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SALLY R. REED

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

713 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION/LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
(213) 974-1101

April 25, 1996

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles

383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Supervisors:
1996-97 PROPOSED COUNTY BUDGET (3-VOTES)

The Los Angeles County Proposed Budget for 1996-97 totals $11.9 billion, reflecting a
decrease of $220.5 million in total requirements.

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS ALL FUNDS 1996-97
(Millions of dollars)
Fund 1995-96 1996-97 %

Ad . Allow. Proposed Change Change

Total General County $ 98876 |3% 966873 (2189) (2.2)
Special Districts and Funds 2,241.3 2,239.7 (1.6) (0.1)
Total Budgets $ 121289 |9% 11,9084 | $ (220.5) (1.8)
Budgeted Positions 84,393.3 80,587.2 (3,806.1) (4.5)

Overview and Vision 2000 - " A Pivotal Juncture for Strategic County Restructuring"

The 1996-97 Proposed Budget essentially maintains County operations at the current year
level, including selective funding of certain high priority program increases. We believe
the proposed funding levels are required largely due to maintenance of effort (MOE) and
federal and State matching requirements. Curtailments were largely avoidable through
use of one-time funding for ongoing operations -- a practice which must be phased out
over the next few years if the County's financial situation is to be stabilized. The rationale
upon which these recommendations are based reflects a compromise -- a balance
between what would represent professional fiscal best practice and what we believe meets
your Board's priorities, as well as what is operationally and practically achievable in terms
of additional, substantial cuts within a one-year time frame.
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In view of the significant reductions already experienced by departments over the past
several years, as further outlined in this letter, and our somewhat optimistic projections
regarding such factors as fund balance and excess retirement system earnings, the
Proposed Budget is stretched as far as it will go. With regard to use of one-time revenues
for ongoing expenses, while we cannot recommend complete diversion of such funds
exclusively to one-time uses this year, our recommendations include a commitment to
achieve this redirection over the next few years, as further explained below.

This multi-year initiative is an example of the strategic restructuring the County will be
pursuing consistent with Vision 2000 -- a strategic planning effort adopted by your Board
on the initiative of Chairman Michael D. Antonovich. Vision 2000 will enable us to escape
the current annual budget crisis mode and chart a preferred future, based on the priority
County values of quality public service, cost-effectiveness and containment, sustainable
revenues, and overall prudent fiscal policy. We have referenced below some of the more
compelling examples where departments have embarked on creative new initiatives and
other multi-year budget strategies embracing Vision 2000 principles.

Structural Gap Has Been Addressed With Both Ongoing and One-Time Solutions

The County's structural gap of approximately $1 billion, and the manner in which the
County has been addressing it, is shown on Figure 1, page 3. This structural imbalance
was largely created by the State's property tax shift and exacerbated by the recession and
declining federal funds. Figure 1 begins with fiscal year 1991-92 — the last year when the
County was able to provide for essential, critical needs with reliable revenues; even at that
ievel, the County was focusing on achieving efficiencies wherever possible.

Were it not for the property tax shift, County expenditures would likely have gradually risen
consistent with the Consumer Price Index (CPl). Due to the structural gap, actual
expenditures were, of necessity, less. Figure 1 demonstrates the degree to which the
structural gap in funding for ongoing operations was addressed with both ongoing and one-
time solutions. Ongoing solutions have included efficiencies, service reductions/
curtailments, and additional revenues, while one-time solutions included use of one-time
revenues for operational costs, as well as borrowing, deferrals, and mortgaging. Relying
on one-time revenues for operating expenses is imprudent for two reasons. First, it
represents a deferral of the actions necessary to achieve fiscal stability. Second, and
equally important, it denies funding for one-time expenditures, such as capital facilities and
automation projects, which are required to efficiently function in the future.
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Figure 1: Structural Gap
Compared with Budget Adjusted for CPl Growth
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Closing of this gap with diversion of one-time revenues to non-operating costs represents
our Vision 2000 approach to gradually end reliance on one-time revenues for ongoing
expenses, as further illustrated in subsequent figures.

Redirection of One-Time Revenue to One-Time Uses

Figure 2 on page 4 displays the consequences of continuing our reliance on one-time
revenues for ongoing expenses into the future, leaving a significant proportion of the
County budget and its critical services vulnerable to the fluctuations and uncertainties of
one-time revenues. Failure to address this problem would result in a loss of confidence
in the wider community with regard to the County's ability and intention to wean itself from
such reliance. The recent audit of the County conducted by the State Auditor entitled,
" Los Angeles County: Balanced Budgets Will Be a Continuing Challenge," states that "the
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County has relied heavily on short-term solutions to reduce budget shortfalls." This audit
was required by legislation allowing transfer of $50 million in Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (MTA) funds to the County in the current fiscal year.

Figure 2: Continued Use of One-Time Financing
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Figure 3 on page 5 depicts our strategy to redirect fund balance over the next few years
increasingly to urgent capital projects and information technology (IT) investments, with
commensurate decreases in use of one-time monies for ongoing expenses. Specifically,
we are recommending that no more than $150 million in fund balance be used for General
Fund operating expenses in 1996-97, with any excess fund balance allocated as follows:

50 percent to departments generating the savings for one-time uses in the next fiscal
year; and

50 percent to a central designation for capital projects and IT efforts, to be allocated
subsequently by your Board.
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Figure 3: Redirection of One-Time Financing I
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The reliance on fund balance for operating expenses should be reduced to $100 million
in 1997-98, and $50 million in 1998-99, with all fund balance diverted to one-time uses in
1999-2000. Similarly, we are recommending that our reliance on annual excess earnings
from the Los Angeles County Employees Retirement Association (LACERA) be reduced,
optimally by achieving ongoing reductions in annual LACERA contributions by County
departments; it is our hope that LACERA's current actuarial report will provide a foundation
for such permanent reductions.

Achievement of reduced reliance on one-time revenues for ongoing expenses will depend
on the diligent efforts of all departments to employ their Vision 2000 strategies in further
reducing costs, maximizing economies, and generating new sustainable revenues. It will
also depend on your Board continuing to hold County salaries down -- this has proven to
be one of the most successful cost-containment tools employed by your Board in
addressing the County's fiscal challenges. Again, the State Auditor's report indicated that,
"the County's efforts to address employee compensation issues are starting to show
savings." If, at some point in the future, salary increases are recommended, | believe an
equal amount of reductions, efficiencies, or additional revenue over the amount needed
to offset the loss of one-time revenues must be shown to finance such increases.
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In addition to holding compensation costs down, your Board has also taken strong action,
particularly in the current year budget, to largely reject quick-fix solutions which the County
had relied upon in the past, including deferrals, loans, mortgaging assets, and other one-
time solutions, and effected a significant downsizing of County operations to match
available financing.

As further discussed below, we do not believe increases in major County revenue sources
can be counted upon to backfill reduced reliance on one-time revenues. Figure 3 reflects
our plan to bring operational costs down to the level of sustainable revenues. This plan
is further illustrated in Figure 4 below, which depicts, not only the diminishing reliance on
fund balance for operating expenses, but also the corresponding increases in diversion of
such revenues to long-delayed investments in the County physical infrastructure, as well
as potentially cost-saving and efficiency-enhancing technology investments.

Figure 4: General Fund Reliance on Fund Balance for Operations
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Redirection of All One-Time Monies in One Year Would be Impractical

While pure fiscal prudence might dictate ending our reliance on one-time revenues for
ongoing costs all at once in 1996-97, the programmatic consequences of such a step
would be devastating to County departments and the public, and | do not believe such cuts
would be sustainable with your Board. First, MOE and County match requirements
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severely limit reduction options. Failure to maintain MOE levels or County match funding
results in revenue losses from State or federal sources several times the net County cost
(NCC) savings.

in order to redirect all one-time monies in the budget to one-time uses, it would require
NCC cuts of approximately 40 percent in all unrestricted General Fund departments. On
top of the significant reductions and curtailments already experienced by County
departments in recent years, as further outlined below, such cuts are simply not
operationally realistic or practical.

As discussed under "Financing Assumptions in Proposed Budget," we are projecting a
certain level of excess LACERA earnings to be used as a general financing source,
although we also believe contribution rates could be permanently reduced to an
appropriate level rather than rely on annual excess earnings. We should note that
LACERA's recommendation was to include no excess earnings in the Proposed Budget,
and rather to wait until actual excess earnings are determined in August 1996, placing any
such revenue in reserves. While | would have preferred this approach as well, it was not
pursued due to the level of curtailments this would have required in the Proposed Budget.

Departments Have Been Tightly Squeezed Over Last Five Years

As we have previously stressed to your Board, the growth of unfunded mandates, required
matches, and MOE requirements continue to seriously erode that portion of the budget
where your Board can exercise any discretion or flexibility. The State Auditor's report
acknowledges that, "designated revenues and [MOE] limit the County's flexibility."
Reliance by County departments on NCC has been generally trending downward over the
past several years, further reducing remaining flexibility and non-service impact-related
cost-savings opportunities. Budgeted position levels have been similarly reduced. Figure
5 demonstrates these reductions since fiscal year 1991-92. It should be noted that the
figures included in the table are simply a budget to budget comparison, and may not
precisely reflect the true impact of reductions that departments have experienced due to
absorption of inflationary increases, expanded or new programs, or loss of revenue.
However, overall, it provides useful insight into the impact of the County's prolonged
budget problems on departmental operations.

As shown on the chart, the most dramatic reductions have been among general
government departments with NCC reductions of 36.47 percent and position reductions
of 19.20 percent. This is due to the lack of independent funding and absence of match or
MOE requirements for most of these departments. While some law and justice, as well as
social service departments, have also experienced substantial reductions, overall, these
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programs show small increases. This is largely due to MOE and match requirements in
these programs combined with the entitlement nature of the revenues. With regard to the
Department of Health Services (DHS), although NCC has grown slightly over the years,
the Department’s net operating expenditures have decreased by 8.10 percent and will
decrease further in 1996-97.

Figure 5: Budget and Position Comparison

ADOPTED ADJALLOW PERCENTAGE
1991-92 1995-96 CHANGE CHANGE

GENERAL GOVERNMENT

NetCounty Cost $287,516,000 $182,658,000 | ($104,858,000) -36.47%

Budgeted Positions 10437.0 8,433.2 (2,003.8) -19.20%
HEALTH SRVCS/ENT HOSP SUM

NetAppropriation $2,5649,750,000 | $2,343,112,000 | ($206,638,000) -8.10%

Budgeted Positions 26,517.2 25,733.9 (783.3) -2.95%
LAW AND JUSTICE

NetCounty Cost $1,468,610,000 | $1,497,639,000 $29,029,000 1.98%

Budgeted Positions 25,883.3 25,766.7 (116.6) -0.45%
SOCIAL SERVICES

NetCounty Cost $166,220,000 $178,385,000 $12,165,000 7.32%

Budgeted Positions 141414 16,195.5 2,054.1 14.53%

As the County's budget challenges deepened in recent years, County departments have
been increasingly forced to reduce their reliance on NCC by downsizing operations,
pursuing maximum efficiencies, absorbing inflationary and caseload increases, and
aggressively generating alternative sources of revenue. These previous actions leave little
room for additional sizeable curtailments, particularly in general government departments.

Federal and State Laws Limit County Ability to Reduce Cost

As noted previously, the constraints placed on the County by MOE and match
requirements shackle your Board's ability to reduce cost. In all large departments, a
reduction in NCC leads to a devastating downward spiral. If the Sheriff or District Attorney
are allocated less than required MOE funding, a like amount of public safety sales tax
dollars are reallocated to other taxing agencies; therefore, a one dollar reduction in County
funding results in a two dollar loss to services. If DHS or Mental Health is allocated less
than the required County match, the entire realignment revenues of $848.4 million would
be lost to the County in 1996-97. In Children Services and Public Social Services,
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reductions in required matches generate losses of two to five times that amount in lost
federal and State resources.

Although the MOEs for Public Social Services and Probation are only applicable to 1995-
96, Probation’s is likely to be reinstated with camps funding for 1996-97 and Public Social
Services’ is pending current legislative efforts to continue the County match waiver. While
the State has been critical of the County's failure to reduce cost, it has continued to add
MOE and match requirements each year. The Assessor, Public Social Services, and
Probation were added to the list in 1995-96, and any funding for court costs is expected
to include a match requirement. The history of these MOE provisions is instructive:

-- Probation 1996

-- Public Social Services 1995

-- Assessor 1995

-- District Attorney/Sheriff 1994 (Proposition 172)
-- Mental Health/Health Services 1991 (Realignment)

-- Health Services 1979 (AB 8)

It is recommended that the Board pursue across-the-board elimination of MOEs in this
year's legislative effort. While the State insists that the County reduce its costs, it
repeatedly constrains our ability to do so.

Summary of Major County Programs/Operations in Proposed Budget

We believe our recommendations for the 1996-97 Proposed Budget meet your Board's
program priorities and provide departments with the funding which they agree will allow
them to generally maintain current services. The following summarizes some of our key
recommendations as they relate to the County's major program areas.

-- Law and Justice: We had considered recommending funding for both the Sheriff and
District Attorney only at the minimum MOE level. However, in view of the high priority
placed by your Board on these programs, we did not believe that the level of funding
and service curtailment that this would have required would be approved since our
recommended reductions would have been similar to those rejected last year. Through
increased revenues, reallocation of existing resources, as well as overmatch funding,
a number of critical justice and public safety programs were funded. For example:

e The Sheriff used increased public safety sales tax revenues to fund Three-Strikes
costs; staffing for the work release program; crime lab equipment replacement; as
well as custody facility infrastructure improvement programs, including
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improvements to the Men's Central Jail and remedial efforts to address subsidence
problems at Sybil Brand Institute.

e The District Attorney's Asset Forfeiture Fund, public safety sales tax revenues, and
Family Support budget savings were used to help finance the Criminal budget.

e The Public Defender's budget reflects a $5 million increase for adding attorneys
and support staff in order to eliminate Public Defender-declared unavailability in
juvenile and misdemeanor courts throughout the County.

e The reallocation of savings in the Coroner's budget provided funding for
7.0 positions for the forensic laboratories and improved response time for removal
of decedents and the issuance of forensic and mortuary death certificates.

e The Probation Department budget recommendations assume continuation of Title
IV-A Emergency Assistance revenues in the form of a block grant, but at a reduced
level. Due to this fact, as well as cost increases, our recommendations include the
elimination of the supervised release section of pretrial services, elimination of the
work furlough contract, removal of 18-year olds from placement, and a small
reduction in adult supervision.

e Through a joint agreement with the Superior Court, we are recommending $9.1
million in funding to bring their budget to the 1995-96 expenditure level. Although
this funding level is insufficient to meet all of the $26.3 million in needs identified
by the Court, they are committed to operating within their budget next fiscal year.

Due to prior year curtailments, the Sheriff's Department has had to close three custody
facilities which housed over 5,000 inmates; this severe reduction in jail capacity has,
in part, led to the early release of sentenced prisoners and the potential inability to
house some felony offenders pending trial. Therefore, a high public safety priority for
1996-97 is to fund the opening and operation of one of the towers in the new Twin
Towers detention facility. Should the Legislature act to allow counties to continue
collection of local taxes imposed or increased following passage of Proposition 62, we
recommend that $18 million in such revenues be committed to opening one of the
towers.

Health Services: The Department is working to obtain approval before June 30, 1996
from the federal Health and Human Services Agency for Phase Il of the 1115 Waiver
to secure stabilization revenue for 1996-97 to provide the time necessary to restructure
our health care system. In accordance with your Board’s approved program, the
budget anticipates: 1) the privatization of 22 health centers, and 2) a further reduction
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in the NCC commitment to Rancho Los Amigos Medical Center ($28.8 million) which
will entail service reductions at this facility.

Social Services: The Department of Public Social Services (DPSS) is working to obtain
another County match waiver for 1996-97. However, if unsuccessful, we are
recommending as an alternative, that the Department pursue a three-month time limit
for employable General Relief (GR) recipients, as allowed by SB 681; should the
waiver be approved, we would not recommend this restriction at this time. With the
exception of a 6 percent increase in the In Home Supportive Services program
caseload, the Department projects a decline in other assistance caseloads.

In order to prevent service curtailments resulting from the reduced 1996-97 State MOE
requirement, the Department of Mental Health's budget provides an overmatch of
$2.1 million, anticipated Vehicle License Fee realignment revenue, retirement savings,
and Section 1115 Medicaid Waiver revenues.

General Government: The 1996-97 Proposed Budget primarily recommends funding
to maintain services at the current level for general government departments. Of
particular significance are the following:

e The Department of Beaches and Harbors is projecting a revenue increase of
18 percent, after payment of debt service on Marina del Rey Certificates of
Participation. This is primarily due to better-than-anticipated rental rate arbitration
results for Marina leaseholds, full-year revenue from the eight beaches acquired
from the State of California, and increased revenue from the new marketing and
parking contracts.

e The Assessor's budget reflects funding for staffing resources necessary to qualify
for the second year of the three-year State-County Property Tax Administration
Loan Program.

Vision 2000 New Initiatives and Multi-Year Budget Planning Efforts

As a consequence of your Board's continued focus on maximum efficiency, cost-

effectiveness, and revenue generation -- coupled with the strategic planning framework
provided by Vision 2000 -- County departments have devised a number of significant
creative new initiatives and multi-year budget planning efforts to enable them to continue
providing essential services while reducing reliance on additional NCC. Many of these
initiatives involve redirecting expenditures to investments in multi-year restructuring and
efficiencies with the objective of achieving more stable and sustainable financial footing
over time.
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A few of the most prominent examples:

Section 1115 Medicaid Waiver: Health Services is aggressively pursuing a Medicaid
demonstration project to address the County’s fiscal crisis by helping to stabilize our
health care system and to foster a unique restructuring process to transform our large,
decentralized operations into an integrated system that will focus on the provision of
comprehensive ambulatory and preventive health care to Medicaid and indigent
populations through both public and private providers.

Medi-Cal Eligibility Determination Function at Hospitals: DPSS is working with DHS
to allow DPSS eligibility workers to assume the Medi-Cal eligibility function at DHS
hospitals, thereby accessing additional Medi-Cal revenue and generating cost savings
for DHS. The departments plan to pilot this effort first at Martin Luther King, Jr./Drew
and Harbor/UCLA Medical Centers. Position and funding adjustments necessary to
implement this pilot will be recommended in final changes.

Increase in Federal Eligibility Rate for Children Served by County: The Proposed
Budget does not include an increase in the Department of Children and Family

Services (DCFS) Assistance Budget (payments to out-of-home care providers). To
maintain the Assistance Budget at the 1995-96 level, the Department will improve
federal and State revenue by increasing the federal eligibility rate for children served
by the Department. DCFS will further seek to meet its Assistance Budget goals
through a broader-based plan which includes increasing adoptions, promoting
community-based placement, and expanding family preservation and emancipation
services.

Transfer of Community Regional Parks to Cities: The Department of Parks and
Recreation is reluctantly proposing a two-year effort to transition community regional
parks to those cities in which they are located and to the State, thereby generating
savings in facility, recreation and pool programs. As a phased approach, the
Department is considering transferring four of eight community regional parks or

sharing the costs of operating these facilities on a 50/50 partnership basis during 1996-
97.

Enhanced Audit Function: The Auditor-Controller is seeking to expand management
and performance audits, as well as examining methods to enhance audit staff
independence by reducing the Department's reliance on payment for audit services.

Library Charges: The Public Library is seeking to work in cooperation with the
California Library Association to develop legislation eliminating legal barriers and
establishing broader authority for public libraries to charge library service fees.
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-- Improved County Cash Flow: The Treasurer and Tax Collector is seeking to transition
the County's collection and disbursement activities to an electronic funds transfer-
based payment collection and data interchange processing system, which would
enhance the County's cash flow and maximize revenues.

-- Job Order Contracting: The Internal Services Department is implementing a Job Order
Contracting process to provide craft services based on demand, providing greater
flexibility in responding to emergencies and meeting fluctuating workload needs, and
allowing for cost reductions when demand diminishes.

- Public Defender Fee: The Public Defender will aggressively pursue legislation
authorizing an administrative registration fee of $25 for all clients able to pay.

Financing Assumptions in Proposed Budget

In January of this year, | advised your Board of a projected $516.7 shortfall, including DHS,
based upon information available at the time. The Proposed Budget | am submitting
closes this gap primarily through improved projections and assumptions relating to one-
time funding sources -- predominately fund balance, excess LACERA earnings, and
segments of the Section 1115 Medicaid Waiver for DHS.

When we provided the forecast in January, we did not include fund balance or excess
LACERA earnings as departments were not projecting savings, and LACERA indicated
an inability to provide any estimate of excess earnings. Further, negotiations on the
Medicaid Waiver were still in process. As stated above, we do not view continued use of
such one-time funding for ongoing expenditures to be a healthy financing approach, and
we urgently recommend that your Board commit to reducing this reliance over the next
three years as explained above.

The Proposed Budget is balanced utilizing certain assumptions and projections which we
view as reasonable, but which cannot be conclusively validated at this time; further, many
unknown factors, including the ultimate shape of Medicare, Medicaid, and welfare reform
at the federal level, have not been factored into our assumptions at this time.

Our assumptions include the following:

-- Trends in Major Revenue Sources: Figure 6 on page 14, provides a forecast of
projected revenue from the County's major central financing elements -- property tax,
sales tax, and vehicle license fees. As indicated, we do not see any basis for
anticipating significant growth in these funding sources, apart from vehicle license fees.
This underscores the need for the County to permanently readjust to limited levels of
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expenditure. While we will continue to aggressively seek new or increased sources of
sustainable revenue, it does not appear from our projections that it would be prudent
to expect dramatic general revenue improvement to a degree which could restore the
County to pre-recessionary/pre-property tax shift levels.

Figure 6: Trend in Major Financing Sources
Los Angeles County General Fund

Major Financing Dollars
(Billions)

0 1 1 | H 1 | 1 1 1
FY 91-92 FY 93-94 FY 95-96 FY 97-98 FY 99-2000
Fiscal Year

— Major Financing Sources

Uncertain Revenue Assumptions:

There are three major areas in which we have assumed revenue improvements which
must be monitored and may require significant adjustment; these are:

-- Waiver of County match for DPSS, as was provided in 1995-96;
-- Federal Title IV-A Emergency Assistance funding for Probation camps; and
-- Section 1115 Medicaid Waiver for DHS (especially the four component extensions).

In each case, we recommend that loss of revenue be accommodated through
reductions in the affected department's expenditures.

Revenue-Raising Authority/Mandate Relief: We anticipate little in terms of new
revenue, additional revenue-raising authority, or further mandate relief from the State
and federal governments.

Fund Balance: Our budget assumptions include generation of at least $150 million in
current year fund balance to assist in financing the 1996-97 General Fund budget.






The Honorable Board of Supervisors
April 25, 1996
Page 15

Similarly, the DHS budget assumes fund balance of $146.4 million. In recent years,
we have generated an average of $200 million in year end fund balance in the General
Fund (not including DHS), and while the most recent estimated actuals from
departments do not reflect this level of projected savings, we believe departmental
projections are conservative. However, we do not believe we will generate as much
this year as in the recent past due to departmental savings that the Board has already
assumed and redirected, including savings from the hiring freeze and reductions in
services and supplies.

As referenced above, we are recommending that any year-end fund balance generated
in excess of this amount be set aside for IT projects and urgent capital expenditures.

Excess LACERA Earnings: Our existing agreement with LACERA provides for transfer
of 75 percent of surplus investment earnings from LACERA on an annual basis which
reduces the County's retirement contribution. LACERA has been reluctant to provide
projections of excess retirement investment earnings or retirement cost savings;
consequently, our initial forecast reflected no such surplus/savings for 1996-97;
absence of this funding would have required additional absorption by departments.

We believe that LACERA will be able to generate a greater amount of surplus earnings
and/or cost savings that can be made available to support County programs for 1996-
97 as compared to the current year. We believe this projection is justified due to the
increased level of realized gains that LACERA has experienced through the first seven
months of the fiscal year as compared to the prior year.

Therefore, the Proposed Budget anticipates an estimated $249 million in excess
LACERA earnings; this amount reflects an increase of $72.7 million over the current
year level. We should note that the additional amount of projected savings in
departmental budgets has not as yet been reduced from those affected units in the
Proposed Budget. We will recommend appropriate adjustments in final changes.

Proposition 62: Funding is not included in the Proposed Budget from local taxes
imposed or increased without voter approval following passage of Proposition 62. We
believe such funds should be impounded pending final court resolution of this issue or
legislation authorizing local jurisdictions to continue collecting such taxes already
imposed. As referenced above, should the County be authorized to keep this revenue,
estimated at $49 million annually, we are recommending that $18 million ($36 million
annually) be committed to opening one tower in the Twin Towers Detention Facility,
with the remainder allocated to your Board's reserve for budgetary uncertainties.
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Among the factors for which we cannot predict specific impacts at this time, and therefore
have not incorporated into our budget recommendations, are the following:

COPS Funding: Potential additional revenue for public safety departments which could
result from the Governor's Citizens' Option for Public Safety (COPS) recommendation,
which would allow taxpayers, on their personal tax forms, to allocate 1 percent of their
income tax liability to local law enforcement purposes. As an alternative, the State
Legislative Analyst's Office is recommending a $150 million reversal of the property tax
shift, with local agencies authorized to spend the monies at their discretion.

Trial Court Funding: The Governor's 1996-97 Proposed State Budget includes a
proposal to require counties to contribute to the Trial Court Trust Fund an amount
equal to the level of funding provided for courts in 1994-95; in exchange, the State
would bear all costs in excess of the County contribution, including future cost
increases. As these provisions may undergo modifications as the Governor's Budget
moves through the Legislature, our assumptions do not incorporate the impacts of this
proposal at this point.

Three-Strikes Costs: As requested by your Board, we are currently evaluating
alternative, and potentially cost-saving, implementation approaches pursued by other
California counties which the County may wish to consider. The results of this
evaluation are anticipated in late April. Therefore, except for a small enhancement in
the Sheriff's budget and the potential allocation for Twin Towers, our assumptions do
not include any prospective impact from implementation of alternative Three-Strikes
approaches at this time.

Federal Health/Welfare Funding Changes: The federal government continues to
examine various welfare and Medicaid/Medicare reform proposals; some involving

block grants at levels sharply lower than current needs. The Governor's 1996-97
Proposed State Budget also reflects various welfare reforms and restrictions. As these
proposals could be modified significantly before enactment, we cannot predict specific
impacts at this time. However, most such proposals currently under discussion would
severely reduce subvention to the County and potentially result in substantial increases
in local General Relief costs, as federal/State welfare recipients are eliminated from
those programs.

Blue Ribbon Budget Task Force: The Blue Ribbon Budget Task Force was appointed
by your Board to assist in recommending long-term, strategic solutions to the County's
budget challenges as you proceed with addressing the 1996-97 budget and those of
subsequent years. Task Force recommendations were not available in time for
consideration in conjunction with development of the 1996-97 Proposed Budget.
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-- Constitutional Revision Commission: The Commission's recommendations, if adopted,
could have significant impact on the scope of County program responsibility and
authority, as well as upon major revenues and program costs. We anticipate significant
modifications to the Commission's recommendations as they proceed through the
Legislature; therefore, the Proposed Budget does not reflect any impacts from these
recommendations.

We should caution your Board that, projections and assumptions being what they are,
some may not materialize as we have anticipated. We plan to revisit our assumptions in
late August 1996 once such major factors as year-end fund balance, LACERA excess
earnings, and the Final State Budget are determined. Should any of these factors cause
a gap in County funding, we will present recommendations to close this gap through means
available at the time, including legislative relief, additional revenue, additional efficiencies,
and cost reductions.

Strategy to Achieve Prudent Fiscal Management

The County has made enormous progress in its efforts to achieve prudent fiscal
management. While much remains to be done, it is important to note the progress made:

- No more borrowing to finance ongoing operations (e.g., rejection of the loan from the
MTA);

- No irresponsible revenue projections;

-- No selling or mortgaging of assets;

- Aggressive efforts to undo pension enhancements,

-- Frozen salary levels; and

- Major improvements in cash flow management.

This budget recommends a multi-year strategy to accomplish the additional steps
necessary to achieve prudent fiscal management:

Phase out use of one-time monies for ongoing expenditures;

- Invest in -- and protect -- our capital plant;

Improve efficiency through technology and improved operational practices; and
Build adequate reserves.

If some gradual improvement in revenue is achieved over the next few years, continuation
of this year's base level of NCC appropriation by department will allow a phase-out of one-
time funding allocated to operations and the development of adequate capital investment
programs and reserves.
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Summary

Once again, our recommendations in the 1996-97 Proposed Budget represent what can
best be described as a compromise between what is most fiscally advisable, and what is
operationally and practically feasible. While the budget continues to rely on a level of one-
time funding that | strongly believe needs to be reduced, | also recognize that your Board
has taken a number of steps to improve the County’s fiscal health. My recommendations
include a strong commitment to eliminate reliance on one-time funding for ongoing
expenses over the next few years.

Our projections indicate little, if any, increase in general County revenues over the next few
years, and there is a strong likelihood that we will experience revenue decreases
particularly at the federal level. Therefore, we believe your Board's emphasis on multi-year
strategic budget planning -- as embodied in the Vision 2000 effort -- will be instrumental
in developing cost-saving, innovative, and collaborative approaches to ensuring
maintenance of critical County services with sustainable revenues, yet without cost
increases.

We believe the Proposed Budget meets your Board's program priorities and represents
what departments have indicated they minimally need to maintain services, although all
departments have identified critical needs beyond what this budget provides. In providing
this level of service, and based on our financing assumptions -- some of which are
somewhat optimistic -- | believe this budget is stretched as far as it will go.

The avoidance of serious curtailments in this budget was achievable only due to the
continued use of one-time monies for operating expenses - a practice we cannot continue
in the coming years if the County is to regain the full confidence of our residents, the State
and federal government, and the financial community. We must utilize Vision 2000 cost-
saving and revenue-generating strategies to maintain our critical services within
sustainable financing, rather than unpredictable and fluctuating one-time sources. This
budget is an important step in that process, building upon the actions your Board has

already taken in effecting a necessary downsizing of County operations to match available
financing.
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Budget Timetable

The approved schedule for budget hearings and deliberations is as follows:

Board Action pI

Adopt Proposed Budget; order printing, notice, and

distribution; and schedule hearings April 25
Commence public budget hearings and Beilenson May 8
Hearings

Commence final budget deliberations, and adopt final June 24
budget upon conclusion L

Prior to your deliberations on the final budget for 1996-97, we will be filing supplemental
reports including: the May revisions to the Governor's budget and updates on other 1996-
97 State and federal budget legislation and the impact on the Proposed Budget; final
revisions reflecting our latest estimates of requirements and available funds; issues raised
in public hearings or written testimony; recommendations on the level of Bond Anticipation
Note authorization; reports as required on specific matters with potential fiscal impact; and
reports as instructed by your Board.

Approval of Proposed Budget

The matter before your Board is adoption of the Proposed Budget in order to make it
available for consideration by the public at least ten days prior to the commencement of
budget hearings. Adjustments to the budget, including revisions necessary to reflect your
Board's funding priorities and State and federal budget acticns, can be made during
budget deliberations.

THEREFORE, IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

1. Order such revisions, additions, and changes to the Chief Administrative Officer's
budget recommendations as you deem necessary, and approve the revised figures as
the Proposed Budget for 1996-97; instruct the Auditor-Controller to have the necessary
copies printed; order the publication of the necessary notices and set May 8, 1996 as
the date on which public hearings will begin.

2. Instruct the Auditor-Controller, via the Supplemental Budget Resolution, to allocate
50 percent of any fund balance generated in fiscal year 1995-96 in excess of the






The Honorable Board of Supervisors
April 25, 1996
Page 20

$150 million budgeted in the General Fund in 1996-97, to a Designation for Capital
Projects and Information Technology. Specific allocations from the Designation will be
made by your Board on a project-by-project basis for urgent capital improvements,
repayment of Bond Anticipation Notes, and/or new information technology projects.

3. Allocate the remaining 50 percent of fund balance generated in excess of $150 million
to those departments generating the savings for commitment to one-time expenditures.

4. Should court or legislative action result in the County's ability to continue collecting
local taxes imposed or increased without voter approval since passage of
Proposition 62, instruct the Auditor-Controller to allocate $18 million of such revenue
generated in 1996-97 to the Twin Towers Detention Facility budget, with the remainder
of such revenue allocated to the designation for budgetary uncertainties.

5. Find that a specific need exists to continue the Fire Suppression Benefit Assessment
at its existing amount, and that continuing the Fire Suppression Benefit Assessment
at its current level is necessary to address service deficiencies that will have a serious
adverse effect on public safety; levy the benefit assessment for the Consolidated Fire
Protection District of the County of Los Angeles at its existing amount ranging from
$5.20 to $4,706.12 on improved parcels.

Sincerely,

Gl —

Chief Administrative Officer
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PROPOSED BUDGET

Financial Summary 1996-97
GENERAL AND SPECIAL COUNTY FUNDS AND DISTRICTS

(in Millions of Dollars)

1995-96 1996-97
ADJUSTED PROPOSED PERCENT
ALLOWANCE  BUDGET CHANGE  CHANGE

GENERAL COUNTY $9,887.6 $ 9,668.7 $(218.9) -2.2%
SPECIAL FUNDS 561.9 573.0 11.1 2.0%
SPECIAL DISTRICTS 1,142.5 1,121.4 (21.1) -1.8%
OTHER PROPRIETARY FUNDS 124.8 121.2 (3.6) -2.9%
OTHER FUNDS 4121 4241 12.0 2.9%
TOTAL $12,128.9  $11,908.4 $(220.5) -1.8%

The 1996-97 proposed net operating budget totals $11.9 billion, a decrease of $220.5 million, or 1.8 percent less than
the 1995-96 Adjusted Allowance. The budget represents a balanced plan, devoting limited resources to the highest
priority programs while attempting to maintain basic services. These programs cover a wide range of functions, from
road and flood maintenance, to ensuring the safety of County residents, to providing access to a variety of
recreational and cultural opportunities. The proposals for 1996-97 are subject to public hearings, scheduled for May
1996, and adoption by the Board of Supervisors, anticipated in late June. Changes are detailed by department
and/or funds within the 1996-97 Proposed Budget.

The figures displayed reflect the revenues and expenditures of the County as if it were one large department. This
display does not include certain non-program expenditures and revenues which are included in the budget for
accounting purposes. Inclusion of such amounts increases the dollar amount of the budget and gives the impression
that there are more County resources than are actually available. These amounts, totaling $2.3 billion, artificially
inflate the budget by 20 percent, resulting in an operating budget of $14.2 billion, which is reflected in the Auditor-
Controller budget schedules, pursuant to State Controller requirements.

TOTAL COUNTY TOTAL COUNTY
REQUIREMENTS: $11.9 Billion RESOURCES: $11.9 Billion

- Social Services 32% - Property Taxes 15%
Health 22% State Assistance 35%
Public Protection 20% Federal Assistance 28%
Other 7% {____] Other 22%

[_]Special Districts/Funds  19%






PROPOSED BUDGET

Financial Summary 1996-97
GENERAL COUNTY

(in Millions of Dollars)

1995-96 1996-97
ADJUSTED PROPOSED PERCENT
ALLOWANCE  BUDGET CHANGE = CHANGE

GENERAL FUND $ 82082 § 81517 $ (56.5) -0.7%
HOSPITAL ENTERPRISE FUNDS ~ 1,402.3 1,238.5 (163.8) -11.7%
DEBT SERVICE FUNDS 34.1 35.3 1.2 3.5%
TRIAL COURT OPERATIONS FUND  243.0 243.2 0.2 0.1%
TOTAL $9,887.6 $9,668.7  §(218.9) -2.2%

The 1996-97 proposed net operating budget for general County operations is $9.7 billion, a decrease of $218.9 million,
or 2.2 percent less than the 1995-96 Adjusted Allowance. General County funds provide for a multitude of services to
individuals and communities within the County of Los Angeles. These services include: 1) a law enforcement system;
2) comprehensive court and justice-related services; 3) extensive regulatory services to ensure public and environmental
protection; 4) various health, welfare, and social services; 5) diverse recreational and cultural programs; and 6) essential
government services. Changes in total expenditures primarily reflect the level of federal and State subventions. Available
funds are allocated to meet the highest program priorities as well as State mandates. Changes are detailed by
department within the Budget Summaries section of this document. Debt Service changes are detailed in Volume II.

The figures displayed reflect the revenues and expenditures of general County operations as if they were one large
department. This display does not include certain non-program expenditures and revenues which are included in the
budget for accounting purposes. Inclusion of such amounts increases the dollar amount of the budget and gives the
impression that there are more County resources than are actually available. These amounts, totaling $1.9 billion,
artificially inflate the budget by 20 percent, resulting in an operating budget of $11.6 billion.

GENERAL COUNTY GENERAL COUNTY
REQUIREMENTS: $9.7 Billion RESOURCES: $9.7 Billion

i

Bl social Services 40% I Property Taxes 12%

% Health 27% State Assistance 41%
Public Protection 25% : Federal Assistance 29%

D Other 8% [ ] other 18%
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BUDGETED POSITIONS

BY MAJOR FUNCTIONAL GROUP
TOTAL BUDGETED POSITIONS: 80,587.2

NUMBER OF POSITIONS

30,000 [0
25,000 [ ¢

21,265.9
20,000 [ &

16,457.3

15000 ) |

S
000 8,341.4 8,312.0

b
5,000

0 Law and Health Social General pecial Funds,
Justice Services Government  Districts, and
MAJOR FUNCTIONAL GROUP Other Proprietary

The 1996-97 Proposed Budget provides funding for 80,587.2 budgeted full-time-equivalent positions, which
represents a reduction of 3,806.1 positions from the 1995-96 level of 84,393.3. As depicted in the chart, 59 percent
of the budgeted positions in the County are in both the law and justice functional group (which includes
Municipal and Superior Court positions) and health functional group (which includes Hospital Enterprise Fund
positions). This is because a significant portion of law and justice and health activities, such as law
enforcement, custody, detention, and hospital operations, requires 24-hour coverage.

The overall reduction in budgeted positions is reflective of the County's continued downsizing efforts to match
decreased local financing, as well as Health Services’ privatization program and current staffing levels. The
major position changes are Health Services (-4,468.0), Internal Services (-193.0), Probation (-40.1), and Parks
and Recreation (-34.3), which are offset by Children and Family Services (+297.4), Sheriff (+224.0), District
Attorney (+184.0), Assessor (+148.0), Fire Department (+63.0), Municipal and Superior Courts (+35.0), and
Public Defender (+34.0).






CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES

MACLAREN CHILDREN'S CENTER
Average Daily Population

The total daily population at MacLaren
Children's Center is comprised of child-
ren ages 0-4 who reside in the nursery,
and children ages 5-18 who reside in
cottage units.

MAJOR CASELOADS

These caseloads reflect the major work-
load of the Department:

Child Protective Service caseloads re-
flect mandated emergency response,
family maintenance and reunification,
and permanent placement services.

The adoption caseloads represent the
number of adoptive services complet-
ed for foster-care children, natural par-
ents, stepparents, and applicants seek-
ing independent adoptions.

NURSERY
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DETENTION POPULATION

SHERIFF INMATE POPULATION

The Sheriff's inmate population, including presen-
tenced and sentenced prisoners, is held in seven
custody facilities located at Central Jail, Sybil
Brand Institute, Peter J. Pitchess Detention Cen-
ter, and the Century Regional Detention Facility.

The projected inmate population reflects court-
ordered maximum capacity, maintained through an
early release program instituted in May 1988.

PROBATION JUVENILE HALLS/
CAMPS POPULATION

The Juvenile Hall population is comprised of
minors ranging in age from eight to eighteen
who are awaiting adjudication and disposition of
legal matters in three separate facilities.

The camps provide treatment, care, custody,
and training for the rehabilitation of delinquent
minors placed in these facilities as wards of the
Juvenile Court for an average period of 23.5
weeks.

Vi
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HEALTH SERVICES

INPATIENT CENSUS

There has been a gradual decrease in hospital
census due to the department's managed care
efforts to emphasize outpatient services, a county-
wide decline in births and vigorous recruitment of
Medi-Cal patients by the private sector.

The fiscal year 1996/97 projected census is prior
to any workload adjustment which may be neces-
sary to balance the Department's expenditures
with available financing.

ESTIMATED AIDS CASES FOR FISCAL
YEARS 1996/1997

AIDS cases, as defined by the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC), are counted in the
fiscal year that the case is first reported. The CDC
definition of AIDS was expanded in 1993, which in-
creased the number of eligible cases reported in
fiscal years 1992/93 and 1993/94. The subsequent
positive trend is reflective of several factors: a lev-
eling of AIDS cases consistent with those prior to
the 1993 change in AIDS definition, and success-
ful prevention education efforts within Los Angeles
County communities.

vii
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PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

AID TO FAMILIES WITH
DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
is authorized under Title IV of the Social Securi-
ty Act. The State mandates that counties admin-
ister this program under Division 9, Part 3,
Chapter 2 of the Welfare and Institutions Code.
The purpose of AFDC is to provide financial sup-
port to families with children who are unable to
provide their own support due to the unemploy-
ment, death or disability of a parent. This chart
reflects the average number of persons aided
each month by fiscal year.

INDIGENT AID

Indigent Aid is a State-mandated program ad-
ministered by counties, defined by Section
17000 of the Welfare and Institutions Code. The
Indigent Aid Program provides financial assis-
tance to indigents who are ineligible for other
State and federal assistance programs. This
program also provides emergency assistance to
individuals and families in temporary need. This
chart reflects the average number of persons
aided each month by fiscal year.
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READER’S GUIDE TO UNDERSTANDING THE BUDGET

The Proposed Budget and the Proposed Budget Capital Projects/Refurbishments Addendum comprise the proposed
financial and operational plan for the County of Los Angeles for fiscal year 1996-97, which begins July 1, 1996 and
ends June 30, 1997. The following general outline is designed to assist the reader in understanding the information
presented in each document.

THE GOVERNING BODY

The County of Los Angeles, a political subdivision of the State of California, is governed by a five-member, elected
Board of Supervisors which has legislative and executive authority.

FINANCIAL STRUCTURE AND OPERATIONS

To secure uniform accounting standards among California’s 58 counties, the State Controller provides administrative
directives and recommends practices and procedures relating to the form and content of the annual County Budget.
In accordance with State direction, the County of Los Angeles uses a modified accrual basis of accounting and
organizes and operates that system on a fund basis. Funds are separate legal or fiscal entities by which resources
are allocated and controlled. The budget of the County of Los Angeles has seven major types of funds:

I. General Fund

The General Fund is the principal fund in the County Budget and is used to finance most governmental
operations which are general in purpose and not included in another fund.

II.  Enterprise Fund

Enterprise Funds are used to account for operations of governmental units where the users of the services
include the general public, and the costs of providing the services are financed primarily by user charges,
similar to a private business. An example of this type of fund is the County’s Hospital Enterprise Fund.

lll.  Internal Service Fund

Internal Service Funds are used to account for financing goods and services provided by one department
to another department, or by a department to another governmental unit, on a cost-reimbursement basis.
An example of this type of fund is the County’s Public Works Internal Service Fund.

IV. Debt Service Fund

Debt Service Funds are used to account for the accumulation of resources and to make payments of

principal and interest on long-term debt. An example of this type of fund is the County’s Detention Facilities
Debt Service Fund.

V. Special Fund

Special Funds are used to account for the proceeds of revenue sources that must be spent for specific
purposes. Two of the many Special Funds included in the County Budget are the Child Abuse/Neglect
Prevention Program Fund and the Sheriff Processing Fee Fund.

VI.  Special District
Funded by specific taxes and assessments, Special Districts are separate legal entities providing public
improvements and services which benefit targeted properties and residents. Examples of Special Districts
included in the County Budget are the Garbage Disposal Districts and the Sewer Maintenance Districts.

iX






Reader’s Guide to Understanding the Budget (cont’d)

VIl.  Other Funds

Included in the category of Other Funds are the Community Development Commission and the Housing
Authority, which are under the control of the Board of Supervisors but are separate legal entities.

TRANSMITTAL LETTER

The transmittal letter provides an overview of the financial status of the County by describing key priorities developed
by the Board of Supervisors and the policies and actions necessary to achieve them. The transmittal letter presents
a definite plan of action for the future based upon budgetary assumptions and financing resources and makes
forecasts about future issues which the Board may need to address.

BUDGET SUMMARIES

The Budget Summaries section of the Proposed Budget provides detailed information about each operating budget.
This information includes the mission of each department, a brief discussion on the 1996-97 recommended budget,
critical needs, performance measurement statistics, and a display of the changes from the Adjusted Allowance which
highlight major and other changes with specific details on each.

BUDGET SUMMARIES DETAIL

The Budget Summaries Detail section of the Proposed Budget displays appropriation by budget unit by object (and
in some cases subobject) and provides the Auditor-Controller with budgetary control over expenditures and future
financial commitments during the fiscal year. This section is separated into five subsections: Debt Service Funds,
Special Funds, Special Districts, Other Proprietary Funds, and Other Funds.

BUDGET SUMMARY SCHEDULES

These schedules provide summary and detailed information on financing requirements and uses, available financing,
and budgeted positions.

AUDITOR-CONTROLLER SCHEDULES

These schedules provide summary and detailed Countywide financing and use information necessary to meet
mandated State Controller requirements.

CAPITAL PROJECTS/REFURBISHMENTS ADDENDUM

The Capital Projects/Refurbishments Addendum provides summary information about capital improvement and
refurbishment projects. Funds for these projects are appropriated in a Capital Projects/Refurbishments budget as
Fixed Assets-Land and Fixed Assets-Buildings and Improvements. In addition, the County of Los Angeles uses Joint
Powers Authorities (JPAs) and Nonprofit Corporations (NPCs) to finance various capital projects. JPAs and NPCs,
entities authorized by the California Government Code and Corporations Code respectively, are empowered to act
on behalf of governmental jurisdictions to acquire or construct capital assets using long-term financing. The County
repays the financing by making lease payments to the JPAs/NPCs and then takes title to the asset when the debt
instruments are paid. Capital projects funded through JPAs/NPCs are displayed in the Proposed Bond-Financed
Capital Projects section of the Capital Projects/Refurbishments Addendum.






APPOINTIVE

REQUIRED BY COUNTY CHARTER
REQUIRED OR AUTHORIZED BY STATE LAW
ESTABLISHED BY ORDINANCE OF THE

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

*On

IX

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ELECTIVE
® REQUIRED BY COUNTY CHARTER
O REQUIRED BY STATE LAW
ELECTORATE
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] O (]
DISTRICT BOARD OF MUNICIPAL SUPERIOR
ASSESSOR TToRNEY SHERIFF SUPERVISORS COURTS COURT
H
[ I l l l '
:
e x [] * x ! N oceor EXECUTIVE OFFICE 0
BOARD ADVISORY BUSINESS cviL COMMUNITY EMPLOYEE ' EDUCATION BOARD OF GRAND
COMMISSIONS LICENSE SERVICE DEVELOPMENT RELATIONS ! BOARD OF i‘;’;fi“&s‘”;?:‘s iliay
& COMMITTEES COMMISSION COMMISSION COMMISSION COMMISSION : ol A SSMENT.S
J
v
[ I I : l l
]
* * * * (J EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT * *
MUSIC & REGIONAL CHIEF ASSOCIATION CHIEF
\TION: =
"”ggmf;s‘lo,? 51 | perrormiNG aRTs PLANNING ADMINISTRATIVE (0_BOARD OF RETIREMENT INFORMATION oﬂgﬁﬁiﬁin
COMMISSION COMMISSION OFFICER T3 BOARD OF INVESTNENTS OFFICER
H
.
[ I [ l l ; [ | I |
* || * * n - * * * * n
LA Lol ALTERNATE ANIMAL CARE AUDITOR- i BEACHES CHILDREN & COMMUNITY CONSUMER CORONER
COMPLIANCE WEIGHTS PUBLIC DEFENDER & CONTROL CONTROLLER . & HARBORS FAMILY SERVICES SR AFFAIRS
OFFICER & MEASURES : SERVICES
H
[ [ [ l : | | [ [ l
| n u * * : * * * * *
COUNTY FIRE HEALTH HUMAN INTERNAL ! MENTAL MILITARY MUSEUM MUSEUM PARKS &
COUNSEL DEPARTMENT SERVICES RESOURCES SERVICES H HEALTH & VETERANS OF ART OF NATURAL RECREATION
: AFFAIRS HISTORY
L]
1]
[ [ [ [ ‘ [ [ [ l
] n Q | ] [w] Q n n
P PUBLIC PUBLIC PUBLIC PUBLIC REGIONAL REGISTRAR- TREASURER &
DEFENDER LIBRARY SOCIAL SERVICES WORKS PLANNING cglf:?:gfzax TAX COLLECTOR







THE BUDGET PROCESS

Assess Public Wants
and Needs

Year-round

Implement
Budget

Year-round

Determine Resources
and Service Priorities

October-February

Establish Annual Fiscal
and Policy Goals

November-February

Adjustments

Year-round

Supplemental Actions
Pursuant to Law

August-September

Proposed Budget
Recommendations

February-April
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Public Review
and Input

April-May

Deliberate, Revise,
and Adopt Budget

June
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THE BUDGET PROCESS

ACTIONS

ASSESS PUBLIC WANTS AND NEEDS

Departments identify public wants and needs through ongoing contact with the Board of
Supervisors and the population they serve.

DETERMINE RESOURCES AND SERVICE PRIORITIES

Departments review long-term objectives, identify costs of public wants and needs, establish
goals, identify potential financing sources, and submit their requirements and evaluation data
on programs to the Chief Administrative Office.

Chief Administrative Office evaluates departmental data and the County’s fiscal condition, and
prepares the fiscal forecast.

ESTABLISH ANNUAL FISCAL AND POLICY GOALS

Chief Administrative Office updates budget preparation guidelines and provides general policy
goals and budget target levels. Departments submit budget requests.

PROPOSED BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS

Chief Administrative Office analyzes budget requests, meets with departments on budget issues,
and prepares and submits budget recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.

PUBLIC REVIEW AND INPUT

Board of Supervisors considers recommendations, approves a Proposed County Budget,
publishes required notices, and conducts public hearings for a maximum of ten days.

DELIBERATE, REVISE, AND ADOPT BUDGET

Chief Administrative Office updates budget recommendations based cn the latest changes in
requirements, available funds, and the final State Budget.

Board of Supervisors considers input from the public and departments and adopts the budget.

SUPPLEMENTAL ACTIONS PURSUANT TO LAW

Board of Supervisors adopts the supplemental budget resolution setting appropriation limits
reflecting final estimates of fund balance and property taxes.

BUDGET ADJUSTMENTS

Departments submit budget adjustment requ<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>