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Reader’s Guide

This reader’s guide describes the structure of the 2012 Proposed Budget Book and outlines its
contents. The format of the 2012 Proposed Budget Book is new this year. It is designed to present
budget information in a more accessible and transparent manner — the way the decision makers
considers the various proposals. It is designed to help citizens, media, and City officials more easily
understand and participate in budget deliberations.

A companion document, the 2012-2017 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 2012 Proposed Budget

This document is a detailed record of the proposed spending plan for 2012. It contains the following
elements:

= Executive Summary — 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 2012;

= 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 reve-
nue estimation, debt management, expenditure projections, maintenance of fund balances, and
other financial responsibilities;

= Budget Process — a description of the processes by which the 2012 Proposed Budget and 2012-
2017 Proposed CIP were developed,;

= Departmental Budgets — City department-level descriptions of significant policy and program
changes from the 2011 Adopted Budget, the services provided, and the spending levels proposed
to attain these results;

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
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Reader’s Guide

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

Departmental Budget Pages: 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 clus-
ters:

e Arts, Culture, & Recreation;

e Health & Human Services;

e Neighborhoods & Development;
e Public Safety;

e Utilities & Transportation;

e Administration; and

e 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.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
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Reader’s Guide

Budget Presentations

Most department-level budget presentations begin with information on how to contact the
department, as well as a snapshot of the department’s budget control level budget structure. The
department-level budget presentation then goes on to provide a general overview of the department’s
responsibilities and functions within City government, as well as a summary of the department’s over-
all budget. A narrative description of the issues impacting the department’s 2012 proposed budget
then follows. The next section of the department-level budget presentation provides a numerical and
descriptive summary of all of the incremental budget changes included in the 2012 proposed budget,
along with a discussion of the anticipated operational and service-level changes that will result. The
department-level budget presentation concludes with summary level tables that describe the
department’s overall expenditures and revenues by account type as well as by budget control level and
program. All department, budget control, and program level budget presentations include a table
summarizing historical and adopted expenditures, as well as proposed appropriations for 2012. 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 document
entitled, “Position Modifications in the 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 posi-
tions (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 2012.

Where relevant, departmental sections close with additional pieces of information: a statement of
actual or projected revenues for the years 2010 through 2012; a statement of fund balance; and a
statement of 2012 appropriations to support capital projects appearing in the 2012-2017 CIP. Explicit
discussions of the operating and maintenance costs associated with new capital expenditures appear in
the 2012-2017 Proposed Capital Improvement Program document.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
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2012 Proposed Budget - Executive Summary

The 2012 Proposed Budget totals $4.2 billion, including the City’s $910 million General Fund. Three
years after the start of the Great Recession and two years following its lackadaisical conclusion, the

City of Seattle continues to adjust to a new economic reality — one marked by weak economic and
revenue growth relative to other post-recessionary periods.

Average Annual Post-Recession
General Fund Tax Revenue Growth Rate
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m Real Growth

While growing, the rate of General Subfund revenue growth is not sufficient to maintain existing
services and respond to emergent needs." The revenue situation is compounded by the fact that the
Federal government and the State of Washington are also dealing with their own budget challenges.
While federal and state funding on a percentage basis is relatively insignificant when compared to the
City’s overall budget, the City does rely on funding from these entities for a number of important
services, including the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. As its own budget
pressures persist, the City has limited opportunities to backfill the loss of these other revenue sources
and to respond to emergent expenditure pressures without making other tough choices. This becomes
readily apparent when comparing tax revenue growth rates before and after the Great Recession. In
the period between 2005 and 2007, General Fund tax revenues (property, sales, business &
occupation, and utility taxes) grew at an average annual rate of 7.5%. In sharp contrast, in the period
between 2008 and 2010, General Fund tax revenues grew at a meager 0.3% on an average annual
basis. On an inflation-adjusted basis in 2011 dollars, 2012 General Subfund tax revenues are
approximately $27 million below the peak in 2007 and still below 2006 levels.

'For additional details about the economic and revenue forecast, please refer to the Revenue Overview section of the 2012
Proposed Budget Book.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-5-



Executive Summary
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General Fund Tax Revenue in 2011 Dollars
790 -

1
780
|
770 -
1
760 -
1
750
|
740 4
|
730 A
1
720
.
710 = T )
-~

Millions of 2011 dollars

2006
2007

2008
2009

2010

2011f T
2012f

2012 is the second year of the 2011-2012 biennium and the 2012 Proposed Budget presented here
reflects changes to the 2012 Endorsed Budget, which was adopted by the City Council in November
2010. The 2012 Proposed General Fund Budget is 1.3% smaller (512 million) than the 2012 Endorsed
Budget. As a result of revenue changes at the local, state, and federal levels, including reduced parking
meter revenues as a result of changes the City adopted in early 2011, increases in retirement costs,
higher-than-anticipated COLA and inflation rates, and other cost drivers, the 2012 Proposed Budget
projects a $25 million gap between General Fund revenues and expenditures. This gap is partially
mitigated by a better-than-expected 2011 year-end fund balance. Taken together, the 2012 Proposed
Budget closes an $18 million shortfall for the General Fund for 2012.

Across all funds, the 2012 Proposed Budget eliminates 155 FTEs, 96 of which are filled. Of the 96 FTEs,
82.4 FTEs will be laid off and 13.4 FTEs will see a reduction in hours. The budget also adds 43 new
FTEs, for a total net reduction of 112 FTEs. Reductions in management-level positions, in an effort to
streamline spans of control, continue to be a focus for the City of Seattle. Of the net positions
eliminated, 19 FTEs, or 17%, are senior level positions (executives, managers and strategic advisors).
Considering that senior level positions make up only 8.9% of the City workforce, a disproportionate
number of the eliminated positions are from the management ranks. Since Mayor McGinn took office
in 2010, the management ranks in the City of Seattle have shrunk by 110 FTEs.

Based on the current forecast, 2012 represents the fourth consecutive year that the City of Seattle’s
General Fund is facing budget reductions. And, projections suggest that these challenges will persist
beyond 2012 as a result of continued economic weakness. Based on current assumptions, the deficit
for 2013 is $32.8 million and $39.2 million for 2014. This budget trajectory makes it difficult to
continue to preserve funding for direct services. After four years, it is clear the City can no longer rely
on the hope that future revenue growth will return to historic growth rates in order to sustain City
services and respond to emergent needs. For 2012, the City is at a crossroads.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
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The 2012
Proposed
Budget
reflects a
concerted
effort to
reform,
reorganize
and reinvent
how the City
does
business.

Executive Summary

e The City can continue making incremental reductions on the margins
and run the real risk of degrading the quality of the services provided, or

e The City can take these persistent budget challenges as an opportunity
to closely examine how the City does business and develop creative new
ways of delivering services to preserve programs that are so important
to the community.

In developing the 2012 Proposed Budget, Mayor Mike McGinn emphasized the
latter approach. The 2012 Proposed Budget reflects a concerted effort to reform,
reorganize and reinvent how the City does business. This is by no means an “all cuts
budget.” Rather, the 2012 Proposed Budget is an exercise in priorities. It makes
strategic reductions in areas where the City can transform its operations or where
outcome data show that the City is achieving its performance objectives and
preserves and/or redirects funding to other priority areas. While much of the savings
resulting from the Mayor’s efforts to reform, reorganize and reinvent are used to
balance the budget, Mayor McGinn’s 2012 Proposed Budget strategically reinvests
some of the savings in select priorities — including areas key to the long-term financial
health of the City.

The 2012 Proposed Budget reflects a number of basic principles, including the
preservation of direct services to the greatest extent possible. It is a budget that
takes a long-term view — even if it means some modest near-term challenges —
making investments that better position the City to maneuver through these
turbulent times. And, it places a strong emphasis on social justice impacts and
geographic equity.

In terms of services, the 2012 Proposed Budget:

e Maintains the current firefighting strength and preserves companies
assigned to neighborhood fire stations.

e Supports funding levels allowing the Seattle Police Department to
continue meeting the goals of the Neighborhood Policing Plan and
preserves funding for Victim Advocates and Crime Prevention
Coordinators.

e Preserves funding and 2011 hours of operation for the Central Library
and all 26 branches of The Seattle Public Library and preserves the
Library’s collections budget at the 2012 Endorsed Budget level.

e Retains lifeguards on city beaches, keeps all swimming pools open, and
maintains 2011 service levels for wading pools.

e Maintains 2011 funding levels for Human Services contracts, including
General Fund backfill to compensate for reduced federal Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding.

e Makes modest increases in the City’s community granting programs and
maintains an overall increase in the low-income housing production and
preservation assistance program over prior years.

e Preserves investments in youth and job training programs.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
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Executive Summary

The 2012
Proposed
Budget
preserves
2011
operating
hours for
The Seattle
Public
Library.

In terms of ensuring the City’s long-term financial health, the 2012 Proposed
Budget provides funding to take care of what the City has and increase its fiscal
reserves. Just as individuals and businesses set some of their income aside for
unexpected emergencies and to maintain their homes, buildings, and other
assets, the 2012 Proposed Budget recognizes Seattle must do the same. Asthe
City starts to recover from the Great Recession, the 2012 Proposed Budget:

e Uses select one-time revenue sources to increase the City’s commitment
to maintaining its physical assets.

e Sets a new course for fiscal discipline by allocating a portion of revenues
off the top to invest in the City’s main savings account — the Rainy Day
Fund — to better position the City to weather future financial storms.

e Ensures long-term financial obligations are squarely met by stabilizing
the City’s strained pension fund.

e Leverages community partnerships to preserve services.

e Makes strategic investments in programs that will support future
economic growth, including adding resources to the Department of
Planning and Development (DPD) to more quickly process job-creating
construction activity.

But the question remains — how does the City close a $18 million budget gap in
the 2012 Proposed Budget while preserving resources for these priorities? Quite
simply, the 2012 Proposed Budget captures much of its savings by transforming
how the City does business; using outcome metrics to guide investment
decisions; controlling labor costs; and strategically leveraging revenues.

Transforming How the City Does Business

The key to preserving direct services in the face of the City’s ongoing budget
challenges is looking for new ways to deliver services. It has been apparent for
some time the City can no longer afford business as usual. Sensible changes to
the way the City delivers services generates substantial savings that help close
the budget gap. Some of the changes include:

e A new long-term jail contract.

e Consolidating community granting programs.

e Merging the Office of Housing and the Office of Economic Development
into the Department of Housing and Economic Development.

e Transforming the community center staffing model.

e Consolidating the administrative offices of the Public Safety Civil Service
Commission and the Civil Service Commission.

e Realizing additional efficiencies from the 2010 creation of the
consolidated Department of Finance and Administrative Services.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
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long-term
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saves the
City

$5.3 million
in 2012.

Executive Summary

A New Long-Term Jail Contract Saves the City Money: The 2012 Proposed
Budget recognizes $6 million in jail costs savings — a direct benefit to the General
Fund. A large majority of this savings is achieved as a direct result of a new, long
-term Jail contract with King County. Despite the City of Seattle’s proximity to
the King County Correctional Facility, located in downtown Seattle across the
street from the Seattle Justice Center, the 2012 Endorsed Budget assumed the
City would house its misdemeanant jail inmates at a variety of jail facilities
throughout King and Snohomish counties. This plan was driven by King County’s
assumption that its Department of Adult and Juvenile Detention would not have
sufficient space to provide the City of Seattle the number of jail beds it needed in
both the near- and long-term. However, King County has seen its jail population
decrease in recent years and its current population projections suggest that it
will have sufficient space for City of Seattle inmates through at least 2020. But,
this still came at a high price to the City of Seattle. The cost to book and house
inmates in the King County Correctional Facility was significantly more expensive
than other jail facilities in the region. And, more importantly, the County could
not guarantee the City that it would have capacity over the long-term (beyond
2020) to house its inmates. Faced with this possibility, the City understood that
it might have to build its own jail to meet its needs beyond 2020 — a costly and
time-consuming proposition (it takes an estimated 4-to-6 years to site and build
a jail) — or find another facility with sufficient capacity over the long-term.

Having Seattle inmates housed at the King County Correctional Facility is
important to Mayor McGinn — both from a geographic and operational conven-
ience perspective and because King County and the City of Seattle have
traditionally shared similar values around issues such as alternatives to
incarceration and other forms of treatment designed to break the cycle of
recidivism. So in early 2011, Mayor McGinn instructed staff from the City Budget
Office to approach King County about potential terms of a new jail contract that
would result in lower near-term costs and certainty about the long-term housing
needs of the City’s inmates. The Mayor had two key objectives in mind:

e Long-term certainty: The City sought a contract that would provide a
clearly defined rate path and certainty that the City’s long-term
capacity needs would be met.

e Commitment to expand if necessary: The City prefers to not have to
build its own jail. The Mayor sought a contract that would provide a
commitment that the County would expand jail capacity if space be-
comes an issue, with City paying its defined fair share of the costs.

The City and the County successfully negotiated a long-term contract that runs
through 2030. This agreement meets the City’s objectives, cements a long-term
partnership between the City and County, and offers both jurisdictions fiscal re-
lief in these challenging budget times. The agreement provides revenue certainty
for the County and lowers the City’s booking costs, defines parameters for future

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
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Lower jail
population
trends save
the City
$700,000 in
2012.

rate increases and inmate population growth, and sets equitable cost terms if jail
expansion is required. In the short-run, the new contract will save the City $5.3
million in 2012 on jail costs. The primary components of these savings are:

¢ Reduced booking fee. The booking fee — a charge the City pays each time
it books inmates into the jail — is significantly reduced in the new jail con-
tract ($95 instead of $329), saving the City $2.6 million annually.

e Avoided transportation costs. The City had been expecting to spend $1.2
million in 2012 to transport pretrial inmates to and from more distant jail
facilities. The new contract provides the City with sufficient space at the
King County jail allowing Seattle to avoid these transportation costs.

e Additional savings. An additional $1.5 million miscellaneous contract
savings.

In addition to these 2012 savings, the new jail contract also allows the City to
avoid future capital costs. The City estimated it could cost as much as $200
million to site and build a new jail. Under the terms of the new contract, if the
County needs to build more jail capacity, the City would only be responsible for its
fair share of these costs, which the contract defines as the City’s jail population
relative to the total jail population at King County. Using today’s dollars, that cost
is estimated at $6 million.

Finally, the City will save another $700,000 in jail costs in 2012 as a result of jail
population trending lower than was originally anticipated when the 2012
Endorsed Budget was approved.

Merging Community Granting Functions to Preserve Grant Dollars Out-the-Door:
The 2012 Proposed Budget also includes recommendations to merge the
administration of many of the City’s community granting functions into a single
operational unit to preserve — and even increase — the amount of grant dollars
available to the community. Currently, the City has five community granting
functions operating out of five different departments:

e Department of Information Technology’s (DolT) Technology Matching
Fund;

e Office of Economic Development’s “Only in Seattle”;

e Seattle Public Utilities” (SPU) Waste Prevention and Recycling Grants;

e Department of Neighborhood’s (DON) Neighborhood Matching Fund
(NMF); and

e Office of Cultural Affairs (OACA) Civic Partnership programs.

Collectively, these programs issue $6.2 million in community grants at a cost of a
nearly $1.5 million more to administer the grants, translating into a 23.5% over-
head rate (most nonprofits aim to get their administrative costs under 15%). For
2012, grant administration functions in DolT, OED, SPU and DON will be
consolidated within a new Community Granting Unit in DON. This unit will re-
ceive and process grant applications, administer grant funding, and monitor
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Executive Summary

compliance with grant requirements. Meanwhile, the home departments for the
grant funds will continue providing subject-matter policy expertise during the
review of the grant applications and participating in the award decision-making
process. External advisory bodies who have traditionally offered input on the
selection process, such as District Councils, the City Neighborhood Council, the
Citizens’ Telecommunications and Technology Advisory Board (CTTAB), and the
Seattle Arts Commission, will also remain involved as key partners.

While OACA’s Civic Partnership programs are not part of the consolidation, the
directors of DON and OACA have committed to closely collaborate on the
administration of these granting programs and OACA. Collectively, these efforts
will allow the City in the 2012 Proposed Budget to save more than $400,000 and
reduce total grant administration costs to $1.1 million. This savings not only pro-
vides relief to the General Fund, but a portion of the savings are reinvested into
community grants for 2012, increasing the total awards to more than $6.4
million and reducing the administrative overhead load from 23.5% to 17.8%.
This new consolidated model also sets a potential path for additional efficiencies
in the future, potentially including other City award programs, such as the
Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI), Parks Opportunity grants,
and the Seattle Department of Transportation’s (SDOT) Neighborhood Street
Fund program. Because each of these programs operates differently from

the community granting functions (e.g., SYVPI is a much more targeted granting
program than the community grant programs, and the Parks and SDOT programs
involve the City doing the work to make the investment), it was not appropriate
at this time to include these in the consolidation, though there may be opportu-
nities in the future.

Creating a Consolidated Department of Housing & Economic Development: In
addition to recommending consolidation of many of the City’s granting functions
within DON, the 2012 Proposed Budget also merges the Office of Economic
Development and the Office of Housing into a new unit — the Department of
Housing and Economic Development (HED). Integrating these functions
achieves a number of objectives:

e Aligns and integrates two functions critical to developing healthy
communities. The heart of every vibrant community is access to af-
fordable housing and centers of employment.

e Capitalizes on similarities between the two functions. Both offices
provide seed funding and financing tools critical to improving the
well-being of individuals and supporting the building blocks of a
healthy community — affordable housing and access to jobs.

e Provides managerial and administrative savings that relieve the
strained General Fund and increase investments in housing
programs.
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The new
Department of
Housing and
Economic
Development
will allow for
increased
investments in
affordable
housing
programs.

As a single organization, HED will invest in and promote the development and
preservation of safe and affordable housing, and help to create a vibrant
economy by promoting access to economic opportunities for all of Seattle’s
diverse communities. The Department will accomplish this by funding affordable
workforce housing, supporting renters and homeowners, as well as supportive
housing that help vulnerable people achieve stability and move along a path to-
ward self-sufficiency. This work will stimulate housing development, allowing
families to thrive and neighborhoods to provide a full range of housing choices
and opportunities.

The Department will also continue to support economic development that is
financially, environmentally, and socially sustainable; and provide services that
capitalize on Seattle’s established economic activity, particularly in the areas of
manufacturing and maritime industries, film and music, healthcare, and clean
technology. These services are 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 nec-
essary to meet industry’s needs for qualified workers; and advance policies,
practices, and partnerships that lead to sustainable economic growth with
shared prosperity. Among other things, the creation of HED will allow for greater
collaboration among housing and economic development policy and programs to
build strong communities and to help residents achieve self-sufficiency, with ser-
vices ranging from housing to employment assistance. The merger will
strengthen the linkages between the two offices and allow the new department
to build on past successes in promoting place-based development that provides
essential housing and employment opportunities targeting Seattle’s lower-
income residents. Specific examples of past successes include building a new
transitional housing facility with 78 new beds to help the Compass Center in Pio-
neer Square recover from the Nisqually Earthquake, and financing the Chubby
and Tubby project in Southeast Seattle, resulting in 68 units of new workforce
housing and 5,000 square feet of new commercial space.

This merger generates $338,000 in managerial and administrative savings,
$310,000 of which accrues to the General Fund. Reflecting the Mayor’s strong
commitment to affordable housing, $210,000 of this General Fund savings will be
rededicated to direct housing programs with an emphasis on programs targeting
low-income renters who are squeezed more than ever as a result of diminishing
apartment vacancy rates and the increased rents that follow. The money will
increase funding in the Multi-Family Production and Preservation program, al-
lowing future development of 4-5 low-income rental units, and helping mitigate
CDBG funding reductions in this program area.
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Executive Summary

Transforming the Community Center Staffing Model to Serve More People: Com-
munity centers are an important resource, providing residents of all ages with op-
portunities to stay active and to get involved. Parks spent the early months of
2011 working in partnership with the Mayor and the City Council to develop a new
model for managing and operating the City’s 26 community centers in an environ-
ment of constrained financial resources. Parks sought input from a variety of
stakeholders and relied on community center usage and other data points to in-
form its recommendations. What results from this collaborative effort is a new
model for managing and operating Seattle’s community centers in a way that
maximizes access for people in a geographically equitable way.

Community centers in 2012 will be managed in five geographic teams — northeast,
northwest, central, southeast, and southwest — with five community centers in
each geographic area.’ Community centers in each geographic area will offer vary-
ing levels of service, with at least one center in each area offering Level 1 service.
Level 1 centers will be open for up to 70 hours per week, an increase from the
current 51 hours per week. Level 2a community centers will be open 45 hours per
week, a slight reduction from the current 51 hours per week and Level 2b centers
will be open for 25 hours per week. The service level designations were
determined by analyzing a variety of metrics, including: the number of users,
amount of programming, number of childcare scholarships, rental revenues, and
the physical size of each facility. Because the centers with the highest usage
patterns are designated as level 1 centers and will offer more hours for public
access, this new model will allow Parks to serve at least as many people —and
potentially more — as are served under the existing community center model.?

The geographic model for operating community centers will provide Parks with an
opportunity to streamline its management and staffing of community centers. This
new approach results in the reduction of 13.63 FTEs and saves Parks $784,000.
Parks also expects $446,000 in additional revenues based on new revenue-sharing
agreements with the City’s long-time partner, the Associated Recreation Council
(ARC), the non-profit responsible for programming at community centers. Taken
together, this model provides $1.23 million in General Fund budget relief.

The Southwest Community Center is not included in the geographic team structure as it will
operate as a Teen Life Center, Swimming Pool, and rental facility.

®In response to the continuing need for budget reductions and direction from the City Council, Parks
staff conducted an inclusive, data-driven analysis and process to examine alternative models for
staffing and operating the centers. The results of this effort are the 2012 community center staffing
and management model in the 2012 Proposed Budget. For more details, visit this website: http://
seattle.gov/parks/centers/operations.htm
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The creation of
the Department
of Finance &
Administrative
Services has
generated

$1.6 million in
savings in labor
costs.

Consolidating Civil Service Commission and Public Safety Civil Service Commis-
sion Offices: The City maintains two quasi-judicial bodies to act as a third party in
disputes over the application of Personnel Rules. The two Commissions are each
overseen by a three-person panel — one member appointed by the Mayor, one
member appointed by the City Council and one member elected by employees.
Up until now, each Commission was supported by separate administrative of-
fices. Each office had its own Executive Director and the Civil Service Commission
also had one support staff. Through a collaborative effort between the
Commission Chairs and the City Budget Office, a new consolidated staffing model
is proposed for 2012. Rather than maintain two administrative offices with two
Executive Directors, the CSC and the PSCSC will be supported by a single
administrative office, staffed by one Executive Director and 1.6 FTE support staff
positions. This change allows the City to eliminate 0.2 FTE and save over $50,000.
It also allows for a better alignment of workload to position title. The existing
governance structure of the CSC and the PSCSC will remain intact.

Recent Successes with Consolidation: The departmental/operational
consolidations and realignments recommended in the 2012 Proposed Budget
follow Mayor McGinn’s successful merger of the former Department of Executive
Administration (DEA) and the former Fleets & Facilities Department (FFD) into the
Department of Finance & Administrative Services (FAS) in 2010. The creation of
this unified department has allowed for greater utilization of resources; better
integration of the City’s financial and accounting policies, procedures and
systems; and improved efficiencies in the provision of customer services. And, the
merger continues to yield results. Prior to the reorganization, there were 565 FTEs
in DEA and FFD. Including changes proposed in the 2012 budget, but not counting
the transfer of the 17.5 FTE associated with the Neighborhood Payment and
Information Service Centers, FAS will manage the workload of the two previous
departments with 504 FTEs, down 11%. Many of these reductions have been
made possible by streamlining administrative functions. Compared with costs
prior to the departmental reorganization, the 2012 Proposed Budget funds 17
fewer positions for FAS administrative functions (a reduction of 31%), saving $1.6
million in labor costs. Examples of these efficiencies include the elimination of
one of two human resources directors and one department director.

Measuring for Results

As the City’s resources become more constrained, it is essential the City assess
whether its investments are achieving the intended outcomes. The 2012
Proposed Budget starts building a foundation for systematically measuring and
assessing the outcomes of City investments. Where such measures already exist,
outcome metrics were instrumental in informing how to prioritize and align
budget dollars in the 2012 Proposed Budget.
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Executive Summary

Exceeding Neighborhood Policing Public Safety Performance Outcomes: In
2007, the City adopted the Neighborhood Policing Plan (NPP), which provides the
Seattle Police Department with a framework for deploying patrol staff to meet
the City’s public safety objectives. The plan sets three goals:

e To respond to high-priority emergency calls in an average of seven min-
utes or less - a commonly accepted response time for police forces in lar-
ger cities.

e To allow patrol officers to do more proactive policing (30% of officer time)
to help resolve the underlying conditions that create violations of law
and/or public order.

e To deploy 10 additional "back-up" police vehicles citywide. These cars
(two in each precinct) provide better area coverage and improve backup
capability, enhancing officer safety.

The Neighborhood Policing Plan called for adding 105 officers over the course of
five years, beginning in 2008, to meet these performance objectives. The original
plan contemplated the addition of 105 officers from 2008 through 2012 to meet
these performance objectives. Because of the City’s budget challenges, hiring at
SPD was put on hold in 2010. The pause has delayed the hiring of 20 to 21 new
NPP officers that were scheduled to be added in each year from 2010 through
2012. It has also affected regular maintenance hiring, which would have replaced
another 26 officers by the end of 2011. However, through prudent management
of staff resources, SPD has successfully exceeded these public safety outcomes
with its existing contingent of sworn officers.

As
Compared
Actual Results to the NPP
NPP Goal Through June Goal
Priority 1 Call Exceeding
Response Time 7 minutes or less 6.3 minutes Goal
Average
Proactive Time Exceeding
Available 30% of On-Duty Time  34% of On-Duty Time Goal
Increased
Number of Meeting
Backup Vehicles 10 Units Citywide 10 Units Citywide Goal*

4SPD lacks a direct measure of units free. However indirect evidence is available: out-of-district
dispatch of cars occurs less than 8% of the time, which contrasts to 15-30% of out-of-district dis-
patch prior to NPP implementation. The Department feels that this is evidence that it is meeting
the standard most of the time.
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Crime rates
are at
historic
lows, with
response
times
exceeding
performance
objectives.

Since 2008, SPD has improved its response time to Priority 1 (911) calls by 12.5%
and its response time to Priority 2 calls by 8%. Moreover, crime rates are at
historic lows. The number of major crimes fell 7.4% in 2009, fell another 5.8% in
2010. Violent crimes in particular have seen dramatic decreases. In 2010, violent
crimes fell 9%. Homicides are down 34% since 2008. These trends seem to be
continuing. Through midyear 2011, major crimes are down citywide by 11% when
compared with the first six months of 2010. Through June of 2011, violent crime
is down 1% compared with the same time period in 2010, with homicides, rapes
and robberies trending down. Property crimes are down 12% across the city at
midyear 2011, when compared with the same time period in 2010.

SPD has achieved these positive public safety outcomes even as the size of the
police force has slowly decreased. SPD began 2011 over-staffed by 12 officers
relative to budget as a result of aggressive hiring at the end of 2009 and lower-
than-normal attrition rates in 2010 due to the weak economy.

As 2011 has progressed, SPD saw attrition rates return to near normal levels
(approximately 36 per year). But because SPD started the year overstaffed
relative to budget, it has not hired to replace departing officers, continuing the
hiring pause that began in 2010. As a result, SPD expects to end 2011 with 1,301
sworn officers, or 26 below the level assumed in the 2011 Adopted Budget.

With this background in mind, the 2012 Proposed Budget reduces funding to SPD
by $2.4 million to reflect the smaller police force that will result from holding the
26 sworn position vacancies anticipated by the end of 2011. While decisions to
reduce the size of the police force are always difficult, the City’s ongoing General
Fund budget challenges, combined with the fact that SPD is exceeding its public
safety performance measures, indicate this is a viable budget decision. As attri-
tion continues to occur in 2012 beyond the 2011 levels, the 2012 Proposed
Budget assumes SPD will resume maintenance hiring of sworn officers in 2012 to
maintain a police force of 1,301.

Through its flexible and adaptive approach to allocating staff resources, SPD is
putting officers where they are needed most to fight and, more importantly,
prevent crime. For 2011, a minimum of 545 sworn officers have been assigned to
911 patrol functions. This is slightly above the staffing level of 542 in January
2010 and slightly below the all-time high of 556 achieved in the summer of 2010.
In addition, SPD has dedicated more officers to on-the-ground proactive police
work, including foot beats, bike squads and other proactive units that contribute
greatly to improved public safety in city neighborhoods, especially downtown.
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Executive Summary

Increased Staffing
Levels in 2011

Foot Beats 6 officers
Bike Squad 8 officers
Mounted Unit 3 officers
Neighborhood Correc-

tions Initiative 1 officer
Seattle Center Patrols 1 officer

For 2012, SPD will continue to closely monitor the NPP outcome measures and
will adjust the deployment of sworn officers to 911 patrol functions from lower-
priority areas to meet the NPP outcome metrics. SPD would look to redeploy
officers from areas such as desk clerks, federal task forces and investigative units.

Parking Meter Outcome Metrics Inform Application of City’s On-Street Paid
Parking Program for 2012: As part of the 2011 budget process, the City adopted
a policy objective of using parking meter rates to encourage sufficient turnover of
metered parking spaces to provide an average of one-to-two open parking space
per block face throughout the day. Parking meter rates were adjusted in the 2011
Adopted Budget with the goal of achieving this outcome. Rates were increased in
four of the City’s 23 parking districts and were reduced in 11. A data collection
effort in June of 2011 indicates that parking occupancy fell in the four areas
where parking rates were  increased, allowing the City to achieve the goal of
one-to-two open spaces per block face. However, in the 11 areas where the
meter rate was lowered, the results were mixed — parking occupancy rates in-
creased in some areas, but in a majority of areas occupancy rates actually fell,
suggesting that lowering the price is not the influential factor in determining
parking patterns in these neighborhoods.

In addition to the June 2011 data collection effort, SDOT also conducted a
comprehensive Performance-Based Parking Pricing Study, to inform parking
meter recommendations for the 2012 budget. The study also included a public
engagement component involving a sounding board of stakeholders to help shape
and define the recommendations. Additional information about this study can be
found at: http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/parking/docs/

SDOT PbPP_FinRpt.pdf

Based on the findings of the study, the 2012 Proposed Budget includes the
following adjustments to the City’s parking meter program. In addition to adjust-
ing hourly rates in some neighborhood parking areas, SDOT will also delineate
parking rate boundaries on a more granular level, such as adjusting geographic
boundaries to divide some parking areas into smaller areas, and extend author-
ized time-limits in certain locations with the stated goal of achieving one-to-two
open parking spaced per block face. The refined parking management tools are
particularly warranted in neighborhoods in which lowering rates in 2011 did not
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generate increased parking demand. In 2012, 13 neighborhoods will have rate,
boundary, and/or time limit changes, under SDOT’s proposal. These proposed
changes are described in more detail below. Additional information about
specific neighborhood changes is available at: http://www.seattle.gov/
transportation/parking/paidparking.htm

Based on the
data, some

neighborhoods

will see .

parking meter
rate decreases
in 2012 and
two-hour
metered
parking time
limits will be
extended in
some

neighborhoods.

Geographic Boundaries Changes: The University District, Ballard, South
Lake Union, Belltown, Pioneer Square, Capitol Hill, and Uptown geo-
graphic boundaries will be adjusted to delineate higher- and lower-
demand areas within each neighborhood. These changes will resultin a
more precise application of the data-driven policy objectives because
rates can be set on a more granular level. In some cases, the boundaries
between neighborhoods or sub-neighborhoods will be moved. In others,
differentiation will be made between the neighborhood core and outer
areas with lower measured demand. Following the policy objectives,
rates will be applied so that lower-demand areas have a lower parking
rate than higher-demand areas in each neighborhood. In some cases,
lower-demand areas will also have extended time limits.

Rate Changes: Rate adjustments in 2012 will be made in six neighbor-
hoods in the context of the geographic boundary changes previously de-
scribed and the policy objective of achieving one to two open spaces per
block-face. The lower-demand areas in Pioneer Square and Capitol Hill
will see rate decreases in 2012. Higher-demand areas in the University
District, Ballard, and Belltown South will see 2012 rate increases. Most
long-term areas in South Lake Union will be priced at $1.50 compared to
$1.25in 2011. All other rates will remain the unchanged in 2012.

Time Limits Changes: Extended time limits will be applied in locations
where measured occupancy levels are below the policy objective. Four-
hour parking will be available in Denny Triangle North, Roosevelt, and
parts of the University District, Ballard, Belltown and Uptown. Uptown
Triangle, Westlake Avenue North, and some additional spaces in South
Lake Union will not have a daily time limit. In some cases, time limits are
extended in lieu of lowering rates because, based on the June 2011 data
collection, further rate decreases are not likely to generate parking de-
mand. Extending time limits in these areas is expected to increase park-
ing demand and support businesses that require longer stays by their
customers. Longer-term paid parking has been successful in South Lake
Union, where there is strong demand compared to short-term parking,
and parts of downtown near the Waterfront, where a small pilot has
been implemented. Paid parking hours will be extended from 6 to 8
p.m. in Denny Triangle South.
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e Three-Hour Time Limits After 5 p.m.: As an added service enhancement in
neighborhoods where paid parking was extended to 8 p.m., time limits
after 5 p.m. will be changed from two to three hours in 2012. This will
give evening visitors to restaurants, theaters, and clubs an opportunity to
purchase more time. Time will continue to be limited to two hours in
these locations before 5 p.m. SDOT will monitor parking occupancy and
turnover in these neighborhoods to ensure people are still able to find
sufficient on-street parking in the evenings.

e Pay-By-Cell: The 2012 Proposed Budget includes funding to implement a
new pay-by-cell program, which will enable parking payments through
cell phones and mobile devices. Pay-by-cell will be a payment option in
pay-by-cell areas. Payment through SDOT’s existing pay stations will con-
tinue to be available. While requiring relatively little infrastructure in-
vestment, the new payment method is expected to provide additional
convenience for customers and a variety of other practical benefits that
help make Seattle more visitor-friendly. With pay-by-cell, parkers call a
phone number or use a mobile smartphone application to set up an
account that is linked to vehicle license plates. When reaching a pay-by-
cell area, the parker logs on or calls into that account and purchases the
needed parking time. With a smartphone, the typical application also
allows the parker to remotely extend their time up to the time limit, and
to be alerted before paid time expires. Parking Enforcement Officers will
have access to real-time payment information. The program is expected
to begin in the summer of 2012.

Taken together, the recommended 2012 Proposed Budget changes to the City’s
paid parking program, following on the rate changes made in early 2011, and in-
cluding the 2011-2012 loss of parking spaces in the Pioneer Square neighborhood
as a result of the Alaskan Way Viaduct replacement project, will result in a $7.48
million decrease in revenues to the City relative to the 2012 Endorsed Budget.

Expanded Use of Outcomes to Increase Effectiveness of City Investments:
Through an analysis conducted as part of Mayor McGinn’s Youth and Family
Initiative (YFI), the City identified more than S85 million a year being spent on 130
programs to support youth and families in nine departments. While these pro-
grams can document how many individuals they serve, they cannot document
whether that translates into achieving the intended outcomes. The 2012 Pro-
posed Budget reflects the Mayor’s commitment to increasing the effectiveness of
City investments. The City Budget Office, working collaboratively with the Human
Services Department, the Office for Education, and the Department of Neighbor-
hoods, is launching a prototype to design and implement steps to increase the
effectiveness of City investments in producing higher achievement in third grade
reading levels, given that third grade reading is a key measure in determining the
chance of high school graduation. The prototype will begin in the fall of 2011 and
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over two
years.

focus initially on at least some clear rise in achievement in the 2011-2012 school
year. The prototype will include programs, such as the Human Service Depart-
ment’s Family Center Services and the Neighborhood Matching Fund, along with
investments from the 2011 Families and Education Levy beginning in 2012 (if ap-
proved by voters).

The prototype is seen as a part of the design process for a larger outcome-based
budget assessment by the City. The initial project will test key assumptions and
forge paths for a high level of interagency collaboration. And it builds energy and
learning through early action. This work will not only provide the City with the
information needed to understand the effectiveness of City investments, it will
also form the foundation of a broader outcome-based budgeting approach that
the City will incorporate into other program areas over the long-term.

Proactively Managing Labor Costs

The cost of salaries and benefits remains a significant cost driver for the City of
Seattle. More than 65 percent of General Fund costs are for direct salary and
benefits. Controlling these costs in order to preserve direct services remains a
priority for Mayor McGinn. The 2012 Proposed Budget reflects the results of a
number of these ongoing efforts.

Reaping the Continued Benefits of the 2010 Coalition of City Labor Unions
Agreement: In the fall of 2010, the City successfully concluded negotiations with
the Coalition of City Labor Unions on an agreement that removed the long-
standing 2% floor on Cost of Living Adjustments (COLA). Because of a low infla-
tionary environment, as reflected in the Consumer Price Index (CPI-W), this re-
sulted in a COLA rate of 0.6% in the 2011 budget, saving the City $5.7 million, $2.3
million of which accrued to the General Fund. The inflation rates remain low for
the 2012 budget, with the CPI-W rate at 1.8%, allowing the City to avoid $6.5 mil-
lion in cumulative COLA costs for 2012, $2.6 million of which are avoided General
Fund costs. Over 2011 and 2012, this agreement has saved the City $12.2 million.

Proactively Managing Healthcare Costs: As with most employers, healthcare
costs are a significant cost driver for the City of Seattle. In fact, total City health-
care costs (medical, dental and vision) have roughly doubled from $74 million in
2001 to $143 million in 2010. The General Fund typically covers approximately
half of these costs. But, there is some good news to report. Healthcare costs are
holding steady for 2011 at the 2010 level of $143 million, as a result of a drop in
overall enrollment in the program and as a result of temporarily elevated in-
creases in 2009. This results in a lower-than-anticipated base from which 2012
costs grow. For 2012, this translates into $6.2 million in total savings from the
2012 Endorsed Budget, including $3.3 million in savings for the General Fund.

But, the City is not resting on its laurels. Understanding that healthcare cost
growth is likely to return to historic levels over the long-term, the City
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recognizes that additional strategies are needed to control these costs. With the
Mayor’s support, in 2011 the City Budget Office formed a Healthcare Manage-
ment Interdepartmental Team (IDT) to evaluate the City’s healthcare plans and
develop a longer-term set of strategic healthcare policies. The IDT has represen-
tatives from Council staff, the Department of Finance and Administrative Ser-
vices, and the Personnel Department.

The IDT identified a series of changes in how the City administers its

healthcare plans that will reduce costs, without reducing actual healthcare bene-
fits. Three discrete changes will be implemented as part of the 2012 Proposed
Budget:

e Eliminate Purchase of “Stop-Loss” Insurance: The City purchases stop-
loss insurance to reduce the City’s exposure to large health care claims
of $250,000 or more per individual that are incurred as part of Aetna,
the City’s self-insured medical plan. The cost of stop-loss insurance has
been rising significantly over the past couple of years. The IDT deter-
mined that this risk could be addressed in a more cost-effective manner
by establishing an internal reserve within the Health Care Fund, rather
than continuing to pay an external service provider a premium to man-
age this risk for the City.

e Self-Insure the City’s Washington Dental Service Plan: The IDT also de-
termined that self-insuring the City’s Washington Dental Service (WDS)
plan would allow the City to save money while still maintaining the same
level of dental benefits. The cost savings comes from eliminating the
need to pay a State premium tax of approximately $200,000 per year, as
well as risk charges levied by WDS.

e Establish a New Forecast Variance Reserve Within the Healthcare Sub-
fund: The IDT identified the need to establish a new “Forecast Variance
Reserve” (FVR) of $5.4 million to account for the volatility, compared to
forecast, of self-insured Medical/Pharmacy and Dental claims and to ad-
dress the risk assumed by eliminating stop-loss insurance.

These recommendations have been approved by the City’s Healthcare Commit-
tee (HC2), which is composed of City representatives and signatory unions of the
Coalition of City Unions. Because of the need to fund the FVR in 2012 to support
the policy changes, no significant cost savings will be realized in 2012 as a result
of this new approach. However, beginning in 2013, the City estimates that it will
save $1 million to $4 million annually.

In 2012, the IDT will continue to work to pursue efficiencies within the health-
care plan, and will work with the Coalition of City Unions to evaluate and imple-
ment additional changes as part of the 2013 rate setting process.
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adjusting work
schedules.

Working with Labor to Reduce Overtime Costs: As departmental budgets are re-
duced as a result of the City’s ongoing budget challenges, it becomes more impor-
tant than ever to ensure that the dollars that remain are spent judiciously. One
area of opportunity is the use of overtime. Both SDOT and Seattle Public Utilities
(SPU) have made strides — working closely with the City’s labor partners — in bring-
ing down overtime costs.

SDOT Street Markings: Traffic maintenance crews are responsible for
street markings (e.g., lane lines and crosswalks painted on the street
pavement). Because traffic volumes are typically lower on the
weekends, SDOT has traditionally targeted the weekends as the most
effective time to do this work. A crew can complete almost twice as
many lane miles on a weekend day than a weekday. Moreover, SDOT
typically concentrates this work in the summer months when there is
less rain. But, this system has traditionally come at a high cost because
crews worked a Monday through Friday schedule and were paid on
overtime to do the street marking work on the weekends.

Working collaboratively with Local 1239, SDOT has implemented new
work schedules that have allowed the Department to eliminate nearly
all overtime costs for street markings. Traffic maintenance crews that
are dedicated to street markings now work alternate schedules during
the summer months to allow for seven-day-a-week coverage. One set
of traffic maintenance crews works a Tuesday through Saturday sched-
ule, while another set works a Sunday through Thursday schedule. The
results of this change are significant. In 2008, SDOT spent approxi-
mately $155,000 on overtime for lane lines and crosswalk markings.
For 2011, SDOT projections indicate it will spend approximately $7,000,
a 95% reduction in overtime use. As SDOT struggles with declining Gas
Tax and General Fund resources, savings such as these go a long way in
preserving funding for other services.
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Executive Summary

e SPU: SPU is equally concerned about controlling overtime costs and has
established similar partnerships with its labor unions to bring down over-
time costs in its Water and Drainage & Wastewater Utilities. Working in
partnership with its labor unions, SPU developed a 2011 budget for Wa-
ter Utility overtime that is roughly 28%, or $428,000, lower than 2010
actual expenses. Drainage and Wastewater overtime is expected to be
reduced by about $330,000, or 21%, in 2011 as compared to 2010. Fur-
ther reductions are anticipated in 2012.

Leveraging Revenue Sources to Invest in City-Owned Assets

In spite of the City’s continued General Fund budget constraints, the 2012 Pro-
posed Budget leverages a number of revenue sources to invest in the mainte-
nance, preservation and upgrade of City-owned facilities. Asset preservation
investments have suffered in recent years as a result of the economy and weak-
ness in the City’s Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) revenues. The 2012 Proposed
Budget capitalizes on non-REET revenues to renew its commitment to asset pres-
ervation.

Investing One-Time Insurance Proceeds Into Roof Replacements at City-Owned
Community Buildings: For more than 30 years, the City has leased City-owned
facilities to non-profit service providers in various neighborhoods around the
city. This program allows service providers to occupy City-owned properties at
low- or no-cash rent with the value of the services they provide to the commu-
nity accepted by the City as a major portion of rent. As there are virtually no
rent revenues collected, the cost of maintaining these facilities has traditionally
been funded by General Fund and REET revenues. Some of these buildings are
more than 100 years old, with the newest built in 1959. The lack of dedicated
funds for these repairs has led the facilities to fall into disrepair. The poor condi-
tion of the roofs is a source of particular concern, as water infiltration rapidly
leads to structural problems. An insurance settlement from a 2010 fire at the
largely unoccupied City-owned Sunny Jim warehouse allows FAS to fund $1.9
million worth of new roofs at six of the facilities. The groups using these build-
ings provide much needed services to the community and include senior centers
in Ballard, Greenwood and the Central area; a home for teen mothers; food bank
and meal programs; and youth programs. This investment in maintenance work
will extend the life of these buildings and allow the non -profit service providers
to continue to occupy the buildings and serve the community. Following is a list
of the buildings that will receive new roofs in 2012:

e Central Area Motivation Program (CAMP)
e Central Area Senior Center

e Northwest Senior Center in Ballard

e Southeast Health Clinic

e South Park Community Service Center

e Teen Mother Center
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Reinvesting 2008 Parks Levy Savings into Parks Asset Preservation: Parks
manages a 6,200-acre park system composed of 430 developed parks, featuring
185 athletic fields, 130 children’s play areas, 11 off-leash areas, nine swimming
beaches, 18 fishing piers, four 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, eight spray features, 17 miles
of paved trails, and more. This vast system has significant asset preservation
needs. In fact, Parks’ current Asset Management Plan identifies $232 million in
asset preservation needs over the next six years. Unfortunately, the City’s
Cumulative Reserve Subfund (CRS), which is funded primarily through REET
revenues, the traditional source of funding for Parks asset preservation activities,
has suffered in the aftermath of the housing bust of the Great Recession. For
2012, Parks will receive $13.8 million in CRS funding, which is down sharply from
the $21 million and $22 million it received respectively in 2007 and 2008 at the
The 2012 height of the housing boom. The 2012 funding levels are more reflective of the
amounts Parks received in the 2000 — 2006 timeframe.

Proposed

Budget Meanwhile, the advantageous bidding climate has meant that the costs of pro-
. jects contemplated in the 2008 Parks Levy have come in lower than expected,

reimvests

freeing up money that had been designated for those projects. Parks, with the

$]O million backing of the Mayor and the Council, worked closely with the Parks Levy Over-
in Parks sight Committee in 2011 to reach agreement to redirect $9.8 million of this sav-
ings into 17 Parks asset preservation projects for 2012. The projects include:

Levy savings
y & e Ballard Community Center Roof Replacement

into Parks e Beacon Hill Playground Comfort Station Renovation
asset e Comfort Station Renovations- 2008 Parks Levy (sites to be de-
preservation termined)

e Evers Pool Roof Repairs

e Fairmount Park Playground Comfort Station Renovation

e Fairmount Park Playground Fence Replacement

e Garfield Community Center Roof Replacement

e Green Lake Bathhouse Roof Replacement

e Lower Woodland Playfield Tennis Court Lights Replacement

e Loyal Heights Boiler and Electrical System Replacement

e Madrona Playground Shelterhouse Restrooms Renovation

e Matthews Beach Park Bathhouse Renovation

e Queen Anne Pool Plaster Liner Replacement

e Rainier Beach Playfield Play Area Renovation

e Rainier Beach Playfield Tennis Courts and Lighting
Replacement

e Seward Park Water System Replacement

e Van Asselt Community Center Gym Roof Replacement

projects.

Absent the Parks Levy funds, these projects would not have been funded in 2012.
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Leveraging Future Building Rent Revenue to Renovate Magnuson Park’s
Building 30: Magnuson Park’s Building 30, a 1930s hangar remaining from the
old Sand Point Naval Air Station, is an important community asset. It houses of-
fices for Parks and a number of nonprofit tenants, including the Friends of the
Library, and is the site of the very popular Friends of the Library semiannual book
sale, an important source of revenue for The Seattle Public Library. In 2010, the
DPD and the Seattle Fire Department restricted the use of the facility because
the building is not up to code. The 2012 Proposed Budget commits $5.5 million
in bond financing to renovate the west wing and hangar to bring the facility up to
code and allow for expanded facility rental opportunities. The revenue gener-
ated by Building 30 after the improvements are made will cover 60% of the
$641,000 annual debt service payments on the bonds, starting in 2013. The Gen-
eral Fund will cover the remaining 40%, or approximately $260,000, depending
on how actual Building 30 revenues perform. The interest-only debt service pay-
ment in 2012 is estimated at $212,000, and will be covered by the General Fund.

Allocating SDOT Revenues to Meet Basic Needs: For 2012, SDOT has two im-
portant revenue sources that are helpful in partially mitigating weakness in its
base revenues (i.e., General Fund and Gas Tax). The first is $6.8 million in
revenue from the $20 Vehicle License Fee (VLF) approved by the Seattle Trans-
portation Benefit District in late 2010. SDOT, working collaboratively with the
Citizens Transportation Advisory Committee I, the Mayor’s Office and the Coun-
cil, developed a plan, as reflected in the 2012 Proposed Budget, to add signifi-
cant funding — compared to 2011 — for pavement restoration, sidewalk safety,
transit corridors and bicycle improvements. Some of the revenues are used to
prevent reductions that would have otherwise been required to balance the
SDOT budget, including core transportation services, such as street cleaning,
landscape maintenance, and emergency responses capabilities. These latter
investments are responsible for preserving 19 SDOT FTEs that perform this work
and that would have been at risk absent this important revenue source.

The second revenue source that plays an important role in balancing SDOT'’s
budget is the proceeds from the sale of the Rubble Yard property to the Wash-
ington State Department of Transportation in mid-2011. The City allocated

$3 million of the $19.8 million total proceeds in 2011 to support critical surface
street repair needs. In addition to allowing the City to expand surface street
repair activities, the funds also helped to preserve 10 FTEs and delayed the
abrogation of 11 additional FTEs. The 2012 Proposed Budget recommends using
additional Rubble Yard proceeds in 2012 and 2013 to continue this commitment.
It also invests some of the proceeds to improve the City’s preparedness for win-
ter storms, including the installation of temperature sensors on seven bridges to
enhance the City’s capabilities to prevent and respond to the traffic snarling
resulting from iced bridge surfaces during the cold winter months. This invest-
ment is particularly important as the winter of 2011-2012 is projected to be
colder and wetter than normal. Finally, the Rubble Yard proceeds are allocated
in the 2012 Proposed Budget to preserving SDOT core services, such as street
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cleaning, bridge painting, neighborhood traffic control, and freight spot
improvements; high-capacity transit planning; the Mercer West project; and the
relocation of the former Rubble Yard operations to a new location. The Proposed
Budget allocates a total of $6.7 million from Rubble Yard proceeds in 2012, with the
balance of the unallocated proceeds proposed to be allocated in future years. Plans
for the Rubble Yard proceeds are described in greater detail in the SDOT section of
the 2012 Proposed Budget Book.

Other Revenue Assumptions: The 2012 Proposed Budget also assumes an increase
in the parking infraction rate as approved and implemented by the Seattle
Municipal Court. Beginning in October 2011, the overtime meter parking infraction
rate will increase from $39 to $44. The new infraction rate will put Seattle’s rate
above smaller Washington cities, but below some other larger cities, such as Chicago,
San Francisco, Los Angeles or New York. This change will generate $2.13 million in
revenue for the General Fund in 2012.

The 2012 Proposed Budget assumes passage of the $231 million, seven-year Families
and Education Levy, resulting in a doubling of the City’s investments in outcome-
based programs that:

e Improve children’s readiness for school;

e Enhance students’ academic achievement and reduce the academic
achievement gap;

e Decrease students’ dropout rate and increase graduation rate from
high school; and

e Prepare students for college and/or careers after high school (new
goal established with 2011 Levy).

The November 2011 election will also seek approval from Seattle voters to raise the
Vehicle License Fee (VLF) by $60. If approved by Seattle voters, the funds would
support expanded investments in asset preservation activities, in transit, and bike
and pedestrian facilities. These funds are not built into the 2012 Proposed Budget,
but will be added to the budget by City Council action in November if this measure is
approved. If approved, funds will be added in accordance with the specifications of
the Seattle Transportation Benefit District’s Resolution 5, which can be found
at:http://www.seattle.gov/stbd/legislation policies.htm

Planning for the Future:
Strengthening the City’s Financial Management Practices

Mayor McGinn places a high priority on the City’s long-term financial health —
especially in these economically challenging times. In addition to looking for new
ways of doing City business in order to preserve direct services, the Mayor also
recognizes the importance of ensuring the City adopts policies and practices to put
itself on more stable financial footing — even if it means making difficult short-term
decisions. This is another central theme of the 2012 Proposed Budget.
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The City of Seattle has earned a reputation for strong financial management, as
reflected in its AAA bond rating — the highest bond rating available awarded by all
three of the major bond rating agencies: Standard & Poor’s, Moody’s and Fitch.
This top rating keeps the City’s borrowing costs low, which is essential to
preserving the size of the City’s capital program. But, the rating agencies have
been taking a closer look at the health of the City’s reserves and retirement fund of
late and have signaled these areas are in need of some improvements if the City
expects to retain these ratings.

Rating agencies aside, addressing these areas is critical to the City’s long-term
financial stability. If the City does not have sufficient reserves, its ability to
weather financial storms is limited, potentially resulting in disruptions in service.
Just as with one’s personal finances, the City maintains savings accounts to fall
back on in times of financial distress. Likewise, the City’s vulnerability increases if
it fails to set aside sufficient resources to protect itself from unforeseen circum-
stances.

Similarly, the City is legally obligated to meet its retirement pension obligations.
While the City could certainly choose to delay contributions required to meet this
obligation over time — and many governments have done this —it will be required
to make these payments eventually. Delaying contributions simply compounds the
problem and jeopardizes the City’s ability to maintain services in the future. In
other words, the challenge for the 2012 budget is not only how to balance the
budget in the short-run, but also how to better position the City for financial
stability over the long-term.

Enhancing the City’s Rainy Day Fund Policies to Prepare the City to Weather Fu-
ture Storms: The City maintains a Rainy Day Fund — a savings account of sorts —to
protect City services following an unexpected decline in revenues. The Rainy Day
Fund reached its peak funding levels in 2008, when it was valued at $30.2 million,
or 4% of General Fund tax revenues. At the onset of the Great Recession, the City
relied heavily on the Rainy Day Fund, drawing it down to $10.5 million by the time
the 2010 budget was adopted. Since that time, Mayor McGinn recommended, and
the Council approved, a small contribution to the Rainy Day Fund, bringing its
current value to $11.2 million, or about 1.5% of General Fund tax revenues.

In these fragile economic times, this is not a lot of protection in the event of an-
other unexpected downturn in revenues. In fact, Fitch Ratings noted about the
City of Seattle in February 2011:

The city’s strong reserve policies and practices are a key credit strength
given the cyclicality of the regional economy; maintaining designated
reserves at least at the current level with a view to rebuilding as
economic recovery takes hold is key for retaining the highest credit
quality.
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The Mayor takes this very seriously. While the existing policies have served the
City well up to now, they are not reflective of the current economic reality and

make it difficult for the City, in an automatic and programmed way, to increase
the value of the Rainy Day Fund to the levels that would serve to better protect
the City. The existing policies provide two Rainy Day funding mechanisms:

1. Transfers to the fund by ordinance
2. Automatic transfer of actual tax revenues that are in excess of the last

official revenue forecast.’

Unfortunately, the lukewarm recovery from the Great Recession, and the damp-
ening effect it has on the City’s current and forecasted future tax revenue
growth, means it is unlikely the City will exceed the revenue forecasts by
amounts large enough to replenish the Rainy Day Fund any time in the near
future. Infact, in the last two years, actual tax revenue growth has ended below
forecast —$3.2 million below in 2009 and $3.6 million below in 2010. And, with
tax revenue growth forecast at a meager 3.4% average annual rate through
2015, hope of replenishing the Fund with revenue booms is unlikely.

As a result, the Mayor transmitted legislation to the City Council in July that
would enhance the City’s Rainy Day Fund policies and update them to reflect the
new economic reality. Specifically, the legislation updates the policies as follows:

1. Retain the ability to make transfers to the fund by ordinance.

2. Replace the actual revenues in excess of forecast with a mechanism that
would automatically shift 50% of unanticipated excess General Subfund
year-end balance to the Rainy Day Fund.

3. Create a new policy that would automatically sweep a percentage of
forecasted tax revenues at the outset of the budget process to the Rainy
Day Fund, starting with 0.25% of tax revenues for 2012 and ramping up
to 0.50% of tax revenues for 2013 and beyond.

4. Suspend the funding mechanisms when tax revenue growth is negative.

5. Require out-year financial projections be evaluated when developing
plans to draw down the Rainy Day Fund.

6. Maintain the existing policy that caps the value of the Rainy Day Fund at

5% of tax revenues.®

For additional background on the Rainy Day Fund and the Rainy Day Fund policy
enhancements, please refer to: http://www.seattle.gov/financedepartment/
documents/RainyDayFundPresentation-FINAL.pdf

>Seattle Municipal Code 5.80.020 (B)
®For 2011, would be equivalent to $37.5 million.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
_28-


http://www.seattle.gov/financedepartment/documents/RainyDayFundPresentation-FINAL.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/financedepartment/documents/RainyDayFundPresentation-FINAL.pdf

Executive Summary

The 2012 Proposed Budget assumes that the Council adopts these policies and makes a $1.95 million
contribution to the Rainy Day Fund for 2012. Assuming the Council adopts these policies, the
projected contribution for 2013 would be approximately $4 million. These contributions would bring
the value of the Rainy Day Fund up to 1.7% and 2.1% of tax revenues in 2012 and 2013 respectively.
Below is a summary of the recent history of the Rainy Day Fund.

Rainy Day Fund Balances
2005 -2013 Projected

30,000,000 - Assuming Council Passes the Proposed Rainy
Day Fund Enhancements

25,000,000 2.1% of tax revenues
1.7% of tax revenues

20,000,000

15,000,000 - \

10,000,000

5,000,000 ' '

35,000,000 1 4% of tax revenues

g 4 N *
S '\9 > '\9 '\9 o‘°e’ Q‘@ & & o@b
R P Ny N &%
Q .\V Q < <
N N\ Vv N
Q 3 2 >
Q> N N N4
* assumes contributions of 0.25% of tax revenues and 0.5% of tax v \(,0 v v
revenuesin2012 and 2013 respectively; contributions tied tofund ,\9
balance would be an additional source of funding '\,Q

Stabilizing the City’s Strained Pension Fund: When Mayor McGinn took office, he inherited a troubled
pension fund — the Seattle City Employee Retirement System (SCERS). The financial market crash of
2008 left the fund with a relatively large unfunded liability and insufficient plans to address these
challenges. The City of Seattle is one of the only cities in the State of Washington that runs its own
pension system — most others participate in the Washington State systems.

Prior to 2008, the City consistently funded SCERS at or above the actuarially recommended level of
80%. However, the erosion of the financial markets left the pension with an unfunded liability of S1
billion and a funding ratio of only 62% at the beginning of 2010. The City had plans to partially address
the funding shortfall by increasing the contribution rates of both the participating employees and the
City contribution. Over two years (2011 and 2012) the contribution rates for each would increase from
8.03% to 10.03%. But this still left an unfunded liability of $695 million and a funding ratio of only 74%.

The 2012 Proposed Budget includes provisions that will allow the City to increase its annual
contributions to SCERS to the full actuarially recommended level. This plan involves a number of
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structural changes to the way the Funds’ assets are valued over time —in keeping
with industry standards and best practices — and adjustments to the financial con-
tributions to the Fund over time. The City’s out-year financial plans assume that
the City continues to fully fund anticipated annual required contributions as will
be actuarially determined.

Investing in the Future: In addition to making investments that enhance the
City’s financial management practices, the 2012 Proposed Budget also makes
several key investments designed to promote the health of the City’s revenues.
The first example of this is some modest staffing increases in DPD. Construction
activity can be an important driver of job creation and economic activity, which in
turn impacts City revenues. Before construction activity can begin, permits must
be obtained from DPD, so it is in the City’s interest that DPD be positioned to
efficiently process permit applications. While still struggling to recover from the
Great Recession, Seattle has been the center of the resurgence of construction
activity in the region and DPD is playing a key role in ensuring that permits are
issued in a timely manner. These efforts are paying off — 85% of apartments
under construction in the King-Snohomish County region are in Seattle, for a total
of 3,000 apartment units, and 90% of all apartment units in the pipeline in the
King-Snohomish County region are in Seattle. To build on these gains, the 2012
Proposed Budget adds resources to DPD to process green building permits.
Seattle’s first Living Building Pilot Program, the Bullitt Foundation’s Cascadia
Center, is projected to create 94 construction jobs and 141 direct permanent
jobs.

With an eye toward the budget challenges anticipated for 2013 and beyond, the
2012 Proposed Budget also invests $50,000 from the Volunteer Park Conservatory
fund balance to engage in a study to develop options for operating this commu-
nity asset in a more financially self-sustaining manner.

Non-General Fund Budgets

In preparing the 2011 budget, the City not only faced significant challenges in its
General Fund, but also many of its budgets supported primarily by non-General
Fund resources, including: DPD, Seattle City Light (SCL), SPU, and SDOT. The pic-
ture for 2012 is markedly different. DPD is seeing permit activity pick up slightly,
and its budget has stabilized as a result. On the heels of a relatively wet winter
and spring, SCL’s wholesale power revenues held up, resulting in stability that is
allowing SCL to continue to assume the same basic rate and budget parameters in
the 2012 Endorsed Budget. SPU is seeing similar stability in its Solid Waste and
Drainage and Wastewater revenues. These revenues have been largely consistent
with forecasts prepared in 2010 for the 2011-2012 rate-setting process, a process
which shored up these utilities’ fiscal condition in the face of challenging eco-
nomic circumstances. Similarly, proposed 2012-2014 water rates remedy the
overly optimistic forecasts that underlay the 2009-2011 water rates, which were
prepared in 2008 before the start of the Great Recession. The new rates for 2012
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-2014 propose a combination of expenditure reductions and revenue increases
that protect the Water Fund’s high bond ratings, ensuring that SPU can continue
to borrow at the lowest possible costs, benefitting the utility and the customers it
serves.

Unfortunately, SDOT has not seen the same level of stability as these other
non-General Fund departments. SDOT is supported by several funding sources,
including bonds, federal, state and local grants, state and regional partnership
agreements, Bridging the Gap property tax levy, commercial parking tax, fees for
service, real estate excise taxes, street vacations, Gas Tax, and an annual alloca-
tion from the City’s General Fund.

Following the trend of recent years, the amount of revenue from many of these
sources continues to decrease in 2012. General Fund budget pressures in 2012
and future years require that SDOT make budget reductions. SDOT is also
experiencing funding decreases from other sources. Taken together with the
General Fund reductions, SDOT’s 2012 Proposed Budget closes a $10 million gap.
Other specific revenue shortfalls include:

e Gas Tax continues a steady decline that began in 2007. For 2012 SDOT
expects to receive $1 million less than was assumed in the 2012 Endorsed
Budget.

e Reimbursable revenues in the 2012 Proposed Budget are projected to be
$2.8 million less than what was assumed in the 2012 Endorsed Budget.
Most of this revenue is generated by utility cut restoration work, which
has plummeted as a result of continued economic weakness. At its peak
in 2008, utility cut restoration work represented $10.6 million in inflation-
adjusted dollars. For 2012, SDOT now projects only $4.1 million in
revenues from this source.

e Street Use revenues tell a similar story. The 2012 Proposed Budget
projects a $2.5 million decrease from the 2012 Endorsed Budget. This
represents a 31% decrease from the 2008 peak.

SDOT addresses these shortfalls through a combination of staff reductions, both
line staff and at the planning and management ranks; through the use of alter-
nate revenues sources, including some proceeds from the sale of the Rubble Yard
property; the allocation of the proceeds from the $20 Vehicle License Fee
approved in 2010; and some service level reductions. The SDOT budget is
explained in further detail in the later pages of the 2012 Proposed Budget Book.

Looking Ahead

As is typically the case, the 2012 Proposed Budget is based on the August revenue
forecast, which uses data through July as its foundation. This forecast shows that
the General Fund, through the first half of 2011, was continuing to see revenue
stability that first started taking hold late in the fall of 2010. Unfortunately, the
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picture has changed substantially since July. Confidence in the economy began
eroding again in August on the heels of the federal debt ceiling debate in
Washington, D.C., and the decision by Standard & Poor’s to downgrade the U.S.
sovereign debt, not to mention ongoing concerns about European debt. As the
month of August unfolded, stock prices around the world dropped, wiping out
the gains achieved in the first half of 2011 and economists nationally and around
the world started lowering their expectations for growth in the latter half of
2011 and into 2012. The prospect of a double-dip recession, while still less than
50%, is higher today than it was just a few months ago. The economy, although
growing at an extremely slow pace, is still very fragile.

With this backdrop in mind, the City of Seattle’s revenue forecasting team is an-
ticipating a modest downward revision in revenues when the General Fund
forecast is updated in early November — the timing of the next official forecast.
While too soon to balance to this lower forecast, the 2012 Proposed Budget does
include provisions to respond to a moderate deterioration in revenues. The City
Budget Office has been, and will continue working with Council staff to address
additional budget challenges that are likely to result from the November
forecast. As a signal of this commitment, the 2012 Proposed Budget includes a
$3.4 million reserve to respond to additional erosion in General Fund revenues.

Additional downward revisions in revenues based on the November revenue
forecast also have the potential of further exacerbating the projected $32.8
million General Fund Budget gap for 2013. Additional reductions in federal and
state funding, as these entities address their own budget challenges, could also
increase the scope of the City’s budget pressures.

In this environment, it is more important than ever that the City take a longer-
term view in evaluating the impact of near-term budget decisions. It is equally
important for the executive and legislative branches to continue to build on
many of the successful partnerships that are resulting in tangible budget savings
for the 2012 Proposed Budget by identifying additional opportunities to
transform how the City delivers services for 2013 and beyond.
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2012 Proposed Expenditures - All Funds, $4.2 Billion*
(in millions of dollars)
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RESOURCES SUMMARY BY SOURCE
(in thousands of dollars)*

TOTAL CITY RESOURCES

2010 2011 2011 2012 2012
Revenue Source Actual  Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed
Taxes, Levies & Bonds 1,087,541 1,077,121 1,086,905 1,101,287 1,085,905
Licenses, Permits, Fines & Fees 145,112 172,419 152,438 178,072 161,848
Interest Earnings 11,519 11,110 13,489 17,346 13,336
Revenue from Other Public Entities 192,041 184,050 206,149 159,680 151,947
Service Charges & Reimbursements 1,225,227 1,306,603 1,315,577 1,397,870 1,371,805
All Else 506,705 536,830 536,338 558,828 578,528

Total: Revenue & Other Financing Sources $3,168,145 $3,288,133 $3,310,896 $3,413,084 $3,363,369

Interfund Transfers 523,425 606,782 595,667 630,263 615,587
Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 298,478 324,824 328,145 294,364 294,419
Total, City Resources $3,990,048 $4,219,739 $4,234,708 $4,337,710 $4,273,375

*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)

2011 Adopted

General Total
Department Subfund Funds
Arts, Culture & Recreation
Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs! 0 7,116
The Seattle Public Library® 47,519 50,373
Department of Parks and Recreation? 80,057 166,567
Seattle Center 13,229 38,334
SubTotal 140,805 262,390
Health & Human Services
Community Development Block Grant 0 13,641
Educational and Developmental Services
Levy 0 17,887
Human Services Department 51,963 136,920
SubTotal 51,963 168,448
Neighborhoods & Development
Office of Economic Development® 6,339 6,339
Office of Housing® 520 39,739
Department of Housing and Economic
Development® 0 0
Department of Neighborhoods 10,167 10,167
Neighborhood Matching Subfund 2,939 3,249
Pike Place Market Levy 0 20,660
Department of Planning and Development 9,120 50,277
SubTotal 29,086 130,431
Public Safety
Criminal Justice Contracted Services 24,375 24,375
Fire Facilities Fund 0 5,874
Firemen's Pension 17,759 20,143
Law Department 18,369 18,369
Police Relief and Pension 22,255 23,028
Public Safety Civil Service Commission® 149 149
Seattle Fire Department 158,587 158,587
Seattle Municipal Court 26,107 26,107
Seattle Police Department 249,295 249,295
SubTotal 516,897 525,928
Utilities & Transportation
Seattle City Light 0 1,073,167
Seattle Public Utilities 1,224 822,902
Seattle Transportation 38,914 306,398

SubTotal

40,138 2,202,466

2012 Endorsed

General
Subfund

0
48,850
84,136
13,305

146,291

52,122
52,122

5,875
629

0
10,411
2,995
0
9,301
29,211

27,742
0
19,919
18,850
22,191
152
162,014
26,585
254,911
532,364

0
1,254
40,023
41,277
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Total
Funds

7,290
51,612
142,896
35,238
237,037

13,641

17,931
134,831
166,402

5,875
38,840

0
10,411
3,309
4,156
51,046
113,637

27,742
9,232
20,785
18,850
22,331
152
162,014
26,585
254,911
542,603

1,140,876
851,458
309,635

2,301,970

2012 Proposed

General
Subfund

0
49,616
81,759
12,889

144,265

53,189
53,189

5,878
8,423
2,891
0
9,206
26,397

22,742
0
18,875
18,754
21,730
0
160,972
26,673
252,432
522,178

0
1,205
38,007
39,213

Total
Funds

7,077
53,073
161,170
34,900
256,220

19,471
113,743
133,214

50,450
8,423
3,219
4,102

51,149

117,343

22,742
9,232
20,189
18,754
22,603
0
160,972
26,673
252,432
533,597

1,135,772
819,667
303,026

2,258,465



Summary Charts and Tables

2011 Adopted 2012 Endorsed 2012 Proposed

General Total General Total General Total
Department Subfund Funds Subfund Funds Subfund Funds
Administration
Civil Service Commission® 233 233 238 238 0 0
Civil Service Commissions® 0 0 0 0 329 329
City Budget Office 4,012 4,012 4,132 4,132 4,036 4,036
Department of Information Technology 4,274 48,918 4,338 48,938 4,150 48,934
Employees' Retirement System 0 11,760 0 11,894 0 12,260
Ethics and Elections Commission 687 687 655 655 761 761
Finance General 37,801 37,801 40,204 40,204 41,316 378,769
Finance and Administrative Services?* 20,866 162,166 21,112 185,606 21,751 163,159
Legislative Department 11,542 11,542 11,866 11,866 11,788 11,788
Office of City Auditor 1,072 1,072 1,098 1,098 1,116 1,116
Office of Hearing Examiner 571 571 585 585 609 609
Office of Intergovernmental Relations 2,016 2,016 2,071 2,071 2,192 2,192
Office of Sustainability and Environment 1,267 1,267 1,308 1,308 1,823 1,823
Office of the Mayor 3,456 3,456 3,516 3,516 3,504 3,504
Personnel Compensation Trust Subfunds 0 188,191 0 200,771 0 184,192
Personnel Department 11,549 11,549 11,620 11,620 11,548 11,548
Seattle Office for Civil Rights 2,226 2,226 2,248 2,248 2,315 2,315
SubTotal 101,571 487,466 104,991 526,750 107,238 827,336
Funds, Subfunds and Other
Bonds Debt Service® 11,152 32,392 13,677 32,227 13,404 20,065
Cumulative Reserve Subfund®® 750 45,931 600 29,902 2,450 31,039
Emergency Subfund 0 750 0 100 385 385
Judgment/Claims Subfund 1,191 26,435 1,191 17,830 1,191 17,830
Parking Garage Fund 0 7,842 0 8,093 0 8,093
SubTotal 13,093 113,350 15,468 88,152 17,430 77,412
Grand Total* 893,551 3,890,479 921,724 3,976,550 909,911 4,203,587

*Totals may not add due to rounding

Notes:
(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)

Includes a dedicated amount based on receipts from Admission Tax.

Includes General Subfund subsidy to Capital Improvement Projects.

Under the reorganization of several city functions proposed for 2012, the former Department of Economic
Development and Office of Housing are reflected in the Department of Housing and Economic Development; the
Public Safety Civil Service Commission and Civil Service Commission are reflected as Civil Service Commissions.
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 $4.2 billion (Proposed 2012) 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 fa-
cilities 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 56.2% 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.
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The National and Local Economy, September 2011

National Economic Conditions and Outlook

A look back at the roots of the great recession. The great recession officially ended in June 2009,
which means the recovery is now over two years old. The current recovery is proving to be very
different from most recoveries; growth has been unusually weak and whenever the economy shifts
into a higher gear it is unable to sustain its momentum. Periods of healthy growth have inevitably
been followed by periods of stagnation. With economists continuing to puzzle over the future
direction of the economy, some insight into the future can be gained by looking back in time and
reviewing 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 government began running large budget deficits on an ongoing basis,
which has resulted in a buildup in federal government debt. Finally, 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 com-
modities, as well as housing bubbles in numerous countries across the globe.
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Figure 1. U.S. Household Debt as a Share of Personal Income
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Source: Federal Reserve Board, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.

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.

e 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.

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.

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.
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The recession ended in June 2009, 18 months after it started, making it the longest recession in the
post war period. By most measures the recession was the worst since the Great Depression. Real
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) declined by 5.1% over a period of six quarters, 8.8 million jobs,
representing 6.3% of total jobs, were lost, and the unemployment rate rose to a peak of 10.1%.

The recovery has been weak and uneven thus far. 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 and, consequently, export prospects for
U.S. firms.

The economy picked up speed again in the fourth quarter of 2010 and early 2011. However, popular
uprisings in several Middle East nations disrupted oil supplies beginning in February 2011, causing a
sharp increase in gasoline prices, which, along with increases in food prices, squeezed consumers and
dampened consumer spending. In early March, an earthquake and tsunami caused severe damage to
Japan’s economy and disrupted the supply chains of global manufacturers, particularly in the auto and
electronics industries. This caused a slowing of U.S. manufacturing production, particularly of autos.
The rise in food and energy prices and the fallout from the Japanese earthquake, along with ongoing
Eurozone debt troubles, caused the economy to slow. Real GDP, which grew at an average rate of
3.0% in 2010, increased by only 0.4% and 1.3%, respectively, in the first and second quarters of 2011.

The ups and downs of the recovery are reflected in the employment statistics. With public sector
employment figures distorted by 2010 Census-related hiring and layoffs, trends can be discerned best
by focusing on private sector employment. After an initial burst of growth in March and April of 2010,
private employment growth slowed abruptly, after which it slowly increased over time until
accelerating in February — April 2011. It then slowed abruptly in May and has remained subdued since
then (see Figure 2).

Figure 2. Monthly Change in U.S. Employment
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National forecasters anticipate that the recovery will remain sluggish. History tells us that recessions
caused by financial crises are followed by weak recoveries, and thus far the current recovery is
behaving as expected. Despite the improvements in the financial markets, credit remains tight and
consumers are under stress due to large declines in wealth, increases in energy and food prices, a very
weak job market, and sluggish income growth. In addition, the housing market, which is weighed
down by foreclosures and underwater mortgages, has yet to exhibit any signs of recovering. Current
expectations are for growth to remain subdued through the rest of 2011, and then gradually
strengthen in 2012 and 2013. The risk of a double-dip recession remains elevated, and is currently
estimated to be in the 25 to 40 percent range. It’s not so much that the recovery would implode on its
own, but rather that the economy is growing so slowly that a shock — even a weak one — could push it
into recession.

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 charac-
teristics. 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
the 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 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) had a peak-to-
trough loss of 120,900 jobs, an 8.1% decline. The 8.1% decline exceeded both the national decline of
6.3% and the metro area’s 6.6% job loss during the 2001-03 recession. Locally, the most severe job
losses were in construction, manufacturing outside of aerospace, and finance. The only major
industries to see a significant increase in employment during the downturn were education and health
services.

Interestingly, although the region’s rate of job loss exceeded that of the nation, the local
unemployment rate peaked at 9.4%, significantly below the national peak of 10.1%. One reason is that
the region entered the recession with a significantly lower unemployment rate than the nation. 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 2011,
single-family home prices in the region had fallen by 28.4% from their peak four years earlier,
compared to a 32.3% 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.
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Thus far the recovery has been stronger locally than nationally. The Seattle metro area has
rebounded from the recession more strongly than the nation. Through July Seattle metro area (King
and Snohomish Co.) employment is up 3.1% from its post-recession low in February 2010, compared to
a 1.5% gain in U.S. employment over the same period. Areas of strength in the local economy include
aerospace, software publishing, professional, scientific, and technical services, health services, and mail
order and internet retail. Boeing, which has a backlog of over 3,000 planes on order, is phasing in a
series of production increases for its 737, 777, and 787 models in 2011-14. The 787 has been certified
by the FAA to carry passengers, work on the Air Force tanker is ramping up, and a redesign of the 737
that will add new fuel efficient engines has been approved recently by Boeing’s board. Amazon, which
is in the process of moving into its new South Lake Union office complex, has been hiring aggressively.

Despite a healthy start, the region’s recovery is expected to be weak by historical standards. The Puget
Sound Economic Forecaster expects employment to increase by 1.3% in 2011 and then settle into the
two percent range through 2016. This is a much slower rate of growth than is typical during
recoveries, and is lower than the 2.5% average annual growth rate posted over the past 40 years
(which includes periods of recession). Housing will recover more slowly than the rest of the economy,
with housing starts not expected to move comfortably above recession levels until 2016.

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

inflation has returned after disappearing during the recession. During the mid-2000s, consumer
prices rose 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 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 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 2009, the first time in 54 years that consumer prices have declined on an annual basis. Prices
rebounded in 2011, and the annual CPI-U posted a 1.6% gain. The core CPI, which excludes the volatile
food and energy components, remained positive throughout the recession.

Local inflation trends have largely followed national trends, because commodity prices and national
economic conditions have a major effect on local prices. The growth rate of the Seattle CPI-U peaked
at 4.2% in 2008, and then dropped to 0.6% in 2009 and 0.3% in 2010. Inflation has accelerated in 2011,
driven by a rise in prices for energy and other commodities. For the first half of 2011, the Seattle CPI-U
was up 2.3% from the first half of 2010, and the Seattle CPI-W, which is more sensitive to energy price
movements, was up 2.8%.

With energy prices falling, inflation is expected to moderate. In the short-term, inflationary pressures
are expected to ease, as the weakening of the global economy, which became more pronounced in July
and August, has begun to put downward pressure on the prices of commodities, goods, and services.
With unemployment expected to remain elevated, wage pressures will remain subdued. In the me-
dium-term, the CPI is expected to average near two percent.

Figure 4 presents historical data and forecasts of inflation for the U.S. and the Seattle metropolitan
area through 2014. The forecasts are for the CPI-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

Figure 4. Consumer Price Index Forecast

Seattle CPI-W Seattle CPI-W
(June-June (growth rate for 12
growth rate) months ending in June)
2011 (actual) 3.7% 1.8%
2012 2.0% 2.7%
2013 2.2% 2.1%
2014 2.3% 2.2%
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City Revenues

The City of Seattle projects total revenues of approximately $4.2 billion in 2012. As figure 5 shows,
approximately 46% 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
54% 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.

Figure 5. Total City Revenue by Use — Proposed 2012 $4.2 Billion

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.
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Figure 6. 2012 Proposed General Subfund Revenue Forecast by Source - $912.7M
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Revenue Overview

In 2010, general government revenue into the General Subfund totaled approximately $915.9 million.
General Subfund revenue is projected to be $892.2 million in 2011 and $912.7 million in 2012. Itis
important to note that 2010 revenues were artificially high due to contributions from the Revenue
Stabilization Account, or “Rainy Day Fund,” in the amount of $11.3 million as well as some pass-
through revenues that are not appropriated in adopted budgets. 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 DEA associated revenues, which formerly accrued to the General Subfund to
support work administered by the former DEA, now going directly to FAS’s operating fund.

Figure 7 shows General Subfund actual revenues for 2010, adopted and revised revenues for 2011, as
well as the endorsed and proposed revenues for 2012. The severity of the national recession, which
technically ended in the summer of 2009, has continued to mute the City’s tax revenues with a paltry
0.5% growth in 2010, followed by 2.7% and 2.8% in 2011 and 2012. The main cause of the slower
growth rates are the B&O and sales taxes. While expanding, these revenue sources are changing very
slowly from year to year. 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.
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Utility tax receipts from both private and public utilities have held up fairly well through the recession
and the following period of expansion. Public utilities have seen a number of general rate increases as
well as the creation of revenue stabilization accounts. These rate increases have led to higher tax
revenues to the City which have served to counteract the muted growth rates in sales and B&O tax
receipts. Recent cold weather has also had a positive impact on tax revenues from both City Light and
natural gas purveyors.

On-street parking and parking enforcement continue to be a focus for 2011 and 2012 as the City has
accelerated its transition to a data-driven, performance based approach to managing on-street parking
and implemented a scofflaw booting program to improve payment compliance on parking citations.
On net, changes implemented in 2011 and proposed for 2012 are expected to increase on-street park-
ing revenues over 2010, but given rate reductions in several areas relative to the 2011 Adopted and
2012 Endorsed Budgets and the anticipated loss of parking spaces beginning in October 2011 due to
construction activity related to the Alaskan Way Viaduct replacement project, significant downward
revisions from the 2011 Adopted and 2012 Endorsed Budgets are projected. Revenues from the scoff-
law booting program are expected to perform roughly as anticipated in the previous budget projection.
The 2012 Proposed Budget recognizes the Seattle Municipal Court’s recommendation to increase
various parking fines by $5.00, as well as two camera enforcement initiatives. The first is to increase
the City’s red light camera program by adding 6 locations. The second is to add fixed, speed detection
cameras in 4 school zones in an effort to reduce speeds and the likelihood of vehicle-pedestrian
accidents.

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 $78.1
million and $81.3 million. These contributions are well above the $37.5 and $39.5 million that would
accrue to parks under the previous 10% accounting approach.
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Figure 7. General Subfund Revenue, 2010 - 2012-
(in thousands of dollars)

2010 2011 2011 2011 2012
Revenue Source Actuals Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed
General Property Tax Q) 213,969 218,491 218,348 221,869 221,611
Property Tax - Medic One Levy 36,462 35,164 35,338 35,083 34,985
Retail Sales Tax 133,740 137,118 141,900 143,695 145,335
Retail Sales Tax - Criminal Justice Levy 11,601 12,353 12,274 13,313 12,809
B&O Tax (100%) 158,213 166,636 168,195 176,711 176,602
Utilities Business Tax - Telephone (100%) 32,778 32,868 28,740 33,150 29,721
Utilities Business Tax - City Light (100%) 38,106 41,414 41,450 42,976 42,700
Utilities Business Tax - SWU & priv.garb.
(100%) 12,504 13,471 12,983 14,023 13,402
Utilities Business Tax - City Water (100%) 29,455 23,989 23,413 26,592 25,807
Utilities Business Tax - DWU (100%) 29,177 33,049 32,501 34,479 34,077
Utilities Business Tax - Natural Gas (100%) 13,086 12,345 14,506 13,259 13,930
Utilities Business Tax - Other Private (100%) 16,543 16,731 17,367 17,275 18,000
Admission Tax 6,623 5,759 6,036 5,920 5,302
Other Tax 5,366 4,870 4,562 5,070 4,820
Total Taxes 737,622 754,257 757,614 783,416 779,101
Licenses and Permits 14,244 12,035 11,656 11,982 11,763
Parking Meters/Meter Hoods 27,547 36,502 30,828 41,067 33,724
Court Fines (100%) 29,847 34,148 32,052 34,170 36,720
Interest Income 1,647 1,539 1,448 2,576 1,388
Revenue from Other Public Entities ) 26,601 11,230 11,271 10,802 10,890
Service Charges & Reimbursements 54648 35903 34,368 36,633 35,823
Total: Revenue and Other Financing Sources 892,156 885,614 879,236 920,646 909,410
All Else 1,742 1,992 3,187 1,986 1,755
Interfund Transfers ) 22,033 9,809 9,796 663 1,565
Total, General Subfund 915,930 897,416 892,220 923,295 912,730

NOTES:

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

2. Included in 2010 Actual figures are the pass-through revenues that are not appropriated in adopted
budgets.

3. In 2010, the former Dept. of Executive Administration and the former Fleets and Facilities Dept. merged
into the Dept. of Finance and Administrative Services. The FAS operating fund now collects DEA’s
charges that formerly accrued to the General Subfund.

4. 2010 interfund transfers include the use of Revenue Stabilization Fund funds, otherwise known as the
“Rainy-Day” Fund. The 2011 amount includes the $8.5 million loan from the Museum of History and
Industry.

" In the past, 10% of certain tax and fee revenues were shown as revenue to the Parks and Recreation Fund and 90% as Gen-
eral Subfund. As of 2009, 100% of these revenues (depicted as “100%” in the table) are deposited into the General Subfund.
General Subfund support to the Parks and Recreation Fund is well above the value of 10% of these revenues. This table shows
all figures for all years using the new approach.
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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 fell to near zero in 2009 and 2010, but tax revenue growth
was negative by almost 2% in 2009. Inflation is forecast to be muted, a little above 2% in both 2011
and 2012. Tax revenue growth is forecast to be equally muted with average annual tax growth to be
2.8% in both years.

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 various types of personal property, primarily business machinery and
equipment. The total amount of property taxes imposed by a taxing jurisdiction is approved by
ordinance. This approved levy amount is then divided across the assessed value (AV) of all property in
the jurisdiction to determine the tax rate. In accordance with the Washington State Constitution and
state law, property taxes paid by a property owner are determined by a taxing district’s single uniform
rate, which is calculated as the rate per $1,000 of assessed value, 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. AV fell again in 2011 by 2.9 percent. The last significant decrease was in 1984 when as-
sessed value dropped by 3.6 percent. In addition to levy amount changes, as AV falls, tax rates rise.
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Consequently, in 2010 and 2011, the total property tax rate from all jurisdictions paid by Seattle
property owners increased from $7.97 to $9.04 and $9.65 respectively per thousand dollars of AV. For
an owner of a home with an AV of $453,300 (the average AV for residences in Seattle), the 2011 tax
obligation was approximately $4,380. This compares to a 2010 obligation of approximately $4,055.
The City of Seattle’s total 2011 tax rate was roughly one-third of the total rate at $3.06, which results in
an annual tax obligation of approximately $1,387 for the average valued home. The obligation amount
in 2010 was approximately $1,312.

Figure 9 illustrates the components of the City’s 2011 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 $40.5
million in 2011, and $41.2 million in 2012. These revenues are accounted for in the Transportation
Fund and are discussed later in this section. There is one proposed renewal property tax measure (lid
lift) up for voter approval in November 2011. This measure renews the existing Families and Education
levy and would levy for collection in 2012 $32,100,950.

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, including Fire Pension,
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 2012 Proposed Budget assumes 1% growth plus new construction. Between 1999 and 2010 an-
nual new construction revenues exceeded S2 million, 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 succumbing to economic realities and falling 35 percent in 2010 to $4.11 million.
Assessed new construction value in Seattle fell an additional 61 percent between 2010 and 2011, with
2011 revenue falling to $1.95 million -- below the $2 million floor for the first time since 1998. The
forecast for 2012 reflects further low levels of new construction activity with revenue decreasing to
$1.77 million.

The forecast for the General Subfund (General Purpose) portion of the City’s property tax is $218.3

million in 2011 and $221.6 million in 2012.
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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, assessed valuations of property in King County began to decline (-11.6 %), driving the
Medic 1/EMS tax rate back to its authorized limit of $0.30 per thousand dollars of assessed value. As-
sessed values decreased further in 2011 (-3.4 %), and are projected to decrease again in 2012, leading
Seattle’s Medic 1/EMS revenues to decrease by a projected 3.0 percent in 2011, and 0.9 % in 2012, to
$35.3 million and $34.9 million, respectively.

Figure 9. Components of Total Property Tax Levy for 2011
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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.

e 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 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 three years sales declined by 41.7%, erasing 79 percent 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.
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Figure 11. Annual Growth of Retail Sales Tax Revenue
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Retail sales tax revenue is forecast to increase by 6.1% in 2011 and 2.4% in 2012. |n the first quarter
of 2011, taxable retail sales were up 3.2% from the first quarter of 2010. The growth rate for
construction was -9.8%, while the growth rate for the rest of the tax base was 6.4%. For the remainder
of the year, taxable sales are forecast to grow at a 3.8% rate, with construction growth expected to
turn positive in the fourth quarter.

Between February 1 and April 30, 2011, the State of Washington offered taxpayers a temporary tax
amnesty that waived penalty and interest payments on certain unpaid business taxes, including the
sales tax. The amnesty program generated an estimated $2.6 million in additional sales tax revenue for
the City of Seattle. In addition, the City also saw its criminal justice sales tax receipts increase by ap-
proximately $250,000 as a result of the amnesty.

For 2012, taxable sales are forecast to increase by 4.3% over 2011 levels. Construction is expected to
post a positive gain of 2.0%, while the rest of the tax base is forecast to expand at a 4.8% pace, led by
healthy growth in auto sales and business services. Due to the effect of the 2011 tax amnesty revenue,
total receipts will increase by only 2.4%.

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.
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On January 1, 2008, new state mandated procedures for the allocation and apportionment of B&O in-
come 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 imposed 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 16 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 2011, the rate for business floor space, which includes
office, retail, and production space, is 41 cents per square foot per quarter. Other floor space, which
includes warehouse, dining, and exercise space, is taxed at a rate of 14 cents per square foot per
qguarter. The floor area tax rates are adjusted annually for inflation. The B&O tax has a small business
threshold of $100,000; businesses with taxable gross receipts below $100,000 are exempt from the
tax.

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 col-
lections 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 was down 2.3% from 2007 levels, but 2009 saw the full force of the
recession with an 8.2% drop. The decline was led by construction, manufacturing, wholesale trade,
and finance & insurance. Revenue continued its decline in 2010, but at a much more modest 1.7%
rate.
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Figure 12. Annual Growth of B&0O Tax Revenue
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Following three years of decline, B&O revenue growth is forecast to turn positive in 2011. The B&O
tax base hit bottom in the second quarter of 2010 and has been expanding since then. In the first
quarter of 2011, the base grew by a healthy 6.1% on a year-over-year basis, led by health services,
professional, scientific, and technical services, manufacturing, and wholesale trade. The forecast
expects growth to continue, yielding revenue increases of 6.3% in 2011 and 5.0% in 2012.

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.

Cold weather leads to increases in natural gas tax revenues. 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 consumers of gas delivered by private brokers. It is also
assessed at 6% on gross sales.

The last three years have seen global energy prices whipsaw between record highs and record lows.
Natural gas prices reached a high of $13 per million British Thermal Units (BTUs) in July 2008, and then
fell to $2.51/mBTU in September 2009. Prices have been in the $4.0 to $5.0/mBTU range for 2011 and
are expected to stay there through 2012. The Puget Sound area’s winter and spring in 2011 were par-
ticularly cold due to effects from La Nina. This long cold snap has led to larger than expected revenues
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Telecommunications industry continues to change. The utility business tax is levied on the gross in-
come 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 a source of growth as more and more consumers shift
to cellular phones as their primary voice option. This growth has come at the expense of traditional
telecom providers, from whom the City has seen steady declines in tax receipts. The recent
proliferation of smartphones has been a double-edged sword for the City’s tax base. While new smart-
phone users have added to the wireless tax revenue base, the increased use of data and Internet
services which are not taxable have caused unexpected declines in the revenue streams. As more and
more wireless phone users are using the devices for data transmission instead of voice or text
applications, and telecom companies change their rate plans to respond to this consumer behavior, the
City will continue to see tax revenue declines. The total telecom tax stream is expected to show -12.3%
and 3.4% growth in 2011 and 2012, respectively. 2011 will be negative because of 2010’s artificially
City will continue to see tax revenue declines. The total telecom tax stream is expected to show -12.3%
and 3.4% growth in 2011 and 2012, respectively. 2011 will be negative because of 2010’s artificially
high receipts from audit payments and as a result of some wireless companies changing their revenue
accounting practices to reflect the increased use of non-taxable data services.

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 and are expected to continue to do so. Average annual
growth for 2011 and 2012 is expected to be 4.3%, well ahead of inflation. 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
15.54% on the City Water Utility. There are no 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.
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Rate changes expected in 2012. 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 experiences some financial turmoil. Since then water levels have rebounded and
natural gas prices have risen enough for City Light to better compete in the wholesale market. 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 then was deactivated in January of 2011.
Rates were also increased by 4.3% and were effective January 1, 2011. Similarly, rates are expected to
be 3.2% higher in 2012 than 2011. Tax revenues that accrue to the General Subfund will have annual
increases of 8.8% and 3.0% in 2011 and 2012, respectively.

Water retail rate increases for 2012. 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%. On
January 1, 2011, the surcharge expired and the tax rate is once again 15.54%. A retail rate increase of
13.7% was approved for 2012 and SPU is planning a water retail rate increase of 9.3% for 2012, leading
to a tax revenue growth rate of 10.2% in 2012.

Drainage and Wastewater rate increases mean higher tax revenue growth. As part of the 2011-2012
drainage and wastewater rate study, rate increases have been proposed for both 2011 and 2012.
Wastewater rates increased by 14.5% in 2011 and are expected to increase by 3.9% in 2012. Drainage
rates increased by 13.1% in 2011 and are set to increase by 11.4% in 2012. Tax receipts from these two
utilities will grow by 11.4% and 4.8% in 2011 and 2012, respectively.

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 Utility has been given approval
for average rate increases of 6.0% and 3.5% in 2011 and 2012, respectively. This will lead to tax
revenue growth rates of 5.7% and 4.5% in the same years.

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. Itis 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.

Admission 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 admission 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 admission tax, except for money received from the 1% for Arts program. The forecasts in Figure
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7 for admission 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.

A notable change for 2012 is the temporary closure of Husky Stadium for the University of Washing-
ton’s football season. During the 2012 season the Huskies will play at Century Link Field. The City
cannot collect admissions tax from events at Century Link because those revenues are used to pay
down the debt on that facility. This will result in a one-year loss of admission-tax revenue of around
$900,000.

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. Pay
station technology also allows the City to adopt different pricing, time limit, and other management
parameters on different blocks throughout the city. In the same period, the City has increased the
total number of parking spaces in the street right-of-way that are subject to fees and collected more
data to measure occupancy, turn over, and other characteristics of on-street parking. The overall
objective of these efforts is to provide a more data-driven, outcome based management and price set-
ting approach in pursuit of the expressed policy goals of 1 to 2 open spaces per block-face, reduced
congestion, support of business districts, etc.

One element of the performance based 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 2011Adopted Budget included a further
increase in the maximum allowable hourly rate from $2.50 to $4.00 per hour and an extension of paid
evening parking hours from 6 p.m. to 8 p.m. in 7 neighborhoods with high evening use rates. As
implemented in 2011, based on measured occupancy throughout the day, SDOT moved from the 3-
tiered rate approach to more finely adapted rates by individual neighborhood. Between January and
March 2011, on-street parking rates were increased in 4 neighborhoods and decreased in 11
neighborhoods relative to the 2011 Adopted Budget assumptions. The 2012 Proposed Budget goes
further, assuming rates are set by neighborhood and where appropriate by sub-neighborhood areas. It
also proposes changes to time limits (from 2 to 4 hours) in various neighborhoods and sub-areas.

The Department of Transportation’s budget section provides further details of the 2012 proposed
changes to the parking management program. Each of the prescribed rate changes implemented in
2011 and proposed for 2012 increase or decrease revenues relative to the 2011 Adopted and 2012
Endorsed rate assumptions. Other changes, such as extending evening paid parking hours from 6
p.m.to 8 p.m. or increasing time limits from 2 to 4 hours are projected to increase revenues. Beginning
in October 2011, construction activity related to the Alaskan Way Viaduct replacement project will be-
gin eliminating several blocks of on-street parking in the Pioneer Square area. Altogether, these
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changes result in significant downward revisions in expected on-street parking revenues from $35.1
million to $29.4 million in 2011 and $39.6 million to $32.2 million in 2012 between the 2011 Adopted —
2012 Endorsed Budgets to the current 2012 Proposed Budget.

Street Use and Traffic Permits. At $1.83 million, revenues for 2010 ended 18.9 % 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 2012 Proposed Budget as-
sumes continued lower levels of permit activity, but includes a rate increase for Commercial Vehicle
Load Zone permits to reflect the increased cost of on-street parking. Total revenues for this category
are projected to be $2.18 million in 2011 and $2.38 million in 2012.

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, parking
design changes, and enforcement programs in other parts of the city. 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 4 in
2011. Two of the four PEOs in 2011 were dedicated to enforcement activities related to the City’s
scofflaw boot program, which began July 5, 2011. The boot program utilizes mobile license plate
recognition cameras and an immobilizing boot device that is attached to scofflaw vehicles, or those
with 4 or more outstanding parking citations in collections.

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. Revenues in 2010 were $29.8 million
with approximately $4.8 million from red light camera enforcement. Revenues in 2011 are projected
at $32.1 million with $4.66 million from red light cameras. The 2012 Proposed Budget assumes addi-
tion of 6 more camera locations, which is anticipated to generate approximately $700,000 in 2012. It
also assumes approximately $657,000 in additional 2012 revenues from citations generated by fixed
cameras placed in school zones as part of an effort to reduce traffic speeds and the likelihood of car-
pedestrian accidents in and near the City’s schools. Finally, the 2012 Proposed Budget incorporates
the Court recommended $5.00 increase in parking fine amounts. With the added enforcement,
program changes and rate changes, total fines and forfeitures revenues are projected at $36.7 million
in 2012. These totals include an anticipated $5.8 million from red light and school-zone speed
enforcement cameras.
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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 and investment earnings. Interest and
investment income to the General Subfund varies widely, subject to significant fluctuations in cash bal-
ances 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 2009-2011 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. Expectations for earnings rates and uncertainty over institutional response to
economic and financial conditions have led the City to move its investment portfolio into increasingly
shorter-term securities, as previously held securities matured. The annual yield for 2010 was 1.06
percent, with 2012 Proposed Budget yields of 0.79 percent in 2011, and 0.80 percent in 2012. Current
estimates for General Subfund interest and investment earnings are $1.45 million in 2011, and $1.39
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,
liqguor 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.

The State’s budget leads to small declines 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.
For the 2012 and 2013 state budgets, these distributions were cut by 3.4% in each year, leading to
small declines in the revenue stream for Seattle.

A new initiative could lead to increase 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 dis-
tributed quarterly to cities and towns on the basis of population. Liquor excise taxes, which are levied
on the sale of liquor, have stabilized to providing Seattle almost $3.0 million a year. In the 2012-2013
State Budget, the distributions were cut by 3.4% which will lead to small declines in these state shared
revenues. Also, there is a new initiative that seeks to remove the state from its monopoly on sales of
spirits that will be voted on in November of 2011. If passed, this initiative will likely result in increased
revenues to the City from new license fees and taxes that will be assessed on private retailers and
wholesalers. The impact could range between $2 million and $4.5 million a year.
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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 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 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 2012 Budget, 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.

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, 58.5% 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 25.5% of the tax base, and condominiums constitute the remaining
16.0% (see Figure 13).
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Figure 13. Value of Seattle Real Estate Transactions by Property Type, 1982 - 2010
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REET revenue growth continues to be 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 saw small growth of 3.7% over 2009. 2011 has shown improving numbers especially
in the commercial market with a number of large downtown office buildings changing hands. This is
expected to provide a robust 19.8% growth in REET over 2010. Growth in 2012 is forecast to be more
moderate; about 3.2%.

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. 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 28.4% 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, as was seen in
both 2007 and more recently 2011.
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Figure 14. Seattle Single-family Home Sales
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*All data has been seasonally adjusted.

REET revenue from the residential market appears to have stabilized. 1t appears that Seattle home
sales hit bottom in the early part of 2009, and prices reached their lowest point later that summer (see
Figure 14). There was a brief uptick in home sales during the last half of 2009 through the first half of
2010. This was a direct result of the new homebuyer tax credits which incentivized home purchases.
Once this credit expired, sales fell back to previous levels. Single-family home prices in Seattle are not
expected to show appreciable signs of growth until 2014. The condo market has also stagnated during
the downtown and is not expected to move much over the next few years. Any volatility in the REET
revenue stream will be due to fluctuations in the commercial property market.

Figure 15. REET Revenues
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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 $39.6 million in 2010 and
is projected to raise $40.5 million in 2011 and $41.2 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 $24.1 million in 2010. The commercial parking tax rate increased to 12.5 %
January 1, 2011. The 2012 Proposed Budget projection combines this rate increase with economic and
tax base growth assumptions and results in an estimated additional $5.3 million in 2011, raising the
total forecast to $29.4 million. Commercial Parking Tax revenue in 2012 is estimated at $30.7 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 2.5% increase are authorized 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 16. Seattle City Tax Rates

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Property Taxes (Dollars per $1,000 of Assessed Value)

General Property Tax $1.88  $1.70  $1.55 $1.78  $1.87
Families & Education 0.16 0.14 0.12 0.14 0.14
Seattle Center/Parks Comm. Ctr. 0.01

Parks and Open Space 0.26 0.18 0.18 0.20 0.20
Low Income Housing 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.17 0.17
Fire Facilities 0.20 0.17 0.15 0.09 0.10
Transportation 0.35 0.31 0.27 0.31 0.32
Pike Place Market 0.09 0.10 0.10
Emergency Medical Services 0.21 0.30 0.27 0.30 0.30
Low Income Housing (Special Levy) 0.08 0.07 0.06

City Excess GO Bond 0.25 0.17 0.13 .014 0.15
Retail Sales and Use Tax 0.85% 0.85%  0.85% 0.85%  0.85%

Business and Occupation Tax

Retail/Wholesale 0.215% 0.215% 0.215% 0.215% 0.215%
Manufacturing/Extracting 0.215% 0.215% 0.215% 0.215% 0.215%
Printing/Publishing 0.215% 0.215% 0.215%  0.215% 0.215%
Service, other 0415% 0.415% 0.415% 0.415% 0.415%
International Finance 0.415% 0.415% 0.415%  0.150% 0.150%

City of Seattle Public Utility Business Taxes

City Light 6.00%  6.00%  6.00% 6.00%  6.00%
City Water 15.54% 15.54% 19.87% 19.87%* 15.54%
City Drainage 11.50% 11.50% 11.50%  11.50% 11.50%
City Wastewater 12.00% 12.00% 12.00%  12.00% 12.00%
City Solid Waste 11.50% 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% 10.00%
Telephone 6.00%  6.00%  6.00% 6.00%  6.00%
Natural Gas 6.00%  6.00%  6.00% 6.00%  6.00%
Steam 6.00%  6.00%  6.00% 6.00%  6.00%
Commercial Solid Waste 11.50% 11.50% 11.50%  11.50% 11.50%

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

Admission and Gambling Taxes

Admissions tax 5.00%  5.00%  5.00% 5.00%  5.00%
Amusement Games (less prizes) 2.00%  2.00%  2.00% 2.00%  2.00%
Bingo (less prizes) 10.00% 10.00% 10.00%  10.00% 10.00%
Punchcards/Pulltabs 5.00%  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 expired on December 31, 2010.
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Through a series of Resolutions and Ordinances, the City has adopted a number of financial policies
that are designed to protect the City’s financial interests and provide a framework and guidelines for
the City’s financial practices. For additional information about these policies, please refer to the City of
Seattle website: http://www.seattle.gov/financedepartment/financial policies.htm.

Debt Policies

e 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.

e 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.

e Exceptin 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

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

e Tax revenues collected during the closed fiscal year which are in excess of the latest re-
vised 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

e 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.

e 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.

1

The Mayor transmitted legislation to the City Council in July 2011 that would enhance the City’s Rainy Day Fund policies. For more informa-
tion on these proposed updates, please see the Executive Summary of the 2012 Proposed Budget and http://www.seattle.gov/
financedepartment/documents/RainyDayFundPresentation-FINAL.pdf
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Selected Financial Policies

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

e 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.

e Working capital for the General Fund and operating funds should be maintained at suffi-
cient 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 sub-
sequent 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 pro-
gram (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 pro-
vided 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 estab-
lished 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.
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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 consid-
eration. The Mayor’s Office reviewed and provided direction to departments on the BIPs to be in-
cluded 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 allo-
cate 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.

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 depart-
ment 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 No-
vember through an ordinance passed by majority vote. The Mayor can choose to approve the Coun-
cil’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.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-70-


http://www.seattle.gov/budgetoffice
http://www.seattle.gov/budgetoffice

Budget Process

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 appropri-
ated 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 unex-
pended 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 foresee-
able earlier. Additional unforeseeable appropriations related to settlement of claims, emergency con-
ditions, 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 appropria-
tion 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

Budget Process Diagram—2012 Proposed Budget
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2008 Parks Levy

2008 Parks Levy by Budget Control Level

2008 Parks Levy

Support to -Multi-Purpose Trails

2008 Parks Levy Overview

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 recommen-
dations on Opportunity Fund expenditures, and performs other duties.

The 2008 Parks Levy Fund chapter of the budget is an administrative tool for summarizing the ap-
proved uses of the Levy. Proceeds from the 2008 Parks Levy are used mainly to support property ac-
quisition, as well as capital expansion, development, and renovation of Department of Parks and Rec-
reation (DPR) facilities. In addition, the Levy funds three projects in the Seattle Department of
Transportation Capital Improvement Program (CIP) including the West Duwamish Trail Development,
Burke Gilman Trail Extension, and the Lake to Bay Trail (Potlatch) Development, which is part of the
Thomas Street Pedestrian Overpass project. This single budget control level reflects SDOT’s trail
projects funded by the Levy.

DPR’s appropriations for the 2008 Parks Levy are more specifically described in the 2012-2017
Proposed CIP document.
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2008 Parks Levy

The annual cost to property owners for this Levy is approximately $0.20 per $1,000 assessed value.
DPR manages the 2008 Parks Levy Fund and the majority of the levy funded projects. 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 called the Opportunity Fund.

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

o Park and Green Space Acquisition: The Levy provides $36 million for neighborhood
park and green space acquisitions. To date, DPR has appropriated over $13.7 million
for property acquisitions.

o Park Development Projects: The Levy provides $87 million for 59 named park devel-
opment projects. To date, $55.2 million has been appropriated for 54 development
projects.

e Environmental Projects: The Levy provides S8 million for environmental projects, in-
cluding forest and stream restoration, community garden and P-Patch development,
and expanded shoreline access. To date, DPR has appropriated over $6 million for en-
vironmental projects.

e Opportunity Fund: The Levy provides $15 million for citizen-initiated park projects to
be recommended by the Levy Oversight Committee. In 2011, the Oversight Committee
recommended that two acquisition and 17 development projects be funded. DPR has
appropriated $10.6 million for these projects.
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2008 Parks Levy
Revenue Snapshot

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category
($ amounts in thousands)

Real & Personal
Property, $24,174

Inv Earn-Residual
Cash, $200

Total 2012 Proposed Revenue - $24,374

Budget Overview

The 2008 Parks Levy, as approved by Seattle voters, requires the Parks Levy Oversight Committee to
make recommendations as to how Levy dollars are allocated each year. For the 2012 Proposed
Budget, the Levy Oversight Committee makes the following recommendations:

Investing Inflation Savings in Asset Preservation. Inflation costs on Levy-supported projects have
been lower than anticipated when the Levy was approved in 2008, resulting in unprogrammed levy
dollars. In mid-2011, at the suggestion of the Parks Department and with the support of the Mayor
and the City Council, the Levy Oversight Committee recommended allocating $9.8 million of levy infla-
tion savings to the Opportunity Fund to fund 17 major maintenance projects beginning in 2012. These
projects include:

e Ballard Community Center Roof Replacement
e Beacon Hill Playground Comfort Station Renovation

e Comfort Station Renovations - 2008 Parks Levy (sites to be determined)

e Evers Pool Roof Repairs
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2008 Parks Levy

e Fairmount Park Playground Comfort Station Renovation

e Fairmount Park Playground Fence Replacement

e Garfield Community Center Roof Replacement

e Green Lake Bathhouse Roof Replacement

e Lower Woodland Playfield Tennis Court Lights Replacement
e Loyal Heights Boiler And Electrical System Replacement

e Madrona Playground Shelterhouse Restrooms Renovation
e Matthews Beach Park Bathhouse Renovation

e Queen Anne Pool Plaster Liner Replacement

e Rainier Beach Playfield Play Area Renovation

e Rainier Beach Playfield Tennis Courts and Lighting Replacement
e Seward Park Water System Replacement

e Van Asselt Community Center Gym Roof Replacement

As the City continues to face challenges in the General Fund and in the availability of Real Estate Excise
Tax (REET) dollars as a result of the weak economy, investments in parks major maintenance projects
have not kept pace. As a result, the recommendation of the Levy Oversight Committee allows the City
to continue making critical investments in these important assets.

Bell Street Park Boulevard Project. The Levy Oversight Committee also recommends transferring $3.5
million from the Acquisition Category to the Development Category to support 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 pro-
vide usable park space while continuing to provide one traffic lane and reduced parking.

Trail Development Projects. The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) manages the three trail
development projects identified in the Levy including Belltown/Queen Anne Connections, Lake Union
Ship Canal and Mountains to Sounds Greenway. Before SDOT can spend Levy dollars, the funds must
be appropriated to that Department. In order to do this, the Levy budget includes a single Budget Con-
trol Level (BCL) for this purpose. The three trail projects were fully funded in 2010, and are anticipated
to be completed by the end of 2013.

The following tables describe anticipated revenues and appropriations to the 2008 Parks Levy Fund for
2012 and 2013. 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 antici-
pated capital expenditures, rather than budgeted capital expenditures.
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2008 Parks Levy

Incremental Budget Changes

The 2012-2017 Proposed Capital Improvement Program (CIP) includes all of the projects being funded
with levy dollars in 2012. It also reflects changes made from the 2011-2016 Adopted CIP.

Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the 2008 Parks Levy Fund

Summit Source 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
461110 Inv Earn-Residual Cash 204,740 100,000 50,000 200,000
Inv Earn-Residual Cash Total 204,740 100,000 50,000 200,000
479010 Private Capital Fee/Contr/Grnt 281,170 0 0 0
Private Capital Fee/Contr/Grnt Total 281,170 0 0 0
437321 Proceeds County-wide Tax Levy 300,000 0 0 0
Proceeds County-wide Tax Levy Total 300,000 0 0 0
411100 Real & Personal Property 24,000,154 24,098,000 24,174,000 24,174,000
Real & Personal Property Total 24,000,154 24,098,000 24,174,000 24,174,000
461320 Unreald Gns/Losses-Inv GA (35,504) 0 0 0
Unreald Gns/Losses-Inv GA Total (35,504) 0 0 0
Total Revenues 24,750,560 24,198,000 24,224,000 24,374,000

379100 Use of (Contribution to) Fund Balance 3,136,000 (5,975,000) (9,611,000) (6,053,000)
Total Use of (Contribution to) Fund Bal: 3,136,000 (5,975,000) (9,611,000) (6,053,000)

Total Resources 27,886,560 18,223,000 14,613,000 18,321,000

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-79-



2008 Parks Levy

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Support to Multi-Purpose Trails Budget Control Level

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 pro-
jects. This BCL is funded by the 2008 Parks Levy Fund (Fund 33860).

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Support to Multi-Purpose Trails 155,000 0 0 0
Fund Table
2008 Parks Levy Fund
2010 2011 2011 2012 2012
Actual Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed

Beginning Fund Balance 16,246,000 16,440,000 22,039,000 7,860,000 23,449,076
Accounting and Technical - - - -
Adjustments
Plus: Actual and Estimated 24,750,000 24,198,000 24,276,076 24,224,000 24,374,000
Revenue
Less: Actual and Budgeted 18,802,000 30,563,000 21,816,000 17,415,000 28,728,000
Expenditures (DPR)

Less: Actual and Budgeted 155,000 2,215,000 1,050,000 4,410,000 5,509,000
Expenditures (SDOT)

Ending Fund Balance 22,039,000 7,860,000 23,449,076 10,259,000 13,586,076
Continuing Appropriations 31,201,000 9,375,000 36,019,000 2,163,000 20,103,000
Total Reserves 31,201,000 9,375,000 36,019,000 2,163,000 20,103,000

Ending Fund Balance - Unreserved (9,162,000) (1,515,000) (12,569,924) 8,096,000 (6,516,924)
Note: Adopted and Forecast Appropriations
Appropriations - Capital - (DPR) 24,386,000 18,223,000 27,684,000 14,613,000 18,321,000
Appropriations - Capital - (SDOT) 3,500,000 - - - -
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Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs

Vincent Kitch, Director

Information Line: (206) 684-7171
http://www.seattle.gov/arts/

Department by Budget Control Level

Office of Arts & Cultural Affairs

Arts Account Municipal Arts Fund

Department Overview

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 Develop-
ment and Outreach; and Administrative Services. These programs are supported by two funding
sources: the Arts Account, which is fully funded through an allocation of 75% of the City's admission
tax revenues, a General Fund revenue source; and the Municipal Arts Fund (MAF), which is primarily
supported by the One Percent for Arts program.

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

e The Cultural Partnerships Program 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. The Cultural Partnerships Program
offers technical assistance and provides grants to arts and cultural organizations
throughout the City.

e The Community Development and Outreach Program works to ensure greater community
access to arts and culture 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."”

e The Administrative Services Program provides executive management and support services
for the Office; supports the Seattle Arts Commission, a 16-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.

Prior to 2010, funding for Cultural Partnerships, Community Development and Outreach, and
Administrative Services came from a combination of the General Subfund and the Arts Account, a fund
that was designated specifically for arts programming and was established in order to reinvest a
portion of the City's Admission Tax revenues in arts and culture. In 2010, direct General Fund support
was eliminated and the percentage of the Admission Tax revenue, which was previously deposited into
the General Fund, allocated to support OACA was increased from 20% to 75%.

Budget Snapshot
Office of Arts &
Cultural Affairs 2010 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund SO SO o) S0
Other Revenues $6,101,216 $6,887,864 $7,358,335 $7,291,560
Total Revenues $6,101,216 $6,887,864 $7,358,335 $7,291,560
U f (Contribution t
se of (Contribution to) ($310,503) $228,570 ($68,556) ($214,673)
Fund Balance
Total Resources $5,790,713 $7,116,434 $7,289,779 $7,076,887
Total Expenditures $5,790,644 $7,116,435 $7,289,779 $7,076,887
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 23.10 20.60 20.60 19.85

*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 Arts and Cultural Affairs

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Other,$1,094

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $7,077

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

Miscellaneous
Revenues, $306

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $7,292
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Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs
Budget Overview

The Arts Account 2012 Proposed Budget was developed with a commitment to preserving arts
programming, and to funding a new 8% operating reserve put in place to maintain the long-term
financial health of the Arts Account. Admission tax revenues in the Arts Account have risen in recent
years and will peak at approximately $5.0 million in 2012, compared to $4.2 million in 2011 and $3.9
million in 2010. The 2012 revenues are based on the 2010 actual receipts of Admission Tax, so there is
no volatility in 2012 in anticipating the level of revenue that will be received by the Fund. The forecast
beyond 2012 anticipates consecutive years of declining revenues. As a result, the 2012 Proposed
Budget has been developed in a way that is sustainable, and does not put additional pressure on the
Arts Account in future years.

The 8% operating reserve was established in response to Council Ordinance 123460 with the primary
goal being to limit the impact of the volatility of Admission Tax revenues on arts programming. The
2012 Proposed Budget funds all Arts programs in the 2012 Endorsed Budget, fully funds the 8%
reserve, and establishes a new one-time program, “Arts Mean Business,” that is focused on stimulating
arts-related jobs in conjunction with the new Department of Housing and Economic Development. This
new program is funded in part through higher than expected revenues, and in part through savings
from staffing and operational efficiencies.

Arts will also collaborate with the Department of Neighborhoods in 2012 to identify improvements that
may be possible with the City’s grant making processes. The goal of this work is to make the grant proc-
ess as streamlined and efficient as possible.

The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) will continue to receive Admission Tax funding through
2012 to support arts programming, including the Downtown Parks Arts Programming, the Outdoor
Neighborhood Parks Activation projects, and the Langston Hughes Performing Arts Center operations.
This is the second and final year that Parks will receive Admission Tax support through the Arts
Account, and the funding amounts conform with policies adopted by the Council in 2010.

The Municipal Arts Fund budget has also been updated to reflect the 2012 estimated revenues that will
be collected from departments for their 1% Public Art eligible capital projects.
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Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs
Incremental Budget Changes
Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs

2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $7,289,779  20.60
2012 Proposed Changes
Arts One-Time Jobs Programs $250,000 0.00
Operational Efficiencies ($160,492) (0.75)
Technical Adjustments ($302,400) 0.00
Total Changes ($212,892) (0.75)
2012 Proposed Budget $7,076,887 19.85

New Program: Arts Mean Business - $250,000. This proposal creates a one-time competitive funding
program, “Arts Mean Business,” aimed at creating and sustaining jobs in the arts sector. The program
has three parts: providing direct investments to support jobs in the local arts community; supporting
dynamic training opportunities to help the broader arts sector implement practices leading to greater
economic resiliency; and convening the City’s arts leaders and creative thinkers to develop new
approaches in arts entrepreneurship, innovative arts practices, and greener ways of doing business.

Operational Efficiencies - ($160,492) / (0.75) FTE. This proposal abrogates a 0.75 FTE Arts Program
Specialist. The position became vacant in 2011 and workload reassignments and other efficiencies
have allowed staff to absorb the work with minimal impact to services. In addition, this proposal
reduces $90,000 in non-program expenditures within the Department. In 2012, the Department will
achieve this level of savings through reductions identified as the result of an ongoing evaluation of
operations.

Technical Adjustments - ($302,400). Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget include a
salary adjustment, expenses related to the one-time replacement of computers, a one-time increase in
the transfer amount to DPR to support arts programming, and other adjustments including citywide
changes in central cost allocations, retirement, health care, workers’ compensation, and
unemployment costs.
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Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs

Expenditure Overview

Summit
Appropriations Code
Arts Account Budget Control Level
Administrative Services - AT
Community Development and Outreach - AT

Cultural Partnerships - AT
Arts Account Total VA140

Municipal Arts Fund Budget 2VMAO
Control Level

Department Total

Department Full-time Equivalents Total*

2010
Actuals

516,962
449,653
2,980,188

3,946,803
1,843,841

5,790,644

23.10

2011
Adopted

342,609
1,471,780
2,608,686

4,423,075
2,693,359

7,116,435

20.60

2012
Endorsed

348,962
1,495,373
2,657,102

4,501,437
2,788,342

7,289,779

20.60

2012
Proposed

384,864
1,612,972
2,753,864

4,751,699
2,325,188

7,076,887

19.85

* 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 Arts and Cultural Affairs

Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Arts Account (00140)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code  Source Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed
587001 Interfund Transfers 3,761,449 4,176,143 4,769,464 4,967,327

Total Admission Tax 3,761,449 4,176,143 4,769,464 4,967,327
431110 ARRA Federal Grant 145,417 0 0 0

Total Federal Grants 145,417 0 0 0
461110 Interest Earnings 7,538 10,000 12,000 12,000
469990 Miscellaneous Revenues 69 0 0 0

Total Miscellaneous Revenues 7,607 10,000 12,000 12,000
Total Revenues 3,914,473 4,186,143 4,781,464 4,979,327

379100 Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 32,399 236,932  (280,027)  (227,628)

Total Use of Fund Balance 32,399 236,932  (280,027) (227,628)

Total Resources 3,946,872 4,423,075 4,501,437 4,751,699
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Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Municipal Arts Fund (62600)

Summit
Code Source

541190 Interfund Transfers (1% for Art)
Total 1% for Art Program

441990 Public Art Management Fees
461110 Interest Earnings
469990 Miscellaneous Revenues

Total Miscellaneous Revenues

Total Revenues
379100 Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance

Total Use of Fund Balance

Total Resources

2010
Actuals

1,903,198
1,903,198

185,864
46,881
50,800

283,545

2,186,743
(342,902)

(342,902)

1,843,841

2011
Adopted

2,407,357
2,407,357

185,864
100,000
8,500

294,364

2,701,721
(8,362)

(8,362)

2,693,359

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget

-88 -

2012
Endorsed

2,282,507
2,282,507

185,864
100,000
8,500

294,364

2,576,871
211,471

211,471

2,788,342

2012
Proposed

2,017,869
2,017,869

185,864
100,000
8,500

294,364

2,312,233
12,955

12,955

2,325,188



Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Arts Account Budget Control Level

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 the city’s total Admission Tax revenues.

2010
Program Expenditures Actual
Administrative Services - AT 516,962
Community Development & Outreach - AT 449,653
Cultural Partnerships - AT 2,980,188
Total 3,946,803
Full-time Equivalents Total* 13.00

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed
342,609 348,962 384,864
1,471,780 1,495,373 1,612,972
2,608,686 2,657,102 2,753,864
4,423,075 4,501,437 4,751,699
10.50 10.50 9.75

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs in the Arts Account Budget Control Level:

Administrative Services Program — AT The purpose of the Administrative Services Program is to pro-
vide executive management and support services to the Office and to support the Seattle Arts Com-
mission, a 16-member advisory board that advises the Office, the Mayor, and the City Council on arts

programs and policy

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Administrative Services - AT 516,962
5.50

Full-Time Equivalents Total*

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed
342,609 348,962 384,864
3.50 3.50 3.50

Community Development and Outreach Program — AT 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."

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Community Development & Outreach - AT 449,653
3.00

Full-Time Equivalents Total*

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed
1,471,780 1,495,373 1,612,972
2.50 2.50 2.50
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Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs
Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Cultural Partnerships Program — AT 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Cultural Partnerships - AT 2,980,188 2,608,686 2,657,102 2,753,864
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 4.50 4.50 4.50 3.75

Municipal Arts Fund Budget Control Level

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Municipal Arts Fund 1,843,841 2,693,359 2,788,342 2,325,188
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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Fund Tables

Arts Account (00140)

Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

8% Operating Reserve

Continuing Appropriations

Total Reserves

Ending Unreserved Fund
Balance

2010
Actuals

748,672

(827)

3,914,473

3,946,803

715,515

0
409,153

409,153

306,362

2011
Adopted

296,465

4,186,143

4,423,075

59,533

59,533

Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs

2011
Revised

715,515

4,186,143

4,682,032

219,626

219,626
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2012
Endorsed

59,533

4,781,464

4,501,437

339,560

339,560

2012
Proposed

219,626

4,979,327

4,751,699

447,254

380,000
0

380,000

67,254



Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs

Municipal Arts Fund (62600)

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

2010
Actuals

5,444,925

(5,656)

2,186,743

1,843,841

5,782,171

725,585

725,585

5,056,586

2011
Adopted

5,536,390

2,701,721

2,693,359

5,544,752

5,544,752

2011
Revised

5,782,171

2,561,300

4,144,826

4,198,645

4,198,645
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2012
Endorsed

5,544,752

2,576,871

2,788,342

5,333,281

5,333,281

2012
Proposed

4,198,645

2,312,233

2,325,188

4,185,690

4,185,690



The Seattle Public Library

Marcellus Turner, City Librarian

Information Line: (206) 386-4636
http://www.spl.org/

Department by Program

The Seattle Public
Library

City Librarian's
Office

Administrativ Information
S ¢ Human Resources fo s

Services Technology Library Services

Department Overview

The Seattle Public Library, 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 system wide 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 XlI, 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.
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Almost 7 million people visited The Seattle Public Library in-person in 2010, and another 7 million vis-
ited virtually through the Library’s catalog and web site. As the center of Seattle's information net-
work, the Library provides a vast array of resources and services to the public (2010 usage noted), in-
cluding:

e print and electronic books, media, magazines, newspapers (11.4 million items
checked out);

e assisted information services in-person, virtual, and telephone (over one million
responses);

e on-site internet access and classes (1.6 million patron internet sessions);

e CDs, DVDs, books on tape and downloadable materials (233,000 downloads);

e sheet music and small practice rooms;

e electronic databases (441,000 users);

e an extensive multilingual collection;

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

e outreach and accessible services and resources for people with disabilities or spe-
cial needs;

e almost 6,000 literary and other programs and activities attended by 938,000 chil-
dren, teens, and adults;

e Homework Help (6,300 students assisted in-person at branches and 9,300 on-line
sessions);

e podcasts of public programs (299,000 downloads);

e 23 neighborhood meeting rooms (5,100 meetings of external groups);

e alarge Central Library auditorium and 12 meeting rooms (nearly 471 meetings of
external groups with a total of 21,300 participants);

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

Budget Snapshot
Seattle Public Library 2010 2011 2012 2012
Actual Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $48,032,188 $47,299,078 $48,630,097 $49,396,206
Other Revenues $2,034,734 $2,853,730 $2,762,240 $2,481,000
Total Revenues $50,066,922 $50,152,808 $51,392,337 $51,877,206

Use of (Contribution to
(Contribution to) ($309,551) <0 <0 $0

Fund Balance

Total Resources $49,757,371 $50,152,808 $51,392,337 $51,877,206
Total Expenditures $49,757,371 $50,152,808 $51,392,338 $51,877,206
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2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Services &
Supplies, $1,453

Personnel, $40,826

Other, $8,336

Interfund
Transfers, $1,262

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $51,877

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category
(S amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $49,396

Operating Services,
Fines, Fees, $1,791

Facility Revenues, Bt s . Parking Garage,
$200 Xternal support, $300

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $51,877 $190
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Budget Overview

Approximately 95% of the Library’s operations are supported by revenues from the City’s General
Fund. Although the General Fund was facing financial pressures in 2012, preserving services at The
Seattle Public Library was a high priority for the Mayor. As a result, no new service reductions are
being made to the Library system. In fact, the 2012 Proposed Budget provides an overall increase in
funding for the Library.

As in previous years, the Library will close the entire system for one week in 2012, a budget savings
step also taken in 2009, 2010, and 2011. 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 a lower patron utilization, allowing the Library
to minimize impacts to patrons. As with previous closures, the Library will manage public information
and education to prepare patrons for the closure.

About 5%, or $2.4 million, of the Library’s operations are supported by other revenue sources. In 2011,
the Event Services program was transferred from the Library Bunn Fund to the Administrative Services
Budget Control Level. At the time, it was assumed this transfer would be fully supported by non-
General Fund revenues through a combination of space rental revenues and increased fine and fee
revenues. The actual experience has shown that revenues did not increase enough in 2011 to fully
cover the costs of supporting this program. As a result, the Library will be reducing some of its non-
General Fund expenses, including a $70,000 reduction in labor expenses and a $156,000 reduction in
non-labor costs, in order to balance to the revised revenue assumptions. These expenditure reduc-
tions will not result in any service reductions to the public.

The Library’s 2012 Proposed Budget also includes a number of technical adjustments including
adjusting the personnel budget to reflect the total number of work hours per year and increasing the
budget for central rate charges to reflect the actual expenses. All of these changes will help better
align the Library’s budget with the expenses it will actually incur and the revenues it will receive.

Finally, the 2012 Proposed CIP Budget for the Library includes funding to replace and upgrade the
high-speed data infrastructure that delivers local-area-network and Internet services to computers at
all 26 branch libraries and the Central Library. This data infrastructure provides network switching and
routing equipment, improving bandwidth capacity for the Library’s heavily-used technology. Library
computers hosted 1.6 million public onsite Internet sessions in 2010. This funding represents the
second phase of a 2011-2012 purchase of switching and routing equipment. Phase 1 was funded
through a combination of existing General Fund resources in the Library’s 2011 operating budget and
private funds. Phase 2 is being financed through the issuance of bonds. The debt service on the 2012
bond issuance will be paid out of existing resources in the Library’s operating budget.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
_96-



The Seattle Public Library

Incremental Budget Changes

Seattle Public Library
2012 Dollar
Amount

2012 Endorsed Budget $51,392,338

2012 Proposed Changes
Library Personnel Budget Alignment $126,000
Central Services Cost Pressures $117,000
Non-General Fund Adjustments ($226,240)
Technical Adjustments $468,109
Total Changes $484,869

2012 Proposed Budget $51,877,206

Library Personnel Budget Alignment — $126,000. This adjustment will increase funding to allow the
budget to be based on a 2,088 hour work year. In the past, the personnel budget has been funded on
the assumption of a 2,080 hour work year for full-time employees. In reality, most years contain 2,088
paid hours per FTE.

Central Services Cost Pressures - $117,000. Over the last several years, the Library’s budget for some
of the central rate charges has shifted out of alignment with the actual charges for information
technology services and for fleets and facilities charges. This change will better align the Library’s
budget with the expenses it will actually incur in 2012 for technology and facility services.

Non-General Fund Adjustments - ($226,240). This expenditure reduction will bring Library’s non-
General Fund expenses in line with its expected revenues. About 5% (or $2.4 million) of the Library’s
operations are supported by other revenue sources that are in addition to the General Fund support.
In 2011, the Event Services program was transferred from the Library Bunn Fund to the Administrative
Services Budget Control Level. At the time, it was assumed this transfer would be fully supported by
non-General Fund revenues through a combination of space rental revenues and increased fine and
fee revenues. The actual experience has shown that revenues did not increase enough in 2011 to fully
cover the costs of supporting this program. As a result, the Library will be reducing some of its non-
General Fund expenses, including a $70,000 reduction in labor expenses and a $156,000 reduction in
non-labor costs, in order to balance to the revised revenue assumptions. These expenditure
reductions will not result in any service reductions to the public.

In addition, during the 2011-2012 budget process, the Library’s non-General Fund revenues were as-
sumed to increase at the same rate as inflation. However, the revenue generated from library fines
and fees typically stays relatively flat and does not increase from year to year (unless a fine or fee
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increase is implemented). As a result, a separate adjustment will shift $55,000 of revenue from non-
General Fund revenues to the General Fund. There will be no effect on budgeted expenditures.

Technical Adjustments - $468,109. Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget include
departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes in the Library’s service delivery. Citywide technical adjustments reflect changes in central cost
allocations, retirement, health care, workers compensation, and unemployment costs.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed
Administrative Services
Administrative Services Director 323,069 748,036 770,588 777,981
Facilities Maintenance and Materials 5,672,769 5,763,275 5,947,655 6,069,093
Distribution Services
Finance Services 1,460,547 1,482,392 1,510,408 1,418,682
Safety and Security Services 989,270 1,077,850 1,109,494 1,121,220
Administrative Services Total B1ADM 8,445,655 9,071,553 9,338,145 9,386,976
City Librarian's Office
City Librarian 431,276 419,074 431,016 436,775
Communications 801,031 566,826 586,060 594,710
City Librarian's Office Total B2CTL 1,232,306 985,900 1,017,077 1,031,485
Human Resources B5HRS 1,115,329 1,017,651 1,031,126 1,039,401
Information Technology B3CTS 2,858,163 3,220,932 3,216,298 3,245,944
Library Services
Central Library Services 11,800,470 11,375,246 11,749,053 11,900,330
Neighborhood Libraries 16,290,343 16,470,968 17,040,971 17,236,729
Technical and Collection Services 8,015,105 8,010,557 7,999,668 8,036,344
Library Services Total B4PUB 36,105,918 35,856,772 36,789,693 37,173,400
Department Total 49,757,371 50,152,808 51,392,338 51,877,206
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Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Library Fund (10410)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
542810  Cable Franchise 190,000 190,000 190,000 190,000

Total External Support 190,000 190,000 190,000 190,000
462400  Space Rentals 0 400,000 412,000 150,000
469112  Sale of fixed Assets 62,218 50,000 50,000 50,000

Total Facility Revenues 62,218 450,000 462,000 200,000
587001  General Subfund Support 48,032,188 47,299,078 48,630,097 49,396,206

Total General Subfund Support 48,032,188 47,299,078 48,630,097 49,396,206
441610  Copy Services 51,039 75,000 75,000 60,000
441610  Pay for Print 148,498 159,000 159,000 159,000
459700  Fines and Fees 1,299,321 1,673,730 1,570,240 1,566,000
462800 Coffee Cart 4,010 3,000 3,000 3,000
469990  Misc. Revenue 4,889 3,000 3,000 3,000

Total Operating Services, Fines, Fees 1,507,757 1,913,730 1,810,240 1,791,000
462300  Parking Revenue 274,759 300,000 300,000 300,000

Total Parking Garage 274,759 300,000 300,000 300,000
Total Revenues 50,066,922 50,152,808 51,392,337 51,877,206
379100 Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance (309,551) 0 0 0

Total Use of Fund Balance (309,551) 0 0 0
Total Resources 49,757,371 50,152,808 51,392,337 51,877,206
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Appropriations by Program

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

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administrative Services Director 323,069 748,036 770,588 777,981
Facilities Maintenance and Materials 5,672,769 5,763,275 5,947,655 6,069,093
Distribution Services
Finance Services 1,460,547 1,482,392 1,510,408 1,418,682
Safety and Security Services 989,270 1,077,850 1,109,494 1,121,220
Total 8,445,655 9,071,553 9,338,145 9,386,976

The following information summarizes the programs in Administrative Services Program:

Administrative Services Director 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administrative Services Director 323,069 748,036 770,588 777,981

Facilities Maintenance and Materials Distribution Services 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 en-
vironments, and materials are readily available to patrons.

2010 2011 2012 2012

Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Facilities Maintenance and Materials 5,672,769 5,763,275 5,947,655 6,069,093

Distribution Services

Finance Services 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Finance Services 1,460,547 1,482,392 1,510,408 1,418,682
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Appropriations by Program

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

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Safety and Security Services 989,270 1,077,850 1,109,494 1,121,220

City Librarian's Office
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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
City Librarian 431,276 419,074 431,016 436,775
Communications 801,031 566,826 586,060 594,710
Total 1,232,306 985,900 1,017,077 1,031,485

The following information summarizes the programs in the City Librarian’s Office:

City Librarian The purpose of the City Librarian's Office 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
City Librarian 431,276 419,074 431,016 436,775

Communications 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Communications 801,031 566,826 586,060 594,710
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Appropriations by Program

Human Resources

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Human Resources 1,115,329 1,017,651 1,031,126 1,039,401

Information Technology

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Information Technology 2,858,163 3,220,932 3,216,298 3,245,944

Library Services

The purpose of the Library Services Division 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Central Library Services 11,800,470 11,375,246 11,749,053 11,900,330
Neighborhood Libraries 16,290,343 16,470,968 17,040,971 17,236,729
Technical and Collection Services 8,015,105 8,010,557 7,999,668 8,036,344
Total 36,105,918 35,856,772 36,789,693 37,173,400

The following information summarizes the programs in Library Services:

Central Library Services The purpose of the Central Library Services Division 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 event
services 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.
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Appropriations by Program

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Central Library Services 11,800,470 11,375,246 11,749,053 11,900,330

Neighborhood Libraries The purpose of Neighborhood Libraries 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Neighborhood Libraries 16,290,343 16,470,968 17,040,971 17,236,729

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

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Technical and Collection Services 8,015,105 8,010,557 7,999,668 8,036,344
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Library Fund Table

Library Fund (10410)

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

2010
Actuals

623,315

(6,820)

50,066,922

49,757,371

926,046

372,106

372,106

553,940

2011
Adopted

333,514

0

50,152,808

50,152,808

333,514

333,514

The Seattle Public Library

2011
Revised

926,046

0

49,550,078

50,002,808

473,316

372,106

372,106

101,210

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget

-104-

2012
Endorsed

333,514

0

51,392,337

51,392,338

333,513

333,513

2012
Proposed

473,316

0

51,877,206

51,877,206

473,315

372,106

372,106

101,209



The Seattle Public Library
Capital Improvement Program

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) by Budget Control Level

The Seattle Public Library CIP

Library Major Maintenance Technology Infrastructure Replacement

Capital Improvement Program Highlights

The Seattle Public Library’s facilities include 26 branch libraries and the Central Library, as well as a
storage facility and leased shops space. In 2008, the Library completed the final building projects of a
system wide capital program, known as “Libraries for All” (LFA). As a result of this $291 million
program, which was funded by a combination of public and private sources, Seattle has a new Central
Library and four new branch libraries at Delridge, International District/Chinatown, Northgate and
South Park. In addition, each of the 22 branch libraries that were in the system as of 1998 was
renovated, expanded or replaced. The LFA program increased the amount of physical space that the
Library maintains by 80 percent to a total of over 600,000 square feet.

Library buildings are some of the most intensively-used public facilities in Seattle. The Central Library
hosts approximately 2 million visitors annually, and library branches see another 5 million visitors.
Even the quietest branch has more than 70,000 people walk through the door each year. The Library’s
historic landmark buildings have unique features such as brick facades, slate roofs and other details,
and it is important to use designs and materials consistent with their landmark status — all factors that
increase major maintenance costs. The Central Library poses a different set of challenges. A building
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of its size, complexity and intensity of use requires significant annual major maintenance to preserve
core functionality and continually improve building efficiency.

In this post-LFA era, the Library’s CIP budget is devoted primarily to asset preservation. The 2012
Proposed CIP budget includes $600,000 in Real Estate Excise Tax (REET I) funding and $220,000 in
General Fund for a total capital budget of $820,000. The Library’s 2012 Proposed CIP budget also
includes a new Technology Infrastructure Replacement Project for the purchase of technology
switching and routing equipment.

Asset Preservation

The overriding priority of the Library’s capital program is extending the useful life of the buildings as
long as possible. In the branch libraries, work in 2012 will primarily focus on building envelope
maintenance, including phase two of exterior beam tip repairs at the Ballard Library, and door and
window replacements which were not part of the remodel scope at some libraries. The Library has
allocated approximately $430,000 of its 2012 CIP budget for branch library asset preservation. At the
Central Library, 2012 asset preservation work will focus on flooring systems, casework and building
envelope repairs, with an anticipated allocation of $80,000.

Library Operational Efficiency, Environmental Sustainability and Public Service Improvements

Major maintenance work carried out under this priority supports:
o efforts to maximize environmental sustainability and reduce maintenance and utility costs
at Library buildings;
¢ implementation of new service models to help the library reduce operating costs while
minimizing impact to the public; and
e efforts to better tailor services to neighborhood needs and rapidly evolving changes in how
people access and use information.

At the Central Library, the 2012 CIP work will focus on mechanical system improvements, in an ongoing
effort to fully realize the building’s energy efficiency potential (reducing long-term operating costs to
alleviate unfunded utility cost increases) and improve air pressurization. Additional work will include
phased improvements to the security system and limited functional modification items. The Library
has allocated $200,000 to fund these improvements at the Central Library in 2012. If funds are
available (due to the actual cost of work being less than estimated levels), the Library will undertake
mechanical system improvements in the branches as well. A total of $30,000 for technical planning
and analysis will guide all these efforts.

Safety and Security of Public and Staff

Repairs and building improvements that enhance the safety of library buildings are the third main
priority guiding the Library’s decision-making regarding allocation of its limited capital resources. The
Library has allocated $80,000 for security improvements at the Central Library.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-106 -



The Seattle Public Library

Technology

The Library’s 2012 Proposed CIP budget also includes a new Technology Infrastructure Replacement
Project which appropriates $756,000 in 2012 for the purchase of technology switching and routing
equipment. It is financed by the issuance of general obligation bonds. The debt service on this
purchase will be paid out of existing resources in the Library’s operating fund.

More information on the Seattle Public Library’s CIP can be found in the 2012-2017 CIP online here:
http://www.seattle.gov/financedepartment/12proposedbudget/default.htm

Capital Improvement Program Appropriations

The Seattle Public Library

2012 2012
Budget Control Level Endorsed Proposed
Library Major Maintenance: B301111
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 600,000 600,000
General Subfund 220,000 220,000
Subtotal 820,000 820,000
Technology Infrastructure Replacement: B35600
2012 Multipurpose LTGO Bond Fund 0 756,000
Subtotal 0 756,000
Total Capital Improvement Program Appropriation 820,000 1,576,000
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Department of Parks and Recreation

Christopher Williams, Acting Superintendent

Information Line: (206) 684-4075
http://www.seattle.gov/parks

Department by Budget Control Level

Department of
Parks &
Recreation

Environmenta
Learning &
Programs

Facility &
Structure
Maintenance

Golf Capital
Reserve

Judgment &

Resource
Management

Landscaping &
Restoration

Development,
and Acquisition

Policy Direction
& Leadership

Recreation
Facilities &
Programs

Seattle
Agquarium

Conservation
Corps

wimming,
Boating &
Aquatics

Woodland Park
Zoo
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Department of Parks and Recreation

Department Overview

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

DPR manages a 6,200-acre park system comprised of 430 developed parks, featuring 185 athletic
fields, 130 children's play areas, 11 off-leash areas, nine swimming beaches, 18 fishing piers, four 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, eight spray features, 17 miles
of paved trails, 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. Perhaps the most significant partnership is
with the Associated Recreation Council (ARC) which provides childcare and recreation programs at Park
-owned facilities, including community centers and small craft centers. ARC, a non-profit organization,
also supports and manages the recreation advisory councils. These advisory councils are made up of
volunteer community members who advise Parks' staff on recreation programming at community cen-
ters and other facilities. This collaborative relationship with ARC enables the Department to consis-
tently offer quality childcare and a wide range of recreation programs to the public.

Funding for new parks facilities has historically come from voter-approved levies, County, State, or Fed-
eral matching grants, tax-exempt borrowing, and City real estate excise tax revenue. 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 to-
taled $72 million spread over eight years; DPR received half of the total funding to build and/or reno-
vate nine community centers. One year later, 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, enhance environmental
programs and practices, and expand recreation opportunities for youth and seniors. The remaining
projects to be completed as part of the 2000 Parks Levy include the First Hill Park acquisition; develop-
ment of First Hill, Crown Hill, and University Heights Parks; the Magnuson Park Wetlands- Shoreponds
restoration; and three trails projects managed by the Seattle Department of Transportation.

In 2008, Seattle voters approved the 2008 Parks and Green Spaces Levy (2008 Parks Levy), which pro-
vides $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 parks and recreation system, the
money available to operate the Parks system is constrained. Parks relies heavily on the General Fund
for financial support. In fact, the 2011 Adopted Budget for Parks is $122 million, $80 million of which —
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or 66% — comes from the General Fund. The remaining $42 million comes from user fees, rental
charges, and payments from capital funds for the time staff spend working on capital projects. The
cost of operating a growing Parks system exceeds the availability of General Fund resources, requiring
the Department to make some difficult choices. The 2012 Proposed Budget is no exception to this
trend. Nonetheless, Parks continues to look for creative opportunities to redefine how it does business
in order to preserve access for the community.

Budget Snapshot
Department of Parks 2010 2011 2012 2012
& Recreation Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $82,574,576 $80,056,503 $84,135,811 $81,274,457
Other Revenues $40,875,222 $40,430,133 $41,074,648 $39,856,186
Total Revenues $123,449,798  $120,486,636  $125,210,459  $121,130,643

Use of (Contribution to)

($2,569,408) $1,237,500 ($40,000) $1,650,000
Fund Balance
Total Resources $120,880,390 $121,724,136 $125,170,459 $122,780,643
Total Expenditures $120,880,390 $121,724,136  $125,170,459  $122,780,643
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 1,002.49 890.89 889.27 863.09

*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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2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Personnel, $81,677

Services &
Supplies, $20,113

Interfund Other,$12,018
Transfers, $8,973

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $122,781

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category
($ amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $81,274

Charges for
Services, $24,589

Transfers from Cityj Miscellaneous Intergovernmental,
Funds, $10,402 Revenue, $4,424 $441

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $121,131
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Budget Overview

General Fund budget pressures in 2012 and future years require that the Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) make budget reductions. The Proposed Budget for DPR reflects both General Fund
expenditure reductions and enhanced revenues in order to close the gap. In developing its budget for
2012, DPR sought wherever possible to protect access to facilities and maintain its assets. The
Department engaged in an extensive process, involving input from the community, the City Council and
the Executive, to establish a new model for managing community centers that ensures continued
access and geographic equity. The Department also takes advantage of revenue opportunities and
efficiencies to address the City’s budget challenges.

In doing this, the 2012 Proposed Budget maintains investments in public safety resources for
downtown parks, maintains funding for all City-funded swimming pools, maintains lifeguards on all of
the City’s public beaches, maintains 2011 funding levels for wading pools, and keeps all community
centers open (the Rainier Beach Community Center and pool will reopen in 2013 following a closure for
reconstruction).

Maintaining Access to Community Centers:

The 2012 Proposed Budget implements the recommendations of the Community Center Advisory
Team (CCAT). The work of CCAT, which includes representation of community center stakeholders, the
City Council and Executive branch, was formed in 2011 to respond to a City Council requirement that
Parks re-examine its community center model. Specifically, CCAT was charged with exploring:

1. Increased partnerships for the management and operations of the City's community
centers

2. Increased partnerships for planning and fundraising for the City's community centers

3. Alternate management, operational and staffing models for the City's community
centers CCAT met twice a month from late January through early June. Working with Parks
staff, the group familiarized itself with the current community center operations and
alternate service delivery models used by other jurisdictions to inform the final
recommendations.

The top recommendations chosen by DPR with input from CCAT are reflected in the 2012 Proposed
Budget including:

1. Creation of Geographic Teams: Under this recommendation, community centers are clustered
into five geographic groups (Northeast, Northwest, Central, Southeast, and Southwest), with
each team managed and programmed in a coordinated fashion, with partially or fully restored
hours at the current limited use community center sites (Alki, Ballard, Green Lake, Laurelhurst,
and Queen Anne).

2. Creation of Service Level Designations: Under this recommendation, the geographic teams
are further delineated by three service levels/hours of operation, based on criteria including
physical facilities, current use, and demographics. Public hours and staffing depend on the
service level designation. Level 1 service centers will be open up to 70 hours per week, Level
2a centers up to 45 hours per week, and Level 2b centers up to 25 hours per week.
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3. Increase PAR Fee: The City contracts with the Associated Recreation Council (ARC) for the pro-
vision of recreation programs at community centers. The revenues are shared, with the City
currently retaining 3.25% of gross participant fee (PAR fee) revenue from ARC. This recom-
mendation increases the PAR fee from 3.25% to 4% in 2012 resulting in additional revenue to
the City.

4. Non-Seattle-Resident Surcharge: This recommendation pilots a non-Seattle-resident fee pro-
gram at Amy Yee Tennis Center. The fee for those living outside of Seattle will be 10% higher
than for those living in Seattle. This option may be expanded in the future depending on im-
plementation issues.

Based on these recommendations, the Department will implement a new community center manage-
ment model for 2012. The proposed changes are based on a data-driven approach that required staff
to research, compile, and interpret a significant amount of community center usage statistics to get a
base level understanding of current operations. Using this data, DPR created a ranking system by
which each center was placed in a service level category (1, 2a, or 2b) that represented varying ranges
of public operating hours. Criteria such as number of users, number of programs, number of childcare
scholarships, rental revenues, and physical size of each facility were used to determine how centers are
staffed and programmed. This means that the service level category reflects a range of public hours
based on actual usage and programming data.

The final community center model groups 25 of the 26 community centers into five geographical teams
(Northeast, Northwest, Central, Southeast, and Southwest), each with five centers offering different
service levels. The Southwest Community Center becomes a teen center only. Level 1 centers are
open for up to 70 hours per week, which is above the current average of 51 hours/week for a standard
center. Each geographic team has at least one Level 1 community center. Level 2a centers are open
up to 45 hours per week, and Level 2b centers are open up to 25 hours per week. This range of public
hours allows for greater programming flexibility. If one center is being used less, Parks may decrease
hours at that center and increase hours at another center that is being used more. While the total
number of public hours per week across all centers decreases from 1,238 in 2011 to a maximum of
approximately 1,095 hours in 2012, the allocation of more hours to more heavily used community cen-
ters will maximize the number of people served. In fact, Parks estimates that under this model they
will be able to serve at least the same number of people in 2012 as they did in 2011 — and potentially
more.

The new management model also allows for the more efficient use of community center staff. Asa
result, the Department makes significant changes to the community center management structure.
Because staff will be deployed proportionately to the use of each center and can be redeployed as
community needs change, the Department is able to decrease 13.63 FTE in 2012 and save $784,000.

With the addition of the ARC revenues, the new approach to community centers provides the General
Fund with $1.23 million in relief for 2012 while minimizing service reductions, creating the flexibility
needed to respond to rapidly changing community needs, and ensuring geographic and racial and
social justice equity throughout the city.
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Leveraging Alternate Revenue Sources:

In order to preserve direct services and alleviate General Fund pressures, DPR also seeks opportunities
to enhance and make strategic use of revenues and other funding sources. Parks does this in a variety
of ways, including continuing to leverage Admissions Tax dollars to support arts programming in parks;
use of fund balances; and modest and targeted fee increases.

Admissions Tax to Support Arts Programming in Parks: The 2012 Proposed Budget continues to as-
sume the use of Admissions Tax dollars to support arts programming in parks, including downtown
parks arts programming, outdoor neighborhood parks activation projects, and Langston Hughes
Performing Arts Center (LHPAC) operations. For 2012, $1.14 million in Admissions Tax revenues are
dedicated to these programs, as compared to $934,000 in 2011. The main reason for this increase is
the reopening of the newly renovated LHPAC facility. This approach is consistent with the parameters
adopted by the City Council in Ordinance 123460 and ensures 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.

Use of Conservatory Fund Balance: As the City’s General Fund budget challenges continue, Parks is
planning on making strategic use of existing fund balance in the Conservatory Reserve of the Parks and
Recreation Fund in order to develop options for transitioning the Conservatory towards a self-sufficient
funding model for 2013. Parks will dedicate $50,000 in 2012 to hire a consultant to develop a long-
term financial and operational model for the Conservatory. The 2012 Proposed Budget makes use of
the remaining $109,000 fund balance to support on-going Conservatory operating costs, thereby sav-
ing General Fund resources.

Other Use of Fund Balance: Also to alleviate General Fund budget pressures, DPR relies on $1.65 mil-
lion in Parks Fund balance to balance its budget. Parks has a tradition of efficiently managing costs and
has been able to accumulate additional fund balance beyond its $500,000 fund balance target over the
past couple of years. Parks has strategically used these reserves over the past three years to help bal-
ance its budget, thereby reducing the need for scarce General Fund resources.

New Fees: For 2012, Parks is proposing several new fees in order to preserve direct services. All fees
proposed in the 2012 Proposed Budget comply with DPR’s existing fees and charges policies. These
policies require that revenues from fees and charges be used exclusively to support Parks facilities; that
they be based on the cost of providing the service; and that a higher percentage cost is recovered for
services where the benefits of the service accrue primarily to the individual and a lower percentage is
recovered where the community as a whole also benefits. In addition to ensuring that the fees comply
with these policies, the Department has also analyzed comparable fees charged by other public agen-
cies and recreation service providers.
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The fee changes in 2012 include a new pilot user fee at the Amy Yee Tennis Center for users who reside
outside of the City of Seattle. These individuals will be charged an additional amount over current user
fees. In addition, DPR increases the participant fee (PAR fee) for recreation services. DPR contracts
with the Associated Recreation Council (ARC) for the provision of public recreation and childcare
services and the administration of the community center advisory councils. The Par fee is established
annually in DPR’s fees and charges ordinance and is specified as a percentage of the revenues ARC
generates from childcare, sports, and recreation programs. In the 2012 Proposed Budget, the Par fee
increases from 3.25% to 4% which will generate an estimated $47,000 in additional revenues.

Paid Parking Pilot at South Lake Union Park: The City Council, in adopting the 2011 budget, instructed
Parks to analyze the viability of instituting a paid parking program in parks. In March 2011, Parks
presented the City Council’s Parks and Seattle Center Committee with a preliminary report on paid
parking, which offered multiple options for proceeding with a paid parking program. Based on this
report, the City Council directed Parks to submit a pilot program for paid parking at Lake Union Park.
This direction came as a result of preliminary analysis that showed Lake Union Park to be the most
appropriate park for requiring paid parking due to the following factors: the lot is heavily used by local
workers parking all day for free, limiting its use by park visitors; all parking on surrounding streets is
metered; and costs for parking enforcement are minimal as it is within an area frequently patrolled by
parking enforcement officers.

The parking rate will be consistent with the surrounding street parking fee, and the proposed time limit
is two hours. The time limit may change to be consistent with surrounding street parking if the
Department determines that this change would not decrease parking demand in the park. Total first
year revenues net one time installation costs for two pay stations are expected to be approximately
$45,000. In 2013 and beyond, the parking program will generate about $59,000 annually. The
Department plans to evaluate the program later next year and consider expansion options.

Staffing Changes:

Parks is also protecting the provision of direct services by identifying staffing efficiencies for 2012.
The Department approached staffing reductions with the goal of reducing positions that provide
duplicative services and those in program areas that could be better aligned with required workloads.
Parks looked broadly across all divisions and reduced positions in several different program areas
resulting in a savings of approximately S1 million. These reductions were chosen based on their
relatively minimal impacts on direct services being provided to the public.

The Department evaluated key administrative functions, and found savings through the abrogation of
three positions. A full time position is abrogated in the Accounting Division. While the reduction may
increase the amount of time needed to perform work, such as processing invoices and conducting
audits, the Department will redistribute workloads to minimize the reduction impacts. Parks also
abrogates one administrative position supporting Magnuson Park, working on partnerships and
requests for proposals. In 2011, the Department consolidated all of the partnership work under the
Superintendent’s Office to allow for a more focused and cohesive approach on partnership strategies.
This change created some redundancies in areas where this work was still being done. This reduction
achieves savings without any significant public impacts.
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A third position reduction is possible based on the realignment of staff responsibilities at the Langston
Hughes Performing Arts Center (LHPAC). This change eliminates the need for a recreation position and
provides $132,000 in budget savings. This reduction, along with the increased admissions tax
eliminates all General Fund support for the LHPAC in 2012.

Based on the overall slowdown in the Department’s capital program over the past few years, positions
are reduced in the Planning and Development Division. This Division ramped up when the 2008 Parks
Levy was approved and when larger amounts of capital funds were available for projects. With the
majority of the Levy projects complete and reduced levels of capital funding available, the Department
is able to make commensurate reductions in program staff with no impacts on services for a total
savings of $667,000.

The 2012 Proposed Budget also includes staffing changes to address the unallocated management
reduction target assumed in the 2012 Endorsed Budget. DPR abrogates a Strategic Advisor position
and reduces two other management level positions to meet this target. The loss of the Strategic
Advisor position reduces the Department’s ability to perform policy analysis, coordination of the
Strategic Action Plan, and research and coordination of special projects. The two management
positions being reduced work in the Planning and Development division, and this reduction is
appropriate based on slowed capital work planned for 2012 and beyond.

Leveraging Partnerships and Investing in Parks Assets:

The 2012 Proposed Budget recognizes that investing in the City’s Parks assets, even in times of financial
challenge is a critical priority. This commitment is reflected in two important investments:

e Working with the Parks Levy Oversight Committee to redirect inflation savings in the 2008
Parks Levy to critical parks asset preservation investments.
e Leveraging private dollars by investing in the renovation of Building 30 at Magnuson Park.

Asset Preservation Investments: Capital maintenance is a vital component of Parks' Capital Improve-
ment Program. However, weakness in the real estate market over the past couple of years has
severely depressed the City’s Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) revenues, a key source of funding for asset
preservation in the City, has left Parks with funding that is inadequate to keep pace with the growth
and aging of the system.

The 2012 Proposed Budget reverses this trend and reflects a significant increase in the amount of asset
preservation activities planned for next year made possible by a reallocation of unanticipated savings
in the 2008 Parks Levy. Of the total $18.4 million budgeted in 2012 for Parks for asset preservation
activities, the Levy provides $9.8 million to cover 17 asset preservation projects that would have been
unfunded otherwise. The Department worked with the Parks Levy Oversight Committee on alternate
ways to spend the unanticipated savings in the Levy, and the Committee agreed that investing these
dollars into asset preservation activities made sense. For more details on this plan, please refer to the
2008 Parks Levy section of the budget book.
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Magnuson Park Building 30: Approximately $5.5 million in bond funding for the renovation of Building
30 at Magnuson Park is included in the 2012-2017 Proposed Capital Improvement Program with
funding for annual debt service included in Parks’ 2012 operating budget. The project will renovate the
west wing and hangar sections of the facility to bring it into compliance with current building code
requirements so that it can be utilized as a rental facility, including the very popular Friends of the
Library book sale, revenues from which help support the City’s library system.

Building 30 is a large structure remaining from the old Sand Point Naval Air Station. Originally built in
the late 1930’s, it consists of east and west office wings and a central space that was an airplane
hangar. The east wing is used for Parks offices and non-profit tenants, including Friends of the Library.
The west wing is unoccupied. The hangar has only been used for certain special events on a limited
basis (e.g., Friends of the Library Book Sale, Arboretum Plant Sale). Only four special permits will be
allowed in 2012.

Restoring the west wing and allowing for expanded use of the hangar as a public space requires a
certificate of occupancy from the Department of Planning and Development (DPD). Parks is still work-
ing with DPD on the level of improvements needed to bring the building into compliance to enable
higher use and generate more revenues. The revenue generated by Building 30 after the improve-
ments are made is anticipated to cover 60% of the $641,000 annual debt service, starting in 2013. The
General Fund will cover the remaining 40%, or approximately $260,000, depending on how actual
Building 30 revenues perform. The interest only debt service payment in 2012 is estimated at
$212,000, and will be covered by the General Fund.
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Incremental Budget Changes

Department of Parks and Recreation

2012 Endorsed Budget

2012 Proposed Changes
New Model for Community Centers
Langston Hughes Funding Model
Long Term Financial Strategy for Volunteer Park
Conservatory
Increase in Recreation Fees
New Non-Resident Fee for Recreation Programs
Increase in Athletic Field Revenues
New Parking Fee Revenue at Lake Union Park
Align Seattle Conservation Corp Budget
Maintenance Staffing Changes
Capital Program Staff Reductions
Management Reductions
Miscellaneous Staffing Reductions
Transfer of Special Event Coordination

Reduced Financial Support for the Parks Foundation

Facility Maintenance Savings

Increase General Fund Support for Building 30 Debt

Service

Utility Increases

Use of Parks Fund Balance

Technical Adjustments
Total Changes

2012 Proposed Budget

2012 Dollar
Amount

$125,170,459

($872,577)
($131,717)
$50,000

S0

S0
($274,500)
$13,803
($250,195)
S0
($667,190)
($50,995)
($192,305)
($156,872)
($35,000)
($285,683)
$212,000

$90,110

S0
$161,305
($2,389,816)

$122,780,643

2012
FTE

889.27

(14.63)
(1.00)
0.00

0.00
0.00
(4.00)
(26.18)

863.09

New Model for Community Centers - ($872,577) / (14.63) FTE. The 2012 Proposed Budget reflects the
reorganization of the community centers to create a more efficient service delivery model and to
achieve budget savings. The total savings is approximately $1.23 million, which includes $784,000 in
expenditure reductions and $446,000 in increased revenues from the Associated Recreation Council

(ARC), the organization providing childcare and recreation programming at community centers.
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The expenditure reductions are based mostly on the staffing changes resulting from the reorganization.
The net impact of the changes is a reduction of 13.63 FTE, which includes a range of recreation and
maintenance positions. The reorganization reduces community center staff from 109.13 FTE in 2011 to
95.50 in 2012.

To implement this new community center model, the Department also makes a change in executive
level management within the Recreation Division. One of the two existing Manager 2 positions over-
seeing the centers is abrogated, and the remaining Manager 2 is assigned a matrix management role
within the Recreation Division, taking on a range of department initiatives. The Department transfers
in a vacant Manager 2 position pocket from the Aquarium and reclassifies it to a Manager 3 position.
The Manager 3 will be responsible for all 26 community centers. This change saves $109,000, and uni-
fies the executive management function to allow for the cohesive oversight of all community centers.
This new staffing structure streamlines the overall community center management structure and cre-
ates the most flexible programming options possible while achieving General Fund savings.

A related change in community centers involves the consolidation of the Delridge Neighborhood
Service Center (DNSC) formerly in the Department of Neighborhoods (DON) and Parks’ Southwest
Community Center (SWCC). Under the new community center management model, SWCC will function
as a Teen Life Center, swimming pool, and rental facility only. The DNSC will be relocated to a room in
the SWCC and the current rental of space at SWCC for the Europa Kids pre-school is expected to
continue. The co-location of SWCC and DNSC provides easier access to services for more customers
and will create operating efficiencies with the service center staff processing rentals for the SWCC. The
one time consolidation costs in 2012 are $45,000. DON will pay annual rent to DPR of $25,000 in 2012
and then $20,000 starting in 2013. The first year rent is slightly higher to help offset some of the relo-
cation costs.

Langston Hughes Funding Model - ($131,717) / (1.00) FTE. The total budget for the Langston Hughes
Performing Arts Center (LHPAC) is approximately $850,000, with Admission Taxes currently covering
$539,000, program revenues covering $71,000, and the General Fund (GF) covering the remaining
$240,000. Parks eliminates the GF support in 2012 by reducing one position and increasing the amount
of Admissions Tax being provided to the facility. This change results in minimal impacts to the public
and will not change the number of performances and other activities provided by LHPAC. The change
is also in compliance with Ordinance 123460, which dictates how much Admissions Tax can be devoted
to Parks programs.

Long Term Financial Strategy for Volunteer Park Conservatory - $50,000. The total annual cost to
operate the Conservatory is approximately $350,000, with the General Fund subsidizing about
$330,000, and donations covering the rest. The budget primarily covers the costs of five gardener
positions working at the Conservatory. The facility has accumulated approximately $209,000 in fund
balance over the past few years, and DPR will use this to offset General Fund support in 2012. Of this
amount, $159,000 will help fund the gardener positions, and Parks will use the remaining $50,000 to
support the Conservatory’s development of long-term self-sustaining financial strategy.

Increase in Recreation Fees - $0. This change increases the participation fee (PAR) assessed on recrea-
tion programs from 3.25% to 4%, and decreases the PAR fee for Life Long Learning programs from 10%
to 4% to make PAR fees consistent across all applicable recreation services. The PAR fee covers a
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portion of the City’s costs to maintain the physical space and for staffing support for ARC classes. This
change does not decrease expenditure authority in 2012. Rather, this adjustment swaps a like amount
of General Fund support for ARC revenues, with the change reflected on the revenue side of the
budget. This change was recommended by the Department with input from the Community Center
Advisory Team (CCAT) as one of the additional options to reduce General Fund support for community
centers without reducing hours or services. ARC agrees with the change.

New Non-Seattle Resident Fee for Recreation Programs - $0. The Department, with input from
CCAT, also recommended piloting a new non-Seattle resident user fee at the Amy Yee Tennis Center.
Starting in 2012, those living outside the City of Seattle will pay a 10% higher usage fee for tennis pro-
grams at the center. The estimated annual revenues are approximately $5,200. This change does not
decrease expenditure authority in 2012. Rather, the adjustment swaps a like amount of General Fund
support for Parkrevenues, with the change reflected on the revenue side of the budget. Seattle resi-
dents contribute more to the operating costs of Parks facilities through City taxes, and this new fee
helps ensure that non-residents pay a more equitable portion of the costs to provide Parks services. If
the Department is able to mitigate first year implementation issues with reasonable strategies, the non
-resident fees may be expanded to other recreation facilities in future years.

Increase in Athletic Field Revenues - ($274,500). Parks recognizes $75,000 in higher athletic field reve-
nues in 2012. The Department is experiencing greater usage of the fields as a result of the conversion
of play fields from grass to synthetic turf. Overall, revenues are slightly higher than projected as a re-
sult of increased usage. This change does not decrease expenditure authority in 2012. Rather, the ad-
justment swaps a like amount of General Fund support for ARC revenues, with the change reflected on
the revenue side of the budget. This change also includes an adjustment to the Golf budget to reflect
the elimination of the West Seattle driving range project from the Golf Master Plan.

New Parking Fee Revenue at Lake Union Park - $13,803. A pilot parking fee program begins in 2012 at
South Lake Union Park. The proposal will offer park visitors better access to the parking at Lake Union
Park, which is now largely used by commuters who leave their vehicles in the park all day. This in-
crease represents the one-time installation costs of the pilot project at Lake Union Park. The program
is expected to generate $45,000 in revenues in 2012,

Align Seattle Conservation Corps Budget - ($250,195). The Department reduces the Seattle Conserva-
tion Corps budget to better match actual program expenditures and revenues. The Corps provides em-
ployment opportunities and access to housing for homeless individuals, and is a revenue backed pro-
gram with support from contracting agencies both internal and external to the City. Since 2008, the
Corps budget has not been fully spent each year, and this change right-sizes the program to better re-
flect actual spending patterns and needs. Parks does not anticipate that this budget adjustment will
impact the Corps’ operations or result in race and social justice impacts.

Maintenance Staffing Changes - $0 / 6.9 FTE. As part of the staffing strategy to manage new facilities
costs resulting from the 2008 Parks Levy, the Department converts intermittent facility maintenance
staff into permanent positions equaling 6.9 FTE. Existing funds are used to fully cover the position con-
versions. Converting positions to permanent positions allows for a more stable and well trained work
force to preserve and maintain parks and recreation facilities.
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Capital Program Staff Reductions - ($667,190) / (7.20) FTE. Parks is able to reduce five permanent
capital related positions to part time and abrogate six other positions. This reduction is appropriate
given the lower volume of capital projects planned in 2012 and beyond, and there are not anticipated
service level impacts on the public.

As part of the strategy to bring staffing levels in line with actual capital spending, Parks also reduces
one of two CIP-supported environmental analyst senior positions from 1.0 FTE to 0.75 FTE commensu-
rate with reduced CIP funding. The positions support indoor and outdoor hazardous waste remedia-
tion. The Department’s intent was to fund the positions with non-General Fund revenue on an ongoing
basis. However, over the past few years, the volume of CIP-related work has not been sufficient to
fully fund the positions, thus requiring this FTE change. Similar to the above changes, this reduction
will not have any impacts on the public.

Management Reductions - ($50,995) / (1.75) FTE. The 2012 Endorsed Budget set an unallocated cut
for Parks designed to reflect management staffing efficiencies. To meet this target, DPR reduces a 1.0
FTE Manager 2 Parks and Facility Maintenance position in the Major Maintenance Section to 0.5 FTE
and reduces a 1.0 FTE Strategic Advisor in the Planning and Development Division to .75 FTE. These
positions support the Department’s capital improvement program, which has a smaller workload now
than in past years. There are no service level impacts associated with these reductions.

Parks also abrogates 1.0 FTE Strategic Advisor 2 in the Policy Direction and Leadership Division. This
position has historically performed policy analysis, budget development and monitoring and performed
planning and research for the Superintendent’s Division and the workload will be shared among exist-
ing staff and a lower level of planning and research work will be accomplished. This administrative re-
duction is internal to the Department and will not impact the public, nor reduce services currently be-
ing provided.

Miscellaneous Staffing Reductions - ($192,305) / (2.50) FTE. Parks achieves budget savings through
the elimination of positions across several different divisions. The Department abrogates one full time
accounting tech Il position in the Accounting Unit, one part-time parks concession coordinator position
at Magnuson Park, and one full time truck driver position. These reductions may slow down the De-
partment’s work in these areas, but the Department shifts the work associated with these positions to
existing staff to minimize impacts on direct services.

Transfer of Special Event Coordination - ($156,872) / (2.0) FTE. The 2012 Proposed Budget reflects a
change in the administration of Citywide special events, such as SeaFair. A Manager 1 position respon-
sible for coordination of Citywide special events will transfer from Parks to the new Department of
Housing and Economic Development (HED) in order to take better advantage of the linkages between
special events and the promotion of economic development in the City of Seattle. In addition, the ad-
ministrative position supporting the Manager also transfers to HED.

Reduced Financial Support for the Parks Foundation — ($35,000). This proposal reduces the amount
of funding provided to the Seattle Parks Foundation. The Foundation is an independent nonprofit or-
ganization working with public and private partners to conserve, improve, and expand city parks, green
spaces, and programs. The Foundation recognizes the City’s financial challenges and will endeavor to
fund raise or find other financial alternatives to balance the loss of City funds. They do not anticipate
any significant impacts from this reduction.
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Facility Maintenance Savings — ($285,683). DPR reduces $150,000 in materials and supplies for facility
maintenance and realizes $136,000 of General Fund savings because of delays in anticipated
completion dates of several 2008 Parks Levy projects.

Increase General Fund Support for Building 30 Debt Service — $212,000. The 2012 Proposed Budget
and the 2012-2017 Proposed Capital Improvement Program (CIP) include funding for the first phase of
improvements to Building 30 at Magnuson Park. The total cost to fully renovate the building is
approximately $S9 million, and Parks is using a phased approach that will meet the Department of
Planning and Development’s code requirements. The exact scope of work to be undertaken with an
initial $5.5 million in funding is still being determined. Improvements may include exiting upgrades,
unreinforced masonry seismic upgrades, fire suppression sprinklers and fire alarm systems in the
hangar and west wing, lighting, heating and ventilation upgrades, an elevator, ADA toilet rooms, and
related work, depending on permitting requirements. Water service, natural gas systems, and primary
electrical services to the building may also be upgraded to support the building renovations. The
Department anticipates that the existing tenants will be able to remain in the building during
construction, thus eliminating any potential relocation issues.

In its current condition, the majority of Building 30 is unusable by the community. However, the build-
ing has the potential to provide exceptional public space to new and existing tenants like Friends of the
Library. The initial capital investment in the first phase of improvements is the first step in transform-
ing Building 30. In turn, the revenues generated by increased usage will help offset the costs of the
capital investment over time; all while providing tremendous benefits to arts and cultural organiza-
tions.

Utility Increases — $90,110. Due to unforeseen increases in several utility costs, including natural gas,
drainage, electricity, and sewer, the 2012 Proposed Budget increases the utility budget for DPR. The
Department practices strict conservation efforts in parks and recreation facilities, however, the unan-
ticipated rate increases have created funding pressures that the department was not able to manage
without additional General Fund support.

Use of Parks Fund Balance — $0. The Department has accumulated a healthy fund balance over the
past several years and will use $1.65 million to offset General Fund support in 2012. This change does
not decrease expenditure authority in 2012. Rather, this adjustment swaps Parks Fund balance with
General Fund, which means the change is reflected on the revenue side of the budget.

Technical Adjustments — $161,305 / (4.0) FTE. Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget
include departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes in DPR’s service delivery. The Department adjusts revenue and expense budgets between or
within Budget Control Levels (BCLs) to better reflect actual spending patterns. The technical adjust-
ments also include the elimination of the Golf Capital Reserve BCL; the transferring of several lines of
businesses to different BCLs to more accurately represent where program dollars are being spent; and
the reclassification of several positions that were approved outside of the budget process.

The 2012 Proposed Budget makes two changes to the Aquarium BCL including the abrogation of the
three positions that transferred over to the Seattle Aquarium Society (SEAS) in 2011 per the agreement
between the City and SEAS to transfer all city funded Aquarium staff to SEAS over a five year period
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starting in 2010. It also removes the Aquarium debt service from the operating budget as the debt will
be paid through the capital budget.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012

Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed

Environmental Learning and K430A 3,654,360 3,518,159 3,670,733 3,751,712
Programs Budget Control Level

Facility and Structure Maintenance K320A 12,497,853 12,958,173 13,470,326 13,633,293

Budget Control Level

Finance and Administration Budget K390A 6,985,391 8,832,740 8,160,756 7,895,467
Control Level

Golf Budget Control Level K400A 8,422,381 9,017,500 9,677,101 9,421,001
Golf Capital Reserve Budget K410A 824,182 435,000 11,000 0
Control Level

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

Natural Resources Management K430B 6,168,522 6,318,281 6,478,633 6,607,616
Budget Control Level

Park Cleaning, Landscaping, and K320B 23,428,658 24,665,543 26,140,276 26,383,759
Restoration Budget Control Level

Planning, Development, and K370C 6,002,960 6,714,198 6,872,003 6,261,398
Acquisition Budget Control Level

Policy Direction and Leadership K390B 3,747,100 3,734,284 3,726,009 5,006,270
Budget Control Level

Recreation Facilities and Programs K310D 22,332,859 21,828,100 22,762,157 20,762,675
Budget Control Level

Seattle Aquarium Budget Control K350A 7,848,771 4,713,222 4,822,436 3,882,594
Level

Seattle Conservation Corps Budget K320C 3,264,383 4,073,257 4,152,111 3,916,199
Control Level

Swimming, Boating, and Aquatics K310C 7,698,654 7,288,617 7,495,826 7,527,567
Budget Control Level

Woodland Park Zoo Budget K350B 6,362,637 6,483,698 6,587,726 6,587,726
Control Level

Department Total 120,880,390 121,724,136 125,170,459 122,780,643
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 1,002.49 890.89 889.27 863.09

* 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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Department of Parks and Recreation

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Park and Recreation Fund (10200)

Summit
Code

441710
441990
443870
447300
447350
447400
447450
447500
447550
447600
462300
469990
543970
569990

587001

433010
434010
437010
439090

462400
462500
462800
462900
469100
469400
469970

Source

Sales of Merchandise
Miscellaneous Charges and Fees
Resource Recovery Revenues
Recreational Activity Fees
Recreation Shared Revenues - ARC
Event Admission Fees

Recreation Admission Fees

Exhibit Admission Fees

Athletic Facility Fees

Program Fees

Parking Fees

Miscellaneous Revenue

Charges to Other City Departments
Miscellaneous Revenue

Total Charges for Services
General Subfund Support
Total General Subfund Support

Federal Grants

State Grants
Interlocal Grants
Private Contributions

Total Intergovernmental

ST Space Facilities Rentals

LT Space/Facilities Leases
Concession Proceeds

Rents and Use Charges

Salvage Sales

Judgments & Settlements
Telephone Commission Revenue

Total Miscellaneous Revenue

2010
Actuals

154,676
293,947
3,308,641
9,523,353
347,758

0
1,814,492
3,971,906
1,793,246
2,479,548
0

134,216
1,170,229
119,303

25,111,315
82,574,576
82,574,576

238,552
8,733

0
1,019,385

1,266,670

3,976,122
1,187,030
80,587
320,308
9,271
18,605
1,297

5,593,220

2011
Adopted

5,000
1,109,329
1,328,688

19,739,273
0

0

0
4,988,151
0

0

59,900
113,101
270,590
1,020,391

28,634,423
80,056,503
80,056,503

0
0
0
441,400

441,400

372,420
42,874
637,143
223,349
0

0

3,183

1,278,969
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2012
Endorsed

5,000
1,109,329
1,296,113

20,058,457
0

0

0
5,097,381
0

0

59,900
113,101
270,590
1,037,608

29,047,479
84,135,811
84,135,811

0
0
0
441,400

441,400

392,420
42,874
637,143
223,349
0

0

3,183

1,298,969

2012
Proposed

24,884
259,026
4,848,042
10,040,351
817,565

0
1,790,256
274,972
2,325,867
2,455,336
104,792
161,771
278,890
1,207,041

24,588,793
81,274,457
81,274,457

0
0
0
441,400

441,400

3,467,684
495,680
80,000
378,979

0

0

1,300

4,423,643



Department of Parks and Recreation

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Park and Recreation Fund (10200) - continued

Summit 2010
Code Source Actuals
587165  Transfer from Neighborhood Matching 98,164
Subfund
587637  Transfer from Donations Fund 42,565
587900 Transfers from CRS & Parks Levy 8,763,288
Total Transfers from City Funds 8,904,017
Total Revenues 123,449,798
379100 Use of Fund Balance (2,569,408)
Total Use of Fund Balance (2,569,408)
Total Resources 120,880,390

2011
Adopted

0

0
10,075,341

10,075,341

120,486,636

1,237,500
1,237,500

121,724,136
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2012
Endorsed

0

0
10,286,800

10,286,800

125,210,459

(40,000)
(40,000)

125,170,459

2012
Proposed

0

209,000
10,193,350

10,402,350

121,130,643

1,650,000
1,650,000

122,780,643



Department of Parks and Recreation

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Environmental Learning and Programs Budget Control Level

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Environmental Learning and Programs 3,654,360 3,518,159 3,670,733 3,751,712
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 33.94 32.44 32.44 32.19

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

Facility and Structure Maintenance Budget Control Level

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 safe, structurally sound, and attractive
parks and recreational facilities.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Facility and Structure Maintenance 12,497,853 12,958,173 13,470,326 13,633,293
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 117.25 110.74 108.75 107.74

*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.

Finance and Administration Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Finance and Administration Budget Control Level is to provide the financial, tech-
nological, and human resources support necessary to provide effective delivery of the Department's
services.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Finance and Administration 6,985,391 8,832,740 8,160,756 7,895,467
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 57.00 54.00 54.00 52.50

*FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Golf Budget Control Level

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 that maxi-
mize earned revenues.

Additional Information: The Golf Budget Control Level (BCL) also transfers resources from the Golf
Subfund to the Cumulative Reserve Subfund to provide for previously identified Golf Program capital
projects.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Golf 8,422,381 9,017,500 9,677,101 9,421,001
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.

Golf Capital Reserve Budget Control Level

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Golf Capital Reserve 824,182 435,000 11,000 0
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Judgment and Claims Budget Control Level

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Judgment and Claims 1,641,680 1,143,365 1,143,365 1,143,365

Natural Resources Management Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Natural Resources Management Budget Control Level is to provide cost efficient
and centralized management for the living assets of the Department of Parks and Recreation. Direct
management responsibilities include greenhouses, nurseries, the Volunteer Park Conservatory, land-
scape 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Natural Resources Management 6,168,522 6,318,281 6,478,633 6,607,616
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 62.74 58.74 58.74 56.74

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

Park Cleaning, Landscaping, and Restoration Budget Control Level

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Park Cleaning, Landscaping, and

. 23,428,658 24,665,543 26,140,276 26,383,759
Restoration

Full-Time Equivalents Total* 230.67 203.84 203.84 211.74

*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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Department of Parks and Recreation

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Planning, Development, and Acquisition Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Planning, Development, and Acquisition Budget Control Level (BCL) is to acquire,
plan, design, and develop new park facilities, and make improvements to existing park facilities to
benefit the public. This effort includes providing engineering and other technical services to solve
maintenance and operational problems. This BCL also preserves open spaces through a combination
of direct purchases, transfers, and consolidations of City-owned lands and resolution of property en-
croachment issues.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
E'j:”'ng' Development, and Acquisi- 6,002,960 6,714,198 6,872,003 6,261,398
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 57.60 53.60 53.60 45.90

*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.

Policy Direction and Leadership Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Policy Direction and Leadership Budget Control Level is to provide policy 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. It also pro-
vides leadership in establishing new partnerships or strengthening existing ones in order expand rec-
reation services.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Policy Direction and Leadership 3,747,100 3,734,284 3,726,009 5,006,270
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 24.50 23.50 23.50 30.25

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

Recreation Facilities and Programs Budget Control Level

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Recreation Facilities and Programs 22,332,859 21,828,100 22,762,157 20,762,675
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 238.29 207.41 207.79 182.91

*FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Seattle Aquarium Budget Control Level

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.

Additional Information: In December, 2009, Ordinance 123205 authorized the Department of Parks
and Recreation to enter into an agreement with the Seattle Aquarium Society (SEAS) whereby SEAS
began to operate and maintain the Aquarium on July 1, 2010. During a 5-year transition period,
Aguarium employees may opt to remain City employees. The appropriation in this BCL is used for
payment of salary and benefits for these City employees that work at the Aquarium. SEAS fully reim-
burses DPR for these expenses.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Seattle Aquarium 7,848,771 4,713,222 4,822,436 3,882,594
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 73.25 50.50 50.50 47.00

*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.

Seattle Conservation Corps Budget Control Level

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Seattle Conservation Corps 3,264,383 4,073,257 4,152,111 3,916,199
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 20.35 19.55 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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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Swimming, Boating, and Aquatics Budget Control Level

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 de-
velop skills in a range of aquatic activities.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Swimming, Boating, and Aquatics 7,698,654 7,288,617 7,495,826 7,527,567
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 61.90 51.57 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.

Woodland Park Zoo Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Woodland Park Zoo Budget Control Level 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.

Additional Information: 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 Wood-
land Park Zoo beginning in March 2002. The Department's budget includes the City's support for Zoo
operations.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Woodland Park Zoo 6,362,637 6,483,698 6,587,726 6,587,726
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Fund Table

Park and Recreation Fund (10200)

2010

Actuals

Beginning Fund Balance 5,541,191
Accounting and Technical 0

Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated 123,449,798
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted 120,880,390
Expenditures

Less: Capital Improvements 0
Ending Fund Balance 8,110,599
Transfer to Golf Capital Reserve 0
Westbridge Debt 829,300
Total Reserves 829,300
Ending Unreserved Fund 7,281,299
Balance

Department of Parks and Recreation

2011 2011 2012 2012
Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed

2,629,754 8,110,599 1,352,254 3,784,320

0 0 0 0
120,486,636 118,233,724 125,210,459 121,130,643
121,724,136 122,520,003 125,170,459 122,780,643

40,000 40,000 40,000 0

1,352,254 3,784,320 1,352,254 2,134,320

0 0 0 0
829,300 829,300 829,300 829,300

829,300 829,300 829,300 829,300

522,954 2,955,020 522,954 1,305,020
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Capital Improvement Program

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) by Budget Control Level

Department of Parks
and Recreation CIP

Ballfields/ Athletic Building Component
Courts/ Play Areas Renovations

Citywide and
Neighborhood
Projects

Debt Service and
Contract Obligations

Docks/Piers/
Floats/Seawalls/ Forrest Restoration
Shorelines

Gas Works Park

Remediation L2 S

Parks Upgrade

Parks Infrastructure
Program

Pools/Natatorium

. Puget Park
Renovations g

West Point
Settlement Projects 2008 Parks Levy
and Repairs
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2008 Parks Levy

Cultural Facilities Green Space Acquisition

Forest and Stream

Restoration Major Parks

Neighborhood Park Neighborhood Parks
Acquisition and Playgrounds

Opportunity Fund

Shoreline Access
Development

Capital Improvement Program Highlights

The 2012 CIP reflects a wide range of projects. With $52 million appropriated in 2012, Parks will con-
tinue 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 $86 million appropriated from the Levy in
Parks CIP from 2009 through 2011. The Cumulative Reserve Subfund (CRS) appropriation for the
Department is $13.8 million in 2012, of which $11.5 million is REET funding for capital projects.

Capital maintenance is a vital component of Parks' Capital Improvement Program, with $18.4 million
funded in 2012. Of this amount, $9.8 million is for 17 major maintenance projects funded by the 2008
Parks Levy, reallocating funding originally planned to cover inflation for Levy projects. This funding
addresses basic infrastructure across the Parks system, such as electrical system replacement, environ-
mental 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.
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Of the 59 development projects funded by the 2008 Levy, 54 will be in progress through 2012, and 22
will have been completed by the end of 2011. Most of these projects are play area renovations and
neighborhood park developments. In 2012, implementation will continue for the environmental pro-
jects; restoration of forests, trails, wetlands, and shorelines; and development for P-Patches and shore-
line access.

Restoration of the Capehart site at Discovery Park will continue in 2012. Park development continues
for reservoir lids at Jefferson Park, Maple Leaf, and West Seattle. Construction of the new Rainier
Beach Community Center and Pool is expected to be completed in 2013. Also in 2012, the City will
continue implementation of the Golf Master Plan which will provide major improvements at three City-
owned golf courses ( 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 six or
more years

One remaining 2000 Pro Parks Levy acquisition remains to be completed in 2012, and acquisition of
new neighborhood parks and green spaces continues with 2008 Parks Levy funding.

The 2012-2017 Proposed CIP includes approximately $5.5 million of bond funding for the first phase of
improvements to Building 30 at Magnuson Park. The project will renovate the facility to start phased
compliance with current building code requirements so that the west wing can be leased and the
hanger can be used for more events. After these improvements, increased revenue from the building
will pay for 60% of the $641,000 annual debt service with the General Fund paying the rest.

Additional information on the Parks CIP can be found in the 2012-2017 Proposed CIP online here:
http://www.seattle.gov/financedepartment/12proposedbudget/default.htm
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Department of Parks and Recreation

Capital Improvement Program Appropriations
Deparment of Parks and Recreations

Budget Control Level

Ballfields/Athletic Courts/Play Areas: K72445
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)

Building Component Renovations: K72444

2012 Multipurpose LTGO Bond Fund

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163)
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164)
General Subfund

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 (10200)

Subtotal

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
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2012
Endorsed

200,000

0
1,470,000
1,533,000

140,000

0

3,143,000

325,000
630,000
955,000

814,000
1,644,000
1,095,000

40,000
3,593,000

25,000
2,596,000
75,000
2,696,000

2,081,000
95,000
2,176,000

2012
Proposed

200,000

12,240,000
0
2,970,000
371,000
485,000
16,066,000

0
1,034,000
1,034,000

814,000
1,644,000
1,095,000

0
3,553,000

25,000
2,596,000
45,000
2,666,000

864,000
95,000
959,000



Department of Parks and Recreation

Budget Control Level

Gas Works Park Remediation: K72582
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)
Gasworks Park Contamination Remediation Fund
Subtotal

Golf Projects: K72253

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)

Pools/Natatorium Renovations: K72446
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET Il Subaccount (00161)

Puget Park: K72127
Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164)

West Point Settlement Projects: K72982
Shoreline Park Improvement Fund

2008 Parks Levy
2008 Parks Levy- Cultural Facilities: K720021
2008 Parks Levy Fund

2008 Parks Levy- Forest & Stream Restoration: K720030
2008 Parks Levy Fund

2008 Parks Levy- Green Space Acquisition: K720011
2008 Parks Levy Fund
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2012
Endorsed

20,000
20,000

2,146,000
440,000
882,000

3,468,000

120,000
567,000
687,000

508,000

4,500,000

100,000

750,000

2012
Proposed

70,000
20,000
90,000

6,003,000
435,000

0
6,438,000

0
687,000
687,000

508,000

140,000

230,000

810,000

100,000

750,000



Department of Parks and Recreation

2012 2012
Budget Control Level Endorsed Proposed
2008 Parks Levy- Major Parks: K720023
2008 Parks Levy Fund 1,018,000 1,018,000
2008 Parks Levy- Neighborhood Park Acquisition: K720010
2008 Parks Levy Fund 1,800,000 0
2008 Parks Levy- Neighborhood Parks and Playgrounds: K720020
2008 Parks Levy Fund 6,370,000 6,370,000
2008 Parks Levy- Shoreline Access: K720032
2008 Parks Levy Fund 75,000 75,000
Opportunity Fund Development: K720041
2008 Parks Levy Fund 0 10,008,000
Total Capital Improvement Program Appropriation 32,059,000 51,702,000
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Seattle Center

Robert Nellams, Director

Information Line: (206) 684-7200
http://www.seattlecenter.com/

Department by Budget Control Level

Seattle Center

Administration
Access
- Seattle Center

Campus Grounds Cor:merc:al
vents

Community

Cultural Facilities
Programs

Festivals

Judgment &
Claims

McCaw Hall
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Seattle Center

Department Overview

Seattle Center is home to cultural and education organizations, sports teams, festivals, community pro-
grams, including cultural and community celebrations, 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 is a premier urban park whose mission is 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 which was later homesteaded by the David Denny family and eventually
donated to the City of Seattle. In 1927, the new Civic Auditorium, now Marion Oliver McCaw Hall, and
Arena were constructed with funding from a levy and a contribution from a local business owner. In
1939, a large military Armory, now the Center House, was constructed. In 1948, the Memorial Stadium
was built, with the Memorial Wall added in 1952. Finally, in 1962, the community pulled together
these facilities and added new structures 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 Seattle Center. Since its creation in 1963, the Center has nurtured artistry and creativity by
providing a home for and technical assistance to a wide variety of arts and cultural organizations.
These tenants play a critical role in the arts and cultural landscape of the region.

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 an
emerging 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.
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Seattle Center

Budget Snapshot

Seatt'e Center 2010 2011 2012 2012

Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $12,883,065 $13,229,236 $13,305,083 $12,889,411
Other Revenues $21,275,043 $20,748,633 $21,533,146 $21,610,515
Total Revenues $34,158,108 $33,977,869 $34,838,229 $34,499,926
Use of (Contribution to) Fund Balance ($688,019) S0 S0 S0
Total Resources $33,470,089  $33,977,869  $34,838,229  $34,499,926
Total Expenditures $33,470,089  $33,977,869  $34,838,229  $34,499,926
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 257.77 245.12 245.12 245.12

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

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Personnel, $25,518

Other, $3,740

Interfund

Transfers, $1,811 i
ransfers, 5 Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $34,500
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Seattle Center

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category
(S amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $12,889

Access, $5,052

Administration,
$1,657
KeyArena, $5,807

Campus
Grounds,
$2,109

Commercial

| Events, $1,302
Cultural
Festivals, $528 Facilities, Community

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $34,500 Debt,$68 | $1,265 Programs, 3411

Budget Overview

General Fund budget pressures in 2012 and future years require that Seattle Center make budget
reductions. The Department focused its reductions on operational and administrative cuts across its
programs. The Seattle Center 2012 Proposed Budget reflects a $428,000 reduction from the
Department’s 2012 Endorsed Budget.

The economic challenges that led to General Fund shortfalls have also impacted other areas of Seattle
Center’s revenues. The Department has more than 75 sources of earned revenue, with the largest
being parking fees, facility rentals, programming at McCaw Hall, and sales of tickets and suites at Key
Arena. Long-term facility leases are another large source of revenue and primarily consist of theaters,
museums, and other arts groups, often referred to as “resident tenants.” It is this group that has
experienced the most significant reductions in revenues, brought on by the recent downturn in the
national and local economies, as the discretionary income of arts patrons and donated income from
funders contracted. As a result, a number of resident tenants have been unable to pay the full amount
of their contractual lease payments. To address the shortfall in lease payments, legislation was passed
in 2011 which provided a loan to Seattle Center from the City’s cash pool through 2012. This loan will
allow the Department to maintain a positive fund balance in the short-term while working with
resident tenants to reach longer-term solutions. Possible solutions include restructuring leases, setting
up payment plans, and in some cases forgiving portions of the accumulated debt, or implementing
other operational changes.
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Not all revenues have suffered during this downturn in the economy. Event bookings at KeyArena have
continued to grow after hitting a low point in 2009 after the departure of the Seattle SuperSonics.
Along with steady growth in bookings and more diverse programming, additional changes, including a
restructured KeyArena management team, a new concessionaire, and an improved ticketing
arrangement, have further enhanced revenues. McCaw Hall continues to have consistent event book-
ings and attendance. In addition to attracting new concerts and events, the building’s primary users,
Pacific Northwest Ballet and Seattle Opera, continue to draw large audiences for their productions.
Lastly, parking revenues continue to increase after last year’s adjustment to rates. Another minor
adjustment will be made to the rate structure for 2012, and the trend of strong revenues in this area is
expected to continue.

In regard to the need for expenditure reductions, the Department approached the 2012 Proposed
Budget with the purpose of meeting General Fund reduction goals while preserving direct services to
the greatest extent possible. To achieve this goal, reduction strategies focused on administrative and
operational efficiencies that resulted in minimal service level impacts. Examples of reductions include:
cuts to supplies, services, and maintenance costs; a fleet re-alignment; janitorial scheduling
adjustments; marketing reductions; and a parking rate change. Targeting these efficiency savings
allows the Department to maintain the funding and staffing levels needed for programming.

Visitors to Seattle Center will continue to have access to a vast array of events and performances, with
the only major programming change being the loss of the Giant Magnet Festival (formerly the Seattle
International Children’s Festival), which will close its doors after 25 years due to scheduling and
transportation challenges for the public schools which provided much of the festival’s audience. In
addition to the usual programming, special activities related to the 50" Anniversary of the 1962
World’s Fair will make 2012 a special year at the Center. A full six-month celebration from April 21 to
October 21 will bring new partnerships and programming to Seattle Center, with a focus on issues of
regional innovation and leadership, including sustainability, global health, science and technology,
learning, commerce and innovation, and civic action. Conferences, speakers, forums, a themed movie
and lecture series, special concerts, interactive exhibits, demonstrations, and temporary art
installations are expected to increase the number of visitors to the campus.

Structural changes are underway on the campus as well, and will continue into 2012. The Chihuly
Garden and Glass exhibition broke ground in August 2011 and is expected to open in time for the 50"
Anniversary celebration. The exhibit will include an indoor pavilion with gallery spaces, a publicly
accessible cafe with an outdoor patio and seating area, a retail/bookstore space, a 50-seat theater/
lecture hall along with a lobby/ticketing area, and an outdoor garden featuring glass pieces
interspersed among the landscaping. An upgrade of the Center House Food Court also began in 2011.
The revamped Center House will open its doors during the spring of 2012 with changes that

include an open west-facing deck with a dining area, enlarged windows and doors, new food vendors,
and a reconfigured south entrance. In addition to the structural changes at the Center House Food
Court, management changes are also underway that the Department anticipates will bring new energy
to the food court. A contract was signed with Levy Restaurants, an experienced food service
management organization, to both manage the food court and provide plans for its future develop-
ment.
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Seattle Center
Incremental Budget Changes
Seattle Center

2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $34,838,229  245.12
2012 Proposed Changes
Operational Efficiencies ($213,000) 0.00
Administrative Savings ($45,000) 0.00
Program Reductions ($170,000) 0.00
Technical Adjustments $89,696 0.00
Total Changes ($338,304) 0.00
2012 Proposed Budget $34,499,926 245.12

Operational Efficiencies - ($213,000). Operational efficiencies were achieved through reductions in
several areas. The Department will make their fleet more efficient by replacing 13 gas-powered carts
with electric carts. These new carts are both less expensive and less costly to operate and maintain,
and are expected to meet the needs of the Department. Other reductions were taken in the supplies
and services budget. The use and purchase of paper, postage, and general office supplies will be re-
duced as will contingency funding for other office equipment and consulting work will be reduced.
Maintenance reductions will also be taken. Budgets for supplies, parts, and materials in the trades and
labor shops will be reduced by approximately 10%. In addition, savings will be realized in the area of
janitorial services through scheduling adjustments. Through the reprioritization and redistribution of
work, minimal impacts are anticipated to services and the overall appearance of Seattle Center.

Administrative Savings - ($45,000). Administrative savings will be realized by delaying hiring by 30
days when a position is vacated. Normal practice is to move immediately to fill vacant positions.
Additional savings will be realized by a temporary reduction (through 2012 only) of the marketing
budget for McCaw Hall and other campus facilities. No long-term impacts are expected to Seattle
Center’s operations with these temporary reductions.

Program Reductions - ($170,000). After 25 years in operation, the annual Giant Magnet Festival
(formerly the Seattle International Children’s Festival) will close its doors. Seattle Center contributed
$130,000 to the event in 2011, and will reduce the budget by this amount in 2012. Although the vast
majority of Seattle Center programming will remain intact, an additional $40,000 of General Fund will
be saved by eliminating several smaller programs, including a campus rotating arts exhibit, the summer
fitness programs, an expanded component of the Seafair Torchlight parade called “the Taste of Torch-
light,” and the Martin Luther King Day celebration. An important part of the analysis in selecting
program reductions was the goal of minimizing the impact to visitors. Although Seattle Center will be
unable to provide the programming outlined above beginning in 2012, similar programs do exist within
the City in which interested patrons can participate.
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Technical Adjustments - $89,696. Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget include
departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes in Seattle Center’s service delivery. Citywide technical adjustments reflect changes in central
cost allocations, retirement, health care, workers compensation and unemployment costs. In addition,
parking rates on the campus will be adjusted to align more accurately with customer use.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed
Access Budget Control Level SC670 1,056,894 1,102,651 1,129,817 1,136,671
Administration-SC Budget Control SC690 6,894,638 6,963,311 7,031,213 6,932,494
Level
Campus Grounds Budget Control SC600 11,763,067 11,542,598 11,657,280 11,573,475
Level
Commercial Events Budget Control SC640 700,122 922,826 945,139 943,613
Level
Community Programs Budget SC620 2,089,907 1,979,208 2,070,340 2,039,712
Control Level
Cultural Facilities Budget Control SC630 242,212 147,941 212,440 212,848
Level
Debt Budget Control Level SC680 136,350 139,194 135,994 135,994
Festivals Budget Control Level SC610 750,344 822,595 843,436 715,490
Judgment and Claims Budget SC710 607,968 931,564 931,564 931,564
Control Level
KeyArena Budget Control Level SC660 5,594,007 5,489,518 5,809,060 5,804,923
McCaw Hall Budget Control Level SC650 3,634,579 3,936,463 4,071,945 4,073,140
Department Total 33,470,089 33,977,869 34,838,229 34,499,926
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 257.77 245.12 245.12 245.12

* 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.
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Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Seattle Center Fund (11410)

Summit
Code

462300
462800

441960
462900
481500
541490

462500
462800
462800

462400

439090
441960

462500

462500

441960

587001
587001
587001
587001

Source

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
Total Debt

Festivals

Total Festivals

General Fund - McCaw Hall
General Fund - McCaw Hall Debt
General Subfund Support
Judgment and Claims Allocation

Total General Subfund Support

2010
Actuals

4,223,384
380,896

4,604,280
152,912
11,439
1,492,000
1,121,748
2,778,099
705,839
186,404
841,119
1,733,362
1,202,432
1,202,432

2,500
73,212

75,712
1,310,399
1,310,399

68,596

68,596

622,790
622,790
520,754
68,175
11,686,168

607,968

12,883,065

2011
Adopted

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

518,744

518,744

528,931

69,597
11,699,144

931,564

13,229,236
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2012
Endorsed

4,551,944
450,000

5,001,944
100,000
7,000

0
1,550,085
1,657,085
1,269,326
0

901,899
2,171,225
1,301,664
1,301,664

350,000
60,800

410,800
1,360,556
1,360,556

67,997
67,997

528,079

528,079

538,981

67,997
11,766,541

931,564

13,305,083

2012
Proposed

4,601,944
450,000

5,051,944
100,000
7,000

0
1,550,085
1,657,085
1,207,432
0

901,899
2,109,331
1,301,664
1,301,664

350,000
60,800

410,800
1,265,362
1,265,362

67,997
67,997

528,079

528,079

538,981

67,997
11,350,869

931,564

12,889,411



Seattle Center

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Seattle Center Fund (11410) - continued

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
441710  KeyArena Miscellaneous 58,203 94,735 115,366 115,366
441960 KeyArena Reimbursables 1,992,173 1,569,683 1,711,414 1,711,414
462400  KeyArena Premium Seating 188,971 320,000 380,000 380,000
462400  KeyArena Rent 1,252,941 1,322,722 1,354,418 1,354,418
462800 KeyArena Concessions 529,156 504,854 504,854 604,854
462800 KeyArena Sponsorship 300,000 300,000 300,000 0
462800 KeyArena Ticketing 1,295,833 1,153,396 1,283,363 1,640,451

Total KeyArena 5,617,277 5,265,390 5,649,415 5,806,503
441960 McCaw Hall Reimbursables 1,254,831 1,338,006 1,350,661 1,350,661
462400  McCaw Hall Rent 334,159 397,400 426,677 426,677
462500  McCaw Hall Tenant Use Fees 1,227,091 1,023,383 1,089,069 1,116,438
462800  McCaw Hall Catering & Concessions 294,571 335,000 335,000 335,000
462800  McCaw Hall Miscellaneous 151,445 174,548 182,974 182,974

Total McCaw Hall 3,262,097 3,268,337 3,384,381 3,411,750
Total Revenues 34,158,108 33,977,869 34,838,229 34,499,926
379100  Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance (688,019) 0 0 0

Total Use of Fund Balance (688,019) 0 0 0
Total Resources 33,470,089 33,977,869 34,838,229 34,499,926
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Seattle Center

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Access Budget Control Level
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.

Additional information: Program services include providing parking services, maintaining parking
garages, managing the Seattle Center Monorail, and encouraging use of alternate modes of transpor-
tation.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Access 1,056,894 1,102,651 1,129,817 1,136,671
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.

Administration-SC Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Administration-SC Budget Control Level is to provide the financial, human re-
source, technology, and business support necessary to provide effective delivery of the Department's
services.

Additional information: 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration - SC 6,894,638 6,963,311 7,031,213 6,932,494
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 27.11 22.61 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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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Campus Grounds Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Campus Grounds Budget Control Level is to provide and maintain the gathering
spaces and open-air venues at Seattle Center.

Additional information: Program services include landscape maintenance, security patrols, lighting,
litter and garbage removal, recycling operations, hard surface and site amenities maintenance, and
management of revenues associated with leasing outdoor spaces.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Campus Grounds 11,763,067 11,542,598 11,657,280 11,573,475
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 84.37 78.97 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.

Commercial Events Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Commercial Events Budget Control Level is to provide the spaces and services
needed to accommodate and produce a wide variety of commercial events, both for profit and not
for profit, and sponsored and produced by private and community promoters.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Commercial Events 700,122 922,826 945,139 943,613
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.

Community Programs Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Community Programs Budget Control Level is to produce free and affordable
programs that connect diverse cultures, create learning opportunities, honor community traditions,
and nurture artistry, creativity, and engagement.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Programs 2,089,907 1,979,208 2,070,340 2,039,712
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 13.63 11.88 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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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Cultural Facilities Budget Control Level

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Cultural Facilities 242,212 147,941 212,440 212,848
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.

Debt Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Debt Budget Control Level is to provide payments and collect associated revenues
related to the debt service for McCaw Hall.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Debt 136,350 139,194 135,994 135,994

Festivals Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Festivals Budget Control Level is to provide a place for the community to hold ma-
jor festival celebrations.

Additional information: This program includes the revenue and expenses related to the Northwest
Folklife Festival, Bite of Seattle, and Bumbershoot events.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Festivals 750,344 822,595 843,436 715,490
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

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Judgment and Claims Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Judgment/Claims Budget Control Level is to pay for judgments, settlements,
claims, and other eligible expenses associated with legal claims and suits against the City.

Additional information: Premiums are based on average percentage of Judgment/Claims expenses
incurred by the Department over the previous five years.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Judgment and Claims 607,968 931,564 931,564 931,564

KeyArena Budget Control Level
The purpose of the KeyArena Budget Control Level is to manage and operate the KeyArena as the
premier large scale entertainment venue in the Seattle region.

Additional information: Included in the KeyArena Budget Control Level are all operations related to
sports events in the arena, along with concerts, family shows, and private meetings.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
KeyArena 5,594,007 5,489,518 5,809,060 5,804,923
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 66.99 65.99 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.

McCaw Hall Budget Control Level
The purpose of the McCaw Hall Budget Control Level is to manage and operate Marion Oliver McCaw
Hall in partnership with Seattle Opera and Pacific Northwest Ballet.

Additional information: Seattle Center manages and operates McCaw Hall as the home of two of
performing arts organizations in the Pacific Northwest region, Seattle Opera and Pacific Northwest
Ballet. The Seattle International Film Festival also holds part of its annual festival and many other
film screenings in this facility. McCaw Hall is also a venue for concerts, family shows, and private
meetings.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
McCaw Hall 3,634,579 3,936,463 4,071,945 4,073,140
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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Seattle Center
Fund Tables

Seattle Center Fund (11410)

Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

McCaw Hall Reserves

Inventories

Total Reserves

Ending Unreserved Fund
Balance

2010
Actuals

1,207,549

(22,166)

34,158,108

33,470,089

1,873,402

987,000
259,000

1,246,000

627,402

2011
Adopted

1,207,549

33,977,869

33,977,869

1,207,549

843,000
272,000

1,115,000

92,549

2011
Revised

1,873,402

33,713,869

33,713,869

1,873,402

1,037,000
259,000

1,296,000

577,402
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2012
Endorsed

1,207,549

34,838,229

34,838,229

1,207,549

843,000
272,000

1,115,000

92,549

2012
Proposed

1,873,402

34,499,926

34,499,926

1,873,402

1,087,000
259,000

1,346,000

527,402



Seattle Center

KeyArena Settlement Proceeds Fund
2010 2011 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed

Beginning Fund Balance 3,907,000 820,000 1,015,000 0 683,000
Plus: Actual and Estimated Revenue 0 0 0 0 0
Less: Actual and Budgeted Expendituri 1,492,000 0 0 0 0
Less: Capital Improvements 1,400,000 820,000 332,000 0 683,000
Ending Fund Balance 1,015,000 0 683,000 0 0

McCaw Hall Capital Reserve Fund
2010 2011 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed
Beginning Fund Balance 100,000 341,000 447,000 0 694,000
Plus: Actual and Estimated Revenue 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000

Less: Capital Improvements 53,000 741,000 153,000 400,000 1,078,000

Ending Fund Balance 447,000 0 694,000 0 16,000
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Seattle Center
Capital Improvement Program

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) by Budget Control Level

Seattle Center CIP

Campuswide
Improvements and
Repairs

Center House
Rehabilitation

McCaw Hall

Facility Infrastructure Maintenonce Eund

Public Gathering Space

Monorial Improvements
Improvements

Capital Improvement Program Highlights

Seattle Center's 2012-2017 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. In 2012, 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.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-156 -



Seattle Center

The 2012-2017 CIP includes 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 asset preservation
investments in Seattle Center's two largest public assembly facilities, KeyArena and McCaw Hall, as well
as for campus open space and the Seattle Center Monorail.

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 2012-2017 Proposed CIP comes primarily from the Cumulative Reserve
Subfund, property sale proceeds, federal grant funds, and private sources.

More information and background on Seattle Center’s CIP can be found in the 2012-2017 Proposed CIP
online here: http://www.seattle.gov/financedepartment/12proposedbudget/default.htm

Capital Improvement Program Appropriations

Seattle Center

2012 2012

Budget Control Level Endorsed Proposed

Campuswide Improvements and Repairs: SO3P01

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 193,000 193,000

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164) 30,000 30,000

Subtotal 223,000 223,000

Center House Rehabilitation: $9113

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 432,000 381,000

Subtotal 432,000 381,000

Facility Infrastructure Renovation and Repair: SO3P02

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - REET | Subaccount (00163) 784,000 784,000

Subtotal 784,000 784,000

McCaw Hall Maintenance Fund: S0303

McCaw Hall Capital Reserve Fund (34070) 400,000 400,000

Subtotal 400,000 400,000

Monorail Improvements: $9403

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164) 1,319,000 1,319,000

Subtotal 1,319,000 1,319,000

Public Gathering Space Improvements: $9902

Cumulative Reserve Subfund - Unrestricted Subaccount (00164) 50,000 50,000

Subtotal 50,000 50,000

Total Capital Improvement Program Appropriation 3,208,000 3,157,000
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Educational and Developmental Services Levy

Educational and Developmental Services Levy by Budget Control Level

Educational and Developmental
Services Levy

2004 Families and 2011 Families and
Education Levy Education Levy

Academic
Improvement
Activities

Administration and Early Learning and
Evaluation School Readiness

Elementary School
Crossing Guards Early Learning Academic

Achievement

Family Support and Middle-School Middle School Academic

5 Achievement and
Family Involvement Support College/Career Preparation

High School Academic
Out-of-School Time . Student Health Achievement and
College/Career Preparation

Support for High-Risk Middle
and High School Age Youth

Student Health

Research and
Evaluation

Administration
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Educational and Developmental Services Levy Overview

Department of Neighborhoods’ Office for Education (OFE) staff administers the Educational and
Development Services Levy, otherwise known as the Families and Education Levy. At its core, this Of-
fice is responsible for developing the City’s education policy and investment strategy to help children
succeed in school, strengthen school-community connections, and increase access to high-quality
programs supporting academic achievement. In addition to OFE, implementing departments include
the Human Services Department, and the Department of Parks and Recreation. OFE is responsible for
building linkages between the City of Seattle, the Seattle Public School District, and other organizations
to ensure successful Levy implementation.

Levy investments are made in programs that improve academic achievement. To that end, each pro-
gram undergoes ongoing program evaluation to ensure it delivers on specific targeted outcomes
intended to improve academic achievement. OFE publishes annual reports detailing program targets
adopted by the Levy Oversight Committee (LOC) and program results.

2004 Families and Education Levy

The 2004 Families and Education Levy, approved by voters in 2004, levies $116 million from 2005-
2011. Funding from the Levy is provided through the 2011-2012 school year (until mid-2012) and
supports 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 from high school. This programming also helps to strengthen
parent, school, and community partnerships that support children and youth.

e The 2004 Families and Education Levy focuses resources on improving the academic
achievement of Seattle Public School students. Highlights of the Levy’s accomplishments
since 2005 and through the 2009-2010 school year include the following:

e Over 1,600 children in Southeast and Southwest Seattle have entered kindergarten ready
to succeed, with approximately 4,000 children provided preschool support.

e More than 1,500 elementary school students have met standards for the first time.

e Over 2,500 middle school students met standard who had not done so previously.
Significant improvements have been seen at Mercer, Denny and Madison Middle Schools
where levy funding has been concentrated and consistent.

e Increasing numbers of 9th grade students at Franklin, West Seattle, and Chief Sealth are
promoting on time to 10th grade — a key indicator of high school graduation.

e Physical and mental health services were provided to over 40,000 students.

e More than 20,000 children and youth participated in levy-funded out-of-school activities

e Parent and family engagement and support were provided to at least 12,000 students’
families.

e Academic support and interventions were provided to more than 19,000 students.
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2011 Families and Education Levy

In November 2011, Seattle voters have the opportunity to approve a $231 million Levy renewal (the
2011 Families and Education Levy) for the period of 2012-2018. The 2011 Families and Education Levy,
if approved by Seattle voters, will continue investing in early learning, elementary, middle school, high
school, and health programs to achieve four goals:

e Improve children’s readiness for school;

e Enhance students’ academic achievement and reduce the academic achievement gap;

e Decrease students’ dropout rate and increase graduation from high school; and

e Prepare students for college and/or careers after high school. (New goal established with
2011 Levy)

The 2011 Levy program highlights include the following:

e Early learning services will be provided with significant enhancements to many more
children at risk. This includes proposals to improve the quality of in-home friend, family,
and neighbor care.

e The successful model of extended learning time, social/emotional supports, and after-
school activities used at the middle schools will be continued and replicated in the
elementary schools serving the greatest number of students at risk.

e Schools will adopt a model of preparing all students for college or career starting in middle
school and continuing on through high school.

e Summer school will be funded to prevent learning loss at all grade levels.

e Successful programs, such as the school-based health centers, will continue.

These efforts are aligned with the goals of Seattle Public Schools and the Community Center for
Education Results Initiative to double the number of students who enroll in post-secondary programs
after high school and achieve a career credential. The 2012 Proposed Budget assumes passage of the
2011 Levy.
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Budget Snapshot

Educational &
Developmental Services

Levy
General Fund

Other Revenues

Total Revenues

Use of (Contribution to) Fund
Balance

Total Resources

Total Expenditures

Full-Time Equivalent * Total

2010
Actual

S0
$16,882,925
$16,882,925

$1,406,951

$18,289,876
$18,289,876

2011
Adopted

S0
$16,866,660
$16,866,660

$1,020,566

$17,887,226
$17,887,226

2012 2012
Endorsed Proposed
$0 $0
$6,617,544 $32,540,935
$6,617,544 $32,540,935
$11,312,967 ($13,070,291)
$17,930,511 $19,470,644
$17,930,511 $19,470,645
- 9.00

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

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $19,471
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2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $32,541

Budget Overview

The 2004 Families and Education Levy will expire at the end of 2011, with funding available through the
2011-2012 school year. As such, 2004 Levy programs show a decrease in budget from the 2011
Adopted budget to the 2012 Proposed Budget. In 2012, OFE proposes to continue the programmatic
changes made by the Levy Oversight Committee in 2007 to invest more heavily in low performing
middle schools in SE and SW Seattle by transferring Levy dollars from the Out of School Time (OST)
Program to the Middle School Support (MSSP) program. All other aspects of the Levy’s OST and MSSP
programs remain unchanged.

The 2011 Families and Education Levy substantially increases the overall funding available to support
children and their families, both in and out of school, in an effort to help all Seattle’s children succeed
academically. Outlined below is an overview of the five key program areas that were recommended by
the 2011 Families and Education Levy Advisory Committee, and that are proposed for funding in the
new levy:

1. Early Learning and School Readiness: Includes funding for up to 736 Step Ahead
pre-school slots annually for 4-year olds once the program is fully established; professional
development and health screenings for Step Ahead, Early Childhood Education and
Assistance Program (ECEAP), Head Start, Comprehensive Childcare Program (CCCP), and
Family Friend & Neighbor (FFN) sites; home visitation for 2-3 year olds (160 families
annually); and support for families and 300 children entering kindergarten each year.
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2. Elementary School Academic Achievement: Includes funding for extended learning time and
out-of-school time initially at 4 schools and ramping up to 23 schools; summer learning for up
to 875 students once the program is fully established; and family support for both high-risk
elementary students and refugee/immigrant and Native American families/students.

3. Middle School Academic Achievement and College/Career Preparation: Includes funding for
extended learning time and out-of-school time; social, emotional, and behavioral support, col-
lege and career planning at 5 schools, case management for college and career planning for up
to 600 students once the program is fully ramped up; summer learning for up to 1300 students
once the program is fully implemented; and funding for out-of-school time transportation and
sports.

4. High School Academic Achievement and College/Career Preparation: Includes funding for
extended learning time & social, emotional, and behavioral support for ninth graders at 5
schools, college and career planning at 5 schools, case management for college and career
planning for up to 800 students once the program is fully established; college readiness
assessments for all 10" graders in Seattle Public Schools; and summer learning for up to 500
students once the program is fully implemented.

5. Student Health: Continue funding for school-based health centers (SBHCs) and nursing
services at 5 middle schools and 10 high schools; continues the SBHC, nursing, and family
engagement services at the Seattle World School; provides funding for health care, mental
health interventions and community referrals for up to 555 students at 14 sites once the
program is fully ramped up; implements a quality control system for mental health providers;
provides dental services for 16 schools; and includes funding for school-based primary care
and mental health services for up to 11 schools once the program is fully implemented

6. Administration, and Research and Evaluation: Provides funding for staff in the Office of
Education that is fully funded by the Levy to provide oversight, administration, and strategic
direction for the above referenced programs. These staff members are responsible for building
strong partnerships with Seattle Public Schools, community funders, and community
providers in order to ensure successful program development and implementation. As part
of this program, the levy funds ongoing research and evaluation driven by the use of data to
make continuous program improvements. This provides a strong accountability structure for
the 2011 Levy programs, including a data-sharing agreement with SPS and performance-based
contracts tied to achieving specific indicator and outcome goals.

The program areas described above represent the investment areas critical for children to achieve the
educational milestones that will put them on a successful path from pre-school to post-secondary
attainment. New Budget Control Levels (BCLs) are created in the 2012 Proposed Budget to mirror
these program areas. To manage the expected increase in contracts and overall enhanced level of
funding, administrative and program staff support has been expanded by 2.5 FTE as part of the 2012
Proposed Budget.

The 2012 Proposed Budget reflects level of expenditure described in the 2011 Families and Education
Levy financial plan approved by City Council in Ordinance 123567. If approved, the 2011 Levy can
legally collect property taxes in the amount of $231.6 million over seven years, from 2012-2018. In
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the first year, 2012, the amount levied is $32.1 million. This amount is then inflated by 1% annually
through 2018. The City expects to collect approximately $230.6 million over 7 years. In addition, over
the life of the 2011 levy, the Fund is expected to earn $4.9 million from interest earnings on the fund
balance, resulting in a combined total revenue estimate of $235.5 million. The 2011 Levy program
implementation plan expands program service delivery levels during each successive year of the Levy
to include a growing number of schools and children. Due to limitations of 1% annual growth in levy
amounts imposed by law, and to fund the expanded program levels in the latter years of the Levy, the
funding strategy under-appropriates the revenues collected in the early years of Levy, and holds these
funds in reserve within the City’s Educational and Departmental Services Fund (displayed at the end of
this section). These reserves will be used to fund the higher program and administration expenses
planned for in the final years of implementation. For example, the 2012 Proposed Levy Budget appro-
priates only $7.6 million of the $32 million in total revenues expected to be collected in that year. The
difference, $24.3 million, will be reserved to fund the anticipated increased costs in the out years.

Incremental Budget Changes

Educational and Developmental Services Levy
2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $17,930,511 0.00
2012 Proposed Changes
Establishing 2011 Levy Program Funding and Staffing $1,540,134 2.50
2004 Levy Budget Neutral Funding Shifts o) 0.00
Position Transfer from DON to EdLevy S0 6.50
Total Changes $1,540,134 9.00
2012 Proposed Budget $19,470,645 9.00

Establish 2011 Levy Program Funding and Staffing - $1,540,134 / 2.5 FTE. The 2012 Proposed Budget
removes the $6 million placeholder included in the 2012 Endorsed Budget and replaces this amount
with a $7.54 million dollar budget that is aligned with the 2011 Levy funding plan approved by City
Council. In addition, there is an increase of 2.5 FTE in 2012. This increase includes the addition of a 1.0
FTE Grants and Contracts Spec., Sr. position, and the increase of an existing 0.5 FTE Strategic Advisor 2,
Exempt position level to 1.0 FTE. These two positions will provide additional support to meet increased
administrative demands of the new Levy. In addition, a 1.0 FTE Strategic Advisor 2, Exempt is added to
reflect the position addition made in the 2011 first quarter supplemental ordinance. This position will
help manage the Families and Education Levy’s (FEL's) early learning and elementary investments that
are designed to help eliminate the academic achievement gap and help children be prepared for
success in kindergarten.
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2004 Levy Budget Neutral Funding Shifts - $0. A funding shift of $247,000 within the 2004 Families and
Education Levy is made from the Out of School Time (OST) program to the Middle School Support
(MSSP) program. The anticipated outcome of this change is that more students will meet the State’s
Measurements of Student Progress (MSP) standards, consistently participate in Community Learning
Centers, and show improved school attendance. This change is being done to implement a decision
made by the Levy Oversight Committee to invest more resources in underperforming middle schools in
SE and SW Seattle.

Position Transfer from DON to Ed Levy - 6.50 FTE. As part of the 2012 Endorsed Budget, the positions
funded by the Levy were recognized as part of the Department of Neighborhoods (DON) budget, rather
than the Educational and Developmental Services Levy budget. To align the staff with the budget in the
2012 Proposed Budget, a transfer of all of the Levy positions (6.5 FTE) is being made, and the FTE count
now appears as part as of the budget pages that follow for the Educational and Developmental
Services Levy.

Expenditure Overview
Appropriations Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed

2004 Education Levy
Academic Improvement Activities IL900 126,497 55,000 150,000 150,000
Budget Control Level

Administration and Evaluation IL700 851,818 746,719 505,797 505,797
Budget Control Level

Crossing Guards Budget Control Level IL600 264,112 0 0 0
Early Learning Budget Control Level iL100 4,251,812 4,209,435 2,518,341 2,518,341
Family Support and Family Involvement 1L200 3,017,794 3,082,852 2,096,493 2,096,493

Budget Control Level

Middle School Support IL800 1,484,298 1,420,322 743,596 990,443
Budget Control Level

Out-of-School Time iL400 2,975,175 2,963,348 2,237,519 1,990,672
Budget Control Level

Student Health Budget Control Level IL500 4,022,175 4,082,508 2,776,310 2,776,310
Support for High-Risk Middle and High  1L300 1,296,195 1,327,042 902,455 902,455
School Age Youth Budget Control Level

2004 Education Levy Total 18,289,786 17,887,226 11,930,511 11,930,512
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2011 Education Levy

2011 Families and Education Levy Budget IL100-11 0 0 6,000,000 0
Control Level

Administration Budget Control Level IL702 0 0 0 409,396

Early Learning and School Readiness iL102 0 0 0 1,706,007
Budget Control Level

Elementary School Academic IL202 0 0 0 1,394,262
Achievement Budget Control Level

High School Academic Achievement and 1L402 0 0 0 831,386
College/Career Preparation Budget
Control Level

Middle School Academic Achievement  1L302 0 0 0 1,421,180
and College/Career Preparation
Budget Control Level

Research and Evaluation IL602 0 0 0 66,667
Budget Control Level

Student Health Budget Control Level IL502 0 0 0 1,711,236

2011 Education Levy Total 0 0 6,000,000 7,540,133
Department Total 18,289,876 17,887,226 17,930,511 19,470,645
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.00

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

2012 Estimated Revenues for the 2011 Families and Education Levy (17857)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
411100 Taxes, Levies & Bonds 0 0 6,000,000 31,659,216
461110 Interest Earnings 0 0 0 264,175
Total Levy Programs 0 0 6,000,000 31,923,391

Total Revenues 0 0 6,000,000 31,923,391
379000  Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 0 0 0 (24,383,258)
Total Levy Programs 0 0 0 (24,383,258)

Total Resources 0 0 6,000,000 7,540,133

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Educational & Developmental Services Fund (17856)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
411100 Taxes, Levies & Bonds 16,574,853 16,620,000 349,000 349,000
437010 Interlocal Grants 170,454 0 0 0
461110 Interest Earnings 137,618 246,660 268,544 268,544
Total Levy Programs 16,882,925 16,866,660 617,544 617,544

Total Revenues 16,882,925 16,866,660 617,544 617,544
379000  Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 1,406,951 1,020,566 11,312,967 11,312,967
Total Levy Programs 1,406,951 1,020,566 11,312,967 11,312,967

Total Resources 18,289,876 17,887,226 11,930,511 11,930,511
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)
2004 Families and Education Levy

Academic Improvement Activities Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Academic Improvement Activities Budget Control Level is to improve academic
performance by providing resources and technical support for academic programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Academic Improvement Activities 126,497 55,000 150,000 150,000

Administration and Evaluation Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Administration and Evaluation Budget Control Level is to see that Levy funds are
used effectively and achieve their intended goals.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration and Evaluation 851,818 746,719 505,797 505,797
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.00

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

Crossing Guards Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Crossing Guards Budget Control Level is to provide safe transit corridors for
students.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Crossing Guards 264,112 0 0 0

Early Learning Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Early Learning Budget Control Level is to ensure children enter Seattle’s schools
ready to learn by increasing access for low-income families to higher quality and more extensive
educational child care.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Early Learning 4,251,812 4,209,435 2,518,341 2,518,341
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Family Support and Family Involvement Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Family Support and Family Involvement Budget Control Level is to improve
academic achievement by providing culturally relevant family support services and community re-
sources in schools, and by creating authentic partnerships among schools, parents, and communities

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Family Support and Family 3,017,794 3,082,852 2,096,493 2,096,493

Involvement

Middle School Support Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Middle School Support Budget Control Level is to improve academic achievement
by providing early intervention services to middle school students.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Middle School Support 1,484,298 1,420,322 743,596 990,443

Out-of-School Time Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Out-of-School Time Budget Control Level is to improve academic achievement by
providing safe and academically focused after-school programs for middle and elementary school
students.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Out-of-School Time 2,975,175 2,963,348 2,237,519 1,990,672

Student Health Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Student Health Budget Control Level is to reduce health-related barriers to
learning and academic achievement by maintaining and expanding the existing infrastructure of
school-based health services.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Student Health 4,022,175 4,082,508 2,776,310 2,776,310
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Support for High-Risk Middle and High School Age Youth Budget Control Level
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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Support for High-Risk Middle and 1,296,195 1,327,042 902,455 902,455

High School Age Youth

2011 Families and Education Levy

2011 Families and Education Levy Budget Control Level

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
2011 Families and Education Levy 0 0 6,000,000 0

Early Learning and School Readiness Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Early Learning and School Readiness Budget Control Level is to ensure that
children enter Seattle's schools ready to learn by increasing access for low-income families to higher
quality and more extensive educational child care, and expanding the number of current early
childhood education programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Early Learning and School Readiness 0 0 0 1,706,007

Elementary School Academic Achievement Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Elementary School Academic Achievement Budget Control Level is to improve
Seattle's elementary school-aged children's ability to achieve academically by investing in quality
academic support programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Elementary School Academic 0 0 0 1,394,262

Achievement

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-173 -



Educational and Developmental Services Levy

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Middle School Academic Achievement and College/Career Preparation

Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Middle School Academic Achievement and College/Career Preparation Budget
Control Level is to improve Seattle's middle school-aged children's ability to achieve academically,
complete school, and be prepared for college and/or careers after high school by investing in quality
academic support programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Middle School Academic 0 0 0 1,421,180

Achievement and College/Career
Preparation

High School Academic Achievement and College/Career Preparation

Budget Control Level

The purpose of the High School Academic Achievement and College/Career Preparation Budget
Control Level is to improve Seattle's high school-aged children's ability to achieve academically, com-
plete school, and be prepared for college and/or careers after high school by investing in quality aca-
demic support programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
High School Academic Achievement 0 0 0 831,386

and College/Career Preparation

Student Health Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Student Health Budget Control Level is to reduce health-related barriers to
learning so that students can achieve academically, complete school, and be prepared for college
and/or careers after high school by investing in school-based health programs located at Seattle
Public Schools.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Student Health 0 0 0 1,711,236
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Research and Evaluation Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Research and Evaluation Budget Control Level is to provide research and
evaluation of Levy programs to ensure that the City is effectively investing in programs that achieve
the Levy's goals of school readiness, academic achievement, reduced dropout rates and increased
graduation rates, and student preparedness for college and/or careers after high school.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Research and Evaluation 0 0 0 66,667

Administration Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Administration Budget Control is to ensure that funds are invested effectively to
achieve the Levy's goals of school readiness, academic achievement, reduced dropout rates and
increased graduation rates, and student preparedness for college and/or careers after high school.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration 0 0 0 409,396
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Fund Tables

Educational & Developmental Services Fund (17856)

2010 2011 2011 2012 2012

Actuals Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed

Beginning Fund Balance 16,591,038 12,441,883 15,165,700 11,421,317 13,730,392

Accounting and Technical (18,387) 0 0 0 0
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated 16,882,925 16,866,660 17,117,000 617,544 617,544

Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted 18,289,876 17,887,226 18,552,308 11,930,511 11,930,512
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance 15,165,700 11,421,317 13,730,392 108,350 2,417,424

Total Reserves 0 0 0 0 0

Ending Unreserved Fund 15,165,700 11,421,317 13,730,392 108,350 2,417,424

Balance

2011 Families and Education Levy (17857)

2010 2011 2011 2012 2012

Actuals Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed

Beginning Fund Balance 0 0 0 0 0

Accounting and Technical 0 0 0 0 0
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated 0 0 0 6,000,000 31,923,391

Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted 0 0 0 6,000,000 7,540,133
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance 0 0 0 0 24,383,258
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Dannette R. Smith, Director

Information Line: (206) 386-1001
http://www.seattle.gov/humanservices/

Department by Budget Control Level

Human Services
Department

Leadership and Youth and Family
Administration Empowerment

Community Support and

Public Health Self-Sufficiency

Community Development Transitional Living and
Block Grant Support

Aging and Disability
Services
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Human Services Department

Department Overview

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.

In late 2010, work began on a new HSD Strategic Plan, “Healthy Communities, Healthy Families”, which
identified a set of goals and actions that would position HSD to better serve clients and strengthen the
City’s overall service delivery system. The strategic plan includes four key goals:

e Create a Proactive, Seamless Service System;
e Strengthen and Expand Partnerships;

e Engage and Partner with the Community; and
e Use Data-Driven Design and Evaluation.

In 2011, the Department organizational structure was changed to support the new Strategic Plan. The
realignment defines departmental results and measures, clarifies organizational functions and
structure, links fiscal management with contracts development and monitoring and program delivery,
and builds in a continuous quality improvement process based on data collection and analysis. These
changes provide HSD with an organizational structure that is responsive, fluid, and sustainable, with a
strong linkage between programs and the fiscal and contracting processes that support effective
service delivery. The Department now consists of the following Divisions:

e Leadership and Administration;

e Youth and Family Empowerment;

e Community Support and Self-Sufficiency;
e Transitional Living and Support; and

e Aging and Disability Services.

The divisions of Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention, Early Learning and Family Support,
and Youth Development and Achievement that were reflected in the 2012 Endorsed Budget are
reorganized into two new divisions: Community Support and Self-Sufficiency, which encompasses all of
HSD’s programs that assist individuals and families as they work towards self-sufficiency, and the Youth
and Family Empowerment Division, which takes a holistic approach to providing services for children
and youth birth to age 25 as well as their families. In 2012, HSD’s Budget Control Levels (BCLs) are
adjusted to reflect the realignment, as follows:

e The Self-Sufficiency BCL budget is moved to the new Community Support and Self-
Sufficiency BCL under a new program titled “Mayor’s Office for Senior Citizens”.

e The Domestic and Sexual Violence Prevention BCL budget is moved to the new
“Community Support and Self-Sufficiency BCL” and appears as a new program.

e The Early Learning and Family Support BCL budget is now included in the new Youth and
Family Empowerment BCL and the Community Support and Self-Sufficiency BCL.
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e The Youth Development and Achievement BCL is moved to the new Youth and Family
Empowerment BCL.

e The Emergency and Transitional Services BCL is renamed “Transitional Living and Support”.

e The Community Facilities BCL is moved to the Transitional Living and Support BCL and
appears as a new program.

e The Area Agency on Aging BCL is renamed “Aging and Disability Services — Area Agency on
Aging”.

HSD's work is funded by a variety of revenue sources, including federal, state and interlocal grants, and
the 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 37%.

Budget Snapshot
Human Services 2010 2011 2012 2012
Department Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $52,273,866 $51,962,950 $52,121,676 $53,188,863
Other Revenues $69,032,349 $89,268,547 $87,118,674 $59,058,364
Total Revenues $121,306,215  $141,231,497 $139,240,350 $112,247,227

Use of (Contribution to)

$260,279 $1,563,418 $1,465,101 $1,495,823
Fund Balance

Total Resources $121,566,494  $142,794,915  $140,705,451  $113,743,050
Total Expenditures $121,566,494 $142,794,915  $140,705,451  $113,743,050
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 326.35 322.60 323.10 315.10

*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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2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Services &
Supplies, $82,358

Personnel, $27,643

Interfund /0ther,$931
Transfers, 52,811 Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $113,743

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

Miscellaneous Fines &
Penalties, $25

General Subfund

Support, $53,189
°e g ARRA

Federal
__ Grant
Indirect,
S9
Federal Grants -
Direct, $13,793
State Grants, $15,276

Federal Grants -

Indirect, $26,944 ARRA Federal Grant

- Direct, $68
Utility Funds, Contrib/Priv

Sources, $92

Property Tax Levy
f Investment Earnings,
(Housing), $850 $80 Interlocal Grants, $580

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $112,247
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Budget Overview

The General Fund is continuing to experience pressures in 2012 and in future years, requiring
reductions to General Fund supported functions. However, given the priority of funding direct services
to those in those in most need, the 2012 Proposed Budget for the Human Services Department
preserves nearly all direct services to the community in 2012. This is particularly important in this time
frame as the local economy is moving slowly through the recovery process, and many individuals are
experiencing the continued need for direct human services. In fact, General Fund support for HSD
increases by $1.07 million in the 2012 Proposed Budget as compared to the 2012 Endorsed Budget.

Although not a new adjustment, the 2012 Budget reflects action taken in the 2012 Endorsed Budget
that eliminates inflationary increases for contracted agencies and community partners. In 2012, the
reduction represents a substantial savings of $1.37 million. While the City recognizes that the
Inflationary reduction may diminish the ability of agencies to respond to increases in their own internal
costs, this change helps preserve direct services to the greatest extent possible.

The Human Services Department approached the 2012 Proposed Budget by identifying efficiencies and
administrative savings that do not impact direct programs. These adjustments require workloads to be
prioritized and absorbed by other remaining positions in the Department. Other savings are realized
by shifting costs to non-General Fund sources. A number of these reductions continue cuts that were
implemented in midyear 2011, including the abrogation of 1.5 FTE in grant and contract administration
positions and 0.5 FTE in administrative support.

At the same time, the Proposed Budget increasingly recognizes the ongoing costs of the Department as
part of its operating budget. Certain costs in HSD’s ongoing base operations, such as higher-than-
planned facilities charges and expenses for homeless shelters, winter response, and outreach
programs, are not included in the 2012 Endorsed Budget and were managed by the Department in
previous years by savings that accrued in other areas. The 2012 Proposed Budget supports these costs
with an increased investment of General Fund. The budget for the Safe Harbors program, which is the
web-based Homeless Management Information System that is used by the City, King County and
United Way, is increased to match a higher level of base costs in the 2012 Budget. The costs for the
City to administer Safe Harbors increased in late 2010 as the result of HSD’s decision to increase staff
capacity to improve the overall service delivery of the program. Recognizing these costs in the
Proposed Budget allows the programs to continue at the current levels of service and provides a more
complete representation of HSD's ongoing expenditures.

The Proposed Budget includes new community organizing funding to support efforts to build civic
engagement and leadership from within Seattle’s communities of color, including immigrants and
refugees. The funding will be allocated through HSD’s RFI process for Policy Advocacy and Technical
Assistance.

While the 2012 Proposed Budget preserves and increases General Fund support for HSD, the
Department is experiencing reductions in State and Federal funding. The 2012 Proposed Budget
recognizes impacts from changes in State funding in the Aging and Disability Services Division.
Beginning in October 2011, pass-through funding for home care program health plan reimbursements
is redirected to home care agencies and no longer administered by HSD, resulting in a significant
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budget reduction to HSD but no impact on direct services, as it was a change to the method of
payment. A loss in funding for the State Senior Citizens Services Act (SCSA) is mitigated through
administrative reductions in the Aging and Disability Services Division.

As described in the “Department Overview” Section above, the Human Services Department budget is
supported in large part by non-General Fund revenues that are provided by a broad set of local, set and
federal sources. One key source of funding is the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
entitlement to the City. In 2011, the City received a 17% reduction in entitlement to the anticipated
award level. The City reduced its planned expenditures for CDBG, and is providing General Fund
support to maintain the planned levels of spending for CBDG-funded public services, including home-
less shelters. In 2012, the City is anticipating a further 5% reduction in the CDBG entitlement. Despite
these funding pressures, the 2012 Proposed Budget preserves HSD funding for nearly all direct services
and contracts with community partners who deliver services and programs.

Finally, a series of technical adjustments makes inflation and benefit changes, miscellaneous
department technical adjustments, and budget-neutral transfers related to HSD’s division realignment.

Incremental Budget Changes

Human Services Department
2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $140,705,451 323.10
2012 Proposed Changes
Early Learning and Child Care Professional
Development Reduction ($261,000) 0.00
Lettuce Link Program Reduction ($17,000)  0.00
Staffing and Efficiency Reductions ($43,470)  (4.00)
Support for Unbudgeted Requirements $200,925 0.00
Increased Commitment to Safe Harbors $136,895 0.00
Community Organizing Support $120,000 0.00
Immigrant and Refugee Youth Program $150,000 0.00
Reductions for State Funding in Aging and Disability Services ~ ($26,400,900) (0.50)
Community Development Block Grant Funding Impacts ($179,514)  (1.00)
Technical Adjustments ($668,338)  (2.50)
Total Changes ($26,962,402) (8.00)
2012 Proposed Budget $113,743,050 315.10
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Early Learning and Child Care Professional Development Reduction - ($261,000). Professional
development funding for early learning and child care programs is reduced by $261,000 with minimal
impact on the Seattle Early Education Collaborative (SEEC), the Early Childhood Education and
Assistance Program (ECEAP) and the Comprehensive Child Care Program. The reduction will result in
less technical assistance funding and coach hours for well-performing programs, with remaining funds
targeting programs that do not meet the City's quality standards. Paid teacher release time for training
will be reduced from 13 days to 2 days. This reduction continues a change that was initiated midyear
2011.

Lettuce Link Program Reduction - ($17,000). Support for the Lettuce Link program for distributing
vegetable seeds and gardening information to families seeking help at area food banks is reduced by
$17,000. This reduction is not expected to have a direct impact because these services do not meet
clients’ immediate need for food. The contract funds dedicated to providing much needed infant and
toddler items such as diapers, formula, food, and other essential items to area food banks remain in
HSD’s budget.

Staffing and Efficiency Reductions — ($43,470) / (4.0) FTE. An unspecified reduction of $200,000 was
included in the Department’s 2012 Endorsed Budget with the intent that HSD identify efficiencies in
contracting processes. The 2012 Proposed Budget identifies three reductions to meet this target,
including savings from a vacant Planning & Development Specialist, Il; savings from a vacant half-time
Senior Grants & Contract Specialist; and savings from unencumbered contracts in the Leadership and
Administration Division. HSD is implementing a new approach to funding, assessment and contracting
practices which will allow the reductions to occur without service impacts, and ultimately result in
more effective funding and contracting systems. This reduction continues changes that were initiated
midyear 2011.

Also continuing from midyear 2011, the 2012 Proposed Budget captures savings from reduced
administrative staff and funding shifts with no impact to service or program delivery. A full-time
Administrative Specialist position is reduced to 0.5 FTE in the Community Support and Self-Sufficiency
division, resulting in General Fund savings of $15,470. Additionally, $28,000 in salary costs are
reallocated to non-General Fund sources. The 2012 Proposed Budget also abrogates an unfunded
Senior Grants & Contracts Specialist position that was funded by the State New Citizen Initiative
program, which ended in November 2010, and a vacant and unfunded Grants & Contracts Specialist
position in the Mayor’s Office for Senior Citizens (MOSC), for which work has been absorbed by staff in
the Aging and Disability Services Planning and Administration section since late 2010.

Support for Unbudgeted Requirements — $200,925. HSD’s 2012 Proposed Budget is increased to
recognize several costs that are ongoing and part of HSD’s base operations but were either
unbudgeted or under-budgeted in 2011, as follows: $57,000 will support ongoing expenses related to
winter weather response; $45,388 will support staff expenses for HSD’s ongoing encampment
outreach program; $69,737 will support new lease costs for the Central Building; and $29,000 will
support lease and utility costs for the Roy Street Shelter, which is operating on property owned by Se-
attle City Light. All of this is supported by an increased investment of General Fund support for HSD.
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Increased Commitment to Safe Harbors — $136,895. The Safe Harbors budget is increased by
$136,895 and aligned with a higher level of base costs. The increase is supported, in-part, by additional
General Fund resources along with funding from King County and the United Way of King County. In
2011, HSD addressed operational challenges with the Safe Harbors program by adding position
capacity. Safe Harbors is King County’s Web-based Homeless Management Information System (HMIS)
used to measure the extent of homelessness in the community and is required by funders at the local,
state and federal levels. The changes improved the functional capacity and technical assistance
provided to participating community agencies. As a result, data integrity, data entry and reporting
quality have been strengthened.

Community Organizing Support — $120,000. The Budget includes $120,000 of General Fund support
for community organizing to develop leadership from within communities of color and among refugees
and immigrants. Primary objectives of this program include developing leadership, building diverse
coalitions by bringing people together to participate in civic activities, and assisting communities in
establishing and running mutual aid associations. Funds will be allocated through HSD’s Request for
Information (RFI) process for Policy Advocacy and Technical Assistance to achieve the highest
outcomes and measurable progress towards the development of leadership from within communities
of color and engagement in civic processes.

Immigrant and Refugee Youth Program — $150,000. $150,000 specified for the Immigrant and
Refugee Youth Program is transferred from Finance General Reserves to HSD for program
implementation in 2012. HSD will combine the new funding with $315,000 of existing Immigrant and
Refugee Family Support funds to provide holistic services that address the unique and challenging
needs of immigrant and refugee youth, 15 to 20 years of age. The program is an integrated
family-based approach to job readiness training for recently arrived youth from low income families
with limited English skills.

Reductions in State Funding for Aging and Disability Services — ($26.40 million) / (0.50) FTE. The
pass-through funding methodology from the State Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS)
has changed so that health plan reimbursements for home care agencies are incorporated into the
home care agency unit rate and are no longer administered by HSD. As a result, HSD’s budget is
reduced by $26.25 million without impacting the services provided by the Aging and Disability Services
Division.

Legislative funding for the State Senior Citizens Services Act (SCSA) and the "core services contract,"
which provides funding for contract management activity related to Medicaid Services, was reduced by
5% for the biennial budget resulting in a $150,000 reduction in 2012. To mitigate the loss of State
funding, two administrative positions are funded at 50% of their full costs and one of those positions is
reduced by 0.5 FTE. Additionally, the State legislature extended previous cuts of 3% in the Case
Management Program rate and a 10% reduction for in-home care hours, accompanied by an adjusted
client/case manager ratio. The Department is working to mitigate the impact on clients and case
managers.
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CDBG Funding Impacts — ($179,514) / (1.0) FTE. Due to the anticipated reduction in the CDBG
entitlement in 2012, this proposal recognizes a set of administrative efficiencies to CDBG funded
administration in HSD, including the abrogation of 1.0 FTE Projects and Funding Agreement
Coordinator. Although the City must reduce approximately $875,000 in CDBG funding for homeless
shelters due to the cap on allowable public services funded based on the estimated entitlement level,
an equivalent increase in General Fund is provided in order to preserve these important direct services.

Technical Adjustments - ($668,338) / (2.50) FTE. Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget
include departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes in HSDs service delivery. Departmental technical adjustments include changes in grant
revenue, corrections to allocations between divisions, and corrections to allocation for benefits. Two
vacant sunsetting positions, a Counselor and a Planning and Development Specialist Il, are abrogated.
A third position, Human Services Coordinator, is reduced to 0.5 FTE. Citywide technical adjustments
reflect changes in central cost allocations, retirement, health care, workers compensation, and
employment costs.
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Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010
Appropriations Code Actuals
CDBG - Human Services Department Budget Control Level
Homeless Intervention 6,176,097
Leadership and Corporate Services 305,686
CDBG - Human Services 6HSD10 6,481,784
Department Total

Aging and Disability Services

2011
Adopted

4,642,920
1,231,871
5,874,791

Aging and Disability Services - Area Agency on Aging Budget Control Level

Healthy Aging 7,751,844
Home-Based Care 29,018,662
Planning and Coordination 2,322,657
Aging and Disability Services - H60AD 39,093,162
Area Agency on Aging Total
Self-Sufficiency H60SS 1,976,016
Budget Control Level
Total Aging and Disability Services 41,069,179

Community Support and Self-Sufficiency

Community Support and Self Sufficiency Budget Control Level

Access to Benefits 0
Community Based Family Support 0
Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault 0
Prevention
Mayor's Office for Senior Citizens 0
Community Support and Self H90CS 0
Sufficiency Total
Total Community Support and Self-Sufficiency 0

Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention

Domestic and Sexual Violence H40DV 4,646,379
Prevention Budget Control Level
Total Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention 4,646,379

Early Learning and Family Support

Early Learning and Family HSOEL 13,947,073
Support Budget Control Level

Total Early Learning and Family Support 13,947,073

7,665,003
48,142,262
2,667,130
58,474,395

1,810,293

60,284,688

4,583,174

4,583,174

13,673,237

13,673,237
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2012
Endorsed

4,642,920
1,231,871
5,874,791

7,645,669
48,418,641
2,711,378
58,775,687

1,849,139

60,624,827

4,238,453

4,238,453

13,429,846

13,429,846

2012

Proposed

3,833,569
989,128
4,822,697

7,649,738
22,474,291
2,677,322
32,801,351

32,801,351

1,535,391

5,300,346
4,404,679

614,878
11,855,295

11,855,295



Human Services Department

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed

Leadership and Administration
Leadership and Administration Budget Control Level

Financial Management 1,469,688 2,116,956 2,186,778 2,084,937
Human Resources 3,213,689 674,850 675,834 674,256
Information Technology 632,248 1,608,339 1,518,824 1,505,471
Leadership 2,149,718 3,339,114 2,938,614 3,031,602
Leadership and Administration Total H50LA 7,465,342 7,739,260 7,320,050 7,296,266
Total Leadership and Administration 7,465,342 7,739,260 7,320,050 7,296,266

Public Health Services

Public Health Services Budget Control Level

Alcohol and Other Drugs 1,338,592 1,451,172 1,451,172 1,451,172
Asthma 128,697 128,697 128,697 128,697
Family Support Services 539,816 539,816 539,816 539,816
Health Care Access 260,791 260,791 260,791 260,791
Health Care for the Homeless 1,530,874 1,530,874 1,530,874 1,530,874
HIV/AIDS 941,061 821,101 821,101 821,101

Oral Health 125,119 125,119 125,119 125,119
Primary Care: Medical and Dental 6,284,074 6,284,074 6,284,074 6,284,074
Public Health Services Total H70PH 11,149,023 11,141,644 11,141,644 11,141,644
Total Public Health Services 11,149,023 11,141,644 11,141,644 11,141,644

Transitional Living and Support

Community Facilities Budget H30CF 639,265 591,063 593,708 0
Control Level

Transitional Living and Support Budget Control Level

Community Facilities 0 0 0 594,212
Emergency and Transitional Services 25,730,604 28,430,476 26,856,831 27,777,720
Transitional Living and Support Total H30ET 25,730,604 28,430,476 26,856,831 28,371,932
Total Transitional Living and Support 26,369,869 29,021,539 27,450,539 28,371,932

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-187 -



Human Services Department

Summit 2010
Appropriations Code Actuals

Youth and Family Empowerment

Youth and Family Empowerment Budget Control Level
Early Learning and Family Support
Youth Services

Youth and Family Empowerment Total ~ H20YF

o o o o

Total Youth and Family Empowerment

Youth Development and Achievement

Youth Development and H20YD 10,437,845
Achievement Budget Control Level

Total Youth Development and Achievement 10,437,845
Department Total 121,566,494
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 326.35

2011
Adopted

o o O o

10,476,580

10,476,580

142,794,915

322.60

2012
Endorsed

o O o o

10,625,301

10,625,301

140,705,451

323.10

2012
Proposed

6,146,671
11,307,194
17,453,864
17,453,864

0

113,743,050

315.10

* 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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Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Community Development Block Grant Fund

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
433010  US Dept of Housing & Urban 6,481,783 5,874,791 5,874,791 4,822,697

Development (HUD) / Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG)
Total Federal Grants - Indirect 6,481,783 5,874,791 5,874,791 4,822,697

Total Revenues 6,481,783 5,874,791 5,874,791 4,822,697

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund (16200)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012

Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed

431110  US Dept of Health & Human Services / 4,421 125,000 0 0
ARRA: Strengthening Communities Fund

431110  US Dept of Housing & Urban 0 0 0 0
Development (HUD) / ARRA CDBG

431110  US Dept of Housing & Urban 1,876,845 2,209,738 0 0

Development (HUD) / ARRA Homeless
Prevention & Rapid Rehousing Program
431110  US Dept of Justice (DOJ) / Office of 41,104 80,549 0 68,000
Justice /ARRA BYRNE Prostitution
Youth Advocate

Total ARRA Federal Grant Direct 1,922,370 2,415,287 0 68,000

433110  King County / ARRA - purchasing of 35,305 0 0 0
fresh local produce, making healthy food
more affordable

433110  King County Public Health / 23,547 43,851 9,444 9,444
Communities Putting Prevention to Work
(CPPW)

433110 National Telecommunications & Info 21,226 0 0 0
Administration for transition to digital
v

433110 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 208,350 0 0 0
(DSHS) / Administration on Aging
(AoA) - ARRA Aging Congregate
Nutrition Service

433110 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 117,703 0 0 0
(DSHS) / Adminstration on Aging (AoA)
- ARRA Aging Home Delivered
Nutrition Services

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-189-



Human Services Department

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund (16200) - continued

Summit

Code Source

433110 WA Dept of Social & Health Services
(DSHS) / ARRA US Dept of Labor
(DOL) - Title V Recovery Act Fund

433110  Workforce Development Council (WDC)
/ ARRA SYEP Federal Stimulus

Total ARRA Federal Grant Indirect

439090  City of Seattle / Cable Television
Franchise Subfund

439090  Seattle Neighborhood Group 4H

439090  United Way / United Way

461320  Miscellaneous Revenue

Total Contrib/Priv Sources

431010  US Department of Education (DOE) /
Upward Bound

431010  US Dept of Education (DOE) / Seattle
Early Reading First (SERF)

431010  US Dept of Housing & Urban
Development (HUD) / Emergency Shelter
Grants Program (ESGP)

431010  US Dept of Housing & Urban
Development (HUD) / Housing
Opportunities for People with AIDS
(HOPWA) Grant

431010  US Dept of Housing & Urban
Development (HUD) / McKinney Grant

431010  US Dept of Justice (DOJ) / Disability
Svcs - Domestic Violence (DV)

Education, training, and enhanced
services to end violence against and abuse
of women with disabilities

431010  US Dept of Justice (DOJ) / Domestic
Violence (DV) Transitional Housing

431010  US Dept of Justice (DOJ) / Grants to
Encourage Arrest Policies (GEAP)

431010  US Dept of Justice (DOJ) / Justice
Assistance Grant (JAG)

Total Federal Grants - Direct

2010
Actuals
50,410

99,893

556,434
150,000
0
65,799
(7,202)
208,597

407,461

964,694

588,202

1,661,005

8,923,250

285,075

106,265
207,280

15,000

13,158,232

2011
Adopted
0

43,851

8,750
160,179
0

168,929
415,088

427,288

579,707

1,706,000

10,828,749

284,682

14,241,514
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2012
Endorsed
0

9,444

91,800

91,800

415,088

579,707

1,706,000

10,828,749

13,529,544

2012
Proposed
0

9,444

91,800

91,800

402,220

579,707

1,706,000

10,828,929

95,430

181,045

13,793,331



Human Services Department

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund (16200) - continued

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 1,587,321 1,721,721 1,756,155 1,774,070

(DSHS) / Title 111-C-1 - Older Americans
Act (OAA) Congregate meals

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 852,065 859,332 876,519 876,519
(DSHS) / Title 111-C-2 - Older Americans
Act (OAA) Home delivered meals

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 111,789 112,882 115,140 115,140
(DSHS) / Title 111-D - Older Americans
Act (OAA) Health promotion

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 773,431 782,318 797,964 797,964
(DSHS) / Title I1I-E - Older Americans
Act (OAA) National Family Caregiver

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 89,068 0 0 0
(DSHS) / Title V - Appropriation Act
(Senior Employment)

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 396,975 425,834 362,454 362,553
(DSHS) / Title V - Older Americans Act
(OAA) Senior Employment

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 9,665,472 26,250,000 26,250,000 0

(DSHS) / Title XIX - Home Care
Workers' Health Care Insurance- BHP

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 622,107 750,000 750,000 750,000
(DSHS) / Title XIX - Local Care
Management

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 1,002,202 1,118,235 1,118,235 1,118,235

(DSHS) / Title XIX - Medicaid
Administrative Claiming

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 6,638,004 7,090,151 7,373,096 7,373,096
(DSHS) / Title XIX - Medicaid Case
Mgmt

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 43,320 0 0 0

(DSHS) / Title XIX - Medicaid Home
Care Worker Orientation for P

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 543,622 2,138,796 2,138,796 2,138,796
(DSHS) / Title XIX - Medicaid Home
Care Worker Training Wages

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 0 200,000 200,000 200,000
(DSHS) / Title XIX - Medicaid Intensive
Chronic Case Management

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 1,989 11,427 11,427 11,427
(DSHS) / Title XIX - Medicaid Nurse
Delegation

433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 3,600 0 0 0

(DSHS) / Title XIX Day Health Admin -
Senior Day Facility
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2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund (16200) - continued

Summit 2010 2011
Code Source Actuals Adopted
433010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 24,736 165,000

(DSHS) / US Dept of Agriculture
(USDA) / Senior Farmers Market
Nutrition
433010 WA Office of Superintendent of Public 1,190,965 1,184,443
Instruction (OSPI) / Child and Adult Care
Food Program

433010 WA Office of Superintendent of Public 94,982 59,495
Instruction (OSPI) / Quality Incentive
Program

433010 WA Office of Superintendent of Public 0 14,845
Instruction (OSPI) / Summer Sack Lunch
Supplement

433010 WA Office of Superintendent of Public 400,296 526,280
Instruction (OSPI)/ Summer Food Service
Program

433010  Within Reach / Food Stamp Education 143 0
Grant

433010  Workforce Development Council (WDC) 913,881 875,157
/ Workforce Investment Act
Total Federal Grants - Indirect 29,453,141 48,102,230

587001  General Subfund Support 52,273,866 51,962,950
Total General Subfund Support 52,273,866 51,962,950

437010  Families and Education Levy / 0 316,841
Performance Funds

437010  Gates Foundation / Safe Harbors Grant 0 0

437010  King County / KC McKinney Consultant 125 0
Share

437010  King County / Human Services Levy - 94,276 112,000

Program to Encourage Active Rewarding
Lives for Seniors (PEARLS)

437010  King County / King County Safe Harbors 0 0

437010  King County / Levy funds for Veteran 94,276 112,000
Case Management

437010  King County / Mental lliness & Drug 55,615 100,000
Dependency (MIDD)

437010  King County / Safe Harbors Levy 378,161 397,000

437010  National Council on Aging-Provide 4,833 0

education, 1&A to enroll Seniors for
medication saving benefits

437010  Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) / New 25,000 25,000
Citizen Initiative
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2012
Endorsed
165,000

1,188,890

59,495

14,845

526,317

875,157

48,390,641
52,121,676
52,121,676

193,691

100,000

397,000
0

25,000

2012
Proposed
165,000

1,170,924

525,634

43,571

897,676

22,121,644
53,188,863
53,188,863

117,805

71,000
0

195,000
0

96,217

25,000



Human Services Department

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund (16200) - continued

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
437010  United Way / Safe Harbors Grant 0 0 0 75,000
437010  Wallmart Foundation / Summer Nutrition 0 0 0 0
Grant
Total Interlocal Grants 652,286 1,062,841 715,691 580,022
461110 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 65,386 62,400 62,400 80,000
(DSHS) / Interest - State Cash Advance
Total Investment Earnings 65,386 62,400 62,400 80,000
459900  Sex Industry Victims Fund / Care and 50,631 25,000 25,000 25,000
Treatment for Sex Industry Workers
Total Miscellaneous Fines & Penalties 50,631 25,000 25,000 25,000
541490  City of Seattle Office of Housing (OH) / 0 0 849,600 849,600
Housing Levy
Total Property Tax Levy (Housing) 0 0 849,600 849,600
434010 WA Dept of Community, Trade & 148,248 143,932 143,932 125,000
Economic Dev (CTED) / Homeless Data
Collection
434010 WA Dept of Early Learning (DEL) / 2,161,607 2,187,900 2,187,900 2,189,975

Early Childhood Education Assistance
Program (ECEAP)

434010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 22,197 71,865 73,302 73,302
(DSHS) / Care Workers Insurance

434010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 1,777,349 1,739,666 1,739,666 2,139,666
(DSHS) / Family Caregivers

434010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 76,531 84,785 84,785 84,785
(DSHS) / Kinship Care Navigator

434010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 182,575 233,200 233,200 233,200
(DSHS) / Kinship Care Support

434010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 39,310 40,000 40,000 40,000
(DSHS) / Kinship Child Program

434010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 1,240,326 1,136,060 1,136,060 0

(DSHS) / Office of Refugee & Immigrant
Administration (ORIA) - New
Citizenship Initiative (NCI)
434010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 16,463 17,560 17,560 17,560
(DSHS) / Prescription Drugs Information
& Assistance
434010 WA Dept of Social & Health Services 84,001 136,789 150,468 150,468
(DSHS) / Respite Home Care Workers'
Health Care Insurance & Training
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Human Services Department

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Human Services Operating Fund (16200) - continued

Summit

Code
434010

434010

434010

541490
541490

541490

541490

Source

WA Dept of Social & Health Services
(DSHS) / Senior Citizens Service Act
WA Dept of Social & Health Services
(DSHS) / Title XIX Local Care
Management - State Portion

WA Dept of Social & Health Services
(DSHS) / Title XIX Medicaid Case Mgmt
- State Portion

Total State Grants

City of Seattle / Utility Rate Assistance
City of Seattle / Water Conservation Pilot
Project

Seattle City Light (SCL) / Credit Liaison
(Project Share)

Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) / Water
Energy Assistance Program

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 Use of Fund Balance

Total Resources

2010

Actuals
2,138,215

622,107

6,638,004

15,146,934

890,834
35,566

362,544

47,611

1,336,555

114,824,432

232,020
28,259

260,279

115,084,711

2011

Adopted
2,255,007

750,000

7,090,150

15,886,914

917,675
44,000

374,018

49,097

1,384,790

135,356,706

868,418
500,000

150,000

45,000

1,563,418

136,920,124
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2012

Endorsed
2,255,004

750,000

7,373,096

16,184,973

917,675
44,000

374,018

49,097

1,384,790

133,365,559

920,101
500,000

45,000

1,465,101

134,830,660

2012

Proposed
2,098,984

750,000

7,373,096

15,276,036

917,675
0

374,018

49,097

1,340,790

107,424,530

950,823
500,000

45,000

1,495,823

108,920,353



Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

CDBG - Human Services Department Budget Control Level

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.

Additional Information: 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 Consolidated Plan for Housing and
Community Development, which is coordinated by the Human Services Department.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homeless Intervention 6,176,097 4,642,920 4,642,920 3,833,569
Leadership and Corporate Services 305,686 1,231,871 1,231,871 989,128
Total 6,481,784 5,874,791 5,874,791 4,822,697

The following information summarizes the programs within the CDBG Human Services Department
Budget Control Level:

Homeless Intervention Program 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 transi-
tional housing for homeless single men, women, and families; hygiene services; housing counseling;
and rent assistance.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homeless Intervention 6,176,097 4,642,920 4,642,920 3,833,569
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Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Leadership and Corporate Services Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Leadership and Corporate Services 305,686 1,231,871 1,231,871 989,128

Aging and Disability Services

Aging and Disability Services - Area Agency on Aging Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Aging and Disability Services - 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.

Additional Information: The Aging and Disability Services Division of the Seattle Human Services
Department also functions as the Area Agency on Aging of the Seattle-King County region, an entity
which is sponsored by the City of Seattle, King County, and United Way of King County. For more
information, visit: http://www.seattle.gov/humanservices/seniorsdisabled/areaagency.htm.

2010 2012 2012
. 2011 Adopted
Program Expenditures Actuals Endorsed Proposed
Healthy Aging 7,751,844 7,665,003 7,645,669 7,649,738
Home-Based Care 29,018,662 48,142,262 48,418,641 22,474,291
Planning and Coordination 2,322,657 2,667,130 2,711,378 2,677,322
Total 39,093,162 58,474,395 58,775,687 32,801,351
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 152.25 153.25 149.25 147.75

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

The following information summarizes the programs within the Aging and Disability Services - Area
Agency on Aging Budget Control Level:

Healthy Aging Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Healthy Aging 7,751,844 7,665,003 7,645,669 7,649,738
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Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Home-Based Care Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Home-Based Care Program 29,018,662 48,142,262 48,418,641 22,474,291
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 126.75 126.75 123.75 122.75

Planning and Coordination Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Planning and Coordination 2,322,657 2,667,130 2,711,378 2,677,322
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 25.50 26.50 25.50 25.00

Self-Sufficiency Budget Control Level

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.

Additional Information: In 2012, the Self-Sufficiency Budget Control Level budget has been
transferred to the Community Support and Self-Sufficiency Budget Control Level under a new
program titled “Mayor’s Office for Senior Citizens”.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Self-Sufficiency 1,976,016 1,810,293 1,849,139 0
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 22.50 22.50 22.50 0.00

*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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Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program
Community Support and Self-Sufficiency

Community Support and Self-Sufficiency Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Community Support and Self-Sufficiency Budget Control Level (BCL) is to provide
Seattle families with nutrition assistance, citizenship assistance, access to public benefits, and other
family support resources so that families 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. The BCL also supports the City’s response to domestic violence and
sexual assault prevention programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012

Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Access to Benefits 0 0 0 1,535,391
Community Based Family Support 0 0 0 5,300,346
Domestic Violence and Sexual 0 0 0 4,404,679
Assault Prevention

Mayor's Office for Senior Citizens 0 0 0 614,878
Total 0 0 0 11,855,295
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 36.00

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Community Support and Self-
Sufficiency Budget Control Level:

Access to Benefits Program The purpose of the Access to Benefits Program is to support the People-
Point initiative, which connects people with low and moderate incomes to public benefit programs,
and the Utility Discount Program.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Access to Benefits 0 0 0 1,535,391
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.50

Community Based Family Support Program The purpose of the Community Based Family Support
Program is to provide Seattle families with resources such as child care subsidies, meal programs,
citizenship services, and family centers.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Based Family Support 0 0 0 5,300,346
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.50
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Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention Program The purpose of the Domestic Violence and
Sexual Assault Prevention Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault 0 0 0 4,404,679
Prevention
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.50

Mayor’s Office for Senior Citizens Program The purpose of the Mayor’s Office for Senior Citizens
Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Mayor's Office for Senior Citizens 0 0 0 614,878
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.50

Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault Prevention

Domestic and Sexual Violence Prevention Budget Control Level

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.

Additional Information In 2012, the Domestic and Sexual Violence Prevention Budget Control Level
budget is transferred to the Community Support and Self-Sufficiency Budget Control Level under a
new program.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Domestic and Sexual Violence 4,646,379 4,583,174 4,238,453 0
Prevention
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 5.00 4,50 4.50 0.00

*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.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-199 -




Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program
Early Learning and Family Support

Early Learning and Family Support Budget Control Level

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.

Additional Information In 2012, the Early Learning and Family Support Budget Control Level budget is
transferred to the Youth and Family Empowerment Budget Control Level and the Community Support
and Self-Sufficiency Budget Control Level.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Early Learning and Family Support 13,947,073 13,673,237 13,429,846 0
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 34.50 33.00 35.00 0.00

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

Transitional Living and Support

Community Facilities Budget Control Level

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.

Additional Information: In 2012, the Community Facilities Budget Control Level budget is transferred
to the Transitional Living and Support Budget Control Level under a new program.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Facilities 639,265 591,063 593,708 0
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 8.50 8.50 8.50 0.00

*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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Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Transitional Living and Support Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Transitional Living and Support Budget Control Level (formerly Emergency and
Transitional Services) is to provide resources and services to Seattle’s low-income and homeless
residents, working to prevent and end homelessness, and reduce hunger by funding shelter, housing,
food, and meal programs for individuals and families with very low incomes.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Facilities 0 0 0 594,212
Emergency and Transitional 25,730,604 28,430,476 26,856,831 27,777,720
Services
Total 25,730,604 28,430,476 26,856,831 28,371,932
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 17.75 18.75 20.50 27.00

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Transitional Living and Support
Budget Control Level:

Community Facilities Program The purpose of the Community Facilities Program is to provide technical
assistance and capital funding to community-based human service organizations to help the organiza-
tions plan and develop facility projects to improve the quality, capacity, and efficiency of service
delivery.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Proposed
Community Facilities 0 0 0 594,212
Full-time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.50

Emergency and Transitional Services Program The purpose of the Emergency and Transitional Services
Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012 Pro-
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed posed

o, . 25,730,604 28,430,476 26,856,831 27,777,720
Emergency and Transitional Services

Full-time Equivalents Total* 17.75 18.75 20.50 19.50
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Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Leadership and Administration

Leadership and Administration Budget Control Level

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Financial Management 1,469,688 2,116,956 2,186,778 2,084,937
Human Resources 3,213,689 674,850 675,834 674,256
Information Technology 632,248 1,608,339 1,518,824 1,505,471
Leadership 2,149,718 3,339,114 2,938,614 3,031,602
Total 7,465,342 7,739,260 7,320,050 7,296,266
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 59.35 56.10 56.10 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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Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

The following information summarizes the programs within the Leadership and Administration

Budget Control Level:

Financial Management Program 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.

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Financial Management 1,469,688
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 18.25

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed
2,116,956 2,186,778 2,084,937
17.75 17.00 17.00

Human Resources Program 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.

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Human Resources 3,213,689
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 6.00

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed
674,850 675,834 674,256
5.75 5.75 5.75

Information Technology Program 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.

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Information Technology 632,248
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 12.60

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed
1,608,339 1,518,824 1,505,471
11.10 10.10 10.10

Leadership Program The purpose of the Leadership Program is to provide vision, direction, planning,
and coordination to the Department, other City departments, and the community and 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.

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Leadership 2,149,718
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 22.50

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed
3,339,114 2,938,614 3,031,602
21.50 23.25 20.75

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget

-203 -



Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program
Public Health Services

Public Health Services Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Public Health Services Budget Control Level is to provide funds for the following
public health services and programs: 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.

Additional Information Beginning in 2005, all funding previously directed to Public Health - Seattle &
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 &
King County.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Alcohol and Other Drugs 1,338,592 1,451,172 1,451,172 1,451,172
Asthma 128,697 128,697 128,697 128,697
Family Support Services 539,816 539,816 539,816 539,816
Health Care Access 260,791 260,791 260,791 260,791
Health Care for the Homeless 1,530,874 1,530,874 1,530,874 1,530,874
HIV/AIDS 941,061 821,101 821,101 821,101
Oral Health 125,119 125,119 125,119 125,119
Primary Care: Medical and Dental 6,284,074 6,284,074 6,284,074 6,284,074
Total 11,149,023 11,141,644 11,141,644 11,141,644

The following information summarizes the programs within the Public Health Services Budget Control
Level:

Alcohol and Other Drugs Program 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 De-
pendency 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
& King County to opiate-dependent city residents.
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Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Alcohol and Other Drugs 1,338,592 1,451,172 1,451,172 1,451,172

Asthma Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Asthma 128,697 128,697 128,697 128,697

Family Support Services Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Family Support Services 539,816 539,816 539,816 539,816

Health Care Access Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Health Care Access 260,791 260,791 260,791 260,791

Health Care for the Homeless Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Health Care for the Homeless 1,530,874 1,530,874 1,530,874 1,530,874
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Human Services Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

HIV/AIDS Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
HIV/AIDS 941,061 821,101 821,101 821,101

Oral Health Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Oral Health 125,119 125,119 125,119 125,119

Primary Care: Medical and Dental Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Primary Care: Medical and Dental 6,284,074 6,284,074 6,284,074 6,284,074
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program
Youth and Family Empowerment

Youth and Family Empowerment Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Youth and Family Empowerment Budget Control Level is to provide children,
youth and families with the skills, knowledge, and support they need to live healthy and productive
lives, including access to affordable, culturally relevant, high-quality child care and pre-school
education, out-of-school time activities, nutrition assistance, and programs designed to help youth
succeed academically, learn job and life skills, and develop alternatives to criminal activity, violence,
and homelessness.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Early Learning and Family Support 0 0 0 6,146,671
Youth Services 0 0 0 11,307,194
Total 0 0 0 17,453,864
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.75

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Youth and Family Empowerment
Budget Control Level:

Early Learning and Family Support Program The purpose of the Early Learning and Family Support
Program 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 contribut-
ing members of the community.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Early Learning and Family Support 0 0 0 6,146,671
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 24.00
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Youth Services Program The purpose of the Youth Services Program is to provide youth and young
adults direct services, designed to help them succeed academically, learn job and life skills, and
develop alternatives to criminal activity, violence and homelessness.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Youth Services 0 0 0 11,307,194
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 26.75

Youth Development and Achievement Budget Control Level

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.

Additional Information: In 2012, the Youth Development and Achievement Budget Control Level
budget is transferred to the Youth and Family Empowerment Budget Control Level.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Youth Development and Achievement 10,437,845 10,476,580 10,625,301 0
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 26.50 26.00 26.75 0.00
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Fund Tables

Human Services Operating Fund (16200)

Beginning Fund Balance

Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

Less: Manditory Reserve for
Child Care Bonus Funds
Less: Other Manditory
Restrictions

Less: Reserve for Cash Flow
Blance

Total Reserves

Ending Unreserved Fund
Balance

2010
Actuals

6,698,535

114,824,432

115,084,710

6,438,257

2,407,114

2,699,000

200,000

5,306,114

1,132,143

2011
Adopted

5,169,051

135,356,706

136,920,124

3,605,633

1,724,661

1,663,429

200,000

3,588,090

17,543

Human Services Department

2011
Revised

6,438,257

135,007,045

137,170,124

4,275,178

1,907,000

1,683,000

200,000

3,790,000

485,178
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2012
Endorsed

3,605,633

133,365,559

134,830,660

2,140,532

1,224,661

698,328

200,000

2,122,989

17,543

2012
Proposed

4,275,178

107,424,530

108,920,353

2,779,355

1,407,000

1,150,000

200,000

2,757,000

22,355






Neighborhoods and Development






Department of Housing and Economic
Development

Stephen H. Johnson, Director

Information Line: (206) 684-8090
http://www.seattle.gov/EconomicDevelopment
http://www.seattle.gov/housing

Department by Budget Control Level

Department of
Housing and
Economic
Development

CDBG - Housing and
Economic Development Low Income Housing 16400
17810

Housing and Economic
Development 16600

Department Overview

The Department of Housing and Economic Development (HED) is being established in the 2012
Proposed Budget as part of the Mayor’s reorganization of City government to increase the efficiency of
City operations, and preserve direct services. HED combines the functions of the former Office of
Housing (OH), the Office of Economic Development (OED), and retains the Office of Film and Music as
part of this new organizational structure. The Department will continue to provide leadership and
direct oversight for the implementation of the 2009 Housing Levy. This consolidation provides an
opportunity to bring together the City’s investments in housing and economic development, both of
which are key priority areas for the City and play an important role in the overall health of Seattle’s
economy. HED will continue to deliver on the missions of the former Offices of Housing and Economic
Development while bringing both offices together under common leadership.
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Department of Housing and Economic Development

As a single organization, HED will invest in and promote the development and preservation of safe and
affordable housing, and help to create a vibrant economy by promoting access to economic
opportunities for all of Seattle's diverse communities. The Department will accomplish this by funding
affordable workforce housing, rental and homeownership, as well as supportive housing that helps
vulnerable people achieve stability and move along a path toward self-sufficiency. This work will
stimulate housing development, allowing families to thrive and neighborhoods to provide a full range
of housing choice and opportunity. The Department also will also continue to support economic
development that is financially, environmentally, and socially sustainable, and provides services that
capitalize on Seattle’s established economic activity, particularly in the areas of manufacturing and
maritime industries, film and music, healthcare, and clean technology. These services are 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 partner-
ships that lead to sustainable economic growth with shared prosperity. Among other things, the
creation of HED will allow for greater collaboration among housing and economic development policy
and programs to build strong communities and to support citizens towards self-sufficiency, with
services ranging from housing to employment assistance. Specific examples of past successes include
building a new transitional housing facility with 78 new beds to help the Compass Center in Pioneer
Square recover from the Nisqually Earthquake and financing the Chubby and Tubby project in
Southeast Seattle resulting in 68 units of new workforce housing and 5,000 square feet of new
commercial space.

The integration of the two offices will also result in more efficient utilization of administrative
resources including finance and accounting beginning in 2012. In 2012, the communications staff in the
Department is reduced from two positions to one, and human resource management work is done in
HED using the capacity of the existing human resource position to serve the new Department, whereas
previously OED received human resource services from the Finance and Administrative Services
Department (FAS). In 2012, the Department will continue to evaluate and identify additional opera-
tional efficiencies as a result of the consolidation, and is being asked to meet an unallocated General
Fund reduction target in 2012 as a result of realizing efficiencies.

The new HED budget is organized into the following five program areas to meet these objectives:

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. This program also provides a framework for the
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City’s place-based community development work in key neighborhoods that will benefit from a
coordinated, inter-departmental cooperation to achieve long-term development goals.

The Business Services Program provides direct services to businesses and supports 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.

The Administration and Management Program provides centralized leadership, coordination,
technology, contracting, and financial management services to HED programs and capital projects.

The HED budget is supported in large part by non-General Subfund revenues, including the 2009
Housing Levy and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds. In 2010, OH began
implementing the voter-approved 2009 Housing Levy, totaling $145 million for 2010 - 2016. The 2012
Proposed Budget is consistent with the Administration and Financial Plan for the Housing Levy
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 former Office of Housing are federal
grants, developer incentive program revenues, local and state weatherization grants, investment
earnings, and loan repayment income.

The federal CDBG program provides a major source of funding for community development programs
affecting Seattle's low- and moderate-income households and neighborhoods. In 2012, approximately
$6 million in CDBG funding is programmed in HED to invest in and promote the development and
preservation of affordable housing, and to help create and maintain healthy businesses, thriving
neighborhoods, and community organizations. 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.
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Budget Snapshot
Housing & Economic 2010 2011 2012 2012
Development Actual Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund S0 S0 S0 $5,877,584
Other Revenues S0 S0 S0 $45,331,657
Total Revenues S0 S0 S0 $51,209,241
e @ w e wms
Total Resources S0 SO S0 $50,449,700
Total Expenditures S0 ] S0 $50,449,700
Full-Time Equivalent * Total - - - 61.50

*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.

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Services &
Supplies, $32,128

Personnel, $6,195

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $50,450
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2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

Revenue from
Other Private
Entities, $238

All Else, $10,259

Federal Grants -
Indirect, $6,051

Revenue from
Other Public
Entities, $8,114

Taxes, Levies &
Bonds, $19,792

General Subfund Interest Earming Developer
Support, $5,878 $877 application fees, SO

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $51,209
Budget Overview

The City continues to face General Subfund pressures in 2012 and beyond, requiring the City to
re-evaluate the ways in which it is organized to deliver services. In 2011, the Mayor initiated a process
to evaluate whether the City could increase effectiveness of service delivery and achieve internal
efficiencies by changing or modifying the organizational structure of City departments. The
departments involved in the review included the Department of Neighborhoods, the Office of Arts and
Cultural Affairs, the Office of Housing and the Office of Economic Development, the Office of
Sustainability and Environment, and the Department of Planning and Development. The goals of this
review process included preserving and potentially expanding direct funding, including community
grant awards; and streamlining service delivery and improving operational and management efficiency.
The process included participation by the directors of the individual offices, as well as the City Budget
Office, the Mayor’s Office, and input by the City Council. As one result of this review, the 2012
Proposed Budget reorganizes the Office of Housing and the Office of Economic Development into a
single department, the Department of Housing and Economic Development (HED). Integrating these
functions achieves a number of objectives, including:

e Aligning and integrating two functions that are critical to developing healthy communi-
ties. The start of every vibrant community is access to affordable housing and centers of
employment;
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e Capitalizing on similarities between the two functions. Both offices are responsible for pro-
viding seed funding and financing tool to critical elements of a healthy community — hous-
ing and business development; and

e Providing managerial and administrative savings that provide relief to the strained General
Fund and allow for increased investments in housing programs.

The newly consolidated department has a total 2012 Proposed Budget of approximately $51 million, of
which approximately $6 million is funded by General Subfund, and approximately $45 million is funded
by other funds including proceeds from the Housing Levy, federal, state and local grant sources. The
creation of HED will generate $338,000 in savings, $310,000 of which accrues to the General

Fund. $210,000 of this savings will be reinvested into direct housing program dollars to support the
future development of 4-5 low-income rental units, and to help to mitigate the reduction of CDBG
funding for this program area.

The 2012 Proposed Budget for HED includes a number of budget reductions to assist in balancing the
General Fund, and to realize efficiencies as a result of consolidating the two former offices. As part of
the consolidation, the Department will be led by a Director of Housing and Economic Development. A
vacant Executive 2 position in the former Office of Housing, previously filled as the deputy director
position, is retained in the new Department, and will be filled in 2012 to provide additional capacity in
overseeing the implementation of housing-related programs, as well as providing leadership to guide
the City’s investments in the 2009 Housing Levy. The former director of the Office of Housing will be
retained as an advisor to the new offices for the first half of 2012 to facilitate a smooth transition of
the housing-related programs into the new organizational structure. In addition, the 2012 Proposed
Budget reduces one administrative staff position, one of the two communications positions among the
two former offices, and establishes an unspecified reduction for the 2012 Proposed Budget of
$100,000 in General Subfund to be achieved during 2012 as a result of realizing additional efficiencies.

The reductions enable the City to maintain full funding for all grant award programs in the Department
and Citywide, including the ‘Only in Seattle’ award program which leverages partnerships between
neighborhood business associations and neighborhood businesses through approximately $900,000 in
funding from General Fund and CDBG fund sources. In 2012 the award administration for the Only in
Seattle program will move to the Department of Neighborhoods’ Community Granting Division within
the Neighborhood Matching Subfund (NMF), resulting in the transfer of one position from HED to the
Community Granting Division in NMF with the intent to increase overall efficiency in the grant
administration process.

Two other operational changes occur within HED to better align programs across City departments.
The first is a transfer of a position and funding from Department of Neighborhoods to HED to centralize
the workload associated with South Park Action Agenda. The Action Agenda is a community-driven
partnership between the City and the South Park neighborhood to comprehensively improve the
quality of life through neighborhood infrastructure, business development, and public safety enhance-
ments. At this time, about 80% of the improvements identified in the Action Agenda are either under-
way or completed. With the closure of the South Park Bridge there is a heightened need for focused
economic development which will be supported by the position transfer. In addition to this change, the
Citywide Parks Special Events function, including two positions and the related funding, will be trans-
ferred to HED. Special Events staff will administer citywide special events such as protests, rallies,
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marathons, and marches, as well as other annual events like Seafair. These events stimulate the local
economy and can create jobs. Because special events offer important opportunities to promote
economic development, this realignment offers the City an important opportunity to strengthen the
linkages between the promotion of special events and the promotion of economic development.

While there are no substantive budget changes reflected in the 2012 Proposed Budget for the
Community Development Program in HED, the purpose of this program is adjusted in 2012 to
increasingly focus on place-based community development. In addition to work already being done by
the staff in this program, which includes Multi-Family Tax Exemption policy review and transit-oriented
development, this program will serve as the basis for City’s place-based community development work
in key neighborhoods that will benefit from coordinated, inter-departmental cooperation to achieve
long-term development goals. This work builds on work accomplished by the former Office of Policy
and Management (OPM) that facilitated place-based, multi-department, community development
strategies in a number of neighborhoods, including South Lake Union, Northgate, South Park, South-
east Seattle and North Aurora. The Department is positioned to support place-based community
development by offering numerous funding tools including the Housing Levy, federal Section 108 and
Community Development Float loans, the Rainier Valley Community Development Loan Fund, Only in
Seattle, small business lending and technical support, Business Improvement Area (BIA) start-up sup-
port, and the neighborhood business district grant program. In the future, the staff in this Program may
be expanded to include increased focus on a range of issues including planning, land use and zoning,
capacity building for community organizations, community facilities, parks, traffic improvements, etc.

The Federal government is dealing with its own budget challenges. In 2011, the City received a 17%
reduction in entitlement to the anticipated award level, and the City reduced its planned expenditures
for CDBG in 2011 as a result. In 2012, the City is anticipating a further 5% reduction in the CDBG
entitlement level. Despite these funding pressures, the 2012 CDBG budget is rebalanced in a way that
preserves direct programs to the greatest extent possible, and is consistent with the actions taken in
2011 to rebalance the CDBG budget. Given that the actual 2012 CDBG entitlement will not be known
until the first quarter of 2012, HED will not commit 2012 CDBG Multi-Family Housing Production and
Preservation funds until the actual 2012 entitlement is known.
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Incremental Budget Changes

Department of Housing and Economic Development
2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget ] 0.00
2012 Proposed Changes
OH and OED Department Reorganization $52,481,619  60.50
Program Consolidation ($337,738)  (2.00)
Increase Multi-Family Housing Program Support $210,641 0.00
Funding for Seattle Convention and Visitors Bureau ($50,000) 0.00
Community Granting Awards Program Consolidation
in DON (5113,210) (1.00)
Operational Efficiencies / Reduced Costs ($96,124) 0.00
Staffing Support to Promote Economic Development $262,366 3.00
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Funding
Impacts ($1,698,340) 0.00
Increase HomeWise Weatherization & Energy Effiency
Staff S0 1.00
Technical Adjustments ($209,515)  0.00
Total Changes $50,449,700 61.50
2012 Proposed Budget $50,449,700 61.50

OH and OED Department Reorganization - $52,481,619 / 60.5 FTE. This adjustment brings the 2012
Endorsed Budgets from OH and OED together to create a starting point for the HED 2012 Proposed
Budget. The adjustments listed below capture all changes made to this starting point.

Program Consolidation — ($337,738) / (2.0) FTE. In response to a challenging fiscal environment and
constrained resources, the proposal implements the consolidation of the two former Offices into a
single department. Efficiencies gained by this consolidation include reducing funding for the Executive
3 position that previously served as the Director of the Office of Housing (OH), abrogating 1.0 FTE
Administrative Staff Assistant that previously served the OH Director, and abrogating 1.0 FTE Strategic
Advisor 1 position formerly serving as the OH Communications Director. In addition, the 2012
Proposed Budget includes a reduction of $100,000 in General Fund to be met through additional
reductions identified by the new director in 2012.

Increase Multi-Family Housing Program Support - $210,641. This proposal increases funding in the
Multi-Family Production and Preservation program through an increase in General Fund resources in
2012. The program invests in and promotes the development and preservation of affordable hous-
ing. Seattle’s rental market continues to see higher demand for rental housing, causing a drop in
vacancy rates and resulting increase in rents. Low-income renters have particular difficulty competing
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for affordable rental units in the type of rental market Seattle is now experiencing. The additional
resources support the future development of 4-5 low-income rental units, and help to mitigate the
reduction of CDBG funding for this program area. This increase is achieved by reallocating the savings
associated with the reduction of positions in the former Office of Housing to three ongoing positions
formerly funded by the General Fund and focused solely on economic development in OED. These
positions will focus in part on housing related work beginning in 2012 and so will be funded by both
General Fund and Other Funds in 2012.

Funding for Seattle Convention and Visitors Bureau - ($50,000). This proposal eliminates funding for
the Seattle Convention and Visitors Bureau. The reduction is mitigated by the development of a Seattle
Tourism Improvement Area, an initiative that will allow a $2 per room per night surcharge to guests in
hotels with 60 or more rooms in the greater downtown area. It is anticipated that this initiative will
raise approximately $5 — $6 million in 2012 to help promote Seattle as a tourist destination, more than
offsetting the amount of this reduction.

Community Granting Awards Program Consolidation in DON ($113,210) / (1.0) FTE. This proposal
transfers out 1.0 FTE Community Development Specialist, Senior to the Department of
Neighborhoods’ (DON) Community Granting Division within the Neighborhood Matching Subfund
(NMF) to consolidate the administration of awards made to community via HED’s ‘Only in Seattle’
program developed in the former OED. This position will be co-located with other staff tasked with
central administration of the City’s community awards in an effort to create administrative efficiencies
and streamline award management while at the same time retaining full award funding citywide.

Operational Efficiencies/ Reduced Costs - ($96,124). This proposal captures savings from several
changes. The first is the rebidding of City business retention and attraction contracts. In 2010, nearly
500 businesses received on-site visits and consultation from Department staff and/or contracted
partners to assist with issues like exploring business growth opportunities, leveraging competitive
advantages, connecting to other resources in the region, and identifying issues and trends that impact
businesses such as permitting, regulations, and workforce development. The Department plans to
review and update the contracts to further improve service delivery, and this reduction of $31,000 is
expected to have minimal impact on the services provided. Secondly, the Office of Film and Music will
reduce their professional services budget by $15,000 and will reprioritize its business development
outreach efforts, and reach out to the private sector for support in creating film and music industry
jobs and business growth for the City. Lastly, the Department will reduce approximately $50,000 in
funding for supplies and services costs in the areas of travel and training, advertising, printing, and
software.

Staffing Support to Promote Economic Development - $262,366 / 3.0 FTE. This proposal transfers in
an existing Strategic Advisor 2 position and funding from the Department of Neighborhoods to HED to
centralize the workload associated with South Park Action Agenda, as well as to support HED’s business
district revitalization program and oversee its micro-business assistance program in HED. The Action
Agenda is a community-driven partnership between the City and the South Park neighborhood to
improve the South Park community. This position will support the development and implementation of
business district revitalization programs in several neighborhoods, including South Park and manage
HED’s micro-business assistance program. This proposal also transfers in two existing positions, a Man-
ager 1 and an Administrative Specialist, from the Department of Parks and Recreation to coordinate
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the administration of citywide special events such as marathons, rallies, and protests, as well as annual
events like Seafair. As part of the new Department, staff will share resources and strengthen the
linkages between the promotion of special events and the promotion of economic development.

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Funding Impacts - ($1,698,340). This proposal rebal-
ances the 2012 CDBG Proposed Budget to be consistent with the anticipated 2012 CDBG entitlement
and available program income available to HED. First, this proposal defers the allocation of CDBG
funds to the Rainier Valley Community Development Fund (RVCDF) by approximately $1 million in 2012
until 2013 as agreed to the RVCDF Board of Directors in 2011. This change will not affect the agency’s
operations in 2012 given that the RVCDF will spend down accumulated CDBG funds in lieu of receiving
new CDBG entitlement funds. Second, CDBG funding for Multi-Family Housing Production and Preser-
vation is reduced in 2012 by approximately $685,000. This reduction is mitigated in 2012 by an
increase in funding for this purpose through Housing Levy funds over historical levels of funding, and
by an increase in General Fund support for this purpose as described above. The Executive will priori-
tize refunding this line item with CDBG funds in the event that the actual CDBG entitlement is higher
than budgeted in 2012. Of note, the remaining $500K in funds for Housing Production & Preservation
will be restricted and not committed to new capital projects until the actual 2012 entitlement is
known. Third, approximately $98,000 in funding for the Homebuyer program is eliminated in the 2012
Proposed Budget. This funding is only a small part of the overall funding for the Homebuyer program,
which is funded in large part by the Housing Levy and federal HOME funds, and removing CDBG funds
as a fund source achieves administrative efficiencies for this program. Finally, CDBG funding for
housing related administration is reduced by $16,000, but is backfilled by with Multi-Family Tax
Exemption (MFTE) program revenues in 2012, resulting in a change in fund source only.

Increase HomeWise Weatherization & Energy Efficiency Staff — $0 / 1.0 FTE. In 2009, the Office of
Housing’s HomeWise Weatherization and Energy Efficiency program (HomeWise) received ARRA
federal stimulus funding, and increased staffing levels by three term-limited positions and a long-term
(two-year) out-of-class position. The ARRA grant will expire at the end of 2011. Since 2009, program
delivery has become more sophisticated, data-driven, and complex, placing additional demands on the
program staff. To accommodate these new demands, the Department proposes to add a Property
Rehabilitation Supervisor (PRS) position that will be funded by non-ARRA grant fund sources that
support Weatherization programs in the Department.

Technical Adjustments - ($209,515). Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget include
departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes in HED’s service delivery. These changes were made to central cost allocations, retirement,
health care, workers’ compensation, and unemployment costs .In addition, the HOME grant expendi-
ture authority for 2012 is reduced by $286,952 to match anticipated revenues. This adjustment aligns
expenditure authority to 2011 actual award levels.
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Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
CDBG - Housing and Economic Development 17810 Budget Control Level
Community Development 0 0 0 4,091,175
Homewise and Homeownership 0 0 0 1,188,185
Multi-Family Production and Preservation 0 0 0 741,890
Strategic Planning, Resource, and Program 0 0 0 30,000
Development
CDBG - Housing and Economic HEDO3 0 0 0 6,051,250
Development 17810 Total
Low Income Housing 16400 Budget Control Level
Homeownership and Sustainability 0 0 0 7,837,442
Multi-Family Production and Preservation 0 0 0 26,215,332
Low Income Housing 16400 Total HEDO02 0 0 0 34,052,774
Housing and Economic Development 16600 Budget Control Level
Administration and Management 0 0 0 2,618,256
Business Services 0 0 0 4,652,807
Community Development 0 0 0 499,621
Homeownership and Sustainability 0 0 0 1,308,270
Multi-Family Production and Preservation 0 0 0 1,266,721
Housing and Economic HEDO1 0 0 0 10,345,675
Development 16600 Total
Department Total 0 0 0 50,449,700
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 61.50

* 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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Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Community Development Block Grant Fund

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
433010  US Dept of Housing & Urban 0 0 0 6,051,250

Development (HUD) / Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG)

Total Federal Grants - Indirect 0 0 0 6,051,250

Total Revenues 0 0 0 6,051,250
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2012 Estimated Revenues for the Housing and Economic Development (16600)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
462900  Other Rents and use charges 0 0 0 27,000
469990  MacArthur Foundation Grant 0 0 0 0
541490 2010 Non-GF COLA Rollback 0 0 0 0
541490  City Light Administration 0 0 0 689,949
541490  Contingent Bonus/TDR Administration 0 0 0 1,001,429
541490 Interest Earnings 0 0 0 0
541490  Multi-Family Tax Exemption 0 0 0 73,024
Administration
541490  Prior Year Savings 0 0 0 383,338
541490  Program Income 0 0 0 0
Total All Else 0 0 0 2,174,740
587001  General Subfund Support 0 0 0 5,666,943
Total General Subfund Support 0 0 0 5,666,943
439090 Seattle Investment Fund, LLC - NMTC 0 0 0 238,000
Total Revenue from Other Private Entities 0 0 0 238,000
433010 Federal Grants-Weatherization 0 0 0 613,447
434010 State Grants-Weatherization 0 0 0 185,000
471010 HOME Administration 0 0 0 406,590
Total Revenue from Other Public Entities 0 0 0 1,205,037
411100 Levy Administration 0 0 0 1,820,496
Total Taxes, Levies & Bonds 0 0 0 1,820,496
Total Revenues 0 0 0 11,105,216
379100  Use of (Contribution to) Fund Balance 0 0 0 (759,541)
Total Use of Fund Balance 0 0 0 (759,541)
Total Resources 0 0 0 10,345,675
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Department of Housing and Economic Development

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Low-Income Housing Fund (16400)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
469930  Program Income 0 0 0 6,502,000
541490  Local Grants-Weatherization 0 0 0 1,582,255
Total All Else 0 0 0 8,084,255
445800  MFTE application fees 0 0 0 0
Total Developer application fees 0 0 0 0
587001  General Subfund Support 0 0 0 210,641
Total General Subfund Support 0 0 0 210,641
461110 Investment Earnings 0 0 0 876,900
Total Interest Earnings 0 0 0 876,900
433010 Federal Grants - Weatherization 0 0 0 2,500,000
434010  State Grants - Weatherization 0 0 0 750,000
471010 Federal Grants-HOME Program 0 0 0 3,659,311
Total Revenue from Other Public Entities 0 0 0 6,909,311
411100  Property Tax Levy 0 0 0 17,971,667
Total Taxes, Levies & Bonds 0 0 0 17,971,667
Total Revenues 0 0 0 34,052,774
379100  Use of (Contribution to) Fund Balance 0 0 0 0
Total Use of (Contribution to) Fund 0 0 0 0
Balance
Total Resources 0 0 0 34,052,774
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Department of Housing and Economic Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

CDBG - Housing and Economic Development 17810 Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) - Housing and Economic
Development 17810 Budget Control Level is to find and fund solutions for human needs so low-
income, vulnerable residents in greater Seattle can live and thrive, and 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Development 0 0 0 4,091,175
Homewise and Homeownership 0 0 0 1,188,185
Multi-Family Production and 0 0 0 741,890
Preservation
Strategic Planning, Resource, 0 0 0 30,000
Program Development
Total 0 0 0 6,051,250

The following information summarizes the programs in the CDBG - Housing & Economic Development
1710 Budget Control Level:

Community Development Program The purpose of the Community Development Program is to
provide CDBG funds to support economic and community revitalization efforts in low-income
neighborhoods through real estate development, equity loans, and non-profit community-based
development organizations.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Development 0 0 0 4,091,175

Homewise and Homeownership Program 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 Department of Housing and Economic Development.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homewise and Homeownership 0 0 0 1,188,185
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Department of Housing and Economic Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Multi-Family Production and 0 0 0 741,890

Preservation

Strategic Planning, Resource, and Program Development Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Strategic Planning, Resource, 0 0 0 30,000

Program Development

Low Income Housing 16400 Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Low Income Housing 16400 Budget Control Level is to fund multi-family housing
production, and to support homeownership and sustainability.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homeownership and Sustainability 0 0 0 7,837,442
Multi-Family Production and 0 0 0 26,215,332
Preservation
Total 0 0 0 34,052,774

The following information summarizes the programs in the Long Income Housing 16400 Budget Con-
trol Level:

Homeownership and Sustainability Program The purpose of the Homeownership and Sustainability
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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homeownership and Sustainability 0 0 0 7,837,442
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Department of Housing and Economic Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program 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.

The purpose of the Multi-Family Production and Preservation 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. The Department monitors the affordable housing portfolio to ensure the units remain
affordable, serve the intended residents, and the buildings remain in good condition.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Multi-Family Production and 0 0 0 26,215,332

Preservation

Housing and Economic Development 16600 Fund Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Housing and Economic Development 16600 Budget Control Level is to fund the
Department’s administration activities.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration and Management 0 0 0 2,618,256
Business Services 0 4,652,807
Community Development 0 0 0 499,621
Homeownership and Sustainability 0 0 0 1,308,270
Multi-Family Production and 0 0 0 1,266,721
Preservation
Total 0 0 0 10,345,675
Full-time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 61.50

*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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Department of Housing and Economic Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

The following information summarizes the programs in the of Housing and Economic Development
16600 Budget Control Level:

Administration and Management Program The purpose of the Administrative and Management
Program is to provide leadership in fulfilling the Department's mission, to provide support services, and
to facilitate communication and interaction with other City departments, external agencies, elected
officials, and the public.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration and Management 0 0 0 2,618,256
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 18.00

Business Services Program 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 Business Services Program provides assistance navigating government
services, facilities access to capital and building management expertise, and invests in workforce
development services focused on building skills that benefit individual job-seekers and support
employers in key industry sectors.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Business Services 0 0 0 4,652,807
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.00

Community Development Program The purpose of the Community Development Program is to
provide strategic planning, program development, and vacant land redevelopment services to increase
housing opportunities for Seattle residents.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Development 0 0 0 499,621
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00
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Department of Housing and Economic Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Homeownership and Sustainability Program The Homeownership and Sustainability 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 hous-
ing more energy efficient.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homeownership and Sustainability 0 0 0 1,308,270
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.00

Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program The Multi-Family Production and Preservation -
16600 Program invests in the community by making long-term, low-interest loans to developers to de-
velop or preserve affordable multi-family rental housing. The Department monitors the affordable
housing portfolio to ensure the units remain affordable and serve the intended residents, and the
buildings remain in good condition.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Multl-Fan?lly Production and 0 0 0 1,266,721
Preservation
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 9.50
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Office of Economic Development

Department Overview

The Office of Economic Development (OED) helps 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:

e Support the establishment of new businesses, retention and growth of existing
businesses, and attraction of new businesses;

e Increase the number of low-income adults who obtain the skills necessary to meet
industry's needs for qualified workers; and

e Advance policies, practices, and partnerships that lead to sustainable economic growth
with shared prosperity.

As part of a reorganization of City government, the Department of Housing and Economic
Development (HED) will be created as part of the 2012 Proposed Budget. The new department includes

the entirety of the Office of Economic Development (OED). This section shows OED budget information
for 2010 and 2011 as a reference; budget information for 2012 is included in the HED budget chapter.

Budget Snapshot

Office of Economic

Development 2010 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $6,429,547 $6,338,820 S5,875,168 SO
Other Revenues $3,053,226 $5,003,675 $5,003,675 SO
Total Revenues $9,482,773 $11,342,495 $10,878,843 S0
S @ e w s
Total Resources $9,482,773 $11,342,495 $10,878,843 S0
Total Expenditures $9,482,773 $11,342,495 $10,878,843 S0
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 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.
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Office of Economic Development
Incremental Budget Changes
Office of Economic Development

2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $10,878,843  22.00
2012 Proposed Changes

OED and OH Department Reorganization ($10,878,843) (22.00)
Total Changes ($10,878,843) (22.00)
2012 Proposed Budget SO 0.00

OED and OH Department Reorganization — ($10,878,843) / (22.00) FTE. In the 2012 Proposed Budget,
the entire 2012 Endorsed Budget for the Office of Economic is transferred to the new Department of
Housing and Economic Development as part of a reorganization of City government.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed
CDBG - Office of Economic 6XD10 3,053,226 5,003,675 5,003,675 0

Development Budget Control Level

Office of Economic Development Budget Control Level

Business Services 5,128,311 5,102,316 4,603,112 0
Economic Development Leadership 608,724 576,385 593,469 0
Finance and Operations 692,511 660,119 678,587 0
Office of Economic Development Total  X1D00 6,429,546 6,338,820 5,875,168 0
Department Total 9,482,772 11,342,495 10,878,843 0
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 20.00 22.00 22.00 0.00

* 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 Economic Development

Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Community Development Block Grant Fund

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
433010 Community Development Block Grant 3,053,226 5,003,675 5,003,675 0

Total Revenue from Other Public Entities 3,053,226 5,003,675 5,003,675 0
Total Revenues 3,053,226 5,003,675 5,003,675 0

Appropriation by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

CDBG - Office of Economic Development Budget Control Level

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.

] 2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures

CDBG- Office of Economic

3,053,226 5,003,675 5,003,675 0
Development
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Office of Economic Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Office of Economic Development Budget Control Level

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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Business Services 5,128,311 5,102,316 4,603,112 0
Economic Development Leadership 608,724 576,385 593,469 0
Finance and Operations 692,511 660,119 678,587 0
Total 6,429,546 6,338,820 5,875,168 0
Full-time Equivalent Total* 20.00 22.00 22.00 0.00

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Office of Economic Development
Budget Control Level:

Business Services Program 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 Business Services Program provides assistance navigating government
services, facilities access to capital and building management expertise, and invests in workforce
development services focused on building skills that benefit individual job-seekers and support
employers in key industry sectors.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Business Services 5,128,311 5,102,316 4,603,112 0
13.00 15.00 15.00 0.00

Full-Time Equivalents Total*
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Office of Economic Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Economic Development Leadership Program The purpose of the Economic Development Leadership
Program is to lead the creation of the City of Seattle's economic agenda. The Economic Development
Leadership Program develops targeted areas of focus for OED and relevant City and community part-
ners; convenes a broad range of the businesses in the community to make informed decisions on
economic policies; and strengthens the alignment of city, regional, state, and federal economic devel-
opment activities.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Economic Development Leadership 608,724 576,385 593,469 0
4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00

Full-Time Equivalents Total*

Finance and Operations Program The purpose of the Finance and Operations Program is to provide
leadership over daily office operations and financial, administrative, and human resource services to
effectively accomplish OED's mission and goals.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Finance and Operations 692,511 660,119 678,587 0
3.00 3.00 3.00 0.00

Full-Time Equivalents Total*
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Office of Housing

Department Overview

The mission of the Office of Housing (OH) is to invest in and promote the development and preserva-
tion 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 Pro-
gram; and the Administration and Management Program.

Budget Snapshot
Office of Housing 2010 2011 2012 2012
Actual Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $4,128,008 $520,490 $629,422 SO
Other Revenues $46,413,712 $41,980,632 $40,973,354 SO
Total Revenues $50,541,720 $42,501,122 $41,602,776 S0
Use of (Contribution to
( ) ($325,747) S0 S0 SO
Fund Balance
Total Resources $50,215,973 $42,501,122 $41,602,776 1]
Total Expenditures $50,215,980 $42,501,121 $41,602,776 S0
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 40.50 38.50 38.50 -

*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.

Budget Overview

As part of a reorganization of City government, the Department of Housing and Economic Develop-
ment (HED) will be created as part of the 2012 Proposed Budget. The new department includes the
entirety of the Office of Housing (OH). This section shows OH budget information for 2010 and 2011 as
a reference; budget information for 2012 is included in the HED budget chapter.
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Office of Housing

Incremental Budget Changes

Office of Housing

2012 Endorsed Budget

2012 Proposed Changes

OH and OED Department Reorganization

Total Changes

2012 Proposed Budget

2012 Dollar
Amount

$41,602,776
(541,602,776)
($41,602,776)

S0

2012
FTE

38.50

(38.50)

(38.50)

0.00

OH and OED Department Reorganization — ($41,602,776) / (38.50) FTE. In the 2012 Proposed Budget,
the entire 2012 Endorsed Budget for the Office of Housing will be transferred to the new Department
of Housing and Economic Development as part of a reorganization of City government.
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Office of Housing

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012

Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed
CDBG - Office of Housing Budget Control Level

Homeownership and Sustainability 1,436,550 1,420,897 1,420,897 0

Multi-Family Production and Preservation 2,483,380 1,294,622 1,294,622 0

Strategic Planning, Resource, and Program 458,053 46,774 46,774 0

Development
CDBG - Office of Housing Total 6XZ10 4,377,983 2,762,293 2,762,293 0

Low-Income Housing Fund 16400 Budget Control Level

Homeownership and Sustainability - 16400 11,636,619 7,725,501 8,124,394 0
Multi-Family Production and Preservation - 29,944,826 27,425,181 26,004,691 0
16400

Low-Income Housing Fund 16400 Total XZ-R1 41,581,445 35,150,682 34,129,085 0

Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600 Budget Control Level

Administration and Management - 16600 1,307,681 1,636,968 1,679,944 0
Community Development - 16600 450,638 478,132 490,075 0
Homeownership and Sustainability - 16600 1,193,346 1,261,131 1,299,179 0
Multi-Family Production and Preservation - 1,304,886 1,211,916 1,242,200 0
16600
Office of Housing Operating Fund X2600 4,256,551 4,588,146 4,711,398 0
16600 Total
Department Total 50,215,980 42,501,121 41,602,776 0
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 40.50 38.50 38.50 0.00
* 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.
Revenue Overview
2012 Estimated Revenues for the Community Development Block Grant Fund
Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
433010 Community Development Block Grant 4,377,983 2,762,293 2,762,293 0
Total Revenue from Other Public Entities 4,377,983 2,762,293 2,762,293 0
Total Revenues 4,377,983 2,762,293 2,762,293 0
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Office of Housing

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Housing Operating Fund

Summit
Code

411100
462900
469990
471010
541490
541490
541490
541490
541490
541490
541490
541490

587001

433010
434010

Source

Levy Administration

Other Rents and use charges
MacArthur Foundation Grant
HOME Administration

2010 Non-GF COLA Rollback
City Light Administration
Contingent Bonus/TDR Administration
Developer application fees
Interest Earnings
Miscellaneous adjustments
Prior Year Savings

Program Income

Total All Else
General Subfund Support
Total General Subfund Support

Federal Grants-Weatherization
State Grants-Weatherization

Total Revenue from Other Public Entities

Total Revenues

379100

Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance

Total Use of Fund Balance

Total Resources

2010
Actuals

1,849,561
27,081
2,500
459,444
0
654,731
150,000
0

26,300
(109,724)
109,957
94,964

3,264,814
560,097
560,097

593,706
173,315

767,021
4,591,932
(335,383)
(335,383)

4,256,549

2011
Adopted

1,775,351
27,000
13,500

438,473
(22,611)
672,517
250,000
0

4,000

0
121,339
4,000

3,283,569
520,490
520,490

599,087
185,000

784,087
4,588,146
0

0

4,588,146
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2012
Endorsed

1,820,496
27,000
0
438,473
(23,389)
689,949
250,000
0

3,000

0
75,000
3,000

3,283,529
629,422
629,422

613,447
185,000

798,447
4,711,398
0

0

4,711,398

2012
Proposed
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2012 Estimated Revenues for the Low-Income Housing Fund

Summit
Code

469930
541490
541490

445800

587001

461110

433010
434010
471010

411100

Total Revenues

379100

Total Resources

2010

Source Actuals
Program Income 2,711,233
Local Grants-Weatherization 1,137,462
Miscellaneous adjustments (169,704)
Total All Else 3,678,991
MFTE application fees 106,400
Total Developer Application Fees 106,400
General Subfund Support 3,567,911
Total General Subfund Support 3,567,911
Investment Earnings 744,196
Total Interest Earnings 744,196
Federal Grants - Weatherization 3,830,328
State Grants - Weatherization 605,748
Federal Grants-HOME Program 10,417,066
Total Revenue from Other Public Entities 14,853,142
Property Tax Levy 18,621,165
Total Taxes, Levies & Bonds 18,621,165
41,571,805

Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 9,636
Total Use of Fund Balance 9,636
41,581,441

2011
Adopted

6,422,583
1,536,170

0
7,958,753

0

0

0
1,425,000
1,425,000
2,250,000
750,000
3,946,263
6,946,263
18,820,667
18,820,667
35,150,683

0

35,150,683
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Office of Housing

2012
Endorsed

6,502,000
1,582,255

0
8,084,255

0

0

0

876,900
876,900
2,500,000
750,000
3,946,263
7,196,263
17,971,667
17,971,667
34,129,085

0

34,129,085

2012
Proposed

0
0
0



Office of Housing
Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

CDBG - Office of Housing Budget Control Level

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 develop-
ment and preservation of affordable housing.

2010 2011 2012 2012

Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homeownership and Sustainability 1,436,550 1,420,897 1,420,897 0
Multi-Family Production and 2,483,380 1,294,622 1,294,622 0
Preservation

Strategic Planning, Resource, and 458,053 46,774 46,774 0
Program Development

Total 4,377,983 2,762,293 2,762,293 0

The following information summarizes the programs within the Low-Income Housing Fund 16400
Budget Control Level:

Homeownership and Sustainability Program The purpose of the Homeownership and Sustainability
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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homeownership and Sustainability 1,436,550 1,420,897 1,420,897 0

Multi-Family Production and Preservation Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Multi-Family Production and 2,483,380 1,294,622 1,294,622 0

Preservation

Strategic Planning, Resource, and Program Development Program The purpose of the Strategic Plan-
ning, 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.
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Office of Housing
Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

) 2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures

Strategic Planning, Resource, and 458,053 46,774 46,774 0
Program Development

Low-Income Housing Fund 16400 Budget Control Level
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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homeownership and Sustainability 11,636,619 7,725,501 8,124,394 0
- 16400
Multi-Family Production and 29,944,826 27,425,181 26,004,691 0
Preservation - 16400
Total 41,581,445 35,150,682 34,129,085 0

The following information summarizes the programs in the Low-Income Housing Fund 16400 Budget
Control Level:

Homeownership and Sustainability — 16400 Program The purpose of the Homeownership and Sustain-
ability -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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homeownership and Sustainability - 11,636,619 7,725,501 8,124,394 0

16400

Multi-Family Production and Preservation — 16400 Program The purpose of the Multi-Family Produc-
tion 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.

] 2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures

Multi-Family Production and 29,944,826 27,425,181 26,004,691 0
Preservation - 16400
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600 Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600 Budget Control Level is to fund the De-
partment's administration activities.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration and Management - 1,307,681 1,636,968 1,679,944 0
16600
Community Development - 16600 450,638 478,132 490,075 0
Homeownership and Sustainability 1,193,346 1,261,131 1,299,179 0
- 16600
Multi-Family Production and 1,304,886 1,211,916 1,242,200 0
Preservation - 16600
Total 4,256,551 4,588,146 4,711,398 0
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 40.50 38.50 38.50 0.00

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs in Office of Housing Operating Fund 16600
Budget Control Level:

Administration and Management — 16600 Program The purpose of the Administration and Manage-
ment - 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration and Management - 1,307,681 1,636,968 1,679,944 0
16600
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 13.50 13.00 13.00 0.00

Community Development -16600 Program The purpose of the Community Development -16600 Pro-
gram is to provide strategic planning, program development, and vacant land redevelopment
services to increase housing opportunities for Seattle residents.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Development - 16600 450,638 478,132 490,075 0
4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00

Full-Time Equivalents Total*
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Homeownership and Sustainability — 16600 Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Homeownership and Sustainability - 1,193,346 1,261,131 1,299,179 0
16600
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 12.00 12.00 12.00 0.00

Multi-Family Production and Preservation — 16600 Program 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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Multi-Family Production and 1,304,886 1,211,916 1,242,200 0
Preservation - 16600
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 11.00 9.50 9.50 0.00
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Neighborhood Matching Subfund by Budget Control Level

Neighborhood Matching
Subfund

Neighborhood Matching Subfund

Neighborhood Matching Subfund Overview

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. It is administered by the Department of
Neighborhoods (DON). As part of the 2012 Proposed Budget the Mayor is proposing the reorganiza-
tion of a variety of City government functions. Beginning in 2012, NMF is expanding its responsibilities
to include the administration of the Department of Information Technology’s (DolT) Technology
Matching Fund (TMF) award program, which supports community efforts to close the digital divide and
encourage a technology-healthy city; the new Department of Housing and Economic Development’s
(HED) ‘Only in Seattle’ Initiative, which fosters neighborhood business districts; and Seattle Public
Utilities” (SPU) Waste Prevention and Recycling Grant program, which encourages support for commu-
nity waste reduction activities. Administration of all of these grants will be consolidated into the DON’s
Community Granting Division.

The NMF was established in 1988 to support partnerships between the City of Seattle and
neighborhood organizations to undertake neighborhood-initiated planning, organizing, and physical
improvement projects. The City provides cash that is matched by the community's contribution of

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-249 -



Neighborhood Matching Subfund

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.

While the appropriation for the awards made by the Technology Matching Fund, Only In Seattle
Initiative and Waste Prevention and Recycling Grant program remain within the funds from which the
awards are sourced (e.g. DolT, HED and SPU, respectively), the appropriation for NMF awards remain
within this Subfund. The NMF awards are divided into three categories, which include: Large Projects
Fund (awards up to $100,000); Small and Simple Projects Fund (awards up to $20,000); and the Small
Sparks Fund (awards up to $1,000).

The DON’s Community Granting Division provides consultation and technical assistance to community
groups seeking grant awards, coordination of the grant application and award process, and monitoring
of funded grant projects. The NMF Program is housed in, and staffed by, the Department of Neighbor-
hoods. NMF staff also coordinate with other City departments such as the Department of Parks and
Recreation, Seattle Department of Transportation, Seattle Public Utilities, Department of Planning and
Development, and others when projects are within the jurisdiction of these departments.

Budget Snapshot
Neighborhood 2010 2011 2012 2012
Matching Subfund Actual Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $3,253,265 $2,939,396 $2,995,194 $2,780,573
Other Revenues SO SO SO $124,842
Total Revenues $3,253,265 $2,939,396 $2,995,194 $2,905,415
Eji;;;f::ct:b”“o” to) ($86,123) $309,362 $313,991 $313,991
Total Resources $3,167,142 $3,248,758 $3,309,185 $3,219,406
Total Expenditures $3,167,142 $3,248,759 $3,309,185 $3,219,406
Full-Time Equivalent * Total - - - 7.00

*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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2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Services &
Supplies, $2,398

Personnel, $809

Other,$13

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $3,219

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $2,781

Operating
Transfer In
fromDOIT, $76

Operating Transfer
infrom SPU, $49

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $2,905
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Budget Overview

The City continues to face General Subfund pressures in 2012 and beyond, requiring the City to
re-evaluate the ways in which it is organized to deliver services. In 2011, the Mayor initiated a process
to determine whether the City could achieve operational efficiencies while still preserving direct
services by restructuring the City’s organizational structures. This effort involved the following
departments: Department of Neighborhoods / Neighborhood Matching Subfund, the Office of Arts
and Cultural Affairs, the Office of Housing and the Office of Economic Development, and to a lesser
extent the Office of Sustainability and Environment and the Department of Planning and Development.
Each of these departments play a pivotal role in creating healthy and economically vibrant communi-
ties. The goals of this review process included preserving and potentially expanding direct program
funding, including community grant awards; streamlining service delivery; and improving operational
and management efficiency. The process included participation by the directors of the individual of-
fices, as well as the City Budget Office, the Mayor’s Office, and input by the City Council.

Community Granting Consolidation

DON, working in conjunction with other City departments, the Mayor’s Office and the City Council,
spent much of 2011 exploring options for streamlining the City’s community granting functions. The
City offers five community granting award programs spread across five departments. These award
programs distributed $6.2 million in community awards in 2011. But, the overhead costs for these
programs could be very high, ranging from 13% to 57%. This was not acceptable to the Mayor and he
challenged DON and the City Budget Office to develop a plan to reduce these administrative overhead
costs; preserve, and potentially increase the grant dollars distributed to the community; and create a
more customer-friendly, single-point-of-entry approach for community groups seeking financial
support from the City. The 2012 Proposed Budget recommends consolidating the administration of
most of these community granting programs into a newly created Community Granting Division in
DON. While program expertise and the award funding would remain in the current ‘home’ depart-
ments, the consolidation would merge administrative staff and resources from:

e Neighborhood Matching Fund (NMF) community granting program;

e Office of Housing and Economic Development’s (HED) Only in Seattle grant program,;

e Department of Information Technology (DolT) Technology Matching Fund program; and
e Seattle Public Utility’s (SPU) Waste Prevention and Recycling grant program.

The Community Granting Division will also look to form a functional partnership with other City
granting units to enable enhanced collaboration and to identify additional improvements that may be
possible to the City’s grant making processes. This includes working closely with the Office of Arts and
Cultural Affairs (OACA) and the Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative program. While these
granting functions are not recommended for consolidation in 2012, sufficient nexus exists between the
programs to warrant focused collaboration in the near term, while the potential for additional integra-
tion can be explored in the future.

A variety of staffing changes are required to implement this consolidation to create efficiencies and
provide budget savings. A vacant project manager position is eliminated in NMF, as well as the
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reduction in NMF for the portion of the funding for the Director of Planning and Community Building
which is eliminated. This Director position was 40% budgeted within the NMF. Two positions that
were previously dedicated to supporting specific award programs in HED and DolT are transferred into
NMF to provide support for the City’s centralized community awards. These positions continue to
provide technical assistance in their areas of expertise. The funding for the new Community Granting
Division is a combination of General Subfund, Cable Franchise Fees, and SPU’s Solid Waste Fund, as the
grants staff is expected to administer a variety of award programs.

Through administrative efficiencies gained during the consolidation process $17,000 previously spent
to support the DolT staff can now be redirected back to the Cable Fund. In addition, approximately
$8,000 previously used by SPU for administration will be reduced, providing savings to solid waste rate
payers. Most significantly, NMF’s administration budget is reduced by approximately $181,000,
providing a total savings to citizens of $206,000.

In the 2012 Endorsed Budget, position authority for NMF staff resided within DON’s budget. To better
align the budget and staffing of the Community Granting Division, a transfer of position authority from
DON to NMF of five positions is made in the 2012 Proposed Budget.

Incremental Budget Changes

Neighborhood Matching Subfund
2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $3,309,185 0.00
2012 Proposed Changes
Community Awards Program Consolidation $116,447 7.00
Streamline Management Oversight ($58,856)  0.00
Technical Adjustment ($147,370)  0.00
Total Changes ($89,779)  7.00
2012 Proposed Budget $3,219,406 7.00

Community Awards Program Consolidation - $116,447 / 7.0 FTE. In response to a challenging fiscal
environment and constrained resources, this budget proposes to centralize administration of the City’s
community award programs within NMF to preserve funds available for award within the community,
create efficiencies and provide greater access to award program by community members. To
accomplish this, staff from DolT and HED are transferred to NMF. DolT transfers in their Technology
Fund Manager (1.0 FTE Strategic Advisor 1) and will reimburse NMF $75,949 towards the cost of the
position, and HED transfers in 1.0 Community Development Specialist and $113,210 to help administer
their ‘Only in Seattle’ Initiative. SPU will reimburse NMF $48,893 to fund administration of their Waste
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Prevention and Recycling Grant program. At the same time, an abrogation of 1.0 FTE Planning and
Development Specialist and a reduction in spending of various line items related to NMF program
administration are made to achieve a savings of $121,605. In addition, in the 2012 Endorsed Budget,
position authority for managing the NMF were recognized as part of DON’s budget, rather than the
NMF budget. This action aligns the positions with their budget. All of these positions will work in
DON’s Community Granting Unit.

Streamline Management Oversight - ($58,856). NMF achieves budget savings through DON’s
elimination of a senior management position. Although the Executive 1 position in the Planning and
Community Building Division is abrogated, the funding is split between DON (60%) and NMF (40%).
This cut savings represents NMF’s 40% of the position cost. This position has historically provided
oversight for the NMF program, P-Patch Program, Neighborhood Planning and the District Coordinator
Programs. The workload will be shared among existing management staff and the Department
Director will take on additional direct reports in these functional areas.

Technical Adjustments - ($147,370). Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget include
departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes in NMF’s service delivery. Included within these adjustments is a total reduction of $68,155
for citywide technical adjustments reflecting changes in central cost allocations, retirement, health
care, workers compensation and unemployment costs. Departmental technical adjustments include
adjusting the allocation of central costs between Budget Control Levels and between NMF and DON to
align the budget for expenditures with actual spending patterns.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed
Neighborhood Matching Fund Budget Control Level
Community Granting Division 865,714 743,597 768,782 836,003
Large Projects Fund 1,116,016 1,181,954 1,197,504 1,197,504
Small and Simple Projects Fund 1,104,662 1,308,425 1,327,878 1,170,878
Small Sparks Fund 57,622 14,784 15,020 15,020
Tree Fund 23,127 0 0 0
Neighborhood Matching Fund Total 2INO0 3,167,142 3,248,759 3,309,185 3,219,406
Department Total 3,167,142 3,248,759 3,309,185 3,219,406
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.00

* 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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Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Neighborhood Matching Subfund (00165)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed

587001 Operating Transfer In from Finance 3,253,265 2,939,396 2,995,194 2,780,573

General

Total General Subfund Support 3,253,265 2,939,396 2,995,194 2,780,573
587504 Operating Transfer In from DOIT 0 0 0 75,949

Total Operating Transfer In from DOIT 0 0 0 75,949
587450 Operating Transfer In from SPU 0 0 0 48,893

Total Operating Transfer in from SPU 0 0 0 48,893
Total Revenues 3,253,265 2,939,396 2,995,194 2,905,415

379100 Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance (86,123) 309,362 313,991 313,991

Total Use of Fund Balance (86,123) 309,362 313,991 313,991

Total Resources 3,167,142 3,248,758 3,309,185 3,219,406
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Neighborhood Matching Fund Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Neighborhood Matching Fund Budget Control Level is to support local grassroots
projects within neighborhoods and communities. The Neighborhood Matching Fund provides
funding to match community contributions of volunteer labor, donated professional services and
materials, or cash, to implement community-based self-help projects.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Granting Division 865,714 743,597 768,782 836,003
Large Projects Fund 1,116,016 1,181,954 1,197,504 1,197,504
Small and Simple Projects Fund 1,104,662 1,308,425 1,327,878 1,170,878
Small Sparks Fund 57,622 14,784 15,020 15,020
Tree Fund 23,127 0 0 0
Total 3,167,142 3,248,759 3,309,185 3,219,406
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.00

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

The following information summarizes the categories within the Neighborhood Matching Fund
Program Budget Control Level:

Community Granting Division The purpose the Community Granting Division is to administer the
community grant awards by providing marketing and outreach to applicant groups; technical
assistance and support to community groups for project development and implementation;
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.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Granting Division 865,714 743,597 768,782 836,003
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.00

Large Projects Fund The purpose of the Large Projects Fund is to provide funding to grassroots or-
ganizations initiating community building projects that require up to 12 months to complete and up to
$100,000 in Neighborhood Matching Funds.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Large Projects Fund 1,116,016 1,181,954 1,197,504 1,197,504
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Small and Simple Projects Fund The purpose of the Small and Simple Projects Fund is to provide
funding for community building projects initiated by grassroots organizations that can be completed in
12 months or less and require up to $20,000 in funding.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Small and Simple Projects Fund 1,104,662 1,308,425 1,327,878 1,170,878

Small Sparks Fund The purpose of the Small Sparks Fund is to provide one-time awards of up to $1,000
for small community building projects initiated by grassroots organizations. Awards are available to
neighborhood organizations with annual operating budgets under $25,000.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Small Sparks Fund 57,622 14,784 15,020 15,020
Fund Table
Neighborhood Matching Subfund (00165)
2010 2011 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed
Beginning Fund Balance 4,197,919 3,859,570 4,284,042 3,550,207 4,085,475
Accounting and Technical 0 0 0 0 0

Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated 3,253,265 2,939,396 2,851,396 2,995,194 2,905,415
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted 3,167,142 3,248,759 3,049,963 3,309,185 3,219,406
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance 4,284,042 3,550,207 4,085,475 3,236,216 3,771,484

Continuing Appropriations 3,976,000 3,236,218 3,661,000 3,129,985 3,660,000

Total Reserves 3,976,000 3,236,218 3,661,000 3,129,985 3,660,000
Ending Unreserved Fund 308,042 313,989 424,475 106,231 111,484
Balance
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Department of Neighborhoods

Bernie Matsuno, Director

Information Line: (206) 684-0464
http://www.seattle.gov/neighborhoods/

Department by Budget Control Level

Department of
Neighborhoods

Community Internal Director's Office for Youth Violence
Building Operations Office Education Prevention

Department Overview

The Department of Neighborhoods (DON) works to bring government closer to the residents of Seattle
by engaging them in civic participation, helping them become empowered to make positive contribu-
tions to their communities, and involving more of Seattle's residents, including communities of color
and immigrants, in civic discussions, processes, and opportunities.

As part of their mission, DON also manages the Neighborhood Matching Fund (NMF), which provides
grant resources for Seattle's communities to preserve and enhance the City's diverse neighborhoods.
The 2012 Proposed Budget recommends a realignment of DON functions in an attempt to strengthen
service delivery even in times of budget constraint. The 2012 Proposed Budget recommends shifting
the Neighborhood Payment and Information Service Centers (Neighborhood Service Centers) to the
Office of Constituent Services (OCS) in the Department of Finance and Administrative Services (FAS).
This follows the successful integration of the Customer Service Bureau within FAS in 2010 and aligns
the administrative nature of the Neighborhood Service Centers (NSC) with FAS’s core lines of business.
The Neighborhood District Coordinator program will remain in DON and will continue to use the NSCs
as their home-base.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-259-


http://www.seattle.gov/arts/

Department of Neighborhoods

In addition, the 2012 Proposed Budget recommends the creation of a new Community Granting Divi-
sion in DON. Using existing staff resources from throughout the City, this new Division will be the cen-
tral clearing house for the administration of the City’s many community granting functions. This will
streamline operations by creating a single entry point for community grants to explore opportunity for
community granting support. In addition, the efficiencies and administrative overhead savings
achieved by this operational change will allow the City to preserve —and in some cases even increase —
the grant dollars going out the door.

DON has five lines of business:

1)

2)

3)

5)

The Director's Office provides executive leadership, communications, and operational
support for the entire Department.

The Community Building Division delivers technical assistance, support services, and
programs in neighborhoods to strengthen local communities, engage residents in
neighborhood improvement, leverage resources and complete neighborhood-initiative
projects. The programs that support this work include the P-Patch Community
Gardens, Neighborhood District Coordinators, Major Institutions and Schools, South
Park Action Agenda, Historic Preservation, and Neighborhood Planning.

Also part of the Community Building Division is DON’s new Community Granting Unit,
which provides consultation and technical assistance to community groups seeking City
grant awards, coordination of the grant application and award process, and monitoring
of funded grant projects.

The Internal Operations Division provides financial, human resources, office
management and information technology services to Department employees so that
they may serve customers efficiently and effectively.

The Office for Education (OFE) builds linkages between the City of Seattle and the
Seattle Public School District. It administers the Families and Education Levy, provides
policy direction to help children succeed in school, strengthens school-community
connections, and increases access to high-quality programs that are achieving
academic outcomes.

The Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI) delivers on its mission to
reduce juvenile violent crime through a variety of youth violence prevention programs
administered by several departments citywide. These programs include active
outreach, counseling, referrals to job training and individual and group programming.
The Office for Education oversees this initiative.
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Budget Snapshot
Department of 2010 2011 2012 2012
Neighborhoods Actual Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $11,504,709 $10,166,989 $10,410,613 $8,422,823
Other Revenues S0 S0 S0 S0
Total Revenues $11,504,709 $10,166,989 $10,410,613 $8,422,823
S @ e @ @
Total Resources $11,504,709 $10,166,989 $10,410,613 $8,422,823
Total Expenditures $11,504,709 $10,166,989 $10,410,613 $8,422,823
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 86.50 74.75 74.75 40.25

*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.

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Services &
Personnel, $4,274 | Supplies, $3,174

Interfund
Transfers, $692

Other, $283
Total 2012 Proposed Budget - $8,423
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2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

Total 2012 Proposed Revenue - $8,423

Budget Overview

The City continues to face General Subfund pressures in 2012 and beyond, requiring the City to re-
evaluate the ways in which it is organized to deliver services. In 2011, the Mayor initiated a process to
determine whether the City could achieve operational efficiencies while still preserving direct services
by restructuring the City’s organizational structures. This effort involved the following departments:
Department of Neighborhoods, the Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs, the Office of Housing, and the
Office of Economic Development, and to a lesser extent the Office of Sustainability and Environment
and the Department of Planning and Development. Each of these departments play a pivotal role in
creating healthy and economically vibrant communities. The goals of this review process included pre-
serving and potentially expanding direct funding, including community grant awards; streamlining ser-
vice delivery; and improving operational and management efficiency. The process included participa-
tion by the directors of the individual offices, as well as the City Budget Office, the Mayor’s Office, and
input by the City Council.

As a result of this review, the 2012 Proposed Budget recommends consolidating administration of most
of the City’s community award programs under a new Community Granting Division housed within the
Neighborhood Matching Fund (NMF) program, transferring the Neighborhood Payment & Information
Service Center (NSC) operations to the Department of Finance and Administrative Services (FAS),
streamlining the management structure within DON, and transferring the staffing for the South Park
Action Agenda to the newly formed Department of Housing and Economic Development (HED).
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Community Granting Consolidation

DON, working in conjunction with other City departments, the Mayor’s Office and the City Council,
spent much of 2011 exploring options for streamlining the City’s community granting functions. The
City offers five community granting award programs spread across five departments. These award
programs distributed $6.2 million in community awards in 2011. But, the overhead costs for these
programs could be very high, ranging from 13% to 57%. This was not acceptable to the Mayor and he
challenged DON and the City Budget Office to develop a plan to reduce these administrative overhead
costs; preserve, and potentially increase the grant dollars distributed to the community; and create a
more customer-friendly, single-point-of-entry approach for community groups seeking financial
support from the City.

The 2012 Proposed Budget recommends consolidating the administration of most of these community
granting programs into a newly created Community Granting Division in DON. While program
expertise and the award funding would remain in the current ‘home’ departments, the consolidation
would merge administrative staff and resources from:

e Neighborhood Matching Fund (NMF) community granting program;

e Office of Housing and Economic Development’s (HED) Only in Seattle grant program,;

e Department of Information Technology (DolT) Technology Matching Fund program; and
e Seattle Public Utility’s (SPU) Waste Prevention and Recycling grant program.

The consolidation will allow the City to realize over $300,000 in administrative savings, with DON
eliminating one position and saving approximately $122,000, while preserving —and in some cases
increasing — the amount of grant dollars available to the public.

DON will also look to form a functional partnership with other City granting units to enable enhanced
collaboration and to identify additional improvements that may be possible to the City’s grant making
processes. This includes working closely with the Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs (OACA) and the
Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative program. While these granting functions are not recom-
mended for consolidation in 2012, sufficient nexus exists between the programs to warrant focused
collaboration in the near term, while the potential for additional integration can be explored in the
future. A further discussion of the grant consolidation plans can be found in the NMF section of the
budget book.

Neighborhood Payment and Information Service Centers Transfer

In 2011, the Department consolidated the West Seattle Neighborhood Payment and Information Ser-
vice Center (NSC) into the Delridge NSC to achieve budget savings. The 2012 Proposed Budget recom-
mends co-locating the Delridge NSC with the Southwest Community Center. By using an existing
city-owned facility, the Southwest Community Center, instead of relying on leased space, the City can
continue providing the important services offered by the NSC, but at a lower cost. These changes
provide the City with $113,000 in staffing savings in 2012 and an additional $30,000 in savings in 2013.
And, the assistance and support that our Neighborhood Service Center provides to West Seattle
residents will remain intact at this new location.

In addition, in an effort to align customer service and bill paying functions within one department, this
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budget also transfers the entire Neighborhood Payment and Information Service Center function from
DON to the Office of Constituent Services in the Department of Finance and Administrative Services
(FAS). This follows the successful integration of the Customer Service Bureau into FAS in 2010 and
allows FAS to continue to offer a streamlined point of contact for the public in terms of accessing City
services. The Neighborhood District Coordinators, which will functionally remain as part of the DON
budget, will continue to use the Centers as office space for their work in the community under this new
operational structure.

Organizational Staffing Changes

Given the challenging financial circumstances of the City’s General Subfund, the Department reviewed
all programs to find organizational efficiencies that also allow for budget reductions while at the same
time preserving direct services. DON’s budget achieves savings by significantly changing the manage-
ment structure through the abrogation of two Executive level manager positions. The Deputy position
was previously in charge of internal operations, including finance/accounting, human resources/
personnel, information technology and the Neighborhood Payment & Information Service Center
program, while the Director of Planning and Community Building position had historically provided
oversight for the NMF program, P-Patch Program, Neighborhood Planning and the District Coordinator
Programs. With these staffing changes, a new management model will shift the workload among the
remaining management staff and all management staff will directly report to the Department Director.
These changes streamline the management structure, reduce the budget and still maintain DON’s core
programs.

Changes that largely maintain direct service programs without full elimination of positions were also
executed when possible. As such, the P-Patch program and the Historic Preservation program reduced
staffing levels incrementally. Beyond the NSC program transfer, another example of operational
change and program alignment comes with the transfer of the staffing of the South Park Action Agenda
from DON to HED. Though this change does not produce budget savings, it enhances alignment with
the existing work of HED. The Action Agenda is a community-driven partnership between the City and
the South Park neighborhood to comprehensively improve the quality of life through neighborhood
infrastructure, business development and public safety enhancements. At this time, about 80% of the
improvements identified in the Action Agenda are either underway or completed. With the closure of
the South Park Bridge there is a heightened need for focused economic development which will be
supported by the position transfer.
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Incremental Budget Changes
Department of Neighborhoods

2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $10,410,613 74.75
2012 Proposed Changes
Management Efficiency Reductions ($144,285) (2.00)
Program Efficiency Reductions (5197,199)  (1.50)
Neighborhood Service Center Operational Efficiencies ($113,000) (1.00)
Neighborhood Service Center Transfer to FAS ($1,802,883) (17.50)
SYVPI Staffing Change $95,000 1.00
Technical Adjustments $174,577 (13.50)
Total Changes ($1,987,790) (34.50)
2012 Proposed Budget $8,422,823  40.25

Management Efficiency Reductions - ($144,285) / (2.0) FTE. As part of the 2011 Adopted Budget
process, DON was directed to identify management efficiencies for implementation in 2012. In
response, DON is eliminating two senior management positions, the Deputy Director and the Director
of Planning and Community Building. A $100,000 budget reduction for management was already built
into the 2012 Endorsed Budget, so the incremental change over this amount is $144,285. The Deputy
Director position funding was fully included within DON’s budget. However, funding for Director of
Planning and Community was split between DON (60%) and NMF (40%). The savings represented here
totals DON’s 60% of the position cost.

Program Efficiency Reductions - ($197,199) / (1.5) FTE. In response to a challenging fiscal
environment and constrained resources, this budget proposes to strategically reduce staffing resources
in such a way that core programs are sustained. The reductions proposed include the abrogation of a
vacant 1.0 FTE Neighborhood District Coordinator, the reduction of a 1.0 FTE Community Development
Specialist, Senior to 0.75 FTE within the Landmarks Preservation Board, and the reduction of a 1.0 FTE
Community Development Specialist, Senior to 0.75 FTE within the P-Patch Community Garden
program. Remaining P-Patch staff will also reduce work hours in the summer months, when the work
load is slowest. To accommodate these staffing reductions, program managers are reassigning work-
loads and staff must prioritize and triage work that most affects the public. In addition, reductions to
various non-personnel line items are made in order to increase savings.

Neighborhood Service Center Operational Efficiencies - ($113,000) / (1.0) FTE. As part of mid-year
budget challenges in 2011, DON consolidated the West Seattle and Delridge Neighborhood Service
Centers in 2011 and eliminated two 0.5 FTE Customer Service Representatives. In 2012, these staffing
reductions are implemented and further efficiencies are made by relocating the Delridge NSC to City-
owned space in the Southwest Community Center. These changes provide the City with $113,000 in
savings in 2012 and additional $30,000 in savings in 2013.
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Neighborhood Service Center Transfer to FAS - ($1,802,883) / (17.5) FTE. To better align similar City
services within the same department, the entire Neighborhood Service Center program is transferred
to the Department of Finance and Administrative Services. This transfer will allow for centralized
customer service delivery within FAS and will create a single point of contact for the public within the
Office of Constituent Services.

SYVPI Staffing Change - $95,000 / 1.0 FTE. Office for Education (OFE) staff has been providing
administrative assistance to Seattle Youth Violence Prevention Initiative (SYVPI) since its inception in
2009. The 2012 Proposed Budget assumes the passage of the 2011 Families & Education Levy in
November 2011, and with the proposed funding level increasing significantly from the 2004 Levy,
existing OFE Levy staff will no longer have the administrative capacity to support SYVPI. This 1.0 FTE
Administrative Staff Assistant position will support the SVYPI Director by preparing and managing ap-
proximately 18 annual contracts and providing administrative support with meeting scheduling,
preparing for SYVPI public events, updating Web pages, working on the annual community matching
award selection and award processes, and other items. Providing this necessary ongoing
administrative support will enable the SYVPI Director to directly focus on managing and implementing
SYVPI programs.

Technical Changes - $174,577 / (13.5) FTE. Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget  in-
clude departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes to the department’s service delivery. Departmental technical adjustments include adjusting
the allocation of central costs between Budget Control Levels and between NMF and OFE to align the
budget for expenditures with actual spending patterns. Citywide technical adjustments reflect changes
in central cost allocations, retirement, health care, workers compensation and unemployment costs. In
addition, previously, the positions funded by the current Educational and Developmental Services Levy
(Families and Education Levy) and the Neighborhood Matching Subfund resided within separate
Department of Neighborhoods Budget Control Levels. To align the staff with the budget, a transfer of
all the positions within these departments is being made to improve internal oversight. This budget
shows a transfer of 5.0 FTE to the Neighborhood Matching Subfund and 6.5 FTE to the Educational and
Developmental Services Levy. This budget also includes a transfer of 1.0 FTE to HED to staff the South
Park Action Agenda and reflects the position authority reduction of a vacant 1.0 FTE in the NMF
Program, which is detailed in the NMF budget chapter. Similarly, a transfer of $157,000 from NMF and
into DON is being made to reflect the alignment of funding for the Seattle Youth Violence Prevention
Initiative (SYVPI) grant awards. These funds have resided within NMF but have been dedicated to
SYVPI since 2009 and can be better managed by SYVPI if co-budgeted with the remaining SYVPI funding
within DON. This change in budgeting was first implemented in the 2011 First Quarter Supplemental
ordinance.
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Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Building Budget Control Level
Major Institutions and Schools 203,238 198,822 208,624 207,001
Neighborhood District Coordinators 2,289,670 1,334,875 1,408,909 1,217,318
Neighborhood Matching Fund Administration 0 0 0 0
Neighborhood Planning 0 244,001 250,578 252,919
P-Patch Community Gardens 641,638 650,752 686,591 619,022
South Park Action Agenda 0 141,186 144,944 50,747
Community Building Total 13300 3,134,546 2,569,636 2,699,647 2,347,006
Customer Service Bureau Budget 13800 562,259 0 0 0

Control Level

Director's Office Budget Control Level

Communications 141,291 139,550 142,453 152,013
Executive Leadership 298,203 215,697 201,346 298,301
Historic Preservation 833,462 742,403 777,203 743,905
Director's Office Total 13100 1,272,956 1,097,650 1,121,003 1,194,219

Internal Operations Budget Control Level
Internal Operations/Administrative Services 1,485,771 1,499,384 1,507,388 1,505,057

Neighborhood Payment and Information 1,753,477 1,895,363 1,960,579 0
Services
Internal Operations Total 13200 3,239,248 3,394,747 3,467,967 1,505,057

Youth Violence Prevention Budget 14100 3,295,699 3,104,955 3,121,996 3,376,542
Control Level

Department Total 11,504,709 10,166,989 10,410,613 8,422,823

Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 86.50 74.75 74.75 40.25

* 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.
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Community Building Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Community Building Budget Control Level is to deliver technical assistance, sup-
port services, and programs in neighborhoods to strengthen local communities, engage residents in
neighborhood improvement, leverage resources, and complete neighborhood-initiated projects.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Major Institutions and Schools 203,238 198,822 208,624 207,001
Neighborhood District Coordinators 2,289,670 1,334,875 1,408,909 1,217,318
Neighborhood Matching Fund Admini- 0 0 0 0
stration
Neighborhood Planning 0 244,001 250,578 252,919
P-Patch Community Gardens 641,638 650,752 686,591 619,022
South Park Action Agenda 0 141,186 144,944 50,747
Total 3,134,546 2,569,636 2,699,647 2,347,006
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 35.00 29.50 29.50 21.25

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Community Building Budget Control
Level:

Major Institutions and Schools Program The purpose of the Major Institutions and Schools Program is
to coordinate community involvement in the development, adoption, and implementation of Major
Institution Master Plans, and to facilitate community involvement in school re-use and development.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Major Institutions and Schools 203,238 198,822 208,624 207,001
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50

Neighborhood District Coordinators Program The purpose of the Neighborhood District Coordinators
Program is to provide a range of technical assistance and support services for residents and neighbor-
hood groups to develop a sense of partnership among neighborhood residents, businesses, and City
government.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Neighborhood District Coordinators 2,289,670 1,334,875 1,408,909 1,217,318
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 19.50 12.50 12.50 11.50
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Neighborhood Matching Fund Administration Program The purpose of the Neighborhood Matching
Fund (NMF) Administration Program is to manage the NMF, work with other City departments and
agencies involved in NMF projects, and support diverse neighborhood groups engaged in local
improvement efforts to leverage private resources, assist neighborhood organizations to become more
self-reliant, build effective partnerships between City government and neighborhoods, and complete
neighborhood-initiated improvements. Costs for NMF administration are included in the NMF budget,
although position authority is displayed here for Department of Neighborhoods' staff who administer
the NMF program.

2010 2011 2012 2012

Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed

Neighborhood Matching Fund 0 0 0 0
Administration

Full-Time Equivalents Total* 7.00 6.00 6.00 0.00

Neighborhood Planning Program The purpose of the Neighborhood Planning Program is to lead the
inclusive outreach and engagement activities of Neighborhood Planning efforts across the City by
working with communities to revise neighborhood plans to reflect changes and opportunities pre-
sented by new development and major transportation investments, including Light Rail

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Neighborhood Planning 0 244,001 250,578 252,919
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 1.50 1.50 1.50

P-Patch Community Garden Program The purpose of the P-Patch Community Gardens Program is to
provide community gardens, gardening space, and related support to Seattle residents while preserv-
ing open space for productive purposes, particularly in high-density communities. The goals of the pro-
gram are to increase self-reliance among gardeners, and for P-Patch Community Gardens to be focal
points for community involvement.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
P-Patch Community Gardens 641,638 650,752 686,591 619,022
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.75
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

South Park Agenda Program The purpose of the South Park Action Agenda Program is to manage the
City's community-driven partnership with the South Park neighborhood to achieve targeted
environmental, public safety, transportation, economic development, and youth and family service
Improvements.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
South Park Action Agenda 0 141,186 144,944 50,747
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00

Internal Operations Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Internal Operations Budget Control Level is to provide information, referral
services, and coordination of City services to community members, and to provide financial, human
resources, facilities, office management, and information technology services to the Department's
employees to serve customers efficiently and effectively.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Internal Operations/Administrative 1,485,771 1,499,384 1,507,388 1,505,057
Services
Neighborhood Payment and 1,753,477 1,895,363 1,960,579 0
Information Services
Total 3,239,248 3,394,747 3,467,967 1,505,057
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 27.50 27.50 27.50 7.00

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Customer Service and Operations
Budget Control Level:

Internal Operations/Administrative Services Program The purpose of the Internal Operations/
Administrative Services Program is to manage financial, human resources, facility, administrative, and
information technology services to enable department employees to serve customers efficiently and
effectively.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Internal Operations/Administrative 1,485,771 1,499,384 1,507,388 1,505,057
Services
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 10.00 10.00 10.00 7.00

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-270-




Department of Neighborhoods
Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Neighborhood Payment and Information Services Program The purpose of the Neighborhood
Payment and Information Services Program is to accept payment for public services and to provide in-
formation and referral services so that customers can access City services where they live and work,
and do business with the City more easily.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Neighborhood Payment and 1,753,477 1,895,363 1,960,579 0
Information Services
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 17.50 17.50 17.50 0.00

Customer Service Bureau Budget Control Level
In 2011 the Customer Service Bureau Budget Control Level was moved to the Department of Finance
and Administrative Services.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Customer Service Bureau 562,259 0 0 0
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 6.25 0.00 0.00 0.00

*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.

Director’s Office Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Director's Office Budget Control Level is to provide executive leadership,
communications, and operational support for the entire department.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Communications 141,291 139,550 142,453 152,013
Executive Leadership 298,203 215,697 201,346 298,301
Historic Preservation 833,462 742,403 777,203 743,905
Total 1,272,956 1,097,650 1,121,003 1,194,219
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 10.25 10.25 10.25 10.00

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Director’s Office Budget Control Level:

Communications Program The purpose of the Communications Program is to provide printed and
electronic information on programs and services offered by the Department, as well as to publicize
other opportunities to increase civic participation.
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Communications 141,291 139,550 142,453 152,013
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Executive Leadership Program The purpose of the Executive Leadership Program is to provide
leadership in fulfilling the Department’s mission, and to facilitate the Department's communication
and interaction with other City departments, external agencies, elected officials, and the public.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Executive Leadership 298,203 215,697 201,346 298,301
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00

Historic Preservation Program The purpose of the Historic Preservation Program is to provide
technical assistance, outreach, and education to the general public, owners of historic properties,
government agencies, and elected officials to identify, protect, rehabilitate, and re-use historic
properties.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Historic Preservation 833,462 742,403 777,203 743,905
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 7.25 7.25 7.25 7.00

Youth Violence Prevention Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Youth Violence Prevention Budget Control Level is to reduce juvenile violent
crimes.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Youth Violence Prevention 3,295,699 3,104,955 3,121,996 3,376,542
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00

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

Ben Franz-Knight, Executive Director

Pike Place Market Preservation and Developmental Authority
PDA Information Line: (206) 682-7453
http://www.pikeplacemarket.org/

Pike Place Market Levy by Budget Control Level

Pike Place Market Levy

Pike Place Market Renovation

Pike Place Market Renovation ;
Debt Service

Pike Place Market Levy by Budget Control Level

The Pike Place Market Levy, approved by voters in November 2008, collects up to $73 million in addi-
tional property taxes over six years for major repairs, infrastructure, and accessibility upgrades to
buildings owned by the Pike Place Market Preservation and Development Authority (PDA). The PDA is
a nonprofit, public corporation chartered by the City of Seattle. As part of its mission, the PDA is re-
quired to preserve, rehabilitate, and protect the Market's buildings.

The PDA manages the renovation project. The City receives levy proceeds in the Pike Place Market
Renovation Fund established through Ordinance 122737 and provides cash to finance the project
according to the PDA's construction schedule, including issuing limited-tax general obligation bonds to
meet cash flow needs. The City collects $12.5 million per year in levy proceeds through 2013, and up
to $10.5 million in 2014.
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Pike Place Market Levy
Budget Snapshot

Pike Place Market
Levy

General Fund

Other Revenues

Total Revenues

Use of (Contribution to)
Fund Balance

Total Resources

Total Expenditures

2010
Actual

N
$17,180,148
$17,180,148

$9,211,727
$26,391,875
$26,391,877

2011
Adopted

N
$23,174,691
$23,174,691

($2,514,260)

$20,660,431
$20,660,431

2012
Endorsed

N
$16,877,000
$16,877,000

($12,721,436)
$4,155,564
$4,155,564

2012
Proposed

S0
$12,476,000
$12,476,000
(58,374,250)

$4,101,750
$4,101,750

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Other, $4,102

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $4,102
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2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

~— Bond Proceeds, SO

Miscellaneous
Revenue,-$24

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $12,476

Budget Overview

The Pike Place Market Preservation and Development Authority (PDA) has spent approximately $50.5
million of the $68.6 million of levy funds allocated to the renovation. The project is 74% complete and
is within budget and on schedule. The renovation has meant new jobs, employing an estimated 250
workers annually in a variety of trades and industries.

The City issued $11 million of debt in 2011 to meet the project’s cash flow needs with no additional
bonds to be issued for this project. Debt service on these bonds is paid from levy proceeds. Levy funds
will continue to be collected through 2014.

The PDA completed Phase | of the Levy renovation project, which included infrastructure upgrades to
the Hillclimb, Leland, and Fairly buildings in June 2010. The PDA substantially completed construction
on Phase I, which included major infrastructure repairs and seismic updates to the Corner, Sanitary,
Triangle, and First and Pine buildings in July 2011. For 2012, construction on Phase lll, which includes
renovations to the Economy, Soames Dunn, and Steward buildings, began in August 2011 and will be
completed by October 2012.
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Incremental Budget Changes

Pike Place Market Levy

2012 Endorsed Budget

2012 Proposed Changes

Technical Adjustments

Total Changes

2012 Proposed Budget

2012 Dollar
Amount

$4,155,564
($53,814)
($53,814)

$4,101,750

2012
FTE

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Technical Adjustments — ($53,814). Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget reduce the

appropriation for debt service in 2012 due to the City using its cash pool, rather than borrowing

externally, to meet the PDA's cash flow needs to complete Phase Il of the Pike Place Market

Renovation project.
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Expenditure Overview

Pike Place Market Levy

Appropriations Summit 2010 2011
Code Actuals Adopted
Pike Place Market Renovation PKLVY
Budget Control Level BCL-01
Bond Proceeds 5,299,513 10,681,691
Levy Proceeds 18,525,677 6,086,309
Pike Place Market Renovation Total 23,825,190 16,768,000
Pike Place Market Renovation Debt Service  PKLVY 2,566,687 3,892,431
Budget Control Level BCL-02
Department Total 26,391,877 20,660,431
Revenue Overview
2012 Estimated Revenues for the Pike Place Levy (11010)
Summit 2010 2011 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed
587355  Pike Place Market Renovation Bond 4,799,596 10,681,691 4,369,000
Funds
Total Bond Proceeds 4,799,596 10,681,691 4,369,000
461110  Inv Earnings - Residual Cash 43,242 (7,000) 8,000
461320  Unreald Gns/Losses-Inv GASB 31 (33,903) 0 0
Total Miscellaneous Revenue 9,339 (7,000) 8,000
411100 Real & Personal Property Taxes 12,371,213 12,500,000 12,500,000
Total Property Tax Revenue 12,371,213 12,500,000 12,500,000
Total Revenues 17,180,148 23,174,691 16,877,000
379100  Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 9,211,727 (2,514,260)  (12,721,436)
Total Use of Fund Balance 9,211,727 (2,514,260) (12,721,436)
Total Resources 26,391,875 20,660,431 4,155,564
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2012 2012

Endorsed Proposed

0 0
0 0
0 0

4,155,564 4,101,750

4,155,564 4,101,750

2012
Proposed

0

0

(24,000)
0

(24,000)
12,500,000
12,500,000
12,476,000
(8,374,250)
(8,374,250)

4,101,750



Pike Place Market Levy
Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Pike Place Market Renovation Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Pike Place Market Renovation Budget Control Level is to provide appropriation
authority for the City's disbursement of funds to the Pike Place Market Preservation and Develop-
ment Authority (PDA) in compliance with the "Agreement regarding Levy Proceeds by and between
the City of Seattle and the Pike Place Market Preservation and Development Authority" related to
renovation and improvements to the Pike Place Market.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Bond Proceeds 5,299,513 10,681,691 0 0
Levy Proceeds 18,525,677 6,086,309 0 0
Total 23,825,190 16,768,000 0 0

The following information summarizes the programs within the Pike Place Market Renovation
Budget Control Level:

Bond Proceeds Program The purpose of the Bond Proceeds Program is to allow spending of bond
proceeds and bond interest earnings to be tracked separately from spending of other revenues in the
Pike Place Market Renovation Fund.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Bond Proceeds 5,299,513 10,681,691 0 0

Levy Proceeds Program The purpose of the Levy Proceeds Program is to allow spending of levy
proceeds and levy interest earnings to be tracked separately from bond proceeds in the Pike Place
Market Renovation Fund.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Levy Proceeds 18,525,677 6,086,309 0 0
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Pike Place Market Renovation Debt Service Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Pike Place Market Renovation Debt Service Budget Control Level is to provide ap-
propriation authority for the City's payment of debt service for debt issued in support of the Pike
Place Market Renovation funded by levy proceeds.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Pike Place Market Renovation Debt 2,566,687 3,892,431 4,155,564 4,101,750
Service
Fund Table
Pike Place Levy (11010)
2010 2011 2011 2012 2012

Actuals Adopted Revised  Endorsed Proposed

Beginning Fund Balance 7,198,388 (12,977,026) (2,013,514) (10,462,766) 500,746
Accounting and Technical Adjustments (173) 0 0 0 0
Plus: Actual and Estimated Revenue 17,180,148 23,174,691 23,174,691 16,877,000 12,476,000

Less: Actual and Budgeted Expenditures 26,391,877 20,660,431 20,660,431 4,155,564 4,101,750

Ending Fund Balance (2,013,514) (10,462,766) 500,746 2,258,670 8,874,996
Reserve for Pike Place Market Renovations 0 0 0 0 8,874,996
Total Reserves 0 0 0 0 8,874,996
Ending Unreserved Fund Balance (2,013,514) (10,462,766) 500,746 2,258,670 0
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Department of Planning and Development

Diane Sugimura, Director

Information Line: (206) 684-8600
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd

Department by Budget Control Level

Department of
Planning &
Development

Annual
Certification &
Inspection

Code
Compliance

Construction Construction
Inspection Permit Services

Department Land Use
Leadership Services

Process
Improvements &
Technology

Department Overview

The Department of Planning and Development (DPD) is responsible for both regulatory and long-range
planning functions. On the regulatory side, DPD is responsible for developing policies and codes
related to public safety, environmental protection, land use, construction, and rental housing,
including:

e Environmentally Critical Areas Ordinance (ECA);

e Housing and Building Maintenance Code;

e Just Cause Eviction Ordinance;

e Seattle Building and Residential Codes;

e Seattle Condominium and Cooperative Conversion Ordinances;

e Seattle Electrical Code;

e Seattle Energy Code;
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e Seattle Grading Code;

e Seattle Land Use Code;

e Seattle Mechanical Code;

e Seattle Noise Ordinance;

e Seattle Shoreline Master Program;

e Seattle Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance;
e Seattle Tree Protection Ordinance;

e State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA); and

e Stormwater Code.

DPD reviews land use and construction-related permits, annually approving more than 29,000 permits
and performing approximately 106,000 on-site inspections. The work includes public notice and
involvement for Master Use Permits (MUPs); shoreline review; design review; approval of permits for
construction, mechanical systems, site development, elevators, electrical installation, boilers, furnaces,
refrigeration, signs and billboards; annual inspections of boilers and elevators; and home seismic retro-
fits.

DPD enforces compliance with community standards for housing, zoning, shorelines, tenant relocation
assistance, just cause eviction, vacant buildings, noise, and development-related violation complaints,
responding to nearly 7,300 complaints annually.

Long-range physical planning functions are also included in DPD's mission. These planning functions
include monitoring and updating the City's Comprehensive Plan, evaluating regional growth
management policy, updating the City's Land Use Code, developing sub-area and functional plans,
implementing the Comprehensive Plan and neighborhood plans, fostering urban design excellence
throughout the city and particularly in Seattle's public spaces, encouraging sustainable development
via the City Green Building Team, and staffing the Planning and Design Commissions.

DPD services are funded by a variety of fees and from General Subfund resources. DPD must
demonstrate that its fees are set to recover no more than the cost of related services. To provide this
accountability, DPD uses cost accounting to measure the full cost of its programs. Each program is
allocated a share of departmental administration and other overhead costs to report the full cost and
calculate the revenue requirements of the program.
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Budget Snapshot

Department of
Planning &
Development
General Fund
Other Revenues
Total Revenues

Use of (Contribution to) Fund
Balance

Total Resources

Total Expenditures

Full-Time Equivalent * Total

Department of Planning and Development

2010
Actuals

$9,727,579
$31,279,789
$41,007,368
$6,817,738

$47,825,106

$47,825,106
409.00

2011
Adopted

$9,120,445
$40,426,307
$49,546,752
$730,688

$50,277,440
$50,277,443
398.01

2012
Endorsed

$9,300,870
$42,182,704
$51,483,574

($437,385)

$51,046,189
$51,046,192
398.01

2012
Proposed

$9,205,925
$42,546,056
$51,751,981
($602,820)

$51,149,161

$51,149,161
393.26

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

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Personnel, $31,764

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $51,149
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Department of Planning and Development

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

Other Revenues,

Permit Fees, $1,831

$35,063

General Subfund
Support, $9,206

- ¢ $50 ] Grants &
nterest, Installation & MOAs, $1,549

Inspection Fees,

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $51,752 $4,054

Budget Overview

The Department of Planning and Development (DPD) is supported by a variety of construction and
compliance-related fees, and from General Subfund resources. The recession, both regionally and
nationally, has had a significant impact on construction-related activity, which is the Department’s
primary revenue source. As a result, DPD has implemented significant budget reductions over the past
several years to bring expenses in line with revenues. For example, the 2011 Adopted Budget
responded to the slowing in regional construction activity and reduced expenditures by eliminating
discretionary costs, and abrogating or unfunding 39 regular positions and nearly all term-limited and
contingent positions that were added to address peak construction volumes in prior years.

In developing the 2012 Proposed Budget, DPD continued to realign spending with anticipated levels of
development fee revenues. In doing so, DPD was able to implement a number of strategic staff
reallocations, and administrative reductions that will have a minimal impact on direct services.

General Fund budget pressures in 2012 and future years also require that DPD make budget
reductions. In response, DPD reviewed all General Fund supported program areas and strategically
realigned several functions to implement internal efficiencies with the goal of preserving direct
services. Despite these significant fiscal challenges, DPD's 2012 Proposed Budget maintains funding for
the Department to continue to meet its regulatory responsibilities, and continues to fund specific
planning-related work established in the Planning Division’s workplan.
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Department of Planning and Development

Revenue Recovery

The regional economy is slowly, but steadily recovering, and the rate of building development growth
in the Puget Sound region is significantly stronger than the national rate. An especially bright spot
locally is in the apartment market. Apartment vacancy rates have fallen and rents are beginning to
rise, spurring construction for increasingly large apartment building projects. For DPD, this growth
translates into increased building permit revenues.

While still below historical peak levels, permit revenues are projected to continue to grow for the
remainder of 2011 and into 2012. In 2009, permit revenues reached a low point with building permit
revenues totaling $12.7 million, down from a peak of $29.2 million in 2007. Since then, revenues have
been recovering, with building revenues growing by 18% to $15.1 million in 2010, and expected to
generate a total of $17.7 million in 2011. The stabilization of building fee revenues has allowed the
Department to maintain a 2012 Proposed Budget that generally continues the 2011 Adopted Budget
levels of staffing and service delivery. The 2012 Proposed Budget is developed in accordance with
DPD’s forecast of 2012 revenues and will be adjusted if needed during 2012.

Strategic Use of Resources

The 2012 Proposed Budget reflects DPD’s continued effort to prioritize direct and front-line services.
By strategically reallocating staff resources from General Fund-supported program areas into
fee-backed functions with greater demand, reducing non-labor expenditures, and prioritizing work
plans, the Department is able to maintain, and in some cases restore, staffing and funding for essential
services while simultaneously reducing expenditures.

Prior year staff reductions reduced DPD’s capacity to provide optimal service delivery to applicants,
other customers, and the general public. Examples of the impact on service levels have included
longer waits for intake appointments, delays in processing applications, and longer plan and permit
review times. DPD has developed a strategy to mitigate these effects in 2012 and beyond. Intake
appointment wait times have decreased from nine weeks in the spring of 2011 to the current timeline
of two weeks. This was accomplished by reassigning staff resources, approving overtime, hiring
temporary staff, and changing how DPD processes certain permits.

In response to a challenging fiscal environment and constrained resources, DPD examined
opportunities to change the way it does business and find efficiencies that streamline operations. The
2012 Proposed Budget consolidates the policy development elements of DPD’s City Green Building
(CGB) Team within the Office of Sustainability and Environment (OSE), transfers three existing staff
from DPD’s Planning Services Program (General Fund, permit fee and utility-funded positions) to
fee-supported Operations functions, and co-locates OSE into DPD office space to build on the
collaborative efforts already underway. This change allows OSE to maintain and expand its role in
developing and coordinating sustainability policy for the City of Seattle. Combining the policy functions
of the City’s Green Building Program with OSE’s broader sustainability policy coordination better aligns
staff working in overlapping areas.

The 2012 Proposed Budget provides additional funding to provide Green Permitting facilitation services
for building projects that meet an advanced level of sustainability. Prioritizing plan review and permit
processing for green development incentivizes compliance with green building standards and energy

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-285-



Department of Planning and Development

reduction goals. This in turn creates both direct and indirect jobs relating to the manufacture, trans-
port, and installation of the equipment and materials that are necessary to achieve green building
standards. In support of these goals, the City of Seattle maintains its status as a founding member of
the Seattle 2030 District, a program to create a high-performance building district in downtown Seattle
with the goal of achieving dramatic savings in energy use, climate-changing emissions, and water use.
In addition, the City has adopted the Living Building Pilot Program, which establishes design standards
for environmentally sound and self-sustaining development. Both of these programs create critical
jobs in green design, engineering, and construction. For example, Seattle’s first Living Building Pilot
Program, the Bullitt Foundation’s Cascadia Center, is projected to create 94 construction jobs and 141
direct permanent jobs.

The 2012 Proposed Budget reflects the City’s priority to maintain a safe and livable community.
Additional funding is provided in 2012 for a new seismic retrofit program that requires retrofits for
unreinforced masonry (URM) buildings to mitigate potential losses resulting from earthquakes.
One-time funding will be used in 2012 to increase existing staff hours and professional service funds.
Previous studies have determined that Seattle has over 800 unreinforced masonry buildings. The
objective of the program is to reduce the risk of collapse of these URMs without inadvertently
encouraging demolition or vacation of the affected buildings. Once the program is implemented,
Seattle will be the first U.S. city outside of California to define and mandate retrofits requirements of
URMs.

Incremental Budget Changes

Department of Planning and Development
2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $51,046,192 398.01
2012 Proposed Changes
Position Changes ($163,148)  (1.00)
Restoration of Funding for Core Services $87,250 0.00
Shoreline Master Plan Adjustments ($14,000) 0.0
Non-Labor Reductions ($216,478) 0.0
Transfer of City Green Building Team to Office of (5504,878)  (3.75)
Sustainability and Environment
Green Permitting Facilitation $51,057 0.00
Unreinforced Masonry Building Program Enhancements $67,500 0.00
Technical Adjustments $795,667 0.00
Total Changes $102,970 (4.75)
2012 Proposed Budget $51,149,161 393.26
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Position Changes - ($163,148) / (1.0) FTE. This proposal abrogates a Strategic Advisor 1 position that
was added in the 2011 Adopted Budget to serve as the Sustainable Infrastructure Coordinator position
in DPD to identify and resolve cross-department capital infrastructure issues. Instead, this work is
being done in 2011 through other resources in the City. This change continues a mid-year 2011
reduction that unfunded the position for 2011. In addition, funding for a 1.0 FTE Housing/Zoning
Inspector in the 2012 Endorsed Budget is reduced to 0.5 FTE in 2012. Of note, this position was kept
vacant in 2011 as part of the midyear 2011 reduction process, and savings were used to assist in
balancing the overall General Subfund budget. By funding this position at part time in 2012, this
proposal maintains DPD’s capacity to inspect and enforce certain violation complaints where a non-
hazardous condition is reported. Lastly, this proposal reallocates portions of two Land Use Planner
positions and a Public Relations Specialist position from General Fund-supported programs to fee-
supported programs to better tie the funding source to the services provided.

Restoration of Funding for Core Services - $87,250. The 2012 Proposed Budget restores ongoing
General Fund support for an existing Land Use Planner Il position that was unfunded in the 2012
Endorsed Budget as part of the 2011 Budget process. The position authority was retained for 2012,
but no funding was included in the 2012 Endorsed Budget. Beginning in 2012, funding for the Land Use
Planner lll is provided to fill the position at 0.75 FTE. This change will allow DPD to maintain land use
policy development capacity and workload assignments specific to the Neighborhood Planning
program.

Shoreline Master Plan Adjustments - ($14,000). The 2012 Proposed Budget reduces planned
consultant expenditures associated with the Shoreline Master Program. DPD will still be able to
effectively implement this program; however, remaining staff will be limited in their ability to perform
additional technical research without the availability of consultant resources.

Non-Labor Reductions - ($216,478). DPD evaluated funding needs for all administrative expenditures
to determine which items were essential to include and those that could be forgone. As a result of this
evaluation, DPD reduced software purchases and other non-labor expenses throughout the
Department.

Transfer of City Green Building Team to Office of Sustainability and Environment - ($504,878) / (3.75)
FTE. This proposal consolidates the policy development elements of DPD’s City Green Building (CGB)
team with the Office of Sustainability and Environment (OSE), and moves OSE’s offices into DPD office
space while retaining the organizational structure of the two distinct departments. DPD is transferring
CGB staff resources to OSE to continue to focus on strategic policy development for sustainable
practices. This consolidation will better align staff with similar scopes of work in OSE, and co-locate
OSE and DPD.

Green Permitting Facilitation - $51,057. This proposal increases a Planning and Development Specialist
position that is currently budgeted at 0.50 FTE to full-time in 2012 to expedite plan review and permit-
ting processes for projects that meet established green building standards. These standards are
defined in programs such as the Seattle 2030 District and the Living Building Pilot Program. This pro-
posal is important in that it will help stimulate jobs in the local economy by moving green development
projects more quickly through the permitting process. Streamlining permit services for projects that
meet established green building standards also provides additional incentive for developers to adopt
green building as standard practice.
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Unreinforced Masonry Building Program Enhancements - $67,500. This proposal adds resources in
2012 to increase a position that is currently budgeted at 0.50 FTE to full-time, and a consultant-
facilitator to develop a regulatory strategy and prepare an outreach strategy for a program to require
retrofits for unreinforced masonry (URM) buildings. This position will be responsible for developing
the program and drafting legislation establishing URM retrofit requirements for delivery to Council
by mid 2013. The consultant will assist in preparing an outreach strategy and leading stakeholder
meetings. Seattle has over 800 URM buildings that are at risk in the event of an earthquake. This
funding is aimed at reducing the risk of collapse.

Technical Adjustments - $795,667. Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget include
departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not changes DPD’s service
delivery. Citywide technical changes reflect changes in central cost allocations, retirement, health
care, workers compensation, and unemployment costs.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Annual Certification and Inspection Budget Control Level
Annual Certification & Inspection Overhead 1,085,375 1,187,558 1,212,107 0
Allocations
Annual Certification and Inspection 2,697,985 2,780,608 2,837,417 3,992,639
Annual Certification and U24A0 3,783,360 3,968,165 4,049,524 3,992,639

Inspection Total

Code Compliance Budget Control Level

Code Compliance 3,468,128 3,422,417 3,484,086 4,800,986
Code Compliance Overhead Allocations 1,192,047 1,199,730 1,226,583 0
Code Compliance Total U2400 4,660,174 4,622,147 4,710,669 4,800,987
Construction Inspections Budget Control Level
Building Inspections Program 3,271,003 2,821,722 2,874,664 4,356,799
Construction Inspections Overhead Allocations3,460,140 3,483,029 3,565,666 0
Construction Inspections Unallocated CBA 0 1,798,947 1,798,947 2,220,000
Electrical Inspections 3,384,482 3,317,017 3,382,920 4,344,012
Signs and Billboards 275,974 144,613 147,704 226,436
Site Review and Inspection 1,683,638 1,742,487 1,774,726 2,615,151
Construction Inspections Total U23A0 12,075,238 13,307,815 13,544,628 13,762,398
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Summit

Appropriations Code

Department of Planning and Development

Construction Permit Services Budget Control Level

Applicant Services Center

Construction Permit Services Overhead
Allocations

Construction Permit Services Unallocated
CBA

Construction Plans Administration
Operations Division Management

Public Resource Center

Construction Permit Services Total U2300

Department Leadership Budget Control Level

Community Relations

Department Leadership Overhead Allocations

Director's Office

Finance and Accounting Services

Human Resources

Information Technology Services
Department Leadership Total U2500
Land Use Services Budget Control Level

Land Use Services

Land Use Services Overhead Allocations

Land Use Services Unallocated CBA
Land Use Services Total U2200
Planning Budget Control Level

Design Commission

Planning Commission

Planning Overhead Allocations

Planning Services
Planning Budget Total U2900

Process Improvements and U2800

Technology Budget Control Level

Department Total

Department Full-time Equivalents Total*

2010 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
5,295,457 5,233,865 5,332,372 7,422,954
4,322,194 3,309,311 3,376,579 (869,922)
0 3,900,000 3,900,000 3,900,000
3,875,292 2,969,837 3,018,275 4,971,620
0 678,662 686,194 869,920
1,139,999 1,059,685 1,078,219 1,265,605
14,632,942 17,151,360 17,391,640 17,560,177
0 435,016 442,136 507,566

0 (12,083,156) (12,354,445) (12,047,008)

0 746,582 758,534 665,843

0 5,834,133 5,999,924 5,850,526

0 322,470 327,682 320,196

0 4,744955 4,826,169 4,702,877

0 0 0 0
3,108,715 2,220,354 2,256,549 3,761,878
1,343,451 1,007,223 1,035,812 (1)
0 500,000 500,000 500,000
4,452,167 3,727,576 3,792,362 4,261,877
269,746 235,189 237,793 319,893
380,742 390,968 397,164 545,849
1,792,511 1,896,305 1,937,696 0
4,821,275 4,201,656 4,193,329 4,604,536
7,264,274 6,724,118 6,765,981 5,470,277
956,951 776,261 791,388 1,300,806
47,825,106 50,277,443 51,046,192 51,149,161
409.00 398.01 398.01 393.26

* 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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Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Planning and Development Fund (15700)

Summit
Code

587001

437010
587900
587900

422150
422160

461110

469990
587116

587116

587116

422111
422115
422130
443694
469990

Source
General Subfund Support
Total General Subfund Support

Grant Revenues
Green Building Team - SPU & SCL
SPU MOA for Side Sewer & Drainage

Total Grants & MOAs

Boiler
Elevator

Total Installation & Inspection Fees
Interest
Total Interest

Other Revenues

Cumulative Reserve Fund-REET | -

TRAO

Cumulative Reserve Fund-Unrestricted -
Design Commission

Cumulative Reserve Fund-Unrestricted -
TRAO

Total Other Revenues

Building Development

Land Use

Electrical

Site Review & Development
Contingent Revenues - Unaccessed

Total Permit Fees

Total Revenues

379100

Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance

Total Use of Fund Balance

Total Resources

2010
Actuals

9,727,579
9,727,579
441,981
541,423
1,070,363

2,053,767

1,080,598
2,483,752

3,564,350
87,709
87,709

1,377,862
60,538

278,330

37,000

1,753,730
15,314,026
3,723,562
3,606,244
1,176,401
0

23,820,233

41,007,368
6,817,738

6,817,738

47,825,106

2011
Adopted

9,120,445
9,120,445
280,880
587,780
1,350,000

2,218,660

1,211,356
2,588,996

3,800,352
100,000
100,000

1,180,755
150,000

370,383

74,172

1,775,310
16,945,042
3,664,138
4,464,226
1,259,600
6,198,979

32,531,985

49,546,752
730,688

730,688

50,277,440
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2012
Endorsed

9,300,870
9,300,870
162,489
593,658
1,363,500

2,119,647

1,223,470
2,614,886

3,838,356
100,000
100,000

1,192,561
154,500

374,087

76,397

1,797,545
18,646,334
3,700,779
4,508,868
1,272,196
6,198,979

34,327,156

51,483,574
(437,385)

(437,385)

51,046,189

2012
Proposed

9,205,925
9,205,925

411,845
0
1,137,262

1,549,107

1,285,073
2,768,776

4,053,849
50,000
50,000

1,297,030
154,500

302,640

76,397

1,830,567
18,715,753
3,655,973
4,693,853
1,376,954
6,620,000

35,062,533

51,751,981
(602,820)

(602,820)

51,149,161



Department of Planning and Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Annual Certification and Inspection Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Annual Certification and Inspection Budget Control Level is to provide inspections
of mechanical equipment at installation and on an annual or biennial cycle in a fair, reasonable,
efficient, and predictable manner.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Annual Certification & Inspection 1,085,375 1,187,558 1,212,107 0

Overhead Allocations
Annual Certification and Inspection 2,697,985 2,780,608 2,837,417 3,992,639

Total 3,783,360 3,968,165 4,049,524 3,992,639
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 20.72 23.49 23.49 23.49

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Annual Certification and Inspection
Budget Control Level

Annual Certification & Inspection Overhead Allocations Program The purpose of the Annual
Certification and Inspection Overhead Allocations Program is to represent the share of departmental
administration and other overhead costs that apply to the Annual Certification and Inspection Budget
Control Level.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Annual Certification & Inspection 1,085,375 1,187,558 1,212,107 0

Overhead Allocations

Annual Certification and Inspection Program The purpose of the Annual Certification and Inspection
Program is to provide inspections of mechanical equipment at installation and on an annual or biennial
cycle in a fair, reasonable, efficient, and predictable manner. These services are provided so mechani-
cal equipment is substantially maintained to applicable codes, legal requirements and policies, and op-
erated safely. The program also certifies that installers and mechanics are qualified, by validation of
work experience and testing of code knowledge, to operate and maintain mechanical equipment.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Annual Certification and Inspection 2,697,985 2,780,608 2,837,417 3,992,639
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 20.72 23.49 23.49 23.49
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Code Compliance Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Code Compliance Budget Control level is to apply code standards in response to
reported violations about the use, maintenance, and development of real properties and buildings,
and follow up with formal enforcement action as necessary to achieve compliance. Additionally, this
budget control level includes the allocation of a proportionate share of departmental administration
and other overhead costs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Code Compliance 3,468,128 3,422,417 3,484,086 4,800,986
Code Compliance Overhead 1,192,047 1,199,730 1,226,583 0
Allocations
Total 4,660,174 4,622,147 4,710,669 4,800,987
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 32.28 28.79 28.79 28.79

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Code Compliance Budget Control
Level:

Code Compliance Program The purpose of the Code Compliance Program level is to apply code
standards in response to reported violations about the use, maintenance and development of real
properties and buildings, facilitate compliance by property owners and other responsible parties,
pursue enforcement actions against violators through the legal system, reduce the deterioration of
structures and properties so that Seattle’s housing stock lasts longer, and manage the adoption of
administrative rules, public disclosure of documents and response to claims.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Code Compliance 3,468,128 3,422,417 3,484,086 4,800,986
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 32.28 28.79 28.79 28.79

Code Compliance Overhead Allocations Program The purpose of the Code Compliance Overhead
Allocations Program is to represent a proportionate share of departmental administration and other
overhead costs to report the full cost of the related programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Code Compliance Overhead 1,192,047 1,199,730 1,226,583 0

Allocations
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Construction Inspections Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Construction Inspections Budget Control Level is to provide timely on-site
inspections of property under development to support substantial compliance with applicable City
codes, ordinances, and approved plans. Additionally, this budget control level includes the allocation
of a proportionate share of departmental administration and other overhead costs.

2010 2011 2012 2012

Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Building Inspections Program 3,271,003 2,821,722 2,874,664 4,356,799
Construction Inspections Overhead 3,460,140 3,483,029 3,565,666 0
Allocations

Construction Inspections 0 1,798,947 1,798,947 2,220,000
Unallocated CBA

Electrical Inspections 3,384,482 3,317,017 3,382,920 4,344,012
Signs and Billboards 275,974 144,613 147,704 226,436
Site Review and Inspection 1,683,638 1,742,487 1,774,726 2,615,151
Total 12,075,238 13,307,815 13,544,628 13,762,398
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 86.04 75.84 75.84 75.84

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Construction Inspections Budget
Control Level:

Building Inspections Program The purpose of the Building Inspections Program is to provide timely on-
site inspections of property under development at predetermined stages of construction; work closely
with project architects, engineers, developers, contractors, and other City of Seattle departments to
approve projects as substantially complying with applicable City codes, ordinances, and approved
plans; and to issue final approvals for occupancy.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Building Inspections Program 3,271,003 2,821,722 2,874,664 4,356,799
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 31.33 30.32 30.32 30.32

Construction Inspections Overhead Allocations Program The purpose of the Construction Inspections
Overhead Allocations Program is to represent the proportionate share of departmental administration
and other overhead costs that apply to this budget control level, in order to report the full cost and
calculate the revenue requirements of the budget control level and programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Construction Inspections Overhead 3,460,140 3,483,029 3,565,666 0

Allocations
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Department of Planning and Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Construction Inspections Unallocated CBA Program The purpose of the Construction Inspections
Unallocated CBA Program is to display the amount of Contingent Budget Authority (CBA) that has not
been accessed within the Construction Inspections BCL for construction inspections and electrical
inspections with plan review. In contrast, CBA that is accessed is appropriated in the programs in
which it will be spent. More information about CBA and its planned use in this budget may be found at
the conclusion of the DPD chapter

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Construction Inspections Unallocated 0 1,798,947 1,798,947 2,220,000

CBA

Electrical Inspections The purpose of the Electrical Inspections Program is to provide review of
proposed electrical installations and on-site inspection of properties under development in a fair, rea-
sonable, efficient, and predictable manner. These services are provided so that electrical installations
substantially comply with applicable codes, legal requirements, and approved plans.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Electrical Inspections 3,384,482 3,317,017 3,382,920 4,344,012
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 29.49 26.09 26.09 26.09

Signs and Billboards Program The purpose of the Signs and Billboards Program is to provide review of
proposed sign installations and on-site inspection of properties under development in a fair,
reasonable, efficient, and predictable manner. These services are provided so that sign installations
comply with applicable codes, legal requirements, and approved plans.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Signs and Billboards 275,974 144,613 147,704 226,436
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 2.14 1.25 1.25 1.25

Site Review and Inspection Program The purpose of the Site Review and Inspection Program is to
ensure construction projects comply with grading, drainage, side sewer, and environmentally critical
area codes; City of Seattle engineering standard details; and best management practices for erosion
control methods to ensure that ground-related impacts of development are mitigated on-site and that
sewer and drainage installations on private property are properly installed.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Site Review and Inspection 1,683,638 1,742,487 1,774,726 2,615,151
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 23.09 18.18 18.18 18.18
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Construction Permit Service Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Construction Permit Services Budget Control Level is to facilitate the review of
development plans and processing of permits so that applicants can plan, alter, construct, occupy,
and maintain Seattle’s buildings and property. Additionally, this budget control level includes the
allocation of a proportionate share of departmental administration and other overhead costs.

2010 2011 2012 2012

Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Applicant Services Center 5,295,457 5,233,865 5,332,372 7,422,954
Construction Permit Services Over- 4,322,194 3,309,311 3,376,579 (869,922)
head Allocations

Construction Permit Services Unal- 0 3,900,000 3,900,000 3,900,000
located CBA

Construction Plans Administration 3,875,292 2,969,837 3,018,275 4,971,620
Operations Division Management 0 678,662 686,194 869,920
Public Resource Center 1,139,999 1,059,685 1,078,219 1,265,605
Total 14,632,942 17,151,360 17,391,640 17,560,177
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 140.85 147.02 147.02 148.92

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Construction Permit Service Budget
Control Level:

Applicant Service Center Program The purpose of the Applicant Services Center Program is to provide
early technical and process assistance to applicants during building design and permit application;
screen, accept, and process all land use and construction permit applications; and review and issue
simple development plans in a fair, reasonable, and consistent manner to ensure substantial compli-
ance with applicable codes and legal requirements.

. 2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE
Applicant Services Center 5,295,457 5,233,865 5,332,372 7,422,954
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 72.86 77.98 77.98 77.98

Construction Permit Services Overhead Program The purpose of the Construction Permit Services
Overhead Allocations Program is to represent the proportionate share of departmental administration
and other overhead costs to report the full cost of the related programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Construction Permit Services 4,322,194 3,309,311 3,376,579 (869,922)

Overhead Allocations
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Construction Permit Services Unallocated CBA Program The purpose of the Construction Permit Ser-
vices Unallocated CBA Program is to display the amount of Contingent Budget Authority (CBA) in the
Construction Permit Services BCL that has not been accessed for construction plan review and peer
review contracts. In contrast, CBA that is accessed is appropriated in the programs in which it will be
spent. More information about CBA and its planned use in this budget may be found at the conclusion
of the DPD chapter.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Construction Permit Services Unallo- 0 3,900,000 3,900,000 3,900,000

cated CBA

Construction Plans Administration Program The purpose of the Construction Plans Administration
Program is to review development plans and documents for permit applicants in a fair, reasonable, and
predictable manner; ensure that the plans substantially comply with applicable codes and legal
requirements; incorporate and expand Priority Green permitting within the plan review process; de-
velop and revise technical code regulations at the local, state, and national levels; and provide appro-
priate support for preparation, mitigation, response, and recovery services for disasters.

. 2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE
Construction Plans Administration 3,875,292 2,969,837 3,018,275 4,971,620
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 32.78 34.17 34.17 35.07

Operations Division Management Program The purpose of the Operations Division Management
Program is to oversee the functions of four budget control levels: Annual Certification/Inspection,
Construction Permit Services, Construction Inspections, and Land Use Services.

. 2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE
Operations Division Management 0 678,662 686,194 869,920
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 19.58 19.59 19.59 20.59

Public Resource Center Program The purpose of the Public Resource Center Program is to provide the
general public and City staff convenient access to complete, accurate information about department
regulations and current applications; to provide applicants with a first point of contact; and to
preserve, maintain, and provide access to records for department staff and the public.

. 2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE
Public Resource Center 1,139,999 1,059,685 1,078,219 1,265,605
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 15.63 15.28 15.28 15.28
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Department Leadership Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Department Leadership Budget Control Level is to develop and implement
business strategies to improve the performance of the organization; ensure that managers and staff
have the information, tools, and training needed for managing and making decisions; set fees that
reflect the cost of services; and maintain a community relations program.

2010 2011 2012 2012

Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Relations 0 435,016 442,136 507,566
Department Leadership Overhead 0 (12,083,156) (12,354,445) (12,047,008)
Allocations

Director's Office 0 746,582 758,534 665,843
Finance and Accounting Services 0 5,834,133 5,999,924 5,850,526
Human Resources 0 322,470 327,682 320,196
Information Technology Services 0 4,744,955 4,826,169 4,702,877
Total 0 0 0 0
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 46.31 49.79 49.79 50.79

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Department Leadership Budget
Control Level:

Community Relations Program The purpose of the Community Relations Program is to provide the
general public, stakeholder groups, community leaders, City staff, and news media with complete and
accurate information, including informative materials and presentations, to explain DPD's responsibili-
ties, processes, and actions; to ensure the DPD's services are clearly understood by applicants and the
general public; and to respond to public concerns related to the Department’s responsibilities.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Community Relations 0 435,016 442,136 507,566
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 3.00 3.12 3.12 4.12

Department Leadership Overhead Allocations Program The purpose of the Department Leadership
Overhead Allocations Program is to distribute the proportionate share of departmental administration
and other overhead costs that apply to the Department's other budget control levels, in order to report
the full cost and calculate the revenue requirements of the related programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Department Leadership Overhead 0 (12,083,156) (12,354,445) (12,047,008)

Allocations
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Department of Planning and Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Director's Office Program The purpose of the Director’s Office Program is to ensure department
management develops and implements business strategies to continually improve the performance of
the organization, and to ensure effective working relationships with other City personnel and agencies,
the general public, and the development and planning communities.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Director's Office 0 746,582 758,534 665,843
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 4.18 5.34 5.34 5.34

Finance and Accounting Services Program The purpose of the Finance and Accounting Services
Program is to provide financial and accounting services to department management, and develop and
maintain financial systems based on program and funding study principles, so that people, tools, and
resources are managed effectively with a changing workload and revenue stream.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Finance and Accounting Services 0 5,834,133 5,999,924 5,850,526
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 13.25 16.51 16.51 16.51

Human Resources Program The purpose of the Human Resources Program is to ensure that the work
environment is safe, and that a competent, talented, and skilled workforce is recruited through a fair
and open process, is compensated fairly for work performed, is well trained, is responsible and
accountable for performance, and reflects and values the diversity of the community.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Human Resources 0 322,470 327,682 320,196
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 5.00 4.14 4.14 4.14

Information Technology Services Program The purpose of the Information Technology Services Pro-
gram is to provide information technology solutions, services, and expertise to the Department and
other City staff, so that department management and staff have the technology tools and support nec-
essary to meet business objectives.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Information Technology Services 0 4,744,955 4,826,169 4,702,877
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 20.88 20.68 20.68 20.68
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Department of Planning and Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Land Use Services Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Land Use Services Budget Control Level is to provide land use permitting services
to project applicants, City of Seattle departments, public agencies, and residents. Additionally, this
budget control level includes the allocation of a proportionate share of departmental administration
and other overhead costs.

2010 2011 2012 2012

Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Land Use Services 3,108,715 2,220,354 2,256,549 3,761,878
Land Use Services Overhead 1,343,451 1,007,223 1,035,812 (1)
Allocations

Land Use Services Unallocated CBA 0 500,000 500,000 500,000
Total 4,452,167 3,727,576 3,792,362 4,261,877
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 35.84 34.63 34.63 34.63

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Land Use Services Budget Control
Level:

Land Use Services Program The purpose of the Land Use Services Program is to provide land use per-
mitting services to project applicants, City of Seattle departments, public agencies, and residents. Land
Use Services staff provide permit process information and regulatory expertise to inform
pre-application construction project design. Land Use Services staff also review proposed construction
plans as part of a developer's permit application. Staff then facilitate the process to elicit public input
on those construction projects before the permit may be granted. These services are intended to en-
sure that development proposals are reviewed in a fair, reasonable, efficient, and predictable manner,
and to ensure that the plans substantially comply with applicable codes, legal requirements, policies,
and community design standards.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Land Use Services 3,108,715 2,220,354 2,256,549 3,761,878
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 35.84 34.63 34.63 34.63

Land Use Services Overhead Allocations Program The purpose of the Land Use Services Overhead
Allocations Program is to represent a proportionate share of departmental administration and other
overhead costs that apply to the Land Use Services Budget Control Level, and to report the full cost of
the related programs.
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Land Use Services Overhead 1,343,451 1,007,223 1,035,812 0
Allocations

Land Use Services Unallocated CBA Program The purpose of the Land Use Services Unallocated CBA
Program is to display the amount of Contingent Budget Authority (CBA) in the Land Use Services BCL
that has not been accessed. In contrast, CBA that is accessed is appropriated in the programs in which
it will be spent. More information about CBA and its planned use in this budget may be found at the
conclusion of the DPD chapter.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Land Use Services Unallocated CBA 0 500,000 500,000 500,000

Planning Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Planning Budget Control Level is to manage growth and development consistent
with Seattle's Comprehensive Plan, and to inform and guide decisions for shaping and preserving Se-
attle so that it remains a vital urban environment. Additionally, the Planning Budget Control Level
includes the allocation of a proportionate share of departmental administration and other overhead
costs.

Additional Information: Planning staff do this work by overseeing the Comprehensive Plan, managing
zoning and land use policy development, and supporting the core values of community, environ-
mental stewardship, social equity, and economic opportunity. Staff prepares plans for Urban Cen-
ters, Urban Villages, transit station areas, and other areas responding to growth or major public in-
vestments, and prepare citywide policy and regulatory recommendations addressing issues such as
land use, economic development, affordable housing, environmental protection, and urban design.
Planning maintains a strong commitment to innovative public outreach and engagement, committing
extensive resources to engaging a broad range of Seattle residents and businesses in shaping its pol-
icy recommendations. The Planning Budget Control Level includes the staff of the Design Commission
and Planning Commission.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Design Commission 269,746 235,189 237,793 319,893
Planning Commission 380,742 390,968 397,164 545,849
Planning Overhead Allocations 1,792,511 1,896,305 1,937,696 0
Planning Services 4,821,275 4,201,656 4,193,329 4,604,536
Total 7,264,274 6,724,118 6,765,981 5,470,277
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 40.25 33.03 33.03 25.38

*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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Department of Planning and Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

The following information summarizes the programs within the Planning Budget Control Level:

Design Commission Program The purpose of the Design Commission is to promote civic design
excellence in City projects with City funding, and projects related to public land, as well as to promote
interdepartmental/interagency coordination. The Seattle Design Commission advises the Mayor, the
City Council, and City departments on the design of capital improvements and other projects that
shape Seattle's public realm.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Design Commission 269,746 235,189 237,793 319,893
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 2.00 1.87 1.87 1.87

Planning Commission Program The purpose of the Planning Commission is to provide informed
citizen advice and assistance to the Mayor, the City Council, and City departments in developing
planning policies and carrying out major planning efforts; to seek public comment and participation as
a part of this process; and to steward the ongoing development and implementation of Seattle's
Comprehensive Plan.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Planning Commission 380,742 390,968 397,164 545,849
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 3.50 2.62 2.62 2.62

Planning Overhead Allocations Program The purpose of the Planning Overhead Allocations Program is
to represent a proportionate share of departmental administration and other overhead costs that
apply to the Planning Budget Control Level, and to report the full cost of the related programs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Planning Overhead Allocations 1,792,511 1,896,305 1,937,696 0

Planning Services Program The purpose of the Planning Services Program is to develop policies, plans,
and regulations that advance Seattle's Comprehensive Plan and growth management strategy. This is
done through community-based planning, developing land use policy recommendations, and
implementing legislation - activities that support Seattle's neighborhoods; expand job creation and
housing choices; protect the environment and reduce environmental hazards; and promote design
excellence and sustainability in Seattle.
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Department of Planning and Development

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Planning Services 4,821,275 4,201,656 4,193,329 4,604,536
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 34.75 28.54 28.54 20.89

Process Improvements and Technology Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Process Improvements and Technology Budget Control Level is to allow the de-
partment to plan and implement continuous improvements to its business processes, including re-
lated staff training and equipment purchases; and to see that the Department's major technology
investments are maintained, upgraded, or replaced when necessary.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Process Improvements and 956,951 776,261 791,388 1,300,806
Technology
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 6.71 5.42 5.42 5.42

*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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Fund Table

Planning and Development Fund (15700)

Beginning Fund Balance
Accounting and Technical
Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated
Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted
Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

Core Staffing and Process
Improvements

Total Reserves

Ending Unreserved Fund
Balance

2010
Actuals

13,029,700

(2,312,238)

41,007,368

47,825,106

3,899,724

1,275,645

1,275,645

2,624,079

2011
Adopted

5,737,461

0

49,546,752

50,277,443

5,006,770

852,395

852,395

4,154,375

2011
Revised

3,899,724

44,889,359

44,919,301

3,869,781

1,134,041

1,134,041

2,735,740
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2012
Endorsed

5,006,770

51,483,574

51,046,192

5,444,152

758,158

758,158

4,685,994

2012
Proposed

3,869,781

0

51,751,981

51,149,161

4,472,601

0
783,104

783,104

3,689,497
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Criminal Justice Contracted Services

Catherine Cornwall, Senior Policy Advisor

Information Line: (206) 684-8725

Criminal Justice Contracted Services by Budget Control Level

Criminal Justice Contracted
Services

Indigent Defense Services Jail Services

Criminal Justice Contracted Services Overview

Criminal Justice Contracted Services (CJCS) provides funding for both public defense and jail services
for individuals arrested, prosecuted, and/or convicted of misdemeanor criminal code violations in
Seattle. The contracts for these services are managed by the City Budget Office. The City contracts
with three non-profit legal agencies to provide public defense services and with several jurisdictions,
including King County, to provide jail services.

By the end of 2011, there are projected to be approximately 8,500 bookings in the King County Jail for
people who are charged with misdemeanor offenses or failed to appear for court hearings. This is
down 10% from approximately 9,500 jail bookings in 2010. The projected 2011 bookings will generate
close to 82,500 jail days - the equivalent of having 226 people in jail on any given day - which is 17%
less than the 2010 average of 271. Through June 2011, on a daily basis, the City averaged 168 people
in the King County Jail and 58 people in the Snohomish County Jail.
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Budget Snapshot

Criminal Justice 2010
Contracted Services Actuals
General Fund $21,434,045

Other Revenues S0

Total Revenues $21,434,045

Use of (Contribution to) <0

Fund Balance

Total Resources $21,434,045

Total Expenditures $21,434,045

2011
Adopted

$24,375,413
N
$24,375,413
N

$24,375,413
$24,375,413

2012
Endorsed

$27,742,418
N
$27,742,418
N

$27,742,418
$27,742,418

2012
Proposed

$22,742,418
S0
$22,742,418
S0

$22,742,418
$22,742,418

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Services &
Supplies, $8,316

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $22,742
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Criminal Justice Contracted Services

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $22,742

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $22,742

Budget Overview

2012 is the first year of a new interlocal agreement with King County for jail services that will run
through 2030. This agreement represents a new long-term, durable partnership between the City of
Seattle and King County. It provides certainty by guaranteeing the City access to jail beds at King
County through 2030. It also sets the basis for reasonable and predictable fees for services. The City’s
courts, law enforcement, and attorneys will maintain the significant operational advantage of having
the City’s pre-trial inmates located in the downtown Seattle location of the County’s correctional facil-
ity, literally across the street from the City’s municipal justice center.

The prior agreement with King County required the City to completely end its use of the County Jail by
the end of 2016. Consequently, Seattle had been planning to build its own jail so it would have local
jail capacity when the County contract ended. Building a jail would have resulted in significant capital
costs of approximately $200 million to the City, as well as ongoing operational impacts and expenses.
As a result of this new agreement with King County, Seattle was able to end its jail planning project and
avoid these costs.

In addition, because of the new agreement, the City was able to realize significant savings in its jail con-
tracts budget. The 2012 Endorsed Budget assumed that the City would contract with King County —
but at the higher rates that were established in the prior agreement. Under this new agreement, the
fee that the City pays King County to book a misdemeanor inmate at the County Jail will decrease from
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$329 to $95. This change will save the City over $2 million annually.

The 2012 Endorsed Budget also assumed that the City would need to create a transport unit to move
pre-trial inmates between the County Jail to other jail facilities in the region. Under the new agree-
ment, King County will guarantee Seattle 228 jail beds in 2012 which will be enough to allow Seattle to
continue housing all of its pre-trial defendants at the County Jail in downtown Seattle. As a result, the
City will not need to fund a transport unit — a savings of over $1.2 million annually from the 2012 En-
dorsed Budget.

The guaranteed number of jail beds at King County will gradually increase over the term of the contract
to 335 jail beds by 2030. The increase is consistent with growth in the City’s projected jail population
which is projected to grow at a little less than 1% per year. The jail bed guarantee is also the maximum
number of beds (or cap) that the County is obligated to provide. If the County has space available, it
may provide a greater number of beds but it is under no obligation to do so. As part of the agreement
with King County, Seattle has agreed to pay for a minimum number of jail beds at King County begin-
ning with 175 jail beds in 2012 and increasing to 258 jail beds by 2030.

Jail Population is Decreasing

The number of people held in jail on Seattle misdemeanor charges has been steadily decreasing since
1998 — there are 50% fewer people in jail in 2011 than there were in 1998. The 2012 Proposed Budget
assumes a decrease from the 2012 Endorsed Budget in the number of people booked into jail and in
the average number of people held in jail on any given day, saving the City approximately $700,000.

Offsetting Revenues

Finally, as part of the 2002 Interlocal Agreement for Jail Services between King County and the cities in
King County, King County agreed to turn over property to the cities that it had originally purchased for
an Eastside Justice Center. This property was then sold in 2009 and the proceeds were allocated
among all 39 cities in King County. The cities could only use the funds to build or contract for addi-
tional jail capacity or for alternatives to jail. The funds could not be used to pay for a city’s jail contract
costs with King County as the intent was to create jail capacity that was in addition to that at King
County. Seattle’s share of the proceeds was $4.7 million and was initially used to pay for costs associ-
ated with jail planning. Due to the new agreement with King County, the jail planning project has been
ended thereby freeing up these funds. The remaining funds of approximately $3.6 million will be used
to help pay for costs associated with the City’s contract with Snohomish County for jail services over
the next three to four years.
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Criminal Justice Contracted Services
Incremental Budget Changes

Criminal Justice Contracted Services
2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $27,742,418 0.00
2012 Proposed Changes
Jail Budget Reduction — Contract Savings ($4,300,000)  0.00
Jail Population Reduction (5700,000)  0.00
Fund Jail Contract Expenses with Propert
P perty $  0.00
Proceeds Revenue
Total Changes ($5,000,000) 0.00
2012 Proposed Budget $22,742,418 0.00

Jail Budget Reduction — ($4.3 million). This expenditure reduction is due to the new 2012 — 2030
interlocal agreement with King County. Under this new agreement, the fee that the City pays King
County to book a misdemeanor inmate at the County Jail will decrease from $329 to $95, saving the
City $2.6 million annually. The 2012 Endorsed Budget also assumed that the City would need a trans-
port unit to move pre-trial inmates between the County Jail to other jail facilities in the region. Under
the new agreement, King County will guarantee Seattle 228 jail beds in 2012 — enough to allow Seattle
to continue housing all of its pre-trial defendants at the County Jail in downtown Seattle. As a result,
the City will not need to fund a transport unit — a savings of $1.2 million annually. Finally, other effi-
ciencies will generate a savings of approximately $500,000.

Jail Population Reduction — ($700,000). The 2012 Proposed Budget assumes a 9% decrease from the
2012 Endorsed Budget in the number of people booked into jail and a 5% decrease in the average
number of people held in jail on any given day.

Fund Jail Contract Expenses with Property Proceeds Revenue. This adjustment replaces $1 million of
General Fund revenue with $1 million of revenue from the jail property proceeds to pay for costs re-
lated to the City’s contract with Snohomish County for jail services. There is no expenditure change.
As part of the 2002 Interlocal Agreement for Jail Services between King County and the cities in King
County, King County agreed to turn over property to the cities that it had originally purchased for an
Eastside Justice Center. This property was then sold in 2009 and the proceeds were allocated among
all 39 cities in King County. The cities could only use the funds to build or contract for additional jail
capacity or for alternatives to jail. The funds could not be used to pay for a city’s jail contract costs
with King County as the intent was to create jail capacity that was in addition to that at King County.
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Seattle’s share of the proceeds was $4.7 million and was initially used to pay for costs associated with
jail planning. Due to the new agreement with King County, the jail planning project has been ended.
The remaining funds of approximately $3.6 million will be used to help pay for costs associated with
the City’s contract with Snohomish County for jail services over the next three to four years.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012

Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed

Indigent Defense Services Budget VI500 5,457,111 6,043,667 6,169,790 6,169,790
Control Level

Jail Services Budget Control Level Vi100 15,976,934 18,331,746 21,572,628 16,572,628

Department Total 21,434,045 24,375,413 27,742,418 22,742,418

Appropriations by Budget Control Level

Indigent Defense Services Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Indigent Defense Services Budget Control Level is to secure legal defense services,
as required by state law, for indigent people facing criminal charges in Seattle Municipal Court.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed

Indigent Defense Services 5,457,111 6,043,667 6,169,790 6,169,790

Jail Services Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Jail Services Budget Control Level is to provide for the booking, housing, trans-
porting, and guarding of City inmates. The jail population, for which the City pays, are adults charged
with or convicted of misdemeanor crimes alleged to have been committed within the Seattle city

limits.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed

Jail Services 15,976,934 18,331,746 21,572,628 16,572,628
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Seattle Fire Department

Gregory M. Dean, Chief

Information Line: (206) 386-1400
http://www.seattle.gov/fire/

Department by Budget Control Level

Seattle Fire
Department

Administration Fire Prevention

Grants &

Reimbursables Operations

Risk Management

Department Overview

The Seattle Fire Department (SFD) provides fire protection and prevention, technical rescue, and
emergency medical services for the City of Seattle. It deploys engine companies, ladder companies, aid
and medic units, and fireboats to mitigate the loss of life and property resulting from fires, medical
emergencies, and other disasters. SFD maintains 33 fire stations that are strategically located within
six battalions to provide optimal response times to emergencies. Each battalion serves specific
geographic areas in the city, the Downtown/Central Area, North and Northeast Seattle, Northwest
Seattle, South and Southeast Seattle, and West Seattle.

Emergency medical responses account for approximately 80% of all fire emergency calls in the City of
Seattle. In order to respond to the emergency medical demand, all Seattle Firefighters are trained as
emergency medical technicians (EMTs) to provide basic emergency medical care, or basic life support.
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SFD also staffs seven medic units with two firefighter/paramedics trained to provide more advanced
medical care, or advanced life support. Additionally the Department has four Aid Cars staffed by fire-
fighters to provide citywide emergency medical response coverage.

The Department also has hazardous materials, marine, high-angle, and confined-space rescue teams.
In addition, SFD officers and firefighters are members of several local and national disaster response
teams: FEMA's Urban Search and Rescue Task Force, Metropolitan Medical Response System, and wild
land firefighting. SFD's fire prevention efforts include Fire Code enforcement, building inspections,
plan reviews of fire and life safety systems, public education and fire safety programs, regulation of
hazardous materials storage and processes, and Fire Code regulation at public assemblies.

Budget Snapshot
Seattle Fire 2010 2011 2012 2012
Department Actual Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $158,745,831  $158,587,395  $162,013,957  $160,972,114
Other Revenues S0 S0 S0 S0
Total Revenues $158,745,831  $158,587,395  $162,013,957 $160,972,114
e ena R
Total Resources $158,745,831 $158,587,395 $162,013,957 $160,972,114
Total Expenditures $158,745,831 $158,587,395 $162,013,957 $160,972,114
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 1,155.55 1,151.55 1,151.55 1,152.55

*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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2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Personnel,
$141,371

Interfund
Transfers, $13,098

Services &
Supplies, $1,460

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $160,972 Other, $5,043

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $160,972

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $160,972
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Budget Overview

The Seattle Fire Department’s (SFD) 2012 Proposed Budget reflects the Mayor’s commitment to
improving public safety even in the midst of the City’s on-going General Fund budget constraints.
Budget pressures in 2012 and future years have required most General Fund supported departments
to make significant reductions. While the Fire Department has made some efficiency reductions, the
2012 Proposed Budget maintains the Department’s on-duty strength and makes no operational
reductions to companies assigned to neighborhood fire stations.

The impacts of the national recession have forced a large number of major U.S. cities to make
significant reductions to Fire Department staffing levels and resource deployments. These reductions
have ranged from firefighter layoffs, rotating engine company “brownouts,” where an engine company
is placed off-line on an intermittent basis, and even fire station closures. In spite of this challenging
fiscal environment, the City’s commitment to prioritizing front-line services has allowed the Seattle Fire
Department to maintain established service levels and to continue to achieve emergency response-
related performance goals.

The Mayor has worked closely with SFD to evaluate its progress in meeting the public safety outcome
objectives as defined by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA). Prioritizing emergency
response capabilities has allowed SFD to consistently achieve outcomes that are just below the Na-
tional Fire Protection Association (NFPA) target of 90%. Currently, SFD responds within four minutes
for an emergency medical incident 86% of the time. For fire emergencies, SFD is on scene with a
minimum of 15 members, a full-alarm assignment of personnel, within eight minutes 85% of the time.

The Fire Department continues to examine the existing fee structure associated with fire prevention
services to identify opportunities for greater cost recovery of programs and to identify when business
process efficiencies can be realized. In 2011, this effort culminated in a Council ordinance that
adjusted fees to a 68% cost recovery rate, a 10% increase over the previous year. Revenue increases
from reimbursable services result in a reduction to the General Fund subsidy and lessens the need for
cuts to emergency services.

In addition to increasing program cost recovery rates in 2011, the Fire Department implemented sig-
nificant reductions to its overtime budget for training and discretionary activities, travel expenses, and
reduced a number of supervisory-level positions. Furthermore, the Firefighters’ Union, Local 27, and
Fire Chiefs’ Union, Local 2898, agreed to lower the minimum cost of living adjustment from two
percent to zero percent, saving the City $4.6 million in 2011. As a result of these primarily
administrative reductions, the Fire Department was left with limited options in developing the 2012
Proposed Budget that would not necessitate operational reductions or otherwise decrease on-duty
firefighting strength.

The Fire Department continues to examine opportunities to change the way it does business in some
areas and to scrutinize its operations to find efficiencies in others. One example of this effort is that
the Department in 2012 will continue a recently implemented change in the way it conducts recruit-
ment activities. The Department will no longer dedicate one position to coordinate recruitment efforts
for Seattle Firefighters. In lieu of one dedicated position, SFD will prioritize recruitment efforts and
hiring processes with remaining staff resources.
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As another way to provide savings to the City, the 2012 Proposed Budget strategically shifts funding for
existing Fire Department IT staff from the City’s General Fund to the Cable Franchise Fee Subfund. The
Department of Information Technology (DolT) has identified increased revenues from Cable Franchise
Fees that are eligible to support existing City services. SFD staff will continue to manage and develop
the content of SFD websites that are viewed by the public. However, these activities will now be
covered by increased revenues from Cable Franchise Fees that are eligible to support technological
outreach to community members.

Incremental Budget Changes

Seattle Fire Department
2012 Dollar 2012

Amount FTE
2012 Endorsed Budget $162,013,957 1151.55
2012 Proposed Changes
Eliminate Recruitment Position ($90,960) (1.00)
Public Safety Web Staff Funding Shift ($119,933) 0.00
Emergency 911 Program Funded IT Positions $219,078 2.00
Technical Adjustments ($1,050,028) 0.00
Total Changes ($1,041,843) 1.00
2012 Proposed Budget $160,972,114 1152.55

Eliminate Recruitment Position — ($90,960) / (1.0) FTE. The Fire Department reviewed all programs to
find organizational efficiencies with the goal of preserving direct services. As a result, the department
will re-assign a Fire Captain, currently dedicated to providing recruitment services, to take over the
Disability Officer responsibilities. The Lieutenant that was filling the role of Disability Officer will be
reassigned to fill any vacant Lieutenant position either in Operations or another administrative
assignment. This staffing shift will allow SFD to abrogate a position pocket and realize the ongoing sal-
ary and benefit savings, without the need for a layoff. However, as a result, SFD will no longer have a
dedicated position to coordinate recruitment efforts or the firefighter testing and

pre-employment screening process. To preserve these essential hiring processes, the Department will
prioritize this work among existing Human Resources staff. In addition, members of the Department’s
Race and Social Justice Change team will continue to provide recruitment outreach services at job fairs
or other community functions, though some overtime hiring will be required. This is a continuation of
a reduction first implemented mid-2011.

Public Safety Web Staff Funding Shift — ($119,933). The Fire Department Information Systems
program has dedicated staff dedicated to managing and developing content for SFD websites that are
viewed by the public. The Department of Information Technology (DolT) has determined that these
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services qualify for funding from the Cable Franchise Fee Subfund. This proposal shifts funding for the
dedicated IT staff from SFD’s General Fund to DolT’s Cable franchise Fee Subfund, and will not impact
SFD services.

Emergency 911 Program Funded IT Positions — $219,078 / 2.0 FTE. This proposal adds two IT positions
and the associated funding to SFD’s Information Systems Program. The Fire Alarm Center’s 911
Computer Aided Dispatch System is one of the most complex applications in the City, and these
positions are necessary to provide ongoing operation and functioning of the 911 dispatch system. The
King County Emergency 911 Program will fully fund the ongoing position costs.

Technical Adjustments — ($1,050,028). Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget include
departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes in SFD’s service delivery. Citywide technical changes reflect changes in central cost
allocations, retirement, health care, workers compensation, and unemployment costs.
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Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration Budget Control Level
Communications 5,672,472 5,972,602 5,987,450 5,840,430
Finance 847,938 928,496 952,096 965,181
Human Resources 972,160 1,099,085 1,126,199 1,043,711
Information Systems 3,811,151 3,574,287 3,848,740 3,964,433
Office of the Chief 760,157 875,891 890,831 900,506
Support Services 2,004,818 1,953,332 2,000,779 2,003,772
Administration Total F1000 14,068,696 14,403,693 14,806,094 14,718,032
Fire Prevention Budget Control Level
Code Compliance 412,151 445,871 459,315 454,555
Fire Investigation 1,100,262 1,050,971 1,085,473 1,069,494
Hazardous Materials 1,492,485 1,514,457 1,554,170 1,545,138
Office of the Fire Marshal 1,044,031 768,092 787,364 795,705
Public Education 261,144 316,559 323,697 327,871
Regulating Construction 1,911,554 1,863,263 1,917,368 1,909,070
Special Events 471,796 506,253 518,138 509,111
Fire Prevention Total F5000 6,693,425 6,465,466 6,645,525 6,610,945
Grants & Reimbursables Budget F6000 4,865,318 1,266,025 839,501 832,411
Control Level
Operations Budget Control Level
Battalion 2 22,792,440 23,405,284 24,060,481 23,894,732
Battalion 3 - Medic One 13,214,518 11,704,165 12,059,223 11,943,871
Battalion 4 20,130,560 24,038,611 24,127,657 23,957,354
Battalion 5 20,884,075 22,313,349 22,975,651 22,819,283
Battalion 6 18,359,441 20,271,237 20,865,937 20,740,367
Battalion 7 18,227,265 18,027,224 18,543,788 18,442,913
Office of the Operations Chief 16,964,585 14,025,528 14,343,491 14,289,000
Operations Total F3000 130,572,885 133,785,398 136,976,229 136,087,520
Risk Management Budget Control Level
Safety and Risk Management 1,006,191 1,075,108 1,097,099 1,085,998
Training and Officer Development 1,539,316 1,591,706 1,649,508 1,637,206
Risk Management Total F2000 2,545,507 2,666,814 2,746,607 2,723,204
Department Total 158,745,831 158,587,395 162,013,957 160,972,114
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 1,155.55 1,151.55 1,151.55 1,152.55

* 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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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Administration Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Administration Budget Control Level is to allocate and manage available re-
sources, provide management information, and provide dispatch and communication services
needed to achieve the Department’s mission.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Communications 5,672,472 5,972,602 5,987,450 5,840,430
Finance 847,938 928,496 952,096 965,181
Human Resources 972,160 1,099,085 1,126,199 1,043,711
Information Systems 3,811,151 3,574,287 3,848,740 3,964,433
Office of the Chief 760,157 875,891 890,831 900,506
Support Services 2,004,818 1,953,332 2,000,779 2,003,772
Total 14,068,696 14,403,693 14,806,094 14,718,032
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 87.30 85.30 85.30 86.30

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Administration Budget Control Level:

Communications Program The purpose of the Communications Program is to manage emergency calls

to assure proper dispatch and subsequent safety monitoring of deployed units.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Communications 5,672,472 5,972,602 5,987,450 5,840,430
Full-time Equivalents Total* 32.80 32.80 32.80 32.80

Finance Program The purpose of the Finance Program is to provide strategic financial planning and
management to effectively utilize budgeted funds.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Finance 847,938 928,496 952,096 965,181
Full-time Equivalents Total* 9.50 9.50 9.50 9.50
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Human Resources Program The purpose of the Human Resources Program is to provide management,
advice, and direction in all areas of human resources and labor relations for uniformed and civilian em-
ployees. Major areas include: all hiring processes; worker's compensation and all disability and leave
programs; EEO including internal investigations, litigation support, Race and Social Justice Initiative
support; personnel performance management; all department labor relations functions; and public
disclosure.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Human Resources 972,160 1,099,085 1,126,199 1,043,711
Full-time Equivalents Total* 9.00 9.00 9.00 8.00

Information Systems Program The purpose of the Information Systems Program is to provide data and
technology to support the Department.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Information Systems 3,811,151 3,574,287 3,848,740 3,964,433
Full-time Equivalents Total* 17.00 16.00 16.00 18.00

Office of the Chief Program The purpose of the Office of the Chief Program is to provide strategy, pol-
icy, priorities, and leadership to department personnel and advise the Executive on matters of depart-
ment capabilities in order to ensure delivery of service to Seattle residents.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Office of the Chief 760,157 875,891 890,831 900,506
Full-time Equivalents Total* 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00

Support Services Program The purpose of the Support Services Program is to provide the complete
range of logistical support necessary to ensure all operational services have the supplies, capital equip-
ment, fleet, and facilities needed to accomplish their objectives.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Support Services 2,004,818 1,953,332 2,000,779 2,003,772
Full-time Equivalents Total* 13.00 12.00 12.00 12.00
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Fire Prevention Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Fire Prevention Budget Control Level is to provide Fire Code enforcement to help
prevent injury and loss from fire and other hazards.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Code Compliance 412,151 445,871 459,315 454,555
Fire Investigation 1,100,262 1,050,971 1,085,473 1,069,494
Hazardous Materials 1,492,485 1,514,457 1,554,170 1,545,138
Office of the Fire Marshal 1,044,031 768,092 787,364, 795,705
Public Education 261,144 316,559 323,697 327,871
Regulating Construction 1,911,554 1,863,263 1,917,368 1,909,070
Special Events 471,796 506,253 518,138 509,111
Total 6,693,425 6,465,466 6,645,525 6,610,945
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 60.00 54.50 54.50 54.50

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

The following information summarizes the programs within the Fire Prevention Budget Control Level:

Code Compliance Program The purpose of the Code Compliance Program is to provide Fire Code infor-
mation to the public and resolve code violations that have been identified to reduce fire and hazardous
material dangers.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Code Compliance 412,151 445,871 459,315 454,555
Full-time Equivalents Total* 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00

Fire Investigation Program The purpose of the Fire Investigation Program is to determine the origin
and cause of fires in order to pursue arson prosecution and identify needed changes to the Fire Code
to enhance prevention practices.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Fire Investigation 1,100,262 1,050,971 1,085,473 1,069,494
Full-time Equivalents Total* 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Hazardous Materials Program The purpose of the Hazardous Materials Program is to enforce Fire Code
requirements for the safe storage, handling, transport, and use of flammable or combustible liquids
and other hazardous materials to reduce the dangers that such materials pose to the public.

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Hazardous Materials 1,492,485
Full-time Equivalents Total* 15.00

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed
1,514,457 1,554,170 1,545,138
14.50 14.50 14.50

Office of the Fire Marshal Program The purpose of the Office of the Fire Marshal Program is to
develop Fire Code enforcement policy, propose code revisions, manage coordination of all prevention
programs with other lines of business, and archive inspection and other records to minimize fire and

other code-related dangers.

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Office of the Fire Marshal 1,044,031
Full-time Equivalents Total* 9.00

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed
768,092 787,364, 795,705
5.50 5.50 5.50

Public Education Program The purpose of the Public Education Program is to serve as a fire and injury
prevention resource for those who live and work in Seattle to reduce loss of lives and properties from

fires

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Public Education 261,144
Full-time Equivalents Total* 3.00

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed
316,559 323,697 327,871
3.00 3.00 3.00

Regulating Construction Program The purpose of the Regulating Construction Program is to provide
timely review of building and fire protection system plans and conduct construction site inspections to
ensure compliance with Fire Code, safety standards, and approved plans to minimize risk to occupants.

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Regulating Construction 1,911,554
Full-time Equivalents Total* 17.00
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Special Events Program The purpose of the Special Events Program is to ensure that plans for large
public assemblies comply with Fire Codes to provide a safer environment and reduce potential risks to
those attending the event.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Special Events 471,796 506,253 518,138 509,111
Full-time Equivalents Total* 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00

Grants & Reimbursables Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Grants & Reimbursables Budget Control Level (BCL) is to improve financial
management of grant and reimbursable funds. In the annual budget process, costs for staff and
equipment are fully reflected in the BCLs in which they reside; for example, in the Operations BCL.
When reimbursable expenditures are made, the expenses are moved into this BCL to separate
reimbursable and non-reimbursable costs, and to ensure the reimbursable costs are effectively
managed and monitored.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Grants & Reimbursables 4,865,318 1,266,025 839,501 832,411
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 0.00 3.50 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.

Operations Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Operations Budget Control Level is to provide emergency and disaster response
capabilities for fire suppression, emergency medical needs, hazardous materials, weapons of mass
destruction, and search and rescue.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Battalion 2 22,792,440 23,405,284 24,060,481 23,894,732
Battalion 3 - Medic One 13,214,518 11,704,165 12,059,223 11,943,871
Battalion 4 20,130,560 24,038,611 24,127,657 23,957,354
Battalion 5 20,884,075 22,313,349 22,975,651 22,819,283
Battalion 6 18,359,441 20,271,237 20,865,937 20,740,367
Battalion 7 18,227,265 18,027,224 18,543,788 18,442,913
Office of the Operations Chief 16,964,585 14,025,528 14,343,491 14,289,000
Total 130,572,885 133,785,398 136,976,229 136,087,520
Full-time Equivalents Total * 990.25 990.25 990.25 990.25

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

-324-

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget




Seattle Fire Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

The following information summarizes the programs within the Operations Budget Control Level:

Battalion 2 Program The purpose of each Operations Battalion Program is to provide response services
for fire suppression, basic life support, emergency medical care, fire prevention inspections, rescue,
hazardous material, and weapons of mass destruction incidents for Seattle residents. Battalion 2
primarily covers central Seattle.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Battalion 2 22,792,440 23,405,284 24,060,481 23,894,732
Full-time Equivalents Total* 195.45 195.45 195.45 195.45

Battalion 3 - Medic One Program The purpose of the Battalion 3 - Medic One Program is to provide
advanced life support medical services for the safety of Seattle residents.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Battalion 3 — Medic One 13,214,518 11,704,165 12,059,223 11,943,871
Full-time Equivalents Total* 83.00 83.00 83.00 83.00

Battalion 4 Program The purpose of each Operations Battalion Program is to provide response services
for fire suppression, basic life support, emergency medical care, fire prevention inspections, rescue,
hazardous material, and weapons of mass destruction incidents for Seattle residents. Battalion 4
primarily covers northwest Seattle.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Battalion 4 20,130,560 24,038,611 24,127,657 23,957,354
Full-time Equivalents Total* 199.45 199.45 199.45 199.45

Battalion 5 Program  The purpose of each Operations Battalion Program is to provide response ser-
vices for fire suppression, basic life support, emergency medical care, fire prevention inspections, res-
cue, hazardous material, and weapons of mass destruction incidents for Seattle residents. Battalion 5
primarily covers southeast Seattle.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Battalion 5 20,884,075 22,313,349 22,975,651 22,819,283
Full-time Equivalents Total* 185.45 185.45 185.45 185.45
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Battalion 6 Program The purpose of each Operations Battalion Program is to provide response services
for fire suppression, basic life support, emergency medical care, fire prevention inspections, rescue,
hazardous material, and weapons of mass destruction incidents for Seattle residents. Battalion 6
primarily covers northeast Seattle.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Battalion 6 18,359,441 20,271,237 20,865,937 20,740,367

Battalion 7 Program The purpose of each Operations Battalion Program is to provide response services
for fire suppression, basic life support, emergency medical care, fire prevention inspections, rescue,
hazardous material, and weapons of mass destruction incidents for Seattle residents. Battalion 7
primarily covers southwest Seattle.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Battalion 7 18,227,265 18,027,224 18,543,788 18,442,913
Full-time Equivalents Total* 148.45 148.45 148.45 148.45

Office of the Operations Chief Program The purpose of the Office of the Operations Chief Program is
to provide planning, leadership, and tactical support to maximize emergency fire, disaster, and rescue
operations.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Office of the Operations Chief 16,964,585 14,025,528 14,343,491 14,289,000
Full-time Equivalents Total* 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Risk Management Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Risk Management Budget Control Level is to recruit and train uniformed staff,
reduce injuries by identifying and changing practices that place firefighters at greater risk, and
providing services to enhance firefighter health and wellness.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Safety and Risk Management 1,006,191 1,075,108 1,097,099 1,085,998
Training and Officer Development 1,539,316 1,591,706 1,649,508 1,637,206
Total 2,545,507 2,666,814 2,746,607 2,723,204
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 18.00 18.00 18.00 18.00

*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.

The following information summarizes the programs within the Risk Management Budget Control
Level:

Safety and Risk Management Program The purpose of the Safety and Risk Management Program is to
reduce injuries and health problems by identifying practices that place firefighters at risk during an
emergency incident and providing services to enhance firefighter health and wellness

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Safety and Risk Management Program 1,006,191 1,075,108 1,097,099 1,085,998
Full-time Equivalents Total* 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00

Training and Officer Development Program The purpose of the Training and Officer Development
Program is to provide centralized educational and development services for all uniformed members of
the department to ensure they have the critical and command skills demanded by their jobs.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Training and Officer Development 1,539,316 1,591,706 1,649,508 1,637,206
Full-time Equivalents Total* 12.00 12.00 12.00 12.00
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Fire Facilities Levy Fund by Budget Control Level

Fire Facilities Levy Fund

Fire Facilities Levy Fund Overview

The 2003 Fire Facilities Levy Fund was created through Ordinance 121230, following voter approval of
the Fire Facilities and Emergency Response Levy in November 2003. The Fund receives revenue from
property taxes (approximately $167.2 million over the nine-year life of the Levy), grants, certain
interfund payments, and other sources. Levy Fund resources are supplemented with other funding
sources, such as the City's Cumulative Reserve Subfund and bond proceeds, which are not included in
this fund table but are detailed in the Department of Finance and Administrative Services Capital
Improvement Program (CIP).
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Budget Overview

Projects funded from the Fire Facilities Levy Fund are detailed in the Department of Finance and
Administrative Services (FAS) CIP.

The following tables describe anticipated revenues and appropriations to the Fire Facilities Levy Fund
for the budget years 2009 through 2012. In the past, the City made appropriations for individual
projects up-front and resulting expenditures would span several years after the budget authority was
approved. Starting in 2012, the CIP budget appropriations for projects will equal the anticipated
expenditures for that year. This will enable the City to strategically structure its approach to financing,
thereby reducing transaction costs, minimizing interest paid, and increasing flexibility with existing
resources.

Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the 2003 Fire Facilities Subfund (34440)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
431010 Federal Grant Contribution/Grant-Direct 0 0 0 0
Total Federal Grants 0 0 0 0
461110 Interest Earnings 184,430 176,000 0 115,000
485100 Property Sales 0 0 0 1,000,000
Total Miscellaneous Revenue 184,430 176,000 0 1,115,000
411100 Taxes, Levies & Bonds 11,782,295 12,150,000 9,086,000 7,659,000
Total Property Tax Revenues 11,782,295 12,150,000 9,086,000 7,659,000
Total Revenues 11,966,725 12,326,000 9,086,000 8,774,000
379100 Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 6,802,596  (5,152,708) 146,000 25,192,270
Total Use of Fund Balance 6,802,596 (5,152,708) 146,000 25,192,270
Total Resources 18,769,321 7,173,292 9,232,000 33,966,270
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Fire Facilities Levy Fund

Fund Tables

Fire Facilities Levy Subfund (34440)

2010 2011 2011 2012 2012
Actuals  Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed

Beginning Fund Balance 31,244,703 22,149,566 24,442,107 27,302,274 32,083,190
Accounting and Technical Adjustments (25,000) 0 0 0 0
Plus: Actual and Estimated Revenue 11,966,725 12,326,000 14,816,594 9,086,000 8,774,000
Less: Capital Improvements - 2012 Appropriation 9,232,000 9,232,000
Less: Capital Improvements - Pre-2012 Appropriations 18,744,321 7,173,292 7,175,511 24,734,270
Ending Fund Balance 24,442,107 27,302,274 32,083,190 27,156,274 6,890,920
Continuing Appropriations 31,383,411 30,084,119 30,569,365 30,084,119 5,835,095
Total Reserves 31,383,411 30,084,119 30,569,365 30,084,119 5,835,095
Ending Unreserved Fund Balance (6,941,304) (2,781,845) 1,513,825 (2,927,845) 1,055,825
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Firefighters’ Pension

Steve Brown, Executive Secretary

Information Line: (206) 625-4355
http://www.seattle.gov/firepension

Firefighters’ Pension by Budget Control Level

Firefighters' Pension

Firefighters'Pension

Firefighters’ Pension Overview

The Firefighters’ Pension Fund provides responsive benefit services to eligible active and retired fire-
fighters. Firefighters eligible for these services are those who, as a result of being hired before October
1, 1977, are members of the Law Enforcement Officers and Fire Fighters Retirement System Plan |
(LEOFF 1), and those who are pre-LEOFF, that is, those hired before March 1, 1970, the effective date of
the Washington Law Enforcement Officers' and Fire Fighters' Retirement System Act. The City of
Seattle Firefighters’ Pension Fund is responsible for all pre-LEOFF pension benefits and for that portion
of the previous municipal firefighter pension benefits that exceed LEOFF Plan | entitlements, including
the pension benefits of their lawful beneficiaries, as well as for all medical benefits provided to
qualifying active and retired Seattle firefighters. Both the Seattle Firefighters’ Pension Fund and the
LEOFF Plan | are closed systems and have not accepted new enrollments since October 1, 1977. Seattle
firefighters hired after this date are automatically enrolled in the State's LEOFF Plan Il, for which the
Seattle Firefighters’ Pension Fund has no pension or medical benefit obligation.
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Firefighters’ Pension

The Seattle Firefighters’ Pension Board is a five-member quasi-judicial body chaired by the Mayor of
Seattle or his/her designee, which formulates policy, rules upon disability applications, and provides
oversight of the Firefighters’ Pension Fund. Four staff employees of the Board handle all of its
operational functions. Staff positions associated with Firefighters’ Pension Fund are not reflected in
the City's position list.

The projections of annual pension and medical benefits, which comprise about 97% of the total annual
budget, are based on the forecasts of an independent actuary. The Firefighters’ Pension Fund has two
statutory funding sources; one from the County's Property Tax, and the other from a State Fire
Insurance Premium Tax. These revenues are placed in the City's General Subfund, which funds the Fire
Pension Fund's annual budget.

The Firefighters’ Pension Fund includes two funds: the Fire Pension Fund, which pays current pension,
medical, and death benefits; and the Actuarial Account, which was established by Ordinance 117216 in
1994, and which was designed to pay future pension liabilities of the Fund.

Budget Snapshot
Firefighters' Pension 2010 2011 2012 2012
Actual Adopted Endorsed Proposed

General Fund $17,530,786 $17,758,532 $19,918,668 $18,874,972
Other Revenues $866,750 $866,750 $866,750 $939,174
Total Revenues $18,397,536 $18,625,282 $20,785,418 $19,814,146
Use of (Contribution to

(Contribution to) $1,916678  $1,517,771 $0 $374,651
Fund Balance
Total Resources $20,314,214 $20,143,053 $20,785,418 $20,188,797
Total Expenditures $20,314,214 $20,143,053 $20,785,418 $20,188,797
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
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Firefighters’ Pension

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Personnel, $445 Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $20,189

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $18,875

Fire Insurance
Premium Tax,
$939

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $20,189
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Firefighters’ Pension

Budget Overview

The Firefighters Pension Fund receives almost all of its revenue from the City’s General Fund. The Fire
Pension Fund’s expenditures, in turn, are devoted to paying legally mandated pension and medical
benefits to eligible active and retired firefighters and (in the case of pension benefits only) their
qualified beneficiaries.

The amount of General Fund support required for the Fire Pension Fund in 2012 is about $1,000,000
less than in the 2012 Endorsed Budget. There are two main reasons for the reduction. First, the Fire
Pension Fund’s projected 2011 year-end balance is larger than forecast in the 2011 Adopted Budget
because expenditures for medical benefits have been less than projected through mid-2011. And
second, updated actuarially projected expenditures for medical benefits in 2012 are lower than were
anticipated in the 2012 Endorsed Budget.

In 2009-2010, in response to fiscal challenges, the City temporarily deferred voluntary planned
contributions to the Actuarial Account in the Fire Pension Fund via Ordinance 122859. This deferral
was continued in the 2011 Adopted Budget and 2012 Endorsed Budget through Ordinance 123459, and
no changes are proposed in the 2012 Proposed Budget to this policy. Contributions to the Actuarial
Account are assumed to resume in 2013. Recent contribution levels to the Actuarial Account were
designed to fully fund, by the end of 2023, all future anticipated pension costs that will be borne by the
Fire Pension Fund, in accordance with Ordinance 117216. Deferrals of payments between 2009 and
2012 necessitate either increased payments in years 2013-2023, or an extension of the time required
for the fund to reach full funding. In either case, the City will continue to meet its pension liabilities.

Incremental Budget Changes

Firefighters' Pension
2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $20,785,418 4.00
2012 Proposed Changes
Reduction in Medical Benefit Estimates ($600,000) 0.00
Technical Adjustments $3,379 0.00
Total Changes ($596,621)  0.00
2012 Proposed Budget $20,188,797 4.00

Reduction in Medical Benefit Estimate — ($600,000). Expenditures for medical benefits in 2011 and
2012 are projected to be lower than initial estimates based on recent experience and actuarial
projections. This results in a projected increase in ending 2011 fund balance in the Firefighters
Pension Fund, and a reduction in costs expected for 2012. A portion of this 2011 ending fund balance
is available to offset required General Fund contributions in 2012. In recognition of ongoing General
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Firefighters’ Pension

Fund fiscal challenges into future years, drawdown of the fund balance will occur over several years.

Technical Adjustments - $3,379. This is a technical adjustment to address changes in central rates.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed
Firefighters' Pension Budget Control Level
Administration 666,331 567,339 581,522 584,901
Death Benefits 11,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Medical Benefits 10,476,590 10,700,000 11,300,000 10,700,000
Pensions 9,160,294 8,860,715 8,888,896 8,888,896
Transfer to Actuarial Account 0 0 0 0
Firefighters' Pension Total R2F01 20,314,214 20,143,053 20,785,418 20,188,797
Department Total 20,314,214 20,143,053 20,785,418 20,188,797
Department 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.
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Firefighters’ Pension

Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Firefighters Pension Fund (60200)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
436691  Fire Insurance Premium Tax 866,750 866,750 866,750 939,174

Total Fire Insurance Premium Tax 866,750 866,750 866,750 939,174
587001  General Subfund 17,530,786 17,758,532 19,918,668 18,874,972

Total General Subfund Support 17,530,786 17,758,532 19,918,668 18,874,972
Total Revenues 18,397,536 18,625,282 20,785,418 19,814,146
379100  Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance 1,916,678 1,517,771 0 374,651

Total Use of Fund Balance 1,916,678 1,517,771 0 374,651
Total Resources 20,314,214 20,143,053 20,785,418 20,188,797

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Firefighters’ Pension Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Firefighters’ Pension Budget Control Level is to provide benefit services to eligible
active and retired firefighters and their lawful beneficiaries.

Program Expenditures

Administration

Death Benefits

Medical Benefits

Pensions Program

Transfer to Actuarial Account
Total

Full-Time Equivalents Total*

2010
Actuals

666,331

11,000
10,476,590
9,160,294
0
20,314,214
4.00

2011
Adopted

567,339

15,000
10,700,000
8,860,715
0
20,143,053
4.00

2012
Endorsed

581,522

15,000
11,300,000
8,888,896
0
20,785,418
4.00

2012
Proposed

584,901

15,000
10,700,000
8,888,896
0
20,188,797
4.00
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Firefighters’ Pension

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

The following information summarizes the programs within the Firefighters’ Pension Budget Control
Level:

Administration Program The purpose of the Administration Program is to administer the medical and
pension benefits programs for active and retired members.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration 666,331 567,339 581,522 584,901
Full-time Equivalents Total* 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00

Death Benefits Program The purpose of the Death Benefits Program is to disburse benefits and ensure
proper documentation of deceased members' death benefits.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Death Benefits 11,000 15,000 15,000 15,000

Medical Benefits Program The purpose of the Medical Benefits Program is to provide medical benefits
to eligible members as prescribed by State law.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Medical Benefits 10,476,590 10,700,000 11,300,000 10,700,000

Pensions Program The purpose of the Pensions Program is to administer the various facets of the
members' pension benefits, which includes the calculation of benefits, the disbursement of funds, and
pension counseling for active and retired members.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Pensions 9,160,294 8,860,715 8,888,896 8,888,896

Transfer to Actuarial Account Program The purpose of the Transfer to Actuarial Account Program is to
fully fund the actuarial pension liability for the fund.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Transfer to Actuarial Account 0 0 0 0
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Firefighters’ Pension
Fund Table

Firefighters Pension Fund (60200)

Beginning Fund Balance

Accounting and Technical Adjustments

Plus: Actual and Estimated Revenue

Less: Actual and Budgeted Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

Actuarial Account Balance
Contingency Reserve

Total Reserves

Ending Unreserved Fund Balance

2010
Actuals

13,273,313

28,690

18,397,536

20,314,214

11,385,325

9,576,576
500,000

10,076,576

1,308,749

2011
Adopted

11,594,347

18,625,282

20,143,053

10,076,576

9,576,576
500,000

10,076,576

0

2011
Revised

11,385,325

18,661,241

19,595,339

10,451,227

9,576,576
500,000

10,076,576

374,651

2011
Endorsed

10,076,576

20,785,418

20,785,418

10,076,576

9,576,576
500,000

10,076,576

0

2012
Proposed

10,451,227

15,814,146

20,188,797

10,076,576

9,576,576
500,000

10,076,576

The Firefighters Pension Fund is composed of a Contingency Reserve and the Actuarial Account Balance. City Financial Policy specifies a
target fund balance of $500,000 in the Contingency Reserve. The 2011 Adopted Budget included legislation that would continue the
suspension of transfers into the Actuarial Account for 2011 and 2012. Prior to the 2011 Adopted Budget, these two fund reserves were

not shown separately.
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Law Department

Peter S. Holmes, City Attorney

Information Line — Civil Division: (206) 684-8200
Information Line — Criminal Division (206) 684-7757
http://www.seattle.gov/law/

Department by Budget Control Level

Law Department

Administration Vi Criminal

Department Overview

The Law Department serves as counsel to the City's elected officials and agencies, and as the
prosecutor in Seattle Municipal Court. Peter S. Holmes, the Seattle City Attorney, is a nonpartisan
elected official.

The Department provides legal advice to City officials to help them achieve their goals, represents the
City in litigation, and protects the public health, safety, and welfare of the community by prosecuting
violations of City criminal and civil ordinances and state law. The three department divisions are Civil,
Criminal, and Administration.

The Civil Division provides legal counsel and representation to the City's elected and appointed policy-
makers in litigation at all levels of county, state, federal courts, and administrative agencies. The Civil
Division is organized into the following six specialized areas of practice: Employment, Environmental
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Law Department

Protection, Land Use, Government Affairs, Torts, and Utilities & Contracts.

The Criminal Division prosecutes in Seattle Municipal Court misdemeanor crimes punishable by up to a
year in jail, provides legal advice to City clients on criminal justice matters, monitors state criminal
justice legislation of interest to the City, and participates in criminal justice policy development and
management of the criminal justice system. In addition, the Criminal Division operates a Victims of
Crime program which assists crime victims in obtaining restitution. The Criminal Division is comprised
of a Case Prep Unit, Domestic Violence Unit, Specialty Courts Unit (Mental Health, Community Court,
and Infractions Program), and two trial teams.

The Administration Division provides executive leadership, communications, and operational support
for the entire department. It is comprised of human resources, finance, media relations, and
information technology staff.

Budget Snapshot
Law De partme nt 2010 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $17,759,595 $18,368,949 $18,850,472 $18,753,625
Other Revenues S0 SO o) S0
Total Revenues $17,759,595 $18,368,949 $18,850,472 $18,753,625
Use of (Contribution to
( ibuti ) %0 %0 40 $0
Fund Balance
Total Resources $17,759,595 $18,368,949 $18,850,472 $18,753,625
Total Expenditures $17,759,595 $18,368,949 $18,850,472 $18,753,625
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 156.10 155.10 155.10 155.60

*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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2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Personnel, $16,002

Interfund
Transfers, $2,113

Other,$639
Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $18,754

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $18,754

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $18,754
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Law Department

Budget Overview

General Fund budget pressures in 2012 and future years have required the Law Department to make
budget reductions. In the 2011 Adopted Budget, the Law Department assisted in balancing the Gen-
eral Fund by making several administrative position cuts, a general reduction of $420,000, and a
furlough program that required each attorney to take 80 hours of unpaid leave. These are ongoing
changes that are reflected in the 2012 Proposed Budget.

The Law Department contributed to the City’s 2011 mid-year reduction efforts by capturing salary
savings for 8.5 vacant positions. This contributed over $200,000 to help balance the General Fund.
The City Attorney also proposed two reductions in the Criminal Division that were not accepted by the
Executive. One proposal would have cut the remaining Precinct Liaison positions. The other proposal
would have cut a Domestic Violence Advocate position. These positions provide high priority service
and the reductions would have had a negative impact on the community. Funding for these positions
remains in the Law Department budget.

The 2012 Proposed Budget levies another general reduction of $283,000, which is pro-rated across the
Civil and Criminal Divisions. This reduction represents 1.5% of the department’s budget, the same level
of cuts that the Proposed Budget makes to the City’s Executive and Legislative Departments.

The City Attorney has in recent years made budget reductions without realizing a substantive change in
the number of Assistant City Attorney (ACA) positions. Additionally, the Department budget has since
2005 increased 41% compared to the citywide average of 25%. The City Attorney last year cut one ACA
in recognition of changes in prosecuting policies, which ended prosecution of low-level Driving While
License Suspended (DWLS) cases, and a vacant 0.5 FTE ACA in Mental Health Court. However, these
were the only reductions to ACA staffing in the last two years

In 2011 and 2012, the City Attorney proposed a number of staff adds with the intent to create revenue
that more than offset the additional expenditures. For example, the 2011 Adopted Budget added two
attorney positions and support staff to bring in-house a portion of the police action cases handled by
outside counsel.

On an annual basis, the City had been paying to Stafford Frey Cooper approximately $1.8 million to de-
fend in Court its police officers. The 2011 Adopted Budget assumed that the City would pay $617,000
less for these services as the billing rate for city attorneys is far less than that of Stafford Frey Cooper.
After some initial delay in hiring the attorneys, the City Attorney in May of 2011 had all positions on
board and started to shift in-house the police action cases. While this is helping to reduce the City’s
legal costs, Stafford Frey Cooper billings have already exceeded $1.2 million through July of this year.

The City Attorney has requested an additional attorney to increase the capacity of the City to collect
debt. The Law Department currently assigns one attorney and one paralegal to work with delinquent
accounts that are 60 days past due and over $2,500. These cases have in the last two years doubled
and are now creating a significant backlog. To respond to the growing demand, the Department raised
the threshold of the cases it handles to $5,000 in 2010 and to $10,000 in 2011. The Proposed Budget
adds a 0.5 FTE City Attorney to address the backlog and to bring the threshold back to $5,000. The
revenue collected on these cases is returned to the referring department. Since the majority of the
outstanding revenue is related to the utilities, there is no substantive impact to the General Fund.
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The Mayor and City Council have both gone on record supporting the Precinct Liaison Program. The
Precinct Liaisons provide legal advice to the Seattle Police Department (SPD) in each of the five
precincts. Further, the liaisons work with community members to help solve chronic public safety
problems related to such issues as noise complaints, liquor licenses, alcohol impact areas, nuisance
properties, drug houses, nightclubs, and encampments. In 2010 this program was intact, and all five
positions were assigned to the precincts. These positions and their funding were not cut in the 2011
Adopted Budget, and are not proposed for reduction in the 2012 Proposed Budget. In the current
organization of the Law Department, all five positions are shown as redistributed to other areas.

Incremental Budget Changes

Law Department

2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $18,850,472 155.10
2012 Proposed Changes
Service Delivery Change $63,129 0.50
General Reduction ($283,000) 0.00
Operational Efficiencies ($60,000) 0.00
Technical Adjustments $183,024 0.00
Total Changes ($96,847) 0.50
2012 Proposed Budget $18,753,625 155.60

Service Delivery/Revenue Backed Change - $63,129. The addition of a 0.50 FTE attorney will allow the
Law Department to lower the referral threshold on delinquent accounts back to $5,000 and to catch up
on the backlog of cases. The majority of cases involve the utilities and other funds, so the revenue
collected will not benefit the General Fund. A portion of these position costs will be allocated to the
utilities.

General Reduction - ($283,000). To meet reduction targets, the Law Department budget is reduced to
assist in balancing the overall General Fund. Specific program reductions will be determined by the
Seattle City Attorney.

Miscellaneous Savings and Non-Impact Reductions - ($60,000). To meet General Fund reductions and
avoid layoffs or other staff reductions, the Law Department proposes this reduction to the Civil Division
budget. The Department will defer expenditures related to IT resources and software, as well as
training.
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Technical Adjustments - $183,024. Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget include
departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes in the Department’s service delivery. Citywide technical adjustments reflect changes in
central cost allocations, retirement, health care, workers compensation, and unemployment costs.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed
Administration Budget Control J1100 1,445,217 1,658,041 1,705,122 1,720,649
Level
Civil Budget Control Level J1300 9,614,725 10,358,879 10,626,166 10,563,097
Criminal Budget Control Level J1500 6,699,653 6,352,029 6,519,185 6,469,880
Department Total 17,759,595 18,368,949 18,850,472 18,753,625
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 156.10 155.10 155.10 155.60

* 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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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Administration Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Administration Budget Control Level is to provide executive leadership, communi-
cations, and operational support for the entire department. The purpose is also to collectively re-
cruit, train, evaluate, and retain qualified personnel, operate and maintain computer systems that
enable department personnel to effectively use work-enhancing technology, and promote the finan-
cial integrity of the Department.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration 1,445,217 1,658,041 1,705,122 1,720,649
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 11.30 13.30 13.30 13.30

*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.

Civil Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Civil Budget Control Level is to provide legal advice to the City's policy-makers,
and to defend and represent the City, its employees, and officials before a variety of county, state,
federal courts, and administrative bodies.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Civil 9,614,725 10,358,879 10,626,166 10,563,097
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 80.80 82.30 82.30 82.80

*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.

Criminal Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Criminal Budget Control Level includes prosecuting ordinance violations, infrac-
tions and misdemeanor crimes, maintaining case information and preparing effective case files for
the court appearances of prosecuting attorneys, and assisting and advocating for victims of domestic
violence throughout the court process.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Criminal 6,699,653 6,352,029 6,519,185 6,469,880
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 64.00 59.50 59.50 59.50

*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 Municipal Courts

The Honorable Fred Bonner, Presiding Judge

Information Line: (206) 684-5600
http://www.seattle.gov/courts/

Department by Budget Control Level

Seattle Municipal Court

Court Administration Court Compliance Court Operations

Department Overview

The Seattle Municipal Court processes more cases than any other municipal court in the State of
Washington. Seattle Municipal Court has concurrent jurisdiction with King County District Court and is
authorized by the State of Washington and the Seattle Municipal Code to adjudicate misdemeanors,
gross misdemeanors, infractions (e.g., traffic infractions, parking violations, and other infractions), and
civil violations related to building and zoning offenses.

The Seattle Municipal Court is committed to excellence in providing fair, accessible, and timely
resolution of alleged violations of the Seattle Municipal Code in an atmosphere of respect for the
public, employees, and other government entities. The Seattle Municipal Court values and recognizes
its employees. The Municipal Court of Seattle is a contributing partner working toward a safe and vital
community.
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Seattle Municipal Court

By working with community organizations, the Court has increased access for citizens and enhanced
compliance with court-ordered conditions. The Court Compliance staff monitors defendant
compliance, assesses the treatment needs of defendants, and helps direct defendants to resources
that will help them live successfully in the community. The Court continues to leverage additional
outside-agency resources with City funds to support defendants through successful completion of
court orders. Work crews, community service, the Day Reporting program, and electronic home moni-
toring are used as alternatives to jail incarceration. The Mental Health Court, established in 1999, is a
defendant-based program and is nationally recognized for serving misdemeanant offenders who are
mentally ill or developmentally disabled.

The Court continues to lead judicial administrative reform, working closely with the King County
District Court and Superior Court in organizing common court services. Additionally, the Court has
expanded its community focus to include both a Community Court and Domestic Violence Court.
These specialized courts provide dedicated judicial, staff, and social services support to defendants
charged with criminal law violations.

Budget Snapshot
Seattle Municipa| 2010 2011 2012 2012
Court Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $26,299,686 $26,107,047 $26,584,695 $26,672,610
Other Revenues S0 S0 S0 S0
Total Revenues $26,299,686 $26,107,047 $26,584,695 $26,672,610
e @ = =
Total Resources $26,299,686 $26,107,047 $26,584,695 $26,672,610
Total Expenditures $26,299,686 $26,107,047 $26,584,695 $26,672,610
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 222.10 214.10 214.10 214.10

*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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2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Personnel, $19,178

Other, $1,932

Interfund
Transfers, $5,562

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $26,673

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $26,673

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $26,673
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Seattle Municipal Court

Budget Overview

General Fund budget pressures in 2012 and future years have required the Seattle Municipal Court to
make budget reductions. Over the last two years, the Court has assisted in balancing the General Fund
with the reduction of over 20 positions, including both Judicial, management, and administrative
support positions. The Court has found efficiencies in every service area while continuing to provide
critical direct services to the public.

In 2011, the Court participated in Citywide mid-year reductions, contributing more than $700,000 of
expenditure savings and new revenues to close the General Fund shortfall. As part of its mid-year
reduction efforts, the Court initiated in May 2011 a one-time, two month collections suspension
program. The program allowed individuals to recall from collections their outstanding tickets and pay
only the underlying fines and default penalties. The Court and Alliance One, the Court’s collection
agent, waived all associated interest and collection fees. The program also encouraged people to pay
their unpaid parking tickets before the new parking scofflaw program launched on July 1. The program
was very successful, resulting in $840,000 in more revenue than is typically collected by Alliance One
during this period.

Faced with another round of reductions for the 2012 Proposed Budget, the Court looked for opportuni-
ties to address the General Fund shortfall while preserving critical programs and services. A high
priority for the Court was to preserve the unique and innovative specialty courts. Of particular impor-
tance are the Mental Health Court and Community Court, which connect defendants with social ser-
vices and encourage compliance through probation incentives and sanctions for non-compliance. The
revenue changes described below were implemented in 2011 and will allow the Court to maintain its
specialty services while helping to balance the General Fund in 2012.

The Court implemented four on-going revenue changes in the mid-year reduction process.

e A S5 increase in parking penalties. The Court initially proposed this increase for the 2012
budge, however, since local courts in Washington State have jurisdictions over parking
penalties, the Court submitted Local Court Rule change to the State’s Administrative Office
of the Courts and raised the monetary penalties to be effective September 2011. The City
Council passed legislation in September 2011 and amended the Seattle Municipal Code to
conform to changes in the corresponding parking infractions; this increase is estimated to
provide General Fund revenues of $354,000 in 2011, and $2,127,000 in 2012. The penal-
ties are imposed on violators who park illegally on street/alley, sidewalk, fire lane, load/
unload zone, school zone, or fail to pay parking meters. The increased fee helps to further
support the City’s efforts to discourage illegal parking in Seattle’s neighborhoods and busi-
ness districts. Additionally, the higher penalties may encourage increased parking turn-
over.

¢ A monthly assessment of $10 on administratively monitored probation. This will generate
an additional $15,000 to the General Fund in 2012. The revenue is also expected to
increase in subsequent years as new cases are added.
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¢ Anincrease in the Deferred Finding Administrative Fee (DFAF) from $122 to $124. This
change will add $15,300 annually to the General Fund. The DFAF allows a defendant a
deferred finding as long as they receive no other infractions within a one year period. This
fee was increased in 2010, and an inflationary increase in July 2011 of $2 will provide addi-
tional revenue while helping to meet the costs of administering the program.

¢ A reinstatement of traffic infraction bail. Traffic violators are eligible to request a
deferred finding and pay the above administrative fee if they receive no future infractions
within one year. However, a number of violators commit another infraction within one
year. The Seattle Municipal Court will now reinstate the original penalty. This change is
expected to provide a $25,000 increase to the General Fund.

In 2011, the Court increased a half-time magistrate position in response to the additional Parking
Enforcement Officers that were added to the Seattle Police Department. The additional magistrate
capacity brings the court back into compliance for speedy trial. The schedule for parking and traffic
infractions was 70 to 90 days out when defendants requested hearing, it is now around 20 days. This
new schedule is also expediting penalty revenues to the City since cases are adjudicated faster.

In 2011, the Court implemented the next phase of the Municipal Court Information System (MCIS)
improvement project. The first project of this phase will plan, develop and implement a new MCIS
infraction module where cases such as parking, traffic, and red light camera tickets will be prepared,
processed, heard, resolved and archived electronically. The project will also move the Court a step
closer to its goal of maintaining only electronic records. The second project in this phase is to review
current MCIS accounting transaction processes and make required business and technical changes.
Funding for this phase of $220,000 was transferred from the State-funded Trial Court Improvement
Account (TCIA).

The 2012 Proposed Budget makes one expenditure change by restoring funding for a Probation
Counselor Il. The Probation Counselor provides intensive supervision to sentenced offenders and
provides an alternative to jail for defendants not deemed a threat to public safety. These are
defendants who are not likely to succeed under traditional probation programs. They may be
homeless, or have a history of failing to comply with the terms of their sentence such as attending
treatment or probation hearings. This program provides an alternative to jail and savings to the City’s
jail costs.

Even with declining budget, the Court will continue its focus on problem-solving justice programs —an
approach that helps offenders with the underlying causes for criminal behavior while also holding them
accountable for their actions. The problem-solving model strives to balance defendants’ needs for
assistance with the need to safely protect the community.
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Incremental Budget Changes

Seattle Municipal Court

2012 Endorsed Budget

2012 Proposed Changes

2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

$26,584,695 214.1

Restore Post-Sentencing Day Reporting
Probation Counselor Il Funding $103,673 0.0
Technical Adjustments ($15,758) 0.0

Total Changes

2012 Proposed Budget

$87,915 0.0

$26,672,610 214.1

Restore Post-Sentencing Day Reporting Probation Counselor Il Funding — $103,673. Funding for this
existing position, which was cut in the 2011 Adopted Budget, will be restored. The Court funded the
position with salary savings in the first half of 2011 and through a supplemental appropriation in the

latter half of 2011.

Technical Adjustments — ($15,758). Technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget include
departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes in Seattle Municipal Court’s service delivery. Citywide technical adjustments reflect changes
in central cost allocations, retirement, health care, workers compensation, and unemployment costs.

Expenditure Overview

Summit

Appropriations Code

Court Administration Budget M3000

Control Level

Court Compliance Budget Control M4000

Level

Court Operations Budget Control M2000

Level

Department Total

Department Full-time Equivalents Total*

2010 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
5,866,891 5,861,767 5,941,429 5,920,192

5,284,949 5,025,119 5,118,156 5,220,889

15,147,846 15,220,160 15,525,110 15,531,529

26,299,686 26,107,047 26,584,695 26,672,610

222.10 214.10 214.10 214.10

* 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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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Court Administration Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Court Administration Budget Control Level is to provide administrative controls,
develop and provide strategic direction, and provide policy and program development.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Court Administration 5,866,891 5,861,767 5,941,429 5,920,192
36.00 34.00 34.00 34.00

Full-Time Equivalents Total*
*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.

Court Compliance Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Court Compliance Budget Control Level is to help defendants understand the
Court's expectations and to assist them in successfully complying with court orders.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Court Compliance 5,284,949 5,025,119 5,118,156 5,220,889
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 54.85 41.85 41.85 41.85

*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.

Court Operations Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Court Operations Budget Control Level is to hold hearings and address legal
requirements for defendants and others who come before the Court. Some proceedings are held in
formal courtrooms and others in magistrate offices, with the goal of providing timely resolution of
alleged violations of City ordinances and misdemeanor crimes committed within the Seattle city
limits.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Court Operations 15,147,846 15,220,160 15,525,110 15,531,529
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 131.25 138.25 138.25 138.25

*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.
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Subfund by Budget Control Level

Municipal Jail Subfund

Municipal Jail Bond Proceeds

Subfund Overview

The Municipal Jail Subfund was created to receive revenues and pay the costs associated with planning
for a new jail.

In 2008, the contract with King County for jail services was set to expire in 2012. At the time, Seattle
housed most of its misdemeanor inmates in the King County Correctional Facility. King County stated it
would not have room to house any city inmates after 2012 and therefore the affected cities needed to
plan for new jail facilities to meet their jail capacity needs. As a result, the cities of Bellevue, Clyde Hill,
Kirkland, Redmond, Shoreline, Yarrow Point, and Seattle, as well as King County, entered into agree-
ments to jointly plan for a regional misdemeanor jail facility. Concurrently, the cities continued to pur-
sue efforts with King County to find a regional solution to address the long-term jail capacity needs.

In 2010, however, conditions had significantly changed from 2008. King County and the affected cities
adopted an agreement for jail services through 2016. In addition, the cities had more contracting op-
tions available than they had in 2008. The need for the cities to build a new jail facility was no longer
eminent. As a result, the jail planning process ended in 2010.
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Budget Snapshot

Municipal Jail Subfund 2010 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed

General Fund SO o) SO S0

Other Revenues S0 SO S0 S0

Total Revenues S0 S0 1] ]

Use of (Contribution to) Fund <0 <0 <0 41,000,000

Balance

Total Resources S0 S0 1] $1,000,000

Total Expenditures S0 S0 S0 $1,000,000

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $1,000

Budget Overview

As part of the 2002 Interlocal Agreement (ILA) for Jail Services between King County and the cities in
King County, King County agreed to turn over property to the cities that it had originally purchased for
an Eastside Justice Center. This property was then sold in 2009 and the proceeds were allocated
among all 39 cities in King County. Per the terms of the ILA, the cities could only use the funds to build
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or contract for additional jail capacity or for alternatives to jail. The funds could not be used to pay for
a city’s jail contract costs with King County as the intent was to use the funds to create jail capacity that
was in addition to that at King County. Seattle’s share of the proceeds was $4.7 million and was
placed into the Municipal Jail Subfund. The funds were initially used to pay for costs associated with
jail planning. Due to the new agreement for jail services with King County, the jail planning project
ended in 2010. Approximately $3.6 million of Seattle’s share of the proceeds remain. The 2012
Proposed Budget recommends use of these remaining proceeds to offset over three to four years the
General Fund costs associated with the City’s contract with Snohomish County for jail services.

Incremental Budget Changes

Municipal Jail Subfund
2012 Dollar 2012

Amount FTE
2012 Endorsed Budget S0 0.00
2012 Proposed Changes
Fund Jail Contract Expenses with Property Proceeds $1,000,000 0.00
Revenue
Total Changes $1,000,000 0.00
2012 Proposed Changes $1,000,000 0.00

Fund Jail Contract Expenses with Property Proceeds Revenue — $1,000,000. This adjustment uses

$1 million of revenue from the jail property proceeds to offset General Fund costs to pay for the City’s
contract with Snohomish County for jail services. As part of the 2002 Interlocal Agreement for Jail Ser-
vices between King County and the cities in King County, King County agreed to turn over property to
the cities that it had originally purchased for an Eastside Justice Center. This property was then sold in
2009 and the proceeds were allocated among all 39 cities in King County. The cities could only use the
funds to build or contract for additional jail capacity or for alternatives to jail. The funds could not be
used to pay for a city’s jail contract costs with King County as the intent was to create jail capacity that
was in addition to that at King County.

Seattle’s share of the proceeds was $4.7 million and was initially used to pay for costs associated with
jail planning. Due to the new agreement with King County, the jail planning project ended in 2010.
Approximately $3.6 million of Seattle’s share of the Jail property proceeds remain. The 2012 Proposed
Budget recommends use of these remaining proceeds to offset over three to four years the General
Fund costs associated with the City’s contract with Snohomish County for jail services.
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Expenditure Overview

Appropriations Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Municipal Jail Bond Proceeds Budget Control Level MUNLAIL-BCL
Jail Contract Expenses 0 0 0 1,000,000
Municipal Jail Bond Proceeds Total 0 0 0 1,000,000
Department Total 0 0 0 1,000,000
Expenditure Overview
2012 Estimated Revenues for the Municipal Jail Subfund
Summit Source 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
379100 Use of (Contribution to) Fund Balance 0 0 0 1,000,000
Total Use of Fund Balance 0 0 0 1,000,000
Total Resources 0 0 0 1,000,000
Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)
Municipal Jail Bond Proceeds Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Municipal Jail Bond Proceeds Budget Control Level was to pay capital costs
associated with the construction of a new jail. The jail planning project ended in 2010, and the
remaining funds will be used to offset costs associated with the City’s contract with Snohomish
County for jail services.
2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Jail Contract Expenses 0 0 0 1,000,000
Total 0 0 0 1,000,000
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Fund Table

Municipal Jail Subfund

Beginning Fund Balance

Accounting and Technical Adjustments

Less: Actual and Budgeted Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

2010 2011 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed
3,742,999 0 3,609,057 0 3,609,057
(133,942) 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1,000,000
3,609,057 0 3,609,057 0 2,609,057
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Seattle Police Department

John Diaz, Chief

Information Line: (206) 684-5577
http://www.seattle.gov/police/

Department by Budget Control Level
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Seattle Police Department

Department Overview

The Seattle Police Department (SPD) prevents crime, enforces laws, and supports quality public safety
by delivering respectful, professional, and dependable police services. SPD operations are divided into
five geographical areas called "precincts." These precincts define East, West, North, South, and
Southwest patrol areas, with a police station in each. The Department's organizational model places
neighborhood-based emergency response and order-maintenance services at its core, allowing SPD the
greatest flexibility in managing public safety. Under this model, neighborhood-based enforcement
personnel in each precinct assume responsibility for public safety management, primary crime
prevention and law enforcement. Property crimes and crimes involving juveniles are investigated by
precinct-based investigators, whereas detectives in centralized units, located at SPD headquarters
downtown, conduct follow-up investigations in other types of crimes. SPD also has citywide
responsibility for enhancing the City's capacity to plan for, respond to, recover from, and reduce the
impacts of a wide range of emergencies and disasters. Other parts of the department function to train,
equip, and provide policy guidance, human resources, communications, and technology support to
those delivering direct services to the public.

The Neighborhood Policing Plan (NPP), adopted by the City in 2007, provides the framework for how
SPD deploys patrol staff to meet the City’s public safety policy objectives. The plan seeks to provide
faster response times regardless of the time of day, day of week or season of the year; a stronger
police presence when responding to calls for service; and a smarter use of patrol resource to focus on
persistent problems that can affect quality of life in the city.

NPP aims to address three specific goals:

e To respond to high priority emergency calls in an average of seven minutes or less - a commonly
accepted response time for police forces in larger cities.

e To allow patrol officers to do more proactive policing (30% of officer time) to help resolve the
underlying conditions that create violations of law and/or public order.

e To deploy 10 additional "back up" police vehicles citywide. These cars (two in each precinct)
provide better area coverage and improve back-up capability to enhance officer safety.

NPP helps to strengthens officers’ sense of ownership of the neighborhoods they serve, match work-
load to demand, and use proactive time in a way that is targeted, measured and enhances the Depart-
ment’s ability to achieve public safety outcomes.
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Budget Snapshot
Seattle Police 2010 2011 2012 2012
Department Actual Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $252,758,404 $249,294,843 $254,910,857 $252,432,470
Other Revenues S0 S0 S0 S0
Total Revenues $252,758,404  $249,294,843  $254,910,857  $252,432,470
s e w
Total Resources $252,758,404 $249,294,843 $254,910,857 $252,432,470
Total Expenditures $252,758,404 $249,294,843 $254,910,857 $252,432,470
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 1,922.25 1,934.85 1,925.85 1,931.85

*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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2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Personnel,
$215,987

Interfund
Transfers, $22,824

Services &

Other, Supplies, $4,150

$9,471
Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $252,432

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $252,432

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $252,432
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Budget Overview

The Seattle Police Department’s 2012 Proposed Budget reflects the Mayor’s commitment to
protecting public safety even in the midst of the City’s on-going General Fund budget constraints. In
developing the 2012 budget, the Mayor worked closely with SPD to evaluate its progress in meeting
the public safety outcome objectives defined in the Neighborhood Policing Plan (NPP). This outcome-
based framework is central in determining how SPD strategically deploys its staffing resources and in
guiding resource allocation in the 2012 Proposed Budget.

Meeting NPP Outcomes

Halfway through 2011, SPD is meeting or exceeding all of the outcome objectives identified in the NPP.

As
Compared
Actual Results to the NPP
NPP Goal Through June Goal
Exceeding
Priority 1 Call Response Time 7 minutes or less 6.3 minutes Goal
Exceeding
Average Proactive Time Available 30% of On-Duty Time 34% of On-Duty Time  Goal
Increased Number of Back-Up Meeting
Vehicles 10 Units Citywide 10 Units Citywide Goal'

Since 2008, SPD has improved its response time to Priority 1 (911) calls by 12.5% and its response time
to Priority 2 calls by 8%. Moreover, crime rates are at historic lows. The number of major crimes fell
7.4% in 2009, fell another 5.8% in 2010. Violent crimes in particular have seen dramatic decreases. In
2010, violent crimes fell 9%. Homicides are down 34% since 2008. These trends seem to be continu-
ing. Through midyear, major crimes are down citywide by 11% when compared with the first six
months of 2010. Through June of 2011, violent crime is down 1% compared with the same time period
in 2010, with homicides, rapes and robberies trending down. Property crimes are down 12% across the
City at midyear 2011, when compared with the same time period in 2010.

SPD has achieved these positive public safety outcomes even as the size of the police force has slowly
decreased. SPD began 2011 over-staffed by 12 officers relative to budget as a result of aggressive hir-
ing at the end of 2009 and lower-than-normal attrition rates in 2010 due to the weak economy. As
2011 has progressed, SPD saw attrition rates return to near normal levels (approximately 36 per year).
But, because SPD started the year overstaffed relative to budget, it has not hired to replace departing
officers, continuing the hiring pause that began in 2010. As a result, SPD expects to end 2011 with
1,301 sworn officers, or 26 below the level assumed in the 2011 Adopted Budget.

1 SPD lacks a direct measure of units free. However indirect evidence (out-of-district dispatch of cars occurs less than 8% of the time, which
contrasts to 15-30% of out-of-district dispatch prior to NPP implementation) is available. The Department feels that this is evidence that it is
meeting the standard most of the time.
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With this background in mind, the 2012 Proposed Budget reduces funding to SPD by $2.4 million to
reflect the smaller police force that will result from holding the 26 sworn position vacancies anticipated
by the end of 2011. While decisions to reduce the size of the police force are always difficult, the City’s
on-going General Fund budget challenges combined with the fact that SPD is exceeding its public safety
performance measures indicate that this is a viable budget decision. As attrition continues to occur in
2012 beyond the 2011 levels, the 2012 Proposed Budget assumes SPD will resume maintenance hiring
of sworn officers in 2012 in order to maintain a police force of 1,301.

Through its flexible and adaptive approach to allocation of staff resources, SPD is putting officers
where they are needed most to fight and, more importantly, prevent crime. For 2011, a minimum of
545 sworn officers have been assigned to 911 patrol functions. This is slightly above the staffing level
of 542 in January 2010 and slightly below the all-time high of 556 achieved in the summer of 2010. In
addition, SPD has dedicated more officers to on-the-ground proactive police work, including foot beats,
bike squads and other proactive units that contribute greatly to improved public safety in City
neighborhoods, especially downtown.

Increased Staffing Levels in 2011
Foot Beats 6 officers
Bike Squad 8 officers
Mounted Unit 3 officers
Neighborhood Corrections Initiative 1 officer
Seattle Center Patrols 1 officer

For 2012, SPD will continue to closely monitor the NPP outcome measures and will adjust the deploy-
ment of sworn officers to 911 patrol functions from lower priority areas to meet the NPP outcome
metrics. Areas where SPD would look to redeploy officers from include desk clerks, federal task forces
and investigative units.

The Neighborhood Policing Plan called for adding 105 officers over the course of five years. In 2010,
SPD has been forced to delayed put on hold fully implementing the hiring called for in the NPP due to
budget constraints. This is not contrary to the plan, as the plan stated “the timeline for implementing
the hiring targets will be extended” should economic growth slow. More important than assessing
SPD’s hiring patterns —which may or may not have an impact on outcomes —the 2012 Proposed
Budget highlights that SPD is exceeding the City-adopted performance objectives and recommends
allocating scarce resources accordingly.

Management Efficiencies

The 2012 Endorsed Budget adopted by the City Council in 2010 set a management efficiency target of
$700,000 for SPD. SPD has addressed this target by vacating three management positions and re-
organizing and consolidating the operations of various units.
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e Metro Special Response Captain — This position was vacated in 2011. It had overseen
specialty units such as SWAT, Harbor Patrol, Canine, Crisis Intervention and others. These
units are now overseen by the Captain of the Homeland Security Section as the nature of
the sections complements each other.

e DUI Sergeant — This position was vacated in 2011. The six officers assigned to the DUI
squad have been reassigned to the precincts, and will maintain their role in DUl emphasis.
To facilitate this change, SPD is providing an intense and mandatory DUI training program
at the patrol level. At various times throughout the year, the Department will perform
coordinated DUl emphasis patrols, as they currently do now. This will be performed by
temporarily assigning a Sergeant to oversee the officers in these instances.

¢ Homicide Detective Sergeant — In 2008, Seattle experienced 28 homicides. That number
fell to 22 in 2009 and 19 in 2010. Through June, 2011 is trending at 57% of 2010. While
violent crime will always be given priority, recent statistics reinforce Command Staffs’
decision reassign this work to meet the management efficiency target.

Automated Traffic Enforcement

In 2006, Seattle instituted a pilot program to deter red light running by using automated enforcement
technology. The original pilot, which involved six red light cameras, proved successful and has grown
to 30 cameras dispersed throughout the City. The goal of the program was to decrease the number of
right-angle collisions, which are the collision type most closely related to red light running. Based on
results from the first six cameras, the program has been successful in reducing red light running by 44%
while right angle collisions have declined by 18% in those intersections where the cameras are de-
ployed.

SPD has worked closely with the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) to monitor the program
and identify where the cameras have worked, where they have not been as successful as intended, and
to identify additional intersections that have safety concerns that can be addressed using automated
traffic enforcement. The Mayor’s 2012 Proposed Budget includes funding to increase the number of
red light cameras by six as well as funding to relocate two existing cameras from lower performing lo-
cations. This change is expected to net the City $426,000 in additional revenue.

In addition to the red light camera program, the Mayor is proposing a pilot program to reduce speed-
ing in school zones. Speed in school zones is a major pedestrian concern. One in ten pedestrians
struck by a vehicle travelling 23 mph is likely to be fatally injured. That figure jumps to six in ten when
the vehicle is travelling 28 mph. SDOT and SPD have employed multiple strategies to battle this prob-
lem, including flashing beacons, signs which inform motorists how fast they are driving, and enforce-
ment using traffic officers. In 2008, SPD also started to utilize a van equipped with radar and cameras
that photograph speeders who are then mailed a citation. While each of these have had some positive
outcomes, the overall effect has shown to be minimal and not lasting. At the request of SDOT and SPD,
four school zones that currently have flashing beacons will also be equipped with automated speed
enforcement. The cameras will provide enforcement during school hours when the beacons are flash-
ing. This pilot program is expected to net the City $370,000 in additional revenue from traffic fines.
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Community Building Initiative

SPD is launching an initiative that explores the benefits of policing place, rather than people.
Recent studies have shown that a disproportionate amount crime happens in a relatively small per-
centage of areas, even down to specific city blocks that are labeled as “hot spots.” SPD is adding a
Senior Policy Analyst to help coordinate this effort. The key elements of this approach are:

e A Place-Specific Focus: Data will be collected from areas that the Department identifies as
“hot spots.” These data can help the department to better understand the specific local
conditions that make the site inviting to crime.

e A Community Driven Process: The Department will convene task forces consisting of
community stakeholders and “place managers.” Task force members might include
parents, educators, property owners, business owners, school officials, transit officials, etc.
The task force will help identify not just problems, but root causes supported by data on
the specific conditions for that site/street segment.

¢ Evidence-Based Interventions: Working with the City’s project team, the task force will
select a researched-based intervention that addresses the specific local conditions for that
street/ segment. Finally, the task force will work with the project team to collect data to
measure the effectiveness of the intervention.

These efforts will help SPD deploy their 911 responders, Community Police Team officers and Anti-
Crime Teams in a more strategic and focused way. The position will also work with the Department’s
crime analysis experts in measuring the effectiveness of these interventions.

Preserving Funding for Crime Prevention Coordinators and Victim Advocates

SPD currently has seven Crime Prevention Coordinator postions (CPCs). These positions perform a vari-
ety of tasks aimed at decreasing crime through developing, implementing, and coordinating police pro-
grams. Their primary responsibility is to develop and maintain the City’s Blockwatch Program. Along
with sworn officers and other SPD staff, they perform outreach to various communities, provide crime
prevention tips, safety and security training, and attend meetings at community councils. Six of these
positions were funded by an American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Department of Justice grant
that ended in April 2011. At that point, three of those positions were continued with funding provided
by a Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) award. The other three positions were vacated. The 2012 Pro-
posed Budget maintains a total of four Crime Prevention Coordinators, three of which are funded by
the latest iteration of the Justice Assistance Grant. Position changes are detailed in the Technical
Changes section.

SPD currently has seven Victim Advocates. These positions help victims of crime access services ad-
dressing their medical, social, and financial needs where appropriate. They also assist victims in sus-
pect lineups, maintaining proper courtroom decorum, and attending important meetings with prosecu-
tors. Victim Advocates help detectives keep victims apprised of the status of investigations. In 2011,
the Victim Advocates were funded by an American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Department of Jus-
tice grant that ended in April 2011. At that point, three of those positions were continued with funding
provided by a Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) award that also funded three CPCs. The other four
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positions were funded using General Fund dollars. The JAG award in 2012 is not large enough to main-
tain the CPCs and Victim Advocates funded in 2011, so all seven Victim Advocates will be funded using
General Fund dollars.

Body Mounted Video Pilot

The City is committed to conducting a pilot program to test the use body mounted video cameras for
police officers. The City will negotiate related issues with the Seattle Police Officers Guild, to the
extent necessary to implement the pilot program. Negotiations with the Guild are now ongoing. At the
resolution of this process, the Mayor expects to launch a pilot that will begin to gauge the durability,
quality, utility and effectiveness of body cameras in everyday field deployment, as well as available
systems to store, manage, and retrieve video data, while conforming with the State Privacy Act and
State Public Disclosure Laws.

The Department has already organized a project steering committee and drafted a charter and
protocols to help guide the process. Additionally, it has tested one camera in simulated police situa-
tions at its training facility. After the pilot program is launched, the Department will examine ways in
which the cameras can fit into officers’ daily work routines and whether the cameras should be ex-
tended to all 911 response personnel. Cost estimates for this project will be addressed over the next
year.
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Incremental Budget Changes

Seattle Police Department
2012 Dollar 2012

Amount FTE
2012 Endorsed Budget $254,910,857 1925.85
2012 Proposed Changes
Sworn Personnel Savings ($2,434,425) 0.00
Automated Traffic Enforcement $560,750 0.00
Community Building Initiative $130,287 1.00
Public Safety Web Staff Funding Shift ($96,661) 0.00
Technical Adjustments ($638,338) 5.00
Total Changes ($2,478,387) 6.00
2012 Proposed Budget $252,432,470 1931.85

Sworn Staffing Changes — ($2,434,425). SPD will maintain the sworn staffing level of 1,301 it
anticipates to have at the end of 2011. This represents a reduction of 26 sworn positions. The
Department is currently meeting the outcomes identified in the Neighborhood Policing Plan and will
maintain these standards by prioritizing Priority 1 (911) calls and the the greatest extent possible
proactive patrols efforts that prevent crime in the first place. To the extent the Department needs to
increase the number of officers responding to 911 calls, it will vacate up to 26 positions in functions
such as desk clerks, federal task forces and investigative units.

Automated Traffic Enforcement - $560,750. SPD and SDOT currently manage a red light camera pro-
gram with 30 cameras at 21 intersections. These cameras have proven to be successful at reducing red
light running as well as right angle collisions. The Department will relocate two existing cameras and
add an additional six cameras at intersections with high incidents of right angle collisions. This will in-
crease the total number of red light cameras to 36. Additionally, the two departments will work to-
gether to implement a pilot project aimed at reducing speeding in school zones. This pilot will incorpo-
rate automated speed enforcement at four selected school zones. Combined, these two changes are
expected to produce approximately $800,000 in additional net revenue.

Community Building Initiative - $130,287/1.0 FTE. SPD will create a new Senior Policy Analyst position
to help better police “hot spots,” or specific locations which have a disproportionately high rate of
crime.

Public Safety Web Staff Funding Shift — ($96,661). The Police Department Information Technology
unit has dedicated staffs that manage and develop content for the web and other communication
viewed by the public. The Department of Information Technology (DolT) has determined that these
services qualify for funding from the Cable Franchise Fee Subfund. This proposal shifts funding for the
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equivalent of one dedicated IT staff from SPD’s General Fund to DolT’s Cable Franchise Fee Subfund,
and will not impact SPD services.

Technical Changes —($638,338) / 5.0 FTE. technical adjustments in the 2012 Proposed Budget include
departmental and citywide non-programmatic adjustments that do not represent fundamental
changes in SPD’s service delivery. Departmental technical adjustments include five items. First, it a
djusts deferred compensation funding to reflect changing patterns in the program. It moves three
Victim Advocates funded by a grant in 2011 back to the General Fund. It corrects a technical error that
omitted funding for three grant-funded officers. It converts four PEO trainee positions into full-time
PEOs. Finally, it abrogates two positions for which there is no longer grant funding available or were
scheduled to be abrogated due to lack of work while adding seven for which there is new outside
funding. The abrogated positions include a Sergeant position and a Senior Management Systems
Analyst position. The new positions include a Maintenance Laborer position that will care for the
horses used by Mounted Officers working in the West Precinct funded by a gift from the Seattle Police
Foundation. Also included are three Crime Prevention Coordinator and three Victim Advocate posi-
tions. These positions were previously funded by a grant and required new funding to continue. As is
mentioned above, the three Victim Advocates are moved to the General Fund and the three Crime
Prevention Coordinators are on a new JAG award. Therefore the positions are restored here. Citywide
technical adjustments reflect changes in central cost allocations, retirement, health care, workers
compensation, and unemployment costs.
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Seattle Police Department

Expenditure Overview

Appropriations

Chief of Police

Budget Control Level
Criminal Investigations
Administration

Budget Control Level
Deputy Chief of Staff
Budget Control Level

Deputy Chief Operations Budget
Budget Control Level

East Precinct Budget Control Level
Field Support Administration
Budget Control Level

Narcotics Investigations
Budget Control Level

North Precinct Patrol
Budget Control Level

Office of Professional
Accountability
Budget Control Level

Patrol Operations Administration
Budget Control Level

South Precinct Patrol
Budget Control Level

Southwest Precinct Patrol
Budget Control Level

Special Investigations
Budget Control Level

Special Operations
Budget Control Level

Special Victims Budget Control
Budget Control Level

Violent Crimes Investigations
Budget Control Level

West Precinct Patrol
Budget Control Level

Department Total

Department Full-time Equivalents Total*

Summit
Code
P1000

P7000

P1600

P1800

P6600

P8000

P7700

P6200

P1300

P6000

P6500

P6700

P7800

P3400

P7900

P7100

P6100

2010
Actuals
11,926,077

7,267,945

23,888,155

631,385

20,682,628

32,900,715

4,501,251

28,688,258

1,870,354

1,486,421

16,630,692

13,823,072

4,177,562

41,157,354

5,740,645

9,503,666

27,882,224

252,758,404

1,922.25

2011
Adopted
4,638,669

7,240,106

24,698,933

702,553

22,585,390

34,101,697

4,259,307

30,933,920

1,712,655

1,277,964

16,788,701

14,819,422

4,085,635

40,007,549

5,798,157

6,684,775

28,959,409

249,294,843

1,934.85

2012
Endorsed
4,753,414

7,400,051

24,926,316

717,595

23,238,762

35,179,910

4,341,745

31,757,272

1,750,347

1,300,839

17,231,576

15,257,899

4,160,616

40,404,799

5,962,150

6,854,867

29,672,700

254,910,857

1,925.85

2012
Proposed
2,763,631

7,664,357

25,035,441

2,395,320

22,600,449

34,586,993

4,793,303

31,042,324

1,875,096

1,294,762

16,517,469

14,980,202

4,133,347

40,749,862

6,178,372

6,800,039

29,021,502

252,432,470

1,931.85

* 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 Police Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Chief of Police Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Chief of Police Budget Control Level is to lead and direct department employees
and to provide policy guidance and oversee relationships with the community, so the department can
provide the City with professional, dependable, and respectful public safety services. All public safety
grants are located in this Budget Control Level.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Chief of Police 11,926,077 4,638,669 4,753,414 2,763,631
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 46.50 39.50 39.50 24.50

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

Criminal Investigations Administration Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Criminal Investigations Administration Budget Control Level is to provide over-
sight, policy guidance, and technical support so investigative personnel can execute their job duties
effectively and efficiently. The program includes the Internet Crimes against Children and Human
Trafficking section and the Crime Gun Initiative analyst.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Criminal Investigations Administration 7,267,945 7,240,106 7,400,051 7,664,357
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 76.50 75.50 75.50 77.50

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

Deputy Chief of Staff Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Deputy Chief of Staff Budget Control Level is to oversee the organizational sup-
port as well as financial, policy, and legal functions of the Department to help achieve its mission.
The Deputy Chief of Staff Budget Control Level includes the Chief of Administration who oversees the
Records and Files, Data Center, and Public Request Programs, which had been their own Budget Con-
trol Levels in prior budgets.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Deputy Chief of Staff 23,888,155 24,698,933 24,926,316 25,035,441
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 115.00 114.60 114.60 113.60

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

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Deputy Chief Operations Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Deputy Chief Operations Budget Control Level is to oversee the operational func-
tions of the Department so the public receives public safety services that are dependable, profes-
sional, and respectful. The Deputy Chief Operations Budget Control Level oversees the five Precincts
and associated personnel.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Deputy Chief Operations 631,385 702,553 717,595 2,395,320
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 3.00 3.00 3.00 17.00

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

East Precinct Budget Control Level

The purpose of the East Precinct Budget Control Level is to provide the full range of public safety and
order maintenance services to residents of, and visitors to, the East Precinct, so they can be safe in
their homes, schools, businesses, and the community at large.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
East Precinct 20,682,628 22,585,390 23,238,762 22,600,449
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 185.00 188.00 188.00 188.00

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

Field Support Administration Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Field Support Administration Budget Control Level is to provide policy direction
and guidance to the employees and programs in the Department, so they can execute their responsi-
bilities effectively and efficiently. The Field Support Administration Budget Control Level now in-
cludes the Communications, Information Technology, and Human Resources Programs, which were
separate Budget Control Levels in prior budgets.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Field Support Administration 32,900,715 34,101,697 35,179,910 34,586,993

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

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-376 -




Seattle Police Department

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Narcotics Investigations Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Narcotics Investigations Budget Control Level is to apply a broad range of
professional investigative skills to interdict narcotics activities affecting the community and region to

hold offenders involved in these activities accountable and to promote public safety.

2010 2011 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed
Narcotics Investigations 4,501,251 4,259,307 4,341,745
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 32.00 32.00 32.00

2012
Proposed
4,793,303

33.00

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

North Precinct Patrol Budget Control Level

The purpose of the North Precinct Patrol Budget Control Level is to provide the full range of public
safety and order maintenance services to residents of, and visitors to, the North Precinct, so that they

can be safe in their homes, schools, businesses, and the community at large.

2010 2011 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed
North Precinct 28,688,258 30,933,920 31,757,272
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 249.00 255.00 254.00

2012
Proposed
31,042,324

256.00

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

Office of Professional Accountability Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Office of Professional Accountability Budget Control Level is to help to provide
oversight so that complaints involving department employees are handled in a thorough,
professional, and expeditious manner, to retain the trust and confidence of employees and the

public.
2010 2011 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed
Office of Professional Accountability 1,870,354 1,712,655 1,750,347
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 13.00 12.00 12.00

2012
Proposed
1,875,096

13.00

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

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Patrol Operations Administration Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Patrol Operations Administration Budget Control Level is to provide oversight and
direction to Patrol Operations, including the Department's five precincts, with the goal of ensuring
that personnel are properly trained, supervised, and equipped to perform their jobs effectively.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Patrol Operations Administration 1,486,421 1,277,964 1,300,839 1,294,762
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00

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

South Precinct Patrol Budget Control Level

The purpose of the South Precinct Patrol Budget Control Level is to provide the full range of public
safety and order maintenance services with the goal of keeping residents of, and visitors to, the
South Precinct, safe in their homes, schools, businesses, and the community at large.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
South Precinct Patrol 16,630,692 16,788,701 17,231,576 16,517,469

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

Southwest Precinct Patrol Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Southwest Precinct Patrol Budget Control Level is to provide the full range of
public safety and order maintenance services to residents of, and visitors to, the Southwest Precinct,
so they can be safe in their homes, schools, businesses, and the community at large.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Southwest Precinct Patrol 13,823,072 14,819,422 15,257,899 14,980,202

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

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Special Investigations Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Special Investigations Budget Control Level is to apply a broad range of profes-
sional investigative and analytical skills toward investigating and interdicting vehicle theft, fraud, for-
gery, and financial exploitation cases; vice crimes and organized crime activities in the community;
and toward identifying and describing crime patterns and trends with the goals of holding offenders
involved in these activities accountable and to provide public safety. This Budget Control Level also
houses the department’s emergency management functions.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Special Investigations 4,177,562 4,085,635 4,160,616 4,133,347
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 31.00 31.00 31.00 31.00

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

Special Operations Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Special Operations Budget Control Level is to deploy specialized response units in
emergencies and disasters. The Bureau provides crowd control, special event, search, hostage, crisis,
and water-related support to monitor and protect critical infrastructure to protect lives and property,
aid the work of uniformed officers and detectives, and ensure the safety of the public.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Special Operations Budget 41,157,354 40,007,549 40,404,799 40,749,862
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 289.00 295.00 295.00 293.00

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

Special Victims Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Special Victims Budget Control Level is to apply a broad range of professional in-
vestigative skills to cases involving family violence, sexual assault, child, and elder abuse, and
custodial interference with the goals of holding offenders accountable, preventing additional harm to
victims, and providing public safety.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Special Victims 5,740,645 5,798,157 5,962,150 6,178,372
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 52.00 50.00 47.00 48.00

*FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Violent Crimes Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Violent Crimes Investigations Budget Control Level is to apply a broad range of
professional investigative skills and crime scene investigation techniques to homicide, assault, rob-
bery, bias crimes, missing persons, extortion, threat and harassment, and gang-related cases, in order
to hold offenders accountable, prevent further harm to victims, and promote public safety.

2010 2011
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted
Violent Crimes Investigations 9,503,666 6,684,775
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 52.00 52.00

2012 2012
Endorsed Proposed
6,854,867 6,800,039
52.00 52.00

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

West Precinct Patrol Budget Control Level

The purpose of the West Precinct Patrol Budget Control Level is to provide the full range of public
safety and order maintenance services to residents of, and visitors to, the West Precinct, so that they
can be safe in their homes, schools, businesses, and the community at large.

2010 2011
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted
West Precinct Patrol Budget 27,882,224 28,959,409
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 233.00 237.00

2012 2012
Endorsed Proposed
29,672,700 29,021,502
234.00 238.00

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

Dan Oliver, Executive Secretary

Information Line: (206) 386-1286
http://www.seattle.gov/policepension/

Police Relief and Pension by Budget Control Level

Police Relief and Pension

Police Relief and Pension

Police Relief and Pension Overview

On March 1, 1970, the State of Washington took over the provision of certain police pensions through
Revised Code of Washington (RCW) Section 41.26, the Law Enforcement Officers and Fire Fighters
(LEOFF) Act Plan I. The City of Seattle Police Relief and Pension Fund is responsible for all pre-LEOFF
pension benefits and that portion of the previous municipal police pension benefits that exceed LEOFF
Plan | entitlements, including the pension benefits of their lawful beneficiaries, as well as for all
medical benefits provided to qualifying active and retired Seattle police officers.

Both the Seattle Police Relief and Pension and LEOFF Plan | are closed systems and have not accepted
new enrollments since October 1, 1977. Seattle police officers hired after this date are automatically
enrolled in the State's LEOFF Plan Il, for which the Seattle Police Pension Fund has no pension nor
medical benefit obligation.
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Police Relief and Pension

The Seattle Police Pension Board, a seven-member quasi-judicial body chaired by the Mayor of Seattle
or his/her designee, formulates policy, rules upon disability applications, and provides oversight of the
Police Pension Fund. Three staff employees of the Board handle all of its operational functions. Staff
positions associated with Police Relief and Pension are not reflected in the City's position list.

The projections of annual pension and medical benefits, which comprise 98% of the total annual
budget, are done by an independent actuary. Although the Police Pension Fund has statutory funding
sources, the City's General Subfund provides funding for nearly all of the Pension Fund’s annual
budget. Proceeds from the Police Auction contribute a small amount toward the annual budget.

Budget Snapshot
Police Relief & 2010 2011 2012 2012
Pension Fund Actual Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $22,302,034 $22,255,382 $22,190,500 $21,730,128
Other Revenues $113,808 $140,000 $140,000 $120,000
Total Revenues $22,415,842 $22,395,382 $22,330,500 $21,850,128
Ejﬁ;‘;gf::ct:b“tion to) ($790,576) $632,618 $0 $753,216
Total Resources $21,625,266 $23,028,000 $22,330,500 $22,603,344
Total Expenditures $21,625,266 $23,028,000 $22,330,500 $22,603,344
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
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2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands)

Other,$22,067

Personnel, $536 Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $22,603

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

General Subfund
Support, $21,730

\ Police Auction

Proceeds, $120

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $21,850
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Budget Overview

The Police Relief and Pension Fund receives almost all of its revenue from the City’s General Fund. The
Police Pension Fund’s expenditures, in turn, are devoted to paying legally mandated pension and
medical benefits to eligible active and retired police officers and (with respect to pension benefits only)
to their qualified beneficiaries.

The amount of General Fund support required for the Police Pension Fund in 2012 is about $460,000
less than in the 2012 Endorsed Budget. There are two main reasons for the reduction. First, the Police
Pension Fund’s projected 2011 year-end balance is larger than forecast in the 2011 Adopted Budget
because expenditures for medical benefits have been less than projected through mid-2011. And
second, updated projections of expenditures for medical benefits in 2012 are lower than were
anticipated in the 2012 Endorsed Budget. These two reductions are modestly offset by an increase in
the actuary’s projection of pension benefits in 2012.

Given the fiscal challenges anticipated for the General Fund in future years, the 2012 Proposed Budget
recommends the draw down of one-time fund balances over several years. This reduces reliance of on
-going programs on one-time fund sources, and also preserves resources to sustain critical services in
future years when it is anticipated that budget challenges will be more severe than in 2012.

Incremental Budget Changes

Police Relief and Pension
2012 Dollar 2012

Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $22,330,500 3.00
2012 Proposed Changes

Administrative Expense True-Up $102,844 0.00

Pension Benefit Expenses $418,000 0.00

Reduction in 2012 Medical Benefit Estimates ($248,000) 0.00

Total Changes $272,844 0.00

2012 Proposed Budget $22,603,344 3.00

Administrative Expense True-Up - $102,844. This adjustment increases administrative expenditures to
reflect anticipated administrative costs based on experience in previous years. Technical adjustments
related to central costs are also included here.

Pension Benefit Expenses - $418,000. Pension benefit expenditures are anticipated to increase based
on new actuarial projections.

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-384 -



Police Relief and Pension

Reduction in 2012 Medical Benefit Estimates — ($248,000). Expenditures for medical benefits in 2011
and 2012 are projected to be lower than initial estimates based on recent experience and actuarial
projections. This results in a projected increase in ending 2011 fund balance in the Police Relief and
Pension Fund, and a reduction in costs expected for 2012. A portion of this 2011 ending fund balance
is available to offset required General Fund contributions in 2012. In recognition of ongoing General
Fund fiscal challenges into future years, drawdown of the fund balance will occur over several years.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed
Police Relief and Pension Budget Control Level
Administration 521,575 425,000 433,500 536,344
Death Benefits 18,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Medical Benefits 12,051,575 13,492,000 13,248,000 13,000,000
Pension Benefits 9,034,117 9,096,000 8,634,000 9,052,000
Police Relief and Pension Total RP604 21,625,266 23,028,000 22,330,500 22,603,344
Department Total 21,625,266 23,028,000 22,330,500 22,603,344
Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00

Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the Police Relief and Pension Fund (60400)

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Code Source Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
587001  General Subfund 22,302,034 22,255,382 22,190,500 21,730,128

Total General Subfund Support 22,302,034 22,255,382 22,190,500 21,730,128
469200  Police Auction Proceeds 113,808 140,000 140,000 120,000

Total Police Auction Proceeds 113,808 140,000 140,000 120,000
Total Revenues 22,415,842 22,395,382 22,330,500 21,850,128
379100  Use of (Contribution To) Fund Balance (790,576) 632,618 0 753,216

Total Use of Fund Balance (790,576) 632,618 0 753,216
Total Resources 21,625,266 23,028,000 22,330,500 22,603,344
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Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Police Relief and Pension Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Police Relief and Pension Budget Control Level is to provide responsive benefit
services to eligible active-duty and retired Seattle police officers.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Program Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration 521,575 425,000 433,500 536,344
Death Benefits 18,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Medical Benefits 12,051,575 13,492,000 13,248,000 13,000,000
Pension Benefits 9,034,117 9,096,000 8,634,000 9,052,000
Total 21,625,266 23,028,000 22,330,500 22,603,344
Full-Time Equivalents Total 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00

The following information summarizes the programs within the Police Relief and Pension Budget
Control Level:

Administration Program The purpose of the Administration Program is to provide responsive benefit
services to eligible active-duty and retired Seattle police officers.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Administration 521,575 425,000 433,500 536,344
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00

Death Benefits Program The purpose of the Death Benefits Program is to provide statutory death
benefit payments to lawful beneficiaries of eligible former members of the Seattle Police Department.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Death Benefits 18,000 15,000 15,000 15,000

Medical Benefits Program The purpose of the Medical Benefits Program is to provide medical benefits
for eligible active-duty and retired members of the Seattle Police Department.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Medical Benefits 12,051,575 13,492,000 13,248,000 13,000,000
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Police Relief and Pension

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL) and Program

Pension Benefits Program The purpose of the Pension Benefits Program is to provide pension benefits
for eligible retired members of the Seattle Police Department.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Pension Benefits 9,034,117 9,096,000 8,634,000 9,052,000

Fund Table

Police Relief and Pension Fund (60400)

2010 2011 2011 2012 2012

Actuals Adopted Revised Endorsed Proposed

Beginning Fund Balance 279,584 1,132,618 1,118,965 500,000 2,621,347
Accounting and Technical Adjustments 48,805 0 0 0 0
Plus: Actual and Estimated Revenue 22,415,842 22,395,382 22,370,382 22,330,500 21,850,128

Less: Actual and Budgeted Expenditures 21,625,266 23,028,000 20,868,000 22,330,500 22,603,344

Ending Fund Balance 1,118,965 500,000 2,621,347 500,000 1,868,131
Contingency Reserve 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000
Rate Stabilization Reserve 0 0 0 0 1,368,131
Total Reserves 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 1,868,131
Ending Unreserved Fund Balance 618,965 0 2,121,347 0 0
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Public Safety Civil Service Commission

Terry Carroll, Chair of the Commission

Information Line: (206) 684-0334
http://www.seattle.gov/pscsc

Commission Overview

The mission and purpose of the Public Safety Civil Service Commission is to implement, administer, and
direct a civil service system for sworn personnel of the Seattle Police Department and uniformed
personnel of the Seattle Fire Department. The Commission provides sworn police and uniformed fire
employees with a quasi-judicial process for hearings on appeals concerning disciplinary actions,
examination and testing, and other related issues.

Budget Snapshot

Police Safety Civil 2010 2011 2012 2012
Service Commission Actual Adopted Endorsed Proposed
General Fund $131,868 $148,986 $152,340 SO
Other Revenues S0 SO SO S0
Total Revenues $131,868 $148,986 $152,340 S0
Use of (Contribution to) <0 <0 <0 <0
Fund Balance

Total Resources $131,868 $148,986 $152,340 S0
Total Expenditures $131,868 $148,986 $152,340 1]
Full-Time Equivalent * Total 1.00 1.00 1.00 -

Budget Overview

The 2012 Proposed Budget recommends the consolidation of the administrative functions of the Public
Safety Civil Service Commission and the Civil Service Commission under a new administrative unit — the
Civil Service Commissions — in order to achieve operational efficiencies and cost savings. The workload
of the two bodies makes this consolidation a viable option, and results in a net savings of $66,618.
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Public Safety Civil Service Commission

Incremental Budget Changes

Public Safety Civil Service Commission

2012 Endorsed Budget

201 Proposed Changes

2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

$152,340 1.00

PSCSC and CSC Commission staffing consolidation ($152,340) (1.00)

Total Changes

2012 Proposed Budget

(152,340) (1.00)

S0 0.00

This program is reorganized in the 2012 Proposed Budget. Administrative staffing and budget are

transferred to the new Civil Service Commissions.

Expenditure Overview

Summit 2010 2011

Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted

Public Safety Civil Service V1S00 131,868 148,986
Commission Budget Control Level

Department Total 131,868 148,986

Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 1.00 1.00

2012 2012
Endorsed Proposed
152,340 0
152,340 0
1.00 0.00

* 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.

Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Public Safety Civil Service Commission Budget Control Level

2010 2011
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted
Public Safety Civil Service Commission 131,868 148,986
1.00 1.00

Full-Time Equivalents Total*

The mission and purpose of the Public Safety Civil Service Commission is to implement, administer,
and direct a civil service system for sworn personnel of the Seattle Fire and Police Departments.

2012 2012
Endorsed Proposed
152,340 0
1.00 0.00

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

Jorge Carrasco, Superintendent

Information Line: (206) 684-3000
http://www.seattle.gov/light/

Department by Budget Control Level

Seattle City Light

| T T 1
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Seattle City Light

Department Overview

Seattle City Light (City Light) was created by the residents of Seattle in 1902 to provide affordable,
reliable, and environmentally sound electric power to the City of Seattle and neighboring suburbs.
Owned by the community it serves, City Light is a nationally recognized leader in energy efficiency,
renewable resource development, and environmental stewardship.

City Light provides electric power to approximately 395,000 residential, business, and industrial
customers within a 130 square-mile service area. City Light provides power to the City of Seattle and
surrounding jurisdictions, including parts of Shoreline, Burien, Tukwila, SeaTac, Lake Forest Park,
Renton, Normandy Park, and areas of unincorporated King County.

City Light owns about 2,000 megawatts of very low-cost, environmentally-responsible, hydroelectric
generation capacity. In an average year, City Light meets about 50% of its load with owned
hydroelectric generation and obtains the remainder primarily through the Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA). City Light is the nation's tenth largest publicly-owned electric utility in terms of
customers served.

Budget Snapshot

Seattle City Light 2010 2011 2012 2012
Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed

General Fund S0 S0 S0 S0

Other Revenues $806,239,086 $879,423,538 $929,966,554 $914,560,390

Total Revenues $806,239,086 $879,423,538 $929,966,554 $914,560,390

Transfers from Construction

Fund $200,903,392 $193,742,967 $210,909,663 $221,211,158

Total Resources $1,007,142,478 $1,073,166,505 $1,140,876,217 $1,135,771,548

Total Expenditures $1,007,142,478 $1,073,166,505 $1,140,876,217 $1,135,771,548

Full-Time Equivalent * Total 1,839.10 1,810.50 1,810.50 1,810.50

*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 City Light

2012 Proposed Budget - Expenditure by Category

(Samountsin thousands) Interfund

Transfers,
$22,072

Capital, $190,471

Other,$526,058

Personnel,
$182,605

Training & Travel,
$1,625

Services &
Supplies, $35,995 Total 2012 Proposed Expenditures - $1,135,772

2012 Proposed Budget - Revenues By Category

(S amounts in thousands)

Retail Revenue,

$677,146

Other,$72,317

Total 2012 Proposed Revenues - $914,560
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Seattle City Light

Budget Overview

The 2012 Proposed Budget is consistent with the previously adopted 3.2% rate increase for January 1,
2012 (Ordinance 123479), and contains only minor changes from the 2012 Endorsed Budget. City Light
is currently developing a Strategic Plan to provide greater transparency and insight into Utility issues
for elected officials, customers, and the public. The 2012 Proposed Budget maintains City Light’s
current levels of service, with the expectation that future budgets will be developed in support of the
approved Strategic Plan.

In 2009 and 2010, unexpectedly depressed energy prices and unusually low precipitation levels re-
duced both the value and the amount of surplus energy that City Light could sell on the wholesale mar-
ket. This unexpected revenue shortfall forced the Utility to cut costs, reduce spending on basic opera-
tions, and defer necessary capital investments. In response, City Council and the Mayor undertook a
series of actions to help strengthen oversight and the financial management of the Utility:

e The Rate Stabilization Account was created to protect against future fluctuations in
wholesale revenues.

e The City Light Review Panel was established to advise elected officials on rate and Utility
issues.

e City Light was directed to develop a Strategic Plan with input from the Review Panel and
the public.

By identifying key challenges and prioritizing spending for the Utility, the Strategic Plan provides a
venue for engaging elected officials, customers, and the public on the future of City Light. In early
2012, the Utility will seek City Council approval of the Strategic Plan and endorsement of a six-year rate
path in support of the Plan’s initiatives. The endorsed rate path will provide customers with a six-year
schedule of anticipated future rates. These actions will help inform and simplify the subsequent year’s
budget process. If the Strategic Plan is approved, the 2013-2014 Proposed Budget will be developed to
pursue the Strategic Plan’s objectives within the resource constraints of the endorsed rate path.

City Light intends to revisit the Strategic Plan every two years with the City Light Review Panel and City
Council, extending the six-year planning window by two years each time, and refining expectations for
the following biennial budget. It is hoped that the Strategic Plan becomes an integral part of the budg-
eting process by vetting key policy choices facing the Utility and providing a framework for establishing
stable and predictable rates. The budget remains the legal authority governing spending and becomes
an accountability document between elected officials and Utility management for implementing the
Strategic Plan.

With minimal changes from the 2012 Endorsed Budget, the 2012 Proposed Budget continues the
Utility’s efforts to restore core maintenance activities that had been deferred in recent years, maintain
and upgrade critical information technology systems, and respond to the evolving regulatory
requirements for the transmission grid and Initiative-937 requirements for conservation and renewable
resources. The 2012 Propose Budget supports the Utility’s current levels of service. Proposals for
service level improvements and efficiencies will be presented in the context of the Strategic Plan and
may impact future budgets.
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Seattle City Light

Wholesale revenue remains a highly volatile source of revenue that is subject to fluctuations resulting
from weather and economic variables impacting water levels and the price of energy. To protect
against this volatility, the Rate Stabilization Account (RSA) provides a funding reserve that City Light
may draw upon to make up the difference between targeted and actual net wholesale revenue on a
quarterly basis. As established in Seattle Municipal Code 21.49.086, the RSA target of net wholesale
revenue is the simple average of net wholesale revenues realized since 2002, subject to City Council
adjustments. For purposes of triggering the use of the RSA, the 2012 net wholesale revenue target is
$102.1 million. Any surplus of net wholesale revenue above this target is deposited into the RSA.

Based on current projections for 2011, the RSA will begin 2012 fully funded at $112.7 million. When
the balance in the RSA falls below $90 million, a 1.5% surcharge is automatically applied to base rates
and used to replenish the account. This surcharge increases to 3.0% if the RSA falls below $80 million,
and increases to 4.5% if the RSA falls below $70 million. As the RSA is replenished, the surcharge is
reduced accordingly and is eliminated when the RSA reaches $100 million.

To support the capital program and other eligible Utility costs, the 2012 Proposed Budget anticipates a
2012 bond issue of approximately $200 million. The bond issue may also seek to refinance certain
existing debt if favorable interest rates provide debt service savings.

The 2012 Proposed Budget includes three structural changes to its Budget Control Levels (BCL) that do
not affect the Utility’s total appropriations or position count. These changes are intended to provide
more transparency and accountability into the budgeting process and include:

e Splitting the Purchased Power BCL into two separate BCLs. The Long-Term Purchased
Power BCL provides appropriation authority for long-term power contracts (over 24
months) that provide the Utility’s firm load. The Short-Tem Purchased Power BCL provides
appropriation authority for managing short-term power contracts (up to 24 months) to
address yearly fluctuations in hydro conditions and market conditions. For 2012, the
proposed appropriations are $285 million for Long-Term Purchased Power and $67 million
for Short-Term Purchased Power.

e Creating a new BCL for consolidating Compliance and Security functions, to be managed by
City Light’s Compliance Officer. This new BCL allows the Utility to manage and track these
functions in response to increasingly complex federal regulations governing the reliability
and security of the regional transmission grid. The 2012 Proposed Budget transfers 14 FTE
and $2.8 million into the new BCL.

e Splitting the Customer Services and Energy Delivery — CIP BCL into two separate BCLs. The
Customer Focused — CIP BCL provides appropriations for service connections, metering,
billing, customer-requested work, streetlights, transportation-driven relocations, and other
externally driven projects. Transmission and Distribution — CIP BCL provides appropriations
for transmission towers and lines, substations, relays, feeders, radial and network
distribution lines, and other projects to support the distribution system. For 2012, the
proposed appropriations are $71 million for the Customer Focused — CIP BCL and
$65 million for the Transmission and Distribution — CIP BCL.
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Seattle City Light

In addition, the 2012-2017 Proposed CIP has been reorganized to provide additional summary
information and better explain capital spending in terms of power supply, transmission, distribution,
externally-driven projects, and central Utility projects. These categories align with the revised Capital
BCL structure and provide a clear link between CIP project allocations and appropriations in the
budget.

Incremental Budget Changes

Seattle City Light
2012 Dollar 2012
Amount FTE

2012 Endorsed Budget $1,140,876,217 1810.50
2012 Proposed Changes
Cedar Falls Environmental Cleanup $3,900,000 0.00
Taxes and Suburban Franchise Payments $913,000 0.00
Purchased Power Costs ($3,471,377) 0.00
Capital Program Adjustments ($15,052,306) 0.00
Accounting Changes for Bond Expenses $5,037,394 0.00
Technical Adjustments $3,568,620 0.00
Total Changes ($5,104,669) 0.00
2012 Proposed Budget $1,135,771,548 1810.50

Cedar Falls Environmental Cleanup - $3,900,000. This proposal provides resources for environmental
cleanup at the Cedar Falls remediation site and a number of superfund sites along the Duwamish River
where the Utility is a potentially responsible party for contamination due to land ownership or historic
use of property located along these waterways. These costs are offset by revenues from a State Model
Toxics Control Act (MTCA) grant for $3,752,659 which was not anticipated in the 2012 Endorsed
Budget.

Taxes and Suburban Franchise Payments - $913,000. This adjustment reflects $568,000 in additional
taxes, fees, and impact payments to be paid to Oregon, King County, and Pend Oreille County due to
recent legislation and operating agreements. An additional $345,000 is due to revised forecasts of
payments to suburban cities as part of the Utility’s franchise agreements which are fully offset by
increased retail revenue from suburban ratepayers.

Purchased Power Costs - ($3,471,377). City Light has opted not to purchase Priest Rapids Meaningful
Priority Power, which reduces power costs from the 2012 Endorsed Budget. However, power costs
have increased due to an additional allotment of BPA Block power to City Light based on conservation
achievements, the earlier than anticipated start of operations at the King County West Point
generating plant, and the final pricing for the PacifiCorp Integration Exchange Agreement which

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget
-398-
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delivers power from the Stateline Wind Project. The net result is a reduction in purchased power costs
for 2012.

Capital Program Adjustments - ($15,052,306). As part of the strategic planning effort, City Light has
revised capital projections to reflect a baseline level of spending on major maintenance, equipment
replacement, service connections, and other capital costs. Additional adjustments reflect project
scope and schedule changes for major interdepartmental projects, including infrastructure relocations
for the Alaskan Way Viaduct, Mercer Corridor, and First Hill Streetcar projects, and support for SPU’s
Morse Lake Pump project. The result is a net reduction in capital spending for 2012 as compared to
anticipated 2012 spending levels in the 2011-2016 Adopted CIP. For a summary of City Light’s capital
program and more detail on project-level changes, please see the 2012-2017 Proposed CIP document.

Accounting Changes for Bond Expenses - $5,037,394. This adjustment reflects accounting changes in
accordance with Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) standards to record federal
subsidies and bond underwriter fees as bond expenses paid by the Utility. Previously, City Light
accounted for these costs as net of bond proceeds. This is an accounting adjustment only. The
increased budgeting expense is offset by recording increased bond revenue.

Technical Adjustments - $3,568,620. Technical adjustments reflect Citywide cost adjustments,
inflation adjustments, and internal department budget transfers that do not represent fundamental
changes in City Light’s service delivery. Citywide cost adjustments reflect changes to health care,
transit benefits, retirement, workers compensation, unemployment costs, rates for DOIT and FAS
services, and central cost allocated City departments. Inflation adjustments reflect COLA adjustments
required by labor contracts based on observed CPI. Internal transfers include aligning the Real Estate
Division under Environmental Affairs (transfer of 8 FTE), creating a Compliance and Security BCL
(transfer of 14 FTE), aligning employee assignments to budget (transfer of 2.5 FTE), creating new
Capital BCLs to better align with the 2012-2017 Proposed CIP, creating separate Long-term and
Short-term Purchased Power BCLs, and correcting a purchased power reduction in the 2012 Endorsed
Budget to the correct BCL (transfer of $3.3 million).
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Seattle City Light

Expenditure Overview

Appropriations

Operations & Maintenance

Office of Superintendent
Budget Control Level

Power Supply O&M
Budget Control Level

Conservation Resources and
Environmental Affairs O&M
Budget Control Level

Distribution Services
Budget Control Level

Customer Services
Budget Control Level

Human Resources
Budget Control Level

Financial Services - O&M
Budget Control Level

Compliance and Security
Budget Control Level

Power Purchase

Purchased Power
Budget Control Level

Short-Term Purchased Power
Budget Control Level

Long-Term Purchased Power
Budget Control Level

Summit
Code

SCL100

SCL210

SCL220

SCL310

SCL320

SCL400

SCL500

SCL900

SCL700

SCL710

SCL720

2010
Actuals

2,767,756

59,695,649

66,802,073

63,830,214

26,119,347

5,754,877

27,719,674

330,209,710

2011
Adopted

2,876,578

63,200,413

48,129,846

68,103,313

27,733,445

6,837,070

34,981,446

338,995,283

City of Seattle—2012 Proposed Budget

-400-

2012
Endorsed

2,916,667

66,225,632

50,070,070

71,568,827

28,402,473

6,764,195

29,155,810

358,635,217

2012

Proposed

2,923,085

62,449,375

57,757,071

71,786,036

26,847,557

6,790,858

28,988,915

2,825,188

67,121,923

284,741,917



Seattle City Light

Summit 2010 2011 2012 2012
Appropriations Code Actuals Adopted  Endorsed  Proposed

General Expense

General Expenses SCL800 64,875,152 68,064,440 71,300,685 76,790,566
Budget Control Level

Debt Service Budget Control Level SCL810 118,371,944 142,658,754 173,113,109 178,150,503

Taxes Budget Control Level SCL820 69,515,761 74,139,040 77,559,239 78,472,239
Capital

Power Supply & Environmental SCL250 62,610,279 57,845,507 43,973,100 46,196,214

Affairs - CIP Budget Control Level

Customer Focused - CIP SCL370 0 0 0 71,268,536
Budget Control Level

Customer Services and Energy SCL350 102,467,134 133,139,515 153,217,344 0
Delivery - CIP
Budget Control Level

Transmission and Distribution - SCL360 0 0 0 64,871,719
CIP Budget Control Level

Financial Services - CIP Budget SCL550 6,402,909 6,461,855 7,973,849 7,789,846
Control Level

Department Total 1,007,142,478 1,073,166,505 1,140,876,217 1,135,771,548

Department Full-time Equivalents Total* 1,839.10 1,810.50 1,810.50 1,810.50
* 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 City Light

Revenue Overview

2012 Estimated Revenues for the City Light Fund

Summit
Code

443310
443310
443310

443310

443310
443345
443345
443345
443345

431010
431200
431200
443250
443250
443345
443380
443380
443380
443380
443380
443380
443380
443380
461100
461100
462900

462900
469990
473010
482000
482000
541830

Source

Energy Sales to Customers

Out of System Sales

Retail Energy Revenue from Current
Diversion, Un-Permitted House Rewires
and No Longer Allowing Flat-Rate
Billings

Seattle Green
Power/GreenUp/Community Solar

Total Retail Revenue

Sales from Priest Rapids

Article 49 Sale to Pend Oreille Country
Basis Sales

Other Power Related Services

Surplus Energy Sales

Total Wholesale Sales

Operating Grants

BPA Conservation & Renewables Credit
BPA Payments for Conservation Deferred
Other O&M Revenue

Revenue From Damage

BPA Credit for South Fork Tolt

Account Change Fees

Construction & Miscellaneous Charges
Late Payment Fees

Pole Attachments

Property Rentals

Reconnect Charges

Transmission Attach. & Cell Sites
Water Heater & Miscellaneous Rentals
Interest

Sale of Property, Material & Equip.
North Mountain Substation (Snohomish
PUD)

Transmission Sales

Conservation - Customer Payments
Capital Fees and Grants

Contributions in Aid of Construction
Suburban Undergrounding
Reimbursement for CCSS - 0&M

Total Other

2010
Actuals

613,396,765
0
0

1,312,407

614,709,172

6,398,276
1,579,287
972,312
13,107,058
109,457,304

131,514,238

2,969,721
2,486,316
10,303
8,647,828
1,346,407
3,382,401
1,286,924
1,053
4,309,804
1,635,651
2,761,543
249,554
1,316,187
160,705
3,846,132
90,000
224,955

2,728,472
0
3,870,585
17,404,026
356,281
930,829

60,015,676

2011
Adopted

648,272,869
0
2,106,000

330,000

650,708,869

0

1,696,984
5,712,483
14,683,607
137,526,911

159,619,985

300,000
1,864,737
4,732,690
5,374,846
1,564,569
3,462,462
1,455,656
1,135,719
3,706,548
2,024,393
1,289,963

248,395
2,719,612

187,680
4,427,862
2,546,256

369,978

1,819,226
0

96,000
26,779,093
691,417
2,297,581

69,094,684
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2012
Endorsed

688,927,974
0
2,106,000

385,000

691,418,974

9,500,000
1,738,071
7,289,147
7,667,701
151,190,694

177,385,612

115,000

0

0
5,501,958
1,596,840
3,382,347
1,492,047
1,161,396
3,794,205
2,073,390
1,320,470
254,269
2,749,843
192,119
10,372,915
2,250,000
377,974

1,853,497
0

101,000
19,351,023
924,094
2,297,581

61,161,968

2012
Proposed

671,910,329
0
2,106,000

3,130,000

677,146,329

4,917,295
1,669,835

0

7,319,141
151,190,694

165,096,963

3,867,659
0
4,926,389
5,501,958
1,596,840
3,637,892
1,492,047
1,161,396
3,794,205
2,073,390
1,320,470
254,269
2,749,843
192,119
5,377,885
2,250,000
381,414

3,063,776
0

176,352
25,285,000
863,651
2,350,543

72,317,098



2012 Estimated Revenues for the City Light Fund - continued

Summit 2010
Code Source Actuals
Total Revenues 806,239,086
379100 Transfers from Construction Fund 200,903,392
Total Transfers 200,903,392

Total Resources 1,007,142,478

Appropriation by Budget Control Level
Operations and Maintenance

Seattle City Light

2011 2012 2012
Adopted Endorsed Proposed

879,423,538 929,966,554 914,560,390
193,742,967 210,909,663 221,211,158

193,742,967 210,909,663 221,211,158

1,073,166,505 1,140,876,217 1,135,771,548

Office of Superintendent Budget Control Level

2010
Expenditures/FTE Actuals
Office of Superintendent 2,767,756
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 18.75

outside of the budget process may not be detailed here.

The purpose of the Office of the Superintendent Budget Control Level is to provide leadership and
broad departmental policy direction to ensure the effective delivery of reliable electric power,
provide responsive customer service, and maintain the financial health of the utility. The Utility's
communications and governmental affairs functions are included in this Budget Control Level.

2011 2012 2012

Adopted Endorsed Proposed
2,876,578 2,916,667 2,923,085

18.75 18.75 17.75

*FTE totals are provided for informational purposes only. Changes in FTEs resulting from City Council or Personnel Director actions
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Seattle City Light
Appropriations by Budget Control Level (BCL)

Power Supply O&M Budget Control Level

The purpose of the Power Supply O&M Budget Control Level is to provide clean, safe, economic,
efficient, reliable sources of electric power for City Light customers. This Budget Control Level
supports the power generation and power marketing operations of the utility. Utility-wide support
services such as shops, real estate, fleet, and facility management services are also included in this
Budget Control Level.

2010 2011 2012 2012
Expenditures/FTE Actuals Adopted Endorsed Proposed
Power Supply O&M 59,695,649 63,200,413 66,225,632 62,449,375
Full-Time Equivalents Total* 286.96 282.96 282.96 274.46

*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.

Conservation Resources and Environmental Affairs O&M Budget Control Level
The purpose of the Conservation Resources and Environmental Affairs O&M Budget Control Level is
to design and implement demand-side conservation measures that offset the need for additional
generation resources, and to ensure that the Utility generates and delivers energy in an
environmentally responsible manner. This Budget Control Level also supports the Utility's renewable
resou