

management support to neighborhood business districts and community-based development organizations, as
well as to special projects, so Seattle has thriving neighborhoods and broadly shared prosperity.

Program Summary

As part of the 2010 Adopted Budget, a departmental reorganization transferred all funding and positions from the
Community Development program to other programs within OED. As a result, there are no resources allocated
in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for this program.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Community Development 1,124,856 0 0 0

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Office of Economic Development: Economic Development Leadership
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Economic Development Leadership Program is to play a leadership role in the creation of
the City of Seattle's economic agenda through analysis of timely opportunities and development of targeted
areas of focus for OED and relevant City and community partners. This program supports OED in serving as
the convener of a broad range of the business community, reflecting the knowledge and networks needed to
make informed decisions on economic policies and strengthen alignment of city, regional, state, and federal
economic development activities.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $10,000 in recognition of a seven-day furlough that non-represented OED staff members will
take in 2011. This furlough is in addition to the salary freeze for employees in the Strategic Advisor, Manager,
Executive and non-represented IT Professional classifications.

Reduce budget by approximately $20,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Office, which net to
zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures by
program.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by approximately $38,000, for a net
increase from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $8,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Economic Development Leadership 0 568,769 576,385 593,469
Full-time Equivalents Total* 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Office of Economic Development: Finance and Operations
Purpose Statement
The purpose of the Finance and Operations Program is to provide leadership and financial, administrative, and

human resources to effectively accomplish OED's mission and goals. This program was restructured in the
2010 Adopted Budget from the Management and Operations Program to the Finance and Operations Program.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $16,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for communications activities, staff and
organizational development, copying, and computer hardware replacement.

Reduce budget by $10,000 as part of redefining the delivery of the Mayor's Small Business Awards Program.

Reduce budget by approximately $8,000 as part of a set of internal transfers throughout the Office, which net to
zero. The purpose of this redistribution is to reflect a more accurate application of budgeted expenditures by
program.

Reduce budget by approximately $2,000 in recognition of a seven-day furlough that non-represented OED staff
members will take in 2011. This furlough is in addition to the salary freeze for employees in the Strategic
Advisor, Manager, and Executive and non-represented IT Professional classifications.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs decrease the budget by $12,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $48,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Finance and Operations 1,144,730 707,937 660,119 678,587
Full-time Equivalents Total* 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Office of Economic Development: Work Force Development
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Work Force Development Program is to provide work force development services to
businesses, community organizations, residents, the Mayor, the City Council, and other public decision
makers, so employers meet their need for qualified workers, and all residents, particularly those who are
disadvantaged, secure and retain family-wage jobs. The work of this program remains a priority for the
Office, however, OED believes that better services will be provided to businesses and job seekers in Seattle if
it is aligned within the goals of the Business Services program.

Program Summary

As part of the 2010 Adopted Budget, a departmental reorganization transferred all funding and positions from the
Work Force Development program to other programs within OED. As a result, there are no resources allocated
in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for this program.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Work Force Development 2,963,002 0 0 0

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Community Development Block Grant Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed
431010  Federal Grant and Other Income 3,509,402 5,003,675 5,003,675 5,003,675

Total Revenues 3,509,402 5,003,675 5,003,675 5,003,675

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Office of Housing

Richard Hooper, Acting Director

Contact Information

Department Information Line: (206) 684-0721

City of Seattle General Information: (206) 684-2489 TTY: (206) 615-0476
On the Web at: http://seattle.gov/housing/

Department Description

The mission of the Office of Housing (OH) is to invest in and promote the development and preservation of
housing so that all Seattle residents have access to safe, decent, and affordable housing. To accomplish this
mission, OH has four programs reflected in the budget as the Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program;
Homeownership and Sustainability Program; Community Development Program; and the Administration and
Management Program.

The Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program invests in the community by making long-term,
low-interest loans to developers to develop or preserve affordable multi-family rental housing. OH monitors the
housing portfolio to ensure the units remain affordable and serve the intended residents, and the buildings remain
in good condition.

The Homeownership and Sustainability Program provides funding, including loans and grants, to low-income and
low-to-moderate income Seattle residents. These include loans to first-time homebuyers, home repair loans to
address health and safety and code repairs, and grants to make low-income housing more energy efficient.

The Community Development Program provides strategic planning, program development, and disposition of
vacant land for redevelopment purposes to increase housing opportunities for Seattle residents. In particular, this
program is shifting focus in 2011-2012 to more sustainable community building strategies and partnership
building activities.

The Administration and Management Program provides centralized leadership, coordination, technology,
contracting, and financial management services to OH programs and capital projects.

In 2010, OH began implementing the voter-approved 2009 Housing Levy, totaling $145 million for 2010 - 2016.
The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget is consistent with the Administration and Financial Plan approved by the City
Council in Ordinance 123281. The renewed Housing Levy is expected to produce or preserve 1,850 affordable
homes and assist 3,420 households. In addition, other key funding sources to support low income housing
activities through the Office of Housing are federal grants, developer incentive program revenues, local and state
weatherization grants, investment earnings, and loan repayment income.

Proposed Policy and Program Changes

The Office of Housing budget includes both the Office of Housing Operating Fund (16600) and the Low-Income
Housing Capital Fund (16400). Each year, the Office of Housing budget reflects the anticipated funding amounts
to be received from local, state, and federal sources for direct housing activities in Fund 16400, and recognizes
the allowable portion of these funds for administration in Fund 16600. In addition, the Housing Operating Fund
16600 relies in part on the General Fund to complete the funding necessary to maintain operations for the
department. Beginning in 2011, the budget associated with the Community Development Block Grant funds
(CDBG) supporting housing programs are shown within the OH budget, although the funding authority will
continue to reside with the CDBG Fund (17810). There are no substantive changes to the CDBG budget in
2011-2012. The following provides a summary of the changes to the Office of Housing Operating Fund (16600)
and the Low-Income Housing Capital Fund (16400).

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Low-Income Housing Capital Fund (16400):

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for the Low-Income Housing Capital Fund (16400) reflects an overall decrease
of approximately $5 million, or 12%, of total resources in comparison to the 2010 Adopted Budget. The most
significant change is the reduction of $4 million in contingent Bonus Program appropriations. Bonus Program
funds appropriated in prior years continue to be spent down in 2011, and a sustained level of appropriation
authority is not needed in 2011. In addition, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget for the Low-Income Housing
Capital Fund (16400) realigns funding for Levy-funded activities with the 2009 Housing Levy Administration
and Financial Plan. As part of this realignment, funding is increased for single-family homebuyer activities and
multi-family production and preservation activities, primarily for down payment assistance loans for first-time
homebuyers and for the construction and renovation of rental housing for low-income families. Levy funding is
decreased in comparison to 2010 for the operations and maintenance activities associated with OH's existing
housing portfolio. The Proposed Budget also reflects increases in state and federal grant awards to make
low-income housing more energy efficient. These increases in funding are anticipated to be partially offset by
reductions in appropriations from the federal HOME grant, anticipated reductions in investment earnings on fund
balances, and reductions in program income.

Office of Housing Operating Fund (16600):

The City of Seattle's General Fund is facing a $67 million shortfall. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes

reductions for all General Fund-dependent functions. OH has identified General Fund savings to help close the
General Fund gap by abrogating a full-time position, reclassifying and identifying salary savings associated with
ongoing positions, and identifying internal and administrative efficiencies. These changes are described below.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget eliminates an Information Technology Specialist position. This position has
provided technical and graphical support to create communication tools for the Office. The elimination of this
position will result in a reduced level of administrative resources to develop and disseminate information to
constituents and policy makers on affordable housing opportunities, issues, and strategies. To accommodate this
reduction, OH's Communications Director will take on as many of the functions performed by this staff person as
possible.

In addition, the Proposed Budget reflects salary savings related to an existing Strategic Advisor 3 position
working part-time at 0.85 FTE, instead of full-time as provided for in the 2010 Adopted Budget. The Proposed
Budget also reclassifies a Manager 3 position to a Senior Community Development Specialist position. The
Office of Housing will re-arrange duties within the Office to be consistent with this change in classification.

Direct and front-line services have been prioritized in the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget. To achieve this goal,
every department was asked to critically evaluate funding needs for departmental travel and training to determine
which items were essential to include and those that could be forgone. As a result of this evaluation, OH reduced
travel and training by approximately $5,000. This amount is captured within the administrative efficiencies
descriptions detailed in the following pages.

In addition, OH is achieving internal and administrative savings by significantly reducing its General Fund
budget for other non-personnel operating expenses, including consultant contracting, communications, office
supplies, copying and printing, and tuition/registration fees. The remaining non-personnel expenses are
considered to be the minimum required to maintain operations for the department.

Finally, the 2011-2012 Proposed Budget provides no market rate salary adjustment for OH staff that are
non-represented employees in the City's discretionary pay plans.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Summit 2009

Appropriations Code Actual
CDBG - Office of Housing Budget Control Level

HomeWise and Homeownership 1,116,276

Multi-Family Production and Preservation 292,280

Strategic Planning, Resource, and Program 408,053

Development
CDBG - Office of Housing Budget 6XZ10 1,816,610

Control Level

Low-Income Housing Fund 16400 Budget Control Level

Homeownership and Sustainability - 16400 7,755,097
Multi-Family Production and Preservation - 15,531,531
16400

Low-Income Housing Fund 16400 XZ-R1 23,286,628

Budget Control Level

Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600 Budget Control Level

Administration and Management - 16600 1,532,328
Community Development - 16600 507,841
Homeownership and Sustainability - 16600 760,519
Multi-Family Production and Preservation - 1,347,688
16600
Office of Housing Operating Fund XZ600 4,148,376
16600 Budget Control Level
Department Total 29,251,614
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 41.00

2010
Adopted

1,420,897

1,294,622
46,774

2,762,293

6,635,836
33,591,236

40,227,072

1,622,017
499,241

1,182,759
1,354,391

4,658,408

47,647,773

40.50

Housing

2011 2012
Proposed Proposed

1,420,897 1,420,897

1,294,622 1,294,622
46,774 46,774

2,762,293 2,762,293

7,725,501 8,124,394
27,425,181 26,004,691

35,150,682 34,129,085

1,656,298 1,696,601
588,802 603,418

1,261,131 1,299,179
1,211,916 1,242,200

4,718,146 4,841,398

42,631,121 41,732,776

39.50 39.50

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions

outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2009

Resources Actual
General Subfund 2,831,214
Other 26,420,400
Department Total 29,251,614

2010

Adopted
671,577

46,976,196
47,647,773

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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CDBG - Office of Housing Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) - Office of Housing Budget Control Level is
to provide opportunities for residents to thrive by investing in and promoting the development and preservation of
affordable housing. The federal CDBG program provides a major source of funding for community development
programs affecting Seattle's low- and moderate-income households and neighborhoods. The City of Seattle
makes these investments so all families and individuals can meet their basic needs, share in economic prosperity,
and participate in building a safe, healthy, educated, just, and caring community. Policies and priorities for
distributing CDBG funds to community-based organizations are set out in the City's 2009-2012 Consolidated
Plan for Housing and Community Development, which is coordinated by the Human Services Department.

Summary

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget estimates the amount of CDBG dollars the City anticipates to be available,
anticipates appropriations of these funds, and makes specific CDBG proposals for certain City programs in the
Human Services Department, Office of Economic Development, and Office of Housing. Final CDBG program
allocations are subject to the appropriation levels set by the U.S. Congress and implemented by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012

Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed

HomeWise and Homeownership 1,116,276 1,420,897 1,420,897 1,420,897

Multi-Family Production and Preservation 292,280 1,294,622 1,294,622 1,294,622

Strategic Planning, Resource, and Program 408,053 46,774 46,774 46,774
Development

Total 1,816,610 2,762,293 2,762,293 2,762,293

CDBG - Office of Housing: HomeWise and Homeownership
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the HomeWise and Homeownership Program is to provide resources for low- and
moderate-income Seattle residents, including seniors, to become homeowners and/or to preserve and improve
their current homes.

CDBG funds support minor home repairs for low-income elderly or disabled homeowners, home rehabilitation
revolving loans to low-income households, technical assistance for program clients, and administrative costs
for the City of Seattle’s Office of Housing.

Program Summary

There are no substantive changes from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
HomeWise and Homeownership 1,116,276 1,420,897 1,420,897 1,420,897

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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CDBG - Office of Housing: Multi-Family Production and Preservation
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program is to acquire, develop, rehabilitate, and
maintain affordable multifamily rental housing so the supply of housing for Seattle residents increases and
affordability remains sustainable.

Program Summary

There are no substantive changes from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Multi-Family Production and Preservation 292,280 1,294,622 1,294,622 1,294,622

CDBG - Office of Housing: Strategic Planning, Resource, and Program

Development
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Strategic Planning, Resource, and Program Development Program is to provide policy
review/revisions, new and revised housing programs, and vacant land redevelopment services to increase
housing opportunities for Seattle residents.

Program Summary

There are no substantive changes from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Strategic Planning, Resource, and Program 408,053 46,774 46,774 46,774

Development

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Low-Income Housing Fund 16400 Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Low-Income Housing Fund 16400 Budget Control Level is to fund multi-family housing
production, and to support homeownership and sustainability.

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012

Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed

Homeownership and Sustainability - 16400 7,755,097 6,635,836 7,725,501 8,124,394

Multi-Family Production and Preservation - 15,531,531 33,591,236 27,425,181 26,004,691
16400

Total 23,286,628 40,227,072 35,150,682 34,129,085

Low-Income Housing Fund 16400: Homeownership and Sustainability -

16400
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Homeownership and Sustainability -16400 Program is to provide three types of loans and
grants to low-income Seattle residents: loans for first-time home buyers, home repair loans to address health
and safety and code repairs, and grants to make low-income housing more energy efficient.

Program Summary

Increase budget by $196,000 for single-family homebuyer activities consistent with the 2010 - 2011
Administrative and Financial Plan for 2009 Housing Levy Programs, approved by Ordinance 123281.

Decrease budget by $52,000 for single-family homebuyer activities consistent with an anticipated reduction in the
2011 appropriations for the federal HOME grant.

Decrease budget by approximately $475,000 due to anticipated reductions in investment earnings on fund
balances and reductions in program income generated by the Homeownership and Sustainability Program.

Increase budget by $750,000 to reflect an increase in the state low-income weatherization grant awarded to the
City.

Increase budget by approximately $627,000 in anticipated federal low-income weatherization grant awards in
2011.

Increase budget by approximately $45,000 to account for an inflationary adjustment in local weatherization grant
funding from Seattle City Light.

These changes result in a net program increase of $1.09 million from the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011
Proposed Budget.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Homeownership and Sustainability - 16400 7,755,097 6,635,836 7,725,501 8,124,394

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Low-Income Housing Fund 16400: Multi-Family Production and

Preservation - 16400
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Multi-Family Production and Preservation - 16400 Program is to invest in the community
by making long-term, low-interest loans to developers to develop or preserve affordable multi-family rental
housing. OH monitors the affordable housing portfolio to ensure the units remain affordable, serve the
intended residents, and the buildings remain in good condition.

Program Summary

Increase budget by $196,000 in multi-family housing activities consistent with the 2010 - 2011 Administrative
and Financial Plan for 2009 Housing Levy Programs, approved by Ordinance 123281.

Decrease budget by $391,000 in housing portfolio operations and maintenance activities consistent with the 2010
- 2011 Administrative and Financial Plan for 2009 Housing Levy Programs, approved by Ordinance 123281.
The Levy funding plan intentionally provided for a larger allocation to this program in 2010, because it was the
first year of the Levy.

Decrease budget by $4 million in contingent Bonus Program appropriations. Bonus Program funds appropriated
in prior years continue to be spent down in 2011, and a sustained level of appropriation authority is not needed in
2011.

Decrease budget by $155,000 for multi-family housing activities due to an anticipated reduction in the City's
2011 appropriations for the federal HOME grant.

Decrease budget by $1.82 million due to anticipated reductions in investment earnings on fund balances and
reductions in program income generated by the Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program.

These changes result in a net program decrease of approximately $6.17 million from the 2010 Adopted Budget to
the 2011 Proposed Budget.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Multi-Family Production and Preservation - 15,531,531 33,591,236 27,425,181 26,004,691

16400

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600 Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600 Budget Control Level is to fund the Department's
administration activities.

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012
Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Administration and Management - 16600 1,532,328 1,622,017 1,656,298 1,696,601
Community Development - 16600 507,841 499,241 588,802 603,418
Homeownership and Sustainability - 16600 760,519 1,182,759 1,261,131 1,299,179
Multi-Family Production and Preservation - 1,347,688 1,354,391 1,211,916 1,242,200
16600
Total 4,148,376 4,658,408 4,718,146 4,841,398
Full-time Equivalents Total * 41.00 40.50 39.50 39.50

*FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600: Administration and

Management - 16600
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Administration and Management - 16600 Program is to provide centralized leadership,
coordination, technology, contracting, and financial management support services to OH programs and capital
projects to facilitate the production of affordable housing for Seattle residents.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $85,000 and abrogate a 1.0 FTE Information Technology Specialist position. To
accommodate this reduction, OH's Communications Director will take on as many of the functions performed by
this staff person as possible.

Reduce budget by approximately $69,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative efficiencies
including travel and training, office supplies, professional services, and printing.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, this program will achieve $10,000 in
savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that allows the
City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to replace this
adjustment.

Increase budget by approximately $97,000 due to a cost neutral internal realignment of expenses within this
budget control level. This includes the transfer out of a 0.5 FTE Administrative Specialist I position to the
Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program. The position's responsibilities have evolved from general
administrative support to exclusively supporting the Asset Management Unit. This also includes the transfer in of
1.0 FTE Executive 2 position from the Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program. Both positions are
transferred to better reflect the Office's organizational staffing makeup.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $102,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $34,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Administration and Management - 16600 1,532,328 1,622,017 1,656,298 1,696,601
Full-time Equivalents Total* 13.50 13.50 13.00 13.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600: Community Development -
16600
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Community Development -16600 Program is to provide strategic planning, program
development, and vacant land redevelopment services to increase housing opportunities for Seattle residents.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $36,000 and reclass a Manager 3 position to a Community Development Specialist, Senior
position.

Reduce budget authority by approximately $4,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative
efficiencies including travel and training, office supplies, professional services, and printing.

Reduce salary budget by $16,000 to align budget with actual salary needs for a Strategic Advisor 3. This position
is working part-time at 0.85 FTE, instead of full-time at 1.0 FTE as provided for in the 2010 Adopted Budget.

Increase budget by approximately $124,000 due to a cost neutral internal realignment of expenses within this
budget control level. This includes the transfer in of a 1.0 FTE Community Development Specialist position
from the Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program to better align this staff person with the currently
assigned responsibilities.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $22,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $90,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Community Development - 16600 507,841 499,241 588,802 603,418
Full-time Equivalents Total* 4.00 4.00 5.00 5.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600: Homeownership and

Sustainability - 16600
Purpose Statement

The Homeownership and Sustainability -16600 Program provides three types of loans and grants to
low-income Seattle residents: loans for first-time home-buyers, home repair loans to address health and safety
and code repairs, and grants to make low-income housing more energy efficient.

Program Summary

Reduce budget authority by approximately $5,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative
efficiencies including travel and training, office supplies, professional services, and printing.

Increase budget by $39,000 to fund Section 106 review services provided by the Department of Neighborhoods
for the Homewise program. Starting in 2010, the Department of Neighborhoods (DON) began charging other
City departments for federally-mandated historic preservation reviews performed by DON staff. This
appropriation authority is supported by revenues in the Homewise Program.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, this program will achieve $7,000 in
savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that allows the
City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to replace this
adjustment.

Decrease budget by approximately $14,000 due to a cost neutral internal realignment of expenses within this
budget control level.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $65,000 for a net increase from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $78,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Homeownership and Sustainability - 16600 760,519 1,182,759 1,261,131 1,299,179
Full-time Equivalents Total* 12.50 12.00 12.00 12.00

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
IV-23



Housing

Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600: Multi-Family Production and

Preservation - 16600
Purpose Statement

The Multi-Family Production and Preservation -16600 Program invests in the community by making
long-term, low-interest loans to developers to develop or preserve affordable multi-family rental housing. OH
monitors the affordable housing portfolio to ensure the units remain affordable and serve the intended
residents, and the buildings remain in good condition.

Program Summary

Reduce budget authority by approximately $10,000 to reflect reductions in expenditures for administrative
efficiencies including travel and training, office supplies, professional services, and printing.

The Mayor and the Council are in talks with the Coalition of City Labor Unions to identify mechanisms for
reducing labor costs in the face of the City's strained financial situation. Savings in labor costs has the dual
benefit of allowing the City to preserve funding for important direct services and to save jobs. If negotiations
with the Coalition of City Labor Unions result in a ratified agreement and commensurate savings for
non-represented positions in 'step-in-grade’ classifications are applied, this program will achieve $8,000 in
savings. If negotiations with the Coalition of City Labor Unions do not result in an agreement that allows the
City to achieve these savings, the Mayor will transmit additional reductions to the Council in order to replace this
adjustment.

Reclass a Strategic Advisor 2 position to a Community Development Specialist position to better align the title of
the position with the responsibilities.

Decrease budget by approximately $206,000 due to a cost neutral internal realignment of expenses within this
budget control level. This includes the transfer in of a 0.5 FTE Administrative Specialist | position from the
Administrative and Management Program to reflect the change in position responsibilities from general
administrative to supporting the Asset Management Unit; the transfer out of a 1.0 FTE Community Development
Specialist position to the Community Development Program to better align this staff person with the currently
assigned responsibilities; and the transfer out of 1.0 FTE Executive 2 position to the Administration and
Management Program to better reflect the Office's organizational staffing makeup.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $81,000 for a net decrease from
the 2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $142,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed

Multi-Family Production and Preservation - 1,347,688 1,354,391 1,211,916 1,242,200
16600

Full-time Equivalents Total* 11.00 11.00 9.50 9.50

* FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Housing Operating Fund

Summit
Code

433010
434010
462900
469990
541490
541490
541490
541490
541490
541490
541490
541490
587001

Source

Federal Grants-Weatherization
State Grants-Weatherization
Other Rents and use charges
MacArthur Foundation Grant
2010 Non-GF COLA Rollback
City Light Administration
Contingent Bonus/TDR Administration
HOME Administration
Interest Earnings

Levy Administration

Prior Year Savings

Program Income

General Subfund Support

Total Revenues

2011-2012 Proposed Budget

2009
Actuals

0

0
41,000
150,000
0
631,588
114,000
411,276
30,000
746,917
88,000
50,000
2,069,437

4,332,218

IV-25

2010
Adopted

531,720
182,896
27,000
17,500
0
654,731
150,000
461,551
26,300
1,730,212
109,957
94,964
671,577

4,658,408

Housing

2011 2012
Proposed Proposed
599,087 613,447
185,000 185,000
27,000 27,000
13,500 0
(22,171) (22,616)
672,517 689,949
250,000 250,000
438,473 438,473
4,000 3,000
1,775,351 1,820,496
121,339 75,000
4,000 3,000
650,050 758,648
4,718,146 4,841,397



Housing

2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Low-Income Housing Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed
411100  Property Tax Levy 11,660,719 18,820,000 18,820,667 17,971,667
433010  Federal Grants - Weatherization 2,656,378 1,623,484 2,250,000 2,500,000
434010  State Grants - Weatherization 0 0 750,000 750,000
439090  Bonus Program/TDR Authority; UWKC 4,727,981 4,000,000 0 0
Bridge Loan Program

461110  Investment Earnings 1,152,938 2,868,200 1,425,000 876,900
469930  Program Income 1,746,258 7,270,000 6,422,583 6,502,000
471010  Federal Grants-HOME Program 2,250,581 4,153,961 3,946,263 3,946,263
541490  Local Grants - Weatherization 1,212,060 1,491,427 1,536,170 1,582,255

Total Revenues 25,406,915 40,227,072 35,150,683 34,129,085

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2011 - 2012 Estimated Revenues for the Community Development Block Grant Fund

Summit 2009 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Proposed Proposed
431010  Federal Grant and Other Income 1,816,610 2,762,293 2,762,293 2,762,293

Total Revenues 1,816,610 2,762,293 2,762,293 2,762,293

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Neighborhood Matching Subfund

Department Description

The purpose of the Neighborhood Matching Subfund (NMF) is to provide resources for Seattle's communities to
preserve and enhance the City's diverse neighborhoods, and to empower people to make positive contributions to
their communities.

The NMF was established in 1988 to support partnerships between the City of Seattle and neighborhood
organizations to produce neighborhood-initiated planning, organizing, and improvement projects. The City
provides a cash match to the community's contribution of volunteer labor, donated materials, and professional
services or cash. Applications are accepted from neighborhood-based organizations of residents or businesses,
community-based organizations that advocate for the interests of people of color, and ad-hoc groups of neighbors
that form a committee for the purpose of a specific project.

The NMF is divided into five categories, which include: Large Projects (awards up to $100,000); Small and
Simple Projects (awards up to $20,000); Tree Fund (trees provided to neighborhood groups to plant along
residential planting strips); Small Sparks Fund (awards up to $1,000); and Management and Project Development
(consultation and technical assistance to neighborhood groups, coordination of the application and award process,
and monitoring of funded projects). The NMF is housed in, and primarily staffed by, the Department of
Neighborhoods. NMF also receives support from staff located in the Department of Parks and Recreation and the
Seattle Department of Transportation.

Proposed Policy and Program Changes

The City of Seattle's General Fund is facing a $67 million shortfall. The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget includes
reductions for all General Fund-dependent functions. The Neighborhood Matching Fund's 2011-2012 Proposed
Budget reflects in reductions in order to help close the General Fund gap. As a result of this shortfall, the
Department of Neighborhoods, which manages the Neighborhood Matching Subfund, utilized the following
strategies to prioritize services and programs:

Funding for Large Projects is reduced to help offset the shortfall in the General Fund and address reduced staffing
capacity. In 2009, the NMF program sustained labor reductions without commensurate reductions to project
funds resulting in project management workload problems and service impacts to awarded projects. This
reduction helps realign project funds with current staffing capacity, and improves administrative balance in the
program. The total number of Large Projects awarded each year ranges from 20-30 projects, which is
approximately 4-6 fewer projects in 2011. This strategy achieves significant General Fund savings without
creating disproportionate impacts to the community.

As part of the above strategy to realign project funds with staffing levels, NMF also reduces the Small and
Simple project funds. The total number of Small and Simple funds awarded each year ranges from 75-85
projects, and this reduction results in approximately 15-20 fewer projects in 2011. Similar to the Large Projects
reduction, this reduction helps realign project funds with staffing capacity without creating disproportionate
impacts to the community.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget also reduces funding for project management staff in the Seattle Department of
Transportation (SDOT) and the Department of Parks and Recreation (Parks). To mitigate the impacts of this
reduction, these departments will redefine their technical needs required of individual NMF projects and
coordinate with existing staff in SDOT and Parks, absorbing this work in concert with NMF staff to ensure that
essential technical services remain available to the community.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Neighborhood Matching Subfund

As part of the overall reduction to the Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI) budget, which
resides in the Department of Neighborhoods, NMF project funds earmarked for SYVPI projects are reduced to
achieve General Fund savings. This reduction is not anticipated to have significant community impacts.

The 2011-2012 Proposed Budget also reduces and consolidates the Tree Fund program. The remaining budget
for the Urban Forestry Outreach and Incentive program will transfer from NMF to Seattle Public Utilities (SPU)
in order to create a more effective, consolidated urban forestry program with dedicated staffing. This action is
mirrored in the budget of the Office of Sustainability and Environment. The resulting program will better
coordinate community engagement with the mission of increasing the city's tree canopy cover. Seattle City Light
will also continue to contribute to the program, which will now be coordinated through SPU.

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
IV-30



Neighborhood Matching Subfund

Summit 2009
Appropriations Code Actual
Neighborhood Matching Fund Budget Control Level
Large Projects Fund 1,763,725
Management and Project Development 1,064,921
Small and Simple Projects Fund 1,100,764
Small Sparks Fund 24,550
Tree Fund 58,498
Neighborhood Matching Fund 2INOO 4,012,458
Budget Control Level
Department Total 4,012,458
2009
Resources Actual
General Subfund 3,314,344
Other 698,114
Department Total 4,012,458

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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2010
Adopted

1,332,643
912,869
1,381,241
14,788
50,687
3,692,228

3,692,228

2010

Adopted
3,353,881

338,347
3,692,228

2011
Proposed

981,954
743,597
1,208,425
14,784

0
2,948,759

2,948,759

2011

Proposed
2,639,396

309,362
2,948,759

2012
Proposed

997,504
768,782
1,227,878
15,020

0
3,009,185

3,009,185

2012

Proposed
2,695,194

313,991
3,009,185



Neighborhood Matching Subfund

Neighborhood Matching Fund Budget Control Level

Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Neighborhood Matching Fund Budget Control Level is to support local grassroots actions
within neighborhoods. The Neighborhood Matching Fund provides funding to match community contributions
of volunteer labor, donated professional services or materials, or cash, to implement neighborhood-based
self-help projects.

Program Expenditures 2009 2010 2011 2012
Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed

Large Projects Fund 1,763,725 1,332,643 981,954 997,504
Management and Project Development 1,064,921 912,869 743,597 768,782
Small and Simple Projects Fund 1,100,764 1,381,241 1,208,425 1,227,878
Small Sparks Fund 24,550 14,788 14,784 15,020
Tree Fund 58,498 50,687 0 0
Total 4,012,458 3,692,228 2,948,759 3,009,185

Neighborhood Matching Fund: Large Projects Fund
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Large Projects Fund Program is to provide technical assistance and funding to
neighborhood organizations initiating local improvement projects that require up to 12 months to complete
and up to $100,000 in Neighborhood Matching Funds.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $357,000 to assist in balancing the overall General Subfund budget and to better align program
staffing with project funds.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs increase the budget by $6,000 for a net decrease from the
2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $351,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Large Projects Fund 1,763,725 1,332,643 981,954 997,504

2011-2012 Proposed Budget
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Neighborhood Matching Fund: Management and Project Development
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Management and Project Development Program is to administer the Neighborhood
Matching Fund by providing marketing and outreach to applicant groups; consulting and technical assistance
for project development; administrative support coordinating and conducting the application, review, and
award processes; and management and monitoring of funded projects to support high quality and successful
completion of projects.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $167,000 for funding NMF staff and administrative costs in the Seattle Department of
Transportation and the Department of Parks and Recreation. Positions are funded, but not budgeted, in NMF.
Position authority resides within the respective departments.

Citywide adjustments to labor and other operating costs decrease the budget by $2,000 for a net decrease from the
2010 Adopted Budget to the 2011 Proposed Budget of approximately $169,000.

2009 2010 2011 2012
Expenditures Actual Adopted Proposed Proposed
Management and Project Development 1,064,921 912,869 743,597 768,782

Neighborhood Matching Fund: Small and Simple Projects Fund
Purpose Statement

The purpose of the Small and Simple Projects Fund Program is to provide technical assistance and funding for
local improvement projects initiated by neighborhood organizations that can be completed in 12 months or
less and require up to $20,000 in funding.

Program Summary

Reduce budget by $175,000 to a