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The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) of the United States and Canada
presented a Distinguished Budget Presentation Award to the City of Shoreline for its
annual budget for the 2005 fiscal year beginning January 1, 2005. In order to receive
this award, a governmental unit must publish a budget document that meets program
criteria as a policy document, as an operations guide, as a financial plan, and as a
communication device. '

The award is valid for a period of one year only. We believe our current budget
continues to conform to program requirements, and we are submitting it to GFOA to
determine its eligibility for another award.




SHORELINE

e 2006 Budget
Table of Contents Page
Introduction
Reader's Guide to the Budget............ccoiiiiiiiiiiii e 1
City Organization Chart..........coouiiiiiiiii et 3
Shoreline Community Profile ..........cooiiiiiiiiiii s 4
Budget Procedures and ProCesSS. .........vuve ittt 15
BUAGet Calendar.........ouiiiiiii e e 20
General Budget POlICIES. .......i.iiiit e e 21
City Vision, Values & Council Workplan ............cooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 23
City Manager’s Transmittal Letter
City Manager’'s 2006 Budget MeSSage. .......c.vuiviiiiiin it e 25
Performance, Results, Outcomes (PRO) Card ..........ccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiir e, 41
Executive Summary
City Resources and Expenditures by Category..........cocoviviiiiiiiiiniiiniiicee 43
City Budget SUMIMAIY.......cinie i e ece e e e e e e e e e enenee 44
All Funds Resources/EXpense SUMIMAIY.........cccovuueeiiieiinienieeeneenin e eeeeneneeaeens 45
Operating Budget Six Year FOreCast ........cccouviiiriiiiiiiiiii e e 46
2006 REVENUE SOUICES.....iuininiiiei ettt ettt ae e et et e et e e eae et eneeeanensnns 47
Expenditures by Object Category........c.oviiiiiiiii e 71
2006 Budget Distributed by Critical Success Factor ..........cccvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieees 72
2006 Program Budget SUMMAIY........c.oeeiieiiieiii e e e e e s 73
Ending FUNd BalanCes. ......oiiiniiiiiiii et e et e 74
Change in Ending FUNd BalanCes. .........o.ouiiiiiiiiiii e e 75
Municipal Debt Capacity........coeuvriiieiiir i e 77
Other Long-Term Debt.. ..o e e 78
Schedule of Long-Term Debt ... 79
Dbt POlICIES .. evniieiiiiiiii e e e 80
Operating Budget
Department/FUund OVEIVIEW. ..........couiiiiiii e e 83
2006 FTE Summary and Explanation of Changes..........c.cocceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniicicee e, 84
2006 Budgeted POSItIONS.......cvviiiiiiii i e e 85
10714V 70101 o To7 | S 89
(0714 Y = Lo = To = PP 95
10314V 01 -1 o PP 103
Communications and Intergovernmental Relations.............c..ccocovciiiviiininiiniininen e, 109
HUM@AN SOIVICES . ...uitiiii it et aa e e 117
(0714 (o1 1= PP 123
=1 T = PP 131
HUM@N RESOUICES. ... .eiiiii ettt e e e e e e e e e e ans 147
Customer RESPONSE T@AM.. ...ttt e ee e e e e ee et e 151
POIICE. ..t e e a e e e 161
(07 10011 g F= L T o Y U 181
Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services.............ocoviiiiriiiiiiiii e 187
Planning and Development ServiCes. .......c.ociviiiiiiiiiii i e 205
Economic Development ...... ..o e 223
LV o] [Te T o4 G T PO PP 229
Budget By Fund
City FUNA StrUCIURE. ... e e e e 247
All Funds Historical Revenue/Expenditures Summary............c.ccvvvvenviiiiiiiniciinennennnn. 249
General FUNG SUMMIEIY......ouuiniiniieii e e eee e et s e e st e e e e e e e e eneen s 250
Street FUND SUMMAY......c.viiii e e e e e e e e e e ea e et e ene e 251
Arterial Street FUND SUMMArY..........ooiiiiii e ee e 252
Surface Water Management Fund SUMMary...........ccoieiieiiiiiiiinii i e 253
General Reserve FUN SUMMANY.........cooviniiiiiii e e e 254
Development Services FUND SUMMArY...........ooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 255



H

SHORELINE 2006 Budget

Table of Contents

Introduction

Code Abatement FUNd SUMMArY.........c.iuiiiiiii e e

Asset Seizure Fund Summary...
Public Arts Fund Summary.......

General Capital Fund Summary.

City Facility Major Maintenance Fund.............ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiniii e,

Roads Capital Fund Summary...

Surface Water Capital FuNd SUMMary.........c.oeuiiniiiiiiiiiiiee e
Vehicle Operations and Maintenance Fund Summary..............ccoiiiviiiiiiiniieninnennss
Equipment Replacement FuNd SUMMArY........c.ouveininiiiiiiii e

Unemployment Fund Summary.

Revenue and Expenditure Report for All FUNS...........ccoveiiiiiiiiiiiiiciii e,

Capital Improvement Program
Introduction.........cccoevvvennnnn.

Impacts of Growth Management............ooveiiiiiiiiii e

Capital Budget Criteria............

Advantages of Capital Planning

Capital Improvement Fund Descriptions...................... PN
Capital Improvement Plan POliCIES. ...........c.oeuiiiiiiiiiii e
Capital Improvement Program Impact Upon Operating Budgets............c..cccovevvinnnin.
2006-2011 Capital Resources by Category..........ccvuveniiiiiiiiiiiiirii e,
2006-2011 Capital Projects by Category..........coeevvuieiiiiiiiiiiiiiniee e
2006-2011 Capital Program SUMMArY.........c.veuiiueiniininiinereierinenreneereeineeeeaneanns
2006-2011 General Capital FuNd............ooiiiiiiiii e

2006-2011 Facilities Major Maintenance Fund

2006-2011 Roads Capital Fund

2006-2011 Surface Water Capital FUNd............cooiiiiiiiiiii e

Appendix

Financial Policies...................
2006 Salary Schedule.............
2006 Fee Schedule................

Department Revenue Detalil ....
Department Expenditure Detail

Expenditure Categories ..........

Glossary of Budget Terms.......

256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265
266

269
269
270
271
272
273
278
280
281
282
287
289
291
293

295
305
314
325.
335
357
361



CITY OF

SHORELINE

INTRODUCTION

NOILONAOYLNI



READER’S GUIDE TO THE BUDGET

The City’s budget, in its basic structure, is similar to a family household budget. What
a family spends (city expenditures), must not exceed its income (city revenues), and to
be prudent a family should also place some of its income each year in a savings
account (city reserves) to cover future emergencies or unanticipated opportunities.

Once beyond the basic comparisons, however, budgets for cities are certainly more
complex than a family or even a small business would require. Cities draw their
revenues from a wide variety of sources, divide their expenditures into separate funds
and allocate their program expenditures in ways that serve the special needs of
municipal services. Much of this complexity is created to allow for proper accounting
and tracking techniques that are established by State law. Unlike the federal
government, the City of Shoreline must adopt a balanced budget.

Organization of this Document

This budget document is organized into seven sections to facilitate the reader’s
understanding of the City’s 2006 budget and to help the reader to find information
regarding the City and its budget. Those seven sections are: Introduction, Transmittal
Letter, Executive Summary, Operating Budget, Budget by Fund, Capital Improvement
Program, and Appendix.

Introduction — This section is designed to introduce the reader to the City and the
budget process. It includes the following:

Table of Contents

Reader’s Guide

City Organization Chart
Shoreline Community Profile
Budget Procedures and Process

Budget Calendar

Budget Ordinance

General Budget Policies

City Vision, Values & Work Plan

L R R R 2R 4
L R R R 4

Transmittal Letter - This section includes the City Manager's 2006 budget message to
the City Council and the City’'s Performance, Results, and Outcomes (PRO) Card.

Executive Summary — This section provides an overview of the City’s financial
condition and includes:

+ City Resources and Expenditures by ¢ Expenditures by Object Category
Category ¢ 2006 Program Budget Summary

¢ City Budget Summary ¢ Ending Fund Balances

¢ All Funds Resources/Expense Summary ¢ Change in Ending Fund Balances

¢ Operating Budget Forecaset ¢ Municipal Debt Capacity, City Long

¢ 2006 Revenue Sources Term Debt, and City Debt Policy
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Operating Budget — This section highlights the departmental budgets. It is organized
to give the reader various levels of information by including department and program
overviews. ltincludes:

¢ Department/Fund Overview ¢ 2006 Budgeted Positions

¢ 2006 FTE Summary

Department Budgets

¢ Mission Statement ¢ Historical Comparison of

¢ Programs Expenditure/Revenue Categories

Historical Program Comparison
Historical Fund Comparison
2006 Budget Changes
Program Detail

¢ Historical Comparison of Total
Expenditures, % of General Fund, and
FTE's

¢ 2005 Key Accomplishments

¢ 2006 Key Department Objectives

* & o o

Budget by Fund — This section illustrates the financial condition of each of the City’s
funds. Itincludes:

¢ City Fund Structure ¢ Fund Summaries
¢ All Funds Historical ¢ Revenue and Expenditure Report for All
Revenue/Expenditure Summary Funds

Capital Improvement Program — This section identifies the multi-year plan for the
three Capital Funds; General Capital (improvements to Parks and Facilities), Roads
Capital (street, sidewalk, and traffic improvements), and Surface Water Capital
(drainage improvements). A summary of each fund’s projects is included. This section
includes:

¢ Impacts of Growth Management ¢ 2006- 2011 CIP Expenditures and
¢ Capital Budget Criteria Resources by Category
¢ Advantages of Capital Planning ¢ 2006 Capital Program Summary
¢ Description of Capital Funds ¢ 2006- 2011 CIP Expenditures and
¢ Capital Improvement Plan Policies Resources by Fund
¢ Impact of CIP on Operating Budgets
Appendix — This section includes:
Financial Policies ¢ Expenditure Categories

2006 Salary Table ¢ Glossary of Budget Terms
2006 Fee Schedules
Expenditure and Revenue Detall

LR R R 2
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SHORELINE COMMUNITY PROFILE

* Vancouver B.C.

Demographics

Bellingham

* Portland *

- (from 2000 Census Data)
Male/Female............... 48.2%/51.8%
Median Age ........cccoovnviiiiiennn. 39.3
% under20 .....co.oeeeviviiiinnnnnn, 24.9
Households............ccccoeevuneee. 20,716

Owner Occupied Housing Units..68%
Median Value of Unit.......... $205,300
Educational Attainment:

B.A.orhigher..........ccccovvvennnnn. 37.3%
H.S. or Higher.........ccoccvneee 90.2%

Median Household Income:....$51,658
Per Capita Income................ $24,959
Families in-Poverty ................. 4.4%

The City of Shoreline was incorporated on August 31, 1995, and operates
as a Council/Manager form of government. The Council is comprised of seven
members, elected at large by citizens of Shoreline. They are part-time officials
who exercise the legislative powers of the City and determine matters of policy.

The Mayor is a council member selected by the Council to chair meetings,
authenticate documents and serves as the City’s ceremonial head. The Council is
supported by various advisory boards and commissions. The Council appoints a
full-time City Manager who serves as the professional administrator of the
organization, coordinating day-to-day activities.

SHORELINE AT A GLANCE
Population.............ccccveevivniininie 52,740
Elevation (average) ................... 375 feet
Highest Elevation ..................... 536 feet
Land Area............ 7500 acres (11.7 sqg.mi.)
Average Temperature.............c....... 52.8
Average Annual Precipitation............ 38in.
Miles of City Streets ..........c.cccoenee. 191*

*(includes 36 mi. arterials, 4 mi. state
roads, 3 mi. Interstate & 148 mi. residential

streets)

Residential Dwellings ............cec... 21,338
City Retail Sales Tax............. 8.8 or 9.3%
(Food and Beverage)

City Employees (Full-Time) .......... 137.93
Assessed Valuation........... $5,290,380,652

AURORA AV N

w
: 2
(4 3
> & >
</ Na4sth st <
8| =NH30th St
S E 125th S
-

The City of Shoreline is located in the northwestern comer of King County
along the shores of Puget Sound. Shoreline is generally bounded by the City
of Lake Forest Park to the east, the City of Seattle to the south, Puget Sound
fo the west, and Snohomish County to the north (including the Cities of
Mountlake Terrace and Edmonds, and the Town of Woodway).
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Shoreline Yesterday

Before the Turn of the Century: The area which is now Shoreline was once
forested with deep woods, pockets of meadows, and bog areas. The area
provided rich fishing, hunting, and gathering opportunities for local Native
Americans, who occupied permanent settlements along Lake Washington, and
temporary camps on Puget Sound. Homesteaders began arriving in the area in
the 1880’s, following the loggers and mill owners who had earlier set up
operations along the waterways. Farmers cleared the fields and built modest
homes. Richmond Beach is the site of the first village in the area. Located on
the new Great Northern railroad line running along Puget Sound, this area gained
its identity in 1890. By the turn of the century, numerous businesses were
clustered around Market Street, now known as N.W. 195th Place.

Early 1900’s until World War |: By the early 1900’s an additional community had
developed up the hill known as the Richmond Highlands centered at the current
intersection of Aurora and 185th. The Interurban Railroad increased access to
the area upon its opening from Seattle to Halls Lake in 1906. The next year the
Great Northern railroad depot opened, providing additional transportation
facilities to the area. Around 1910, the Seattle Golf Club and the Highlands were
established, and Greenwood, or Country Club Road, as it was known then, was
the only good road into Seattle. The Interurban was completed to Everett that
year, causing more development along its line, particularly in the Ronald area,
located roughly along 175th. The North Trunk Road, now known as Aurora or
highway 99, was bricked in 1914 and became the primary automobile corridor in
the area.

Between World War | and World War lI: In the 1920’s, 30’s and 40’s residential
development continued. The area that became known as North City developed
in the late 1920’s along 15th Ave. N.E., and Lago Vista was also developed
during this period with its own clubhouse. During this time, the North Trunk Road
was upgraded and became known as Aurora, and was designated as Highway
99 in 1930. Aurora served as the emerging center of commerce, and by the mid-
20’s was home to numerous businesses and roadhouses. Innis Arden was
developed by the Boeing Family, and became a prime residential community in
the 1940’s.

Following World War |l: The area which is now Shoreline experienced
tremendous growth after World War |l as the suburban lifestyle grew in
popularity. The Shoreline School District was established in 1944, and in
response to the growth, Shoreline High School was built in 1955. Shoreline
Community College was founded in 1963 and the I-5 freeway was opened the
next year. Commercial development thrived along Aurora in the mid-60’s with the
opening of Aurora Village and Sears.

Through the 60’s, 70’s and 80’s the community continued to grow. Addiﬁonal
parks and schools were developed including Shorewood and Shorecrest High
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Schools, and changes were made to reflect the needs of the community.
Shoreline High became the Shoreline Center, and a site that had once been
considered for a high school to be called Shoreview High became Shoreview
Park. Richmond Beach Park, Hamlin Park, and Ronald Bog Park were
significant additions to the Parks system in the area.

In January of 1992, a citizen effort called “Vision Shoreline” organized to promote
incorporation of Shoreline as a city. In September of 1994, the incorporation of
Shoreline was approved by an overwhelming majority of voters. Following the
election, a “Transition Team” was formed to organize the incorporation effort.
This effort was successful and Shoreline officially incorporated on August 31,
1995.

Shoreline Today

Over the years, Shoreline has become a community distinguished by strong
neighborhoods, excellent schools and parks. According to the Census 2000,
Shoreline is home to 53,025. The State Office of Financial Management has
estimated the 2004 to be 52,740. The City is now substantially developed with
less than 1% of its total area (about 12 square miles) remaining vacant or
available for use. Shoreline is primarily residential in character and over 74% of
the households are single-family homes. Commercial development stretches
along Aurora Avenue with other neighborhood centers located at intersections of
primary arterials such as N. 175th Street at 15th Avenue N.E. and N. 185th
Street at 8th Avenue N.W. There is limited industrial development. There is a
substantial number of institutional, public or tax exempt uses, including
cemeteries, schools, public services and churches. Significant lands are devoted
to open space, including regional parks, the Boeing creek ravine, and the Seattle
Golf Course.

Shorelines

The City of Shoreline has several shorelines totaling 3.4 miles. Puget Sound, the
primary shoreline, extends the length of the western edge of the City. It is the
City’s only shoreline of statewide significance, as defined by the Washington
State Shorelines Management Act. The City regulates these shorelines as a part
of the Comprehensive Plan process. Designations are intended to reflect the
character of land adjacent to the shorelines and guide and regulate development
in these areas. The Washington State Department of Ecology reaffirms
regulations, as determined by local governments, for shorelines of statewide
significance.

In addition, the City has several lakes and ponds including Echo Lake, Ronald
Bog and Twin Ponds. Finally, there are several creeks and streams that run
through Shoreline and the potential annexation areas. City regulations may also
be set for these shorelines. The State does not have to affirm these regulations,
but our regulations need to be consistent with State laws.
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Neighborhoods

Upon incorporation, the City supported the concept of neighborhood
organizations. Twelve neighborhood organizations were recognized or organized
by the City, and one was added later through annexation. The following is a
short description of each neighborhood.

Ballinger: This area was annexed into the City of Shoreline in two sections A-3 in
1998 and A-2 in 1999. This area is east of I-5, South of NE 205th St (North City
Limit), West of 30th Ave NE (East City Limit) and generally north of NE 195th St.

Briarcrest: The area commonly referred to as Briarcrest (or Annexation Area B)
was annexed into the City of Shoreline in February of 1997. This area is east of
the Ridgecrest neighborhood and extends to the western City limits of Lake
Forest Park.

Echo Lake: Echo Lake is the central natural landmark of this neighborhood
located on the northern edge of the City and bounded by Aurora Avenue, N.E.
185™ Street and I-5.

Highland Terrace: This neighborhood is located just to the east of the Highlands
neighborhood and Shoreline Community College. It is also bounded by the
Seattle Golf Club, Westminster Way and Aurora Avenue.

Hillwood: The Hillwood community is located along the northern edge of the City
between Aurora Avenue and the Richmond Beach neighborhood north of N.
185™ Street and N.W. Richmond Beach Road and south of N.W. 205" Street.

Innis Arden: This neighborhood was developed in the 1940s and the
neighborhood organization has been in existence since that time. Bordered in
part by Shoreview Park, it is located on the western edge of the City along Puget
Sound.

Meridian Park: Meridian Park contains portions of the historic Ronald community
dating back to the early 1900s. It is located at the core of Shoreline and is
bounded by N.E. 185" Street, I-5, N. 160" Street and Aurora Avenue.

North City: Founded around the late 1930s and early 1940s, this neighborhood is
located in the northeastern portion of Shoreline and is bounded by I-5, N.E. 175"
Street and the eastern edge of the City.

Parkwood: Parkwood is located along the southern edge of the City between

Aurora Avenue and I-5. This neighborhood dates back to the early part of the
century.
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Richmond Beach: This area was settled in the late 1800s and is located in the
Northwest corner of the City along Puget Sound.

Richmond Highlands: The Richmond Highlands neighborhood was first settled
around the turn of the century. Bordered by N. 185" Street, Aurora Avenue, N.
165™ Street and the Innis Arden neighborhood, the area is located in the core of
Shoreline.

The Highlands: Designed by the Olmstead Brothers, this neighborhood dates
back to 1910. It is located overlooking Puget Sound on the western edge of the
City.

Westminster Triangle: This area is located at the southern gateway to the City
along Westminster Way and Aurora Avenue.

Ridgecrest: Ridgecrest started developing around the end of World War Il and is

located in the southeastern corner of the City. It is roughly bordered by I-5, N.E.
15™ Street, N.E. 175" Street and N.E. 145" Street.
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Commercial Areas

The Aurora Corridor is a major north-south state route (Highway 99) corridor that
runs through Shoreline. Highway 99 is one of three north-south state routes in
the region and is also the primary non-freeway transportation corridor in the City
of Shoreline.

The Aurora Avenue corridor has been primarily a commercial strip for thirty
years, containing a wide variety of retail and service uses serving local and
regional markets. Office uses are scattered throughout the corridor while
residential uses (e.g. apartments, condos, mobile homes and small pockets of
single-family homes) are limited to the areas along or near Aurora Avenue.

A number of institutional uses, public uses and government uses are located in
or near the Aurora Corridor. These uses include Shoreline Community College,
CRISTA Schools, the fire station, the City of Shoreline municipal offices, the
Shoreline Sewer District, Shoreline Historical Museum, Washington State
Department of Transportation, and METRO facilities (e.g. bus transfer center,
park/ride lot).

Other commercial areas include North City, Ridqecrest, and Richmond Beach.
The North City business district is located on 15" Avenue N.E. between N. 170™
and N. 185" Streets. This district serves the local community and neighboring
communities. The Hillwood/Richmond Beach commercial area is located on
N.W. 185" Street and 8™ Avenue N.W. It serves the City’s northwest
neighborhoods including Hillwood, Richmond Beach, Richmond Highlands, and
Innis Arden. The Ridgecrest Business District is located at 145" Avenue N.E.
between 15" Avenue and Lake City Way N.E. It serves the City’s southeast
neighborhoods including Ridgecrest and Briarcrest.

Community Institutions

Located on an 80-acre site on 15" Avenue N.E. and N.E. 155" Street, the
Fircrest Campus is Shoreline’s largest public institution. It is owned by several
state agencies that administer the site (in part as trust lands) for the State of
Washington. Presently, Fircrest School, located on the campus, is home to
approximately 300 developmentally disabled citizens and is run by the
Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS). Other separate campus uses
include the Washington State Department of Health laboratories; Food Lifeline
(the wholesale distributor of food to the food banks); and Washington State
Patrol offices.

The City also has a significant number of private institutions including the
Northwest School for Hearing Impaired Children, Shoreline Center, CRISTA
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Ministries, as well as several private elementary and secondary schools,
churches and other religious facilities, group homes and cemeteries.

Employment

Approximately 14,000 jobs existed in the City at incorporation. Of these jobs,
approximately 40% were in the service sector, 29% were in the education and
government sector, 27% were in the retail sector and 4% were in the
manufacturing, wholesale, transportation, communications and utilities sectors.

Most of these jobs are located along Aurora Avenue, however, other employment
clusters include the Shoreline Community College, the Fircrest Campus and
neighborhood business centers in North City, Richmond Village, 5™ Avenue N.E.
and N.E. 165" Street, and 15" Avenue N.E. and N.E. 145" Street

Major employers within the community include:

e Shoreline e State Department e CRISTA Ministries
Community of Transportation e Shoreline School
College e Sears District

o Fred Meyer e Marshall's e Fircrest

e Costco ¢ Home Depot o City of Shoreline

According to the 2000 census, 28,144 City residents over age 16 were employed
in the region, most in the management and professional sector (40.2%) followed
by sales and office occupations (26.7%), service occupations (14.5%),
production and transportation occupations (10.2%), construction and
maintenance occupations (8.1%) and farming and fishing occupations (0.2%).
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DEMOGRAPHICS

Native Hawaiian
Oth & Other Pacific  Two or More
Asian 20/5 7 Islder, Races
/American Indian  13% 2 4%
or Alaska Native
1% Under 5 years 2,769 52%
5 to 9 years 3,268 6.2%
10 to 14 years 3,662 6.9%
15to 19 years 3,485 6.6%
Black or ATl 20 to 24 years 2,844 5.4%
American ] 25 to 34 years 6,782 12.8%
3% White 35 to 44 years 9,329 17.6%
7% 45 to 54 years 8,641 16.3%
55 to 59 years 2,605 4.9%
2000 Census - Race 60 to 64 years 1,926 3.6%
65 to 74 years 3,601 6.8%
75 to 84 years 2,888 5.4%
85 years and older 1,225 2.3%
53,025 100.0%
Single Family-Detached 15,262 71.6%
Single Family-Attached 508 2.4%
Duplex 394 1.8%
3 or 4 units 516 2.4%
54,000
5to 9 units 622 2.9% c 52000
10 to 19 units 1,037 4.9% o '
20 or more units 2,802 13.1% & 50,000
Mobile home 170 0.8% 3 48,000
Boat, RV, van, etc. 19 0.1% e 46.000
= ,
21,330 100.0% 44.000 . , , ] ‘ ‘ ' ‘ ’ ‘ '
PN PSS LS P
F o F S S S
Year
Graduate or Less than 9th Sth LO 12th
Professional grade g(r’"a Ie' no
degree 3% |;;;ma
1% °
Bachelor's
degree .
26% High School
graduate
(includes
equivalency)
) 20%
Associate Some college
degree °ge,
no degree
8% o
2000 Census - Educational Attainment 25%
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COMMUNITY SERVICES

Police Services
e Shoreline Police Department (Contracted from King County Sheriff's
Office)
e Shoreline Police Station
o Eastside Neighborhood Center
Westside Neighborhood Center

Fire Services
Shoreline Fire District #4
o Fire District Headquarters/Station 61
e Fire Station 63
e Fire Station 64
e Fire Station 65

Court Services
¢ King County District Court — Shoreline Division

Recreation Facilities
¢ Richmond Highlands Recreation Center
e Shoreline Pool
e Spartan Gym
e Annex Teen Center

Library Services
King County Library District
e Shoreline Library
¢ Richmond Beach Library

Utility Services

e Cable: Comcast

e Electricity: Seattle City Light

e Garbage/Recycling: Waste Management

e Natural Gas: Puget Sound Energy

e Sewer: Ronald Wastewater District

e Water: Seattle Public Utilities
Shoreline Water District

e Telephone/Cellular: Various
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MAP SHOWING SHORELINE’S PARKS AND
RECREATION CENTERS

>

Woadway Edmands Mountizke Terrace

MN205TH ST
11 11

Richmond Highlands
Recreation Center

Seattle
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PARKS FACILITIES AMENITIES
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ParkFacility | S35 | 5| & | #| 8| 8| 8| 5| S|a5| 3
» = = - «Q 2
Ballinger Open Space v
Boeing Creek v v
Brugers Bog v v
Cromwell v v v v
Echo Lake v
Hamlin Park vV | Vv vV | V
Hillwood v v v v v
James Keough v v v
Meridian Park v v v
North City v
Northcrest v v
Paramount Park Open v
Space
Paramount Playfield v v v v v
Richmond Beach v v v
Community Park
Richmond Beach v v v
Saltwater Park
Richmond Highlands v v v v
Park
Ridgecrest Playfield’ v v
Ronald Bog , v
Shoreline Park vV | V vV | Vv v
Shoreline Pool
Shoreview Park v v v v v v
Twin Ponds v v v v v
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BUDGET PROCEDURES AND PROCESS

Operating Budget Procedures and Amendments Process

The City’s budget procedures are mandated by Chapter 35A.33 of the Revised Code of
Washington. The budget, as adopted annually by the City Council, constitutes the legal
authority for expenditures. The budget covers the fiscal year from January 1% to
December 31%. The City’s budget is adopted at the fund level. Expenditures during the
year may not legally exceed the total appropriation within any specific fund.

Budgets are appropriated and adopted for all of the City’s funds. All fund budgets, with
the exception of the capital funds, are adopted on an annual basis. Calendar year
budgets are adopted by the City Council for the General Fund, Special Revenue,
Capital, and Internal Service funds. Total project budgets are approved by the City
Council when the six-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is adopted. However,
budgets for the capital funds are appropriated annually for that year’s portion of each
capital project. For operating funds, all appropriations lapse at year-end. Programs or
projects that need to continue into the following year can be included in the annual re-
appropriation process. This process allows budget authority to be carried forward into
the new fiscal year for any commitments that have been made for purchases or
contracts that were not completed in the prior year.

Budget Transfers and Amendments

The City Manager is authorized to transfer appropriations during the fiscal year,
between department and programs within the same fund. However, any revisions that
change the total expenditures of a fund or that affect the number of authorized
employee positions, salary ranges, hours, or other conditions of employment must be
approved by the City Council. The budget is typically only amended during the year to
provide for new grant or other revenue sources or for program developments and new
opportunities that occur outside of the timing of the typical budget process.

Basis of Budgeting

The City prepares and annual financial report in conformance with generally accepted
accounting principles (GAAP). In some cases, the budget is prepared using a different
basis and therefore cannot, in all cases, be compared to information reported in the
annual report.

Basis of accounting refers to when revenues and expenditures or expenses are
recognized in the accounts and reported in the financial statements. The City’s Annual
Financial Report reports the status of the City’s finances in accordance with generally
accepted accounting principles (GAAP). The accrual basis of accounting is used for all
funds at the entity-wide reporting level. At the fund level, the accrual basis of
accounting is used for all funds except the governmental fund types that use the
modified accrual basis of accounting.

- The modified accrual basis differs from the accrual basis in the following ways:

1. Purchases of capital assets are considered expenditures.
2. Redemptions of long-term debt are considered expenditures.
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BUDGET PROCEDURES AND PROCESS

3. Revenues are recognized only when they become both measurable and
available to finance expenditures of the current period.
4. Depreciation is recorded on an accrual basis only.

The basis of budgeting is determined by the type of fund. The Governmental Fund
types (i.e. General Fund, Street Fund, Surface Water Management Fund) are budgeted
on a modified accrual basis and can be directly compared to the fund operating
statements in the City’s annual report. The Proprietary Fund types (i.e. Equipment
Replacement or Vehicle Operations) are budgeted on a modified accrual basis and are
depicted in the annual report using an accrual basis; therefore, these funds are not
directly comparable.

The Annual Operating Budget Process

The budget process is a continuous cycle that includes the following phases of budget
development and monitoring: City Council’'s Annual Planning Retreat, Leadership
Team'’s Annual Planning Retreat, City Manager’'s Proposed Budget, City Council budget
review and formal adoption, ongoing monitoring of expenditures and revenues, and any
required budget adjustments/amendments due to additional revenues or new
opportunities.

The City typically utilizes an incremental budgeting approach that assumes, for most
functions of government, that the current year’s budget is indicative of the base required
for the following year. Any increases are incremental and based on need as defined by
the organization’s budget policies, emerging issues, Council goals, and available
resources.

This incremental process recognizes that most mandated functions will not likely
change from year to year. Therefore, the major emphasis of the budget analysis and
decision-making is focused around Council priorities and requested increases in funding
rather than ongoing mandated functions.

The budget development phase begins in April with the Council Planning Retreat.
During the retreat, the City Council reviews the City’s Long-term (six-year) Financial
Plan to determine the City’s financial condition. Every other year, the City surveys its
citizens to gather their priorities. During the retreat, the Council establishes their
priorities for the upcoming year using input from the citizen survey and various advisory
boards. The City’s strategic plan and the Council’s annual work plan are updated to
reflect the Council priorities.

In May, the Annual City Leadership Team Planning Retreat is held. During this retreat,
the City’s current financial condition is reviewed to determine the amount of available
funding. Emerging issues are identified and prioritized based on the City’s strategic
plan and the Council’s annual work plan.
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BUDGET PROCEDURES AND PROCESS

During June, the Finance Department conducts a formal training process for the
departments to explain the budget instructions, the budget preparation system, and to
answer any questions prior to the departments beginning their base budget
development.

In June and July, the departments develop their base budgets and prepare requests for
new staff, programs, or significant increases to their current year budget that will
address emerging issues and other operational needs. In their requests, the
departments identify the problem that they are trying to address, the recommended
solution, implementation plan, projected cost and expected outcomes. The Finance
Department conducts an analysis of the departmental base budgets and the revenue
outlook for the coming year to determine the availability of funds for any new initiatives.
These budget requests are submitted to the Finance Department by the end of July.

In August, the Finance Department meets with each of the departments to discuss their
current budget, new Council goals, year-end projections, emerging issues and priorities,
and their budget requests for the next fiscal year.

In late August or early September, the City Manager meets with each department to
review their budget requests. In September, the City Manager develops preliminary
budget recommendations and presents an update to the City Council of the status of the
proposed budget.

Based on City Council policy and program input, the City Manager and Finance staff
finalize the City Manager’'s Proposed Budget and present it to the City Council in late
October. This Proposed Budget is made available to the public in the City’s libraries,
City Hall, and at Council meetings and workshops.

During the months of October and November, the City Council holds workshops on the
proposed budget to receive input from the public and budget presentations from City
departments, to discuss priorities and options, and to make final adjustments and
decisions on the budget.

Also in October and November, the City Council holds two formal public hearings, one
on the setting of the annual property tax levy and one on the next year's budget.
Following these hearings, the City Council adopts the property tax ordinance and the
annual budget.

After the budget is adopted, the City enters the budget implementation and monitoring
phase. Throughout the year, expenditures are monitored by the Finance Department
and department directors to ensure that funds are used as intended. Finance provides
quarterly financial updates to the City Council to keep them current with the City’s
financial condition. Any budget amendments made during the year are adopted by a
City Council ordinance.
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BUDGET PROCEDURES AND PROCESS

Once the fiscal year begins, budget amendments may be required to increase adopted
appropriation levels. In February, departments may request to carryover committed
funds from the prior year to be used to complete operating or capital project work that is
not included in the new fiscal year budget. These requests may be included in the re-
appropriation budget ordinance that is presented to the City Council in March.

The Capital Improvement Plan is updated and adopted each year in July. The plan can
contain changes to project budgets in the current year. Therefore, a budget
amendment may be presented to the City Council along with the CIP to revise the
project appropriations.

Throughout the year, as circumstances requires, other budget amendments may be
presented to the City Council to address issues that arise outside of the normal budget
process.

The Annual Capital Improvement Plan Process

Each year the City Council adopts a six-year Capital Improvement Plan. The annual
CIP process begins in February. The status of current projects and funding sources is
reviewed. Adjustments to estimated costs and project timing are made as necessary.
Estimated project costs for future years are based upon current year cost plus
estimated inflation. Future grant revenue estimates are based upon anticipated funding
requests to granting agencies. Revenue estimates may be adjusted as more concrete
information is received on specific grant awards.

In February, departments also begin to develop requests for new capital projects for
inclusion in the upcoming Capital Improvement Plan. Proposed projects are developed
in conjunction with the City Council priorities and input from citizens and City advisory
boards. In 2005, the City Council adopted master plans for transportation, surface
water facilities, and parks, recreation and open spaces. These plans identify problems,
prioritize needs and develop long-term solutions that are in line with community
priorities and City resources. In the future, the master plans will guide the development
of the six-year Capital Improvement Plan.

In April, departments complete their CIP project updates and new requests and submit
them to Finance for review. Once Finance completes its review, the proposed CIP is
presented to the CIP Coordination Team. The CIP Coordination Team reviews and
prioritizes the proposed CIP and submits a recommended CIP to the City Manager.
The Team evaluates projects and selects those with the highest priority based on input
from citizens, project stakeholders, advisory committees and City Council goals.

The City Manager finalizes the proposed CIP in May for submittal to the City Council in

early June. The Council holds a public hearing to receive public comment on the
proposed CIP and adopts the CIP in July.
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BUDGET PROCEDURES AND PROCESS

An appropriation for the first year of the adopted CIP is included in the 2006 proposed

budget. This first year appropriation may be modified from what was included in the

adopted CIP if changes occur in the City’s financial condition during the interim period

or as projections are finalized. The City Council adopted the 2006-2011 Capital

Improvement Program (CIP) in July of this year. The total CIP budget for 2006 is $42.1

million, and for the 2006-2011 CIP is $168.2 million. The 2006 budget is approximately

$33,418 greater than the anticipated 2006 expenditures in the adopted 2006-2011 CIP.

The primary reason for this difference includes the following:

¢ General Services Overhead: Since the adoption of the 2005-2010 CIP, staff has
been able to update the City’s overhead allocation model that charges service
delivery activities for general support services such as Finance, City Council, City
Attorney, etc. This update resulted in lower costs than estimated in the 2006-2011
CIP.

¢ Engineering: Final calculation of staff time allocated to capital projects was slightly
higher than estimated in the 2006-2011 CIP.

¢ Curb Ramp and Sidewalk Repair Program: An additional $114,500 funding from
available CDBG funds became available to this project has been increased to
include the additional funding.

¢ Traffic Signal Rehabilitation: A new project is being proposed to rehabilitate two City
traffic signals annually at a cost of $150,000.
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City of Shoreline
2006 Budget Calendar

BUDGET PROCESS DESCRIPTION Feb. Mar. | Apr. | May | June | July | Aug. | Sep. | Oct. | Nov.

Capital Improvement Process Begins || ||| | |

Council Planning Retreat

Departments Submit CIP Project Updates
and Requests for New Projects

Finance Reviews New CIP Project
Requests and Potential CIP Funding
Sources

Finance Develops Initial 2006 Revenue
Forecast

Leadership Team Budget Retreat

CIP Coordination Team Reviews CIP ||||| | |

Finance Staff Provides Budget Training
Session and Delivers Base Budget Targets

Proposed 2006 — 2011 CIP Presented to
Council

Public Hearing on Proposed 2006 — 2011
CIP

2006 — 2011 CIP Adopted by Council

Departments Submit Current Year-End
Projections, 2006 Budget Requests, and
2006 Service Package Requests

Finance Updates 2006 Revenue Estimates

Finance Reviews Department Requests
for Funding and Meets with Each
Department

City Manager Meets with Department
Staff to Review Their Budget Proposals

City Manager Makes Specified
Adjustments to Department
Submittals/Establishes Preliminary
Budget

2006 Proposed Budget Update to City
Council

Preliminary Budget Document Prepared,
Printed and Filed With City Clerk and
Presented to the City Council (at Least 60
Days Prior to the Ensuing Fiscal Year)

City Council Conducts Workshops and
Public Hearings on the Preliminary
Budget

Council Holds a Public Hearing on the
2006 Property Tax Levy and Adopts the
2006 Property Tax Levy

Preliminary Budget Modified per Council
Direction

Final Budget Adoption
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GENERAL BUDGET POLICIES

(Excerpted from the City’s Financial Policies, which can be found in the Appendix of this
document.)

These general budget policies are the basis on which staff develops budget
recommendations and establishes funding priorities within the limited
revenues the City has available to provide municipal services.

¢ No Operating Deficit (Balanced Budget): Current revenues will be sufficient to
support current expenditures. Revenue estimates will be realistic and debt
financing will not be used for current operating expenses.

e Resources Greater than Budget Estimates: Resources (fund balance) greater
than budget estimates in any fund shall be considered “one-time” resources
and shall not be used to fund ongoing service delivery programs.

e Budget Adoption Level: Budget adoption by the City Council shall be at fund
level. Any changes in appropriations at fund level require City Council
approval.

e Necessary to Implement City Council Goals |dentified in Annual Workplan:
The City Council identifies specific goals as part of its work-plan, and
departmental budgets should include adequate resources to accomplish
those goals in the expected timeframes.

e Public Safety Protection: Public safety is a top priority, and as such, unmet
needs in this area should have a priority over other service areas.

e Degradation of Current Service Levels: When increased service demands are
experienced over a sustained period of time, resources should be provided to
prevent service level degradation below an acceptable level.

- o |nvestments that are Primarily Funded by Additional Fees or Grants:

Programs and investments that are funded through a dedicated revenue
source (i.e., non-tax revenue), that meet the goals of the City Council, will
receive priority consideration.

¢ Investments that Delay Future Cost Increases: When practical, resources
should be allocated for selective preventative investments that can be made
to avoid even larger costs in the future.

¢ Investments that Forestall Adding Permanent Staff: Recognizing that
personnel related expenditures represent the largest portion of the City’s
budget, methods to increase efficiency and effectiveness of the delivery of
City services through technology improvements should receive priority
funding if it can forestall the addition of permanent staff.

o Commitments that can Reasonably be Maintained over the Long-Term:
Funding for new programs and services in operating funds should be limited
to the extent that they can be reasonably funded over the near-to-long-term
given the current revenue stream.

e Overhead and Full Cost Allocation: Department budgets should be prepared
in a manner to reflect the full cost of providing services.
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Maintenance of Quality Service Programs: The City of Shoreline will offer
quality service programs. If expenditure reductions are necessary as a result
of changing economic status, selective service elimination is preferable to
poor or marginal quality programs that are caused by across the board cuts.
Distinguished Budget Presentation: The City will seek to comply with the
suggested criteria of the Government Finance Officers Association in
producing a budget document that meets the Distinguished Budget
Presentation program criteria as policy document, as an operations guide, as
a financial plan, and as a communication device.
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COMMUNITY VISION

Shoreline! A great place to live, learn, work and play. A place to live your dream!

~
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In Shoreline, we value ( Critical Success Factors

Our respect for each other

Safe places to live and work

Quality learning opportunities for all ages

Pride in our neighborhoods and community

Our outdoor and recreational opportunities
Volunteers and community participation

Social and economic diversity

Our town-oriented, personalized customer service

Healthy, vibrant neighborhoods

Economic vitality and financial stability

Quality services and facilities

Innovative leadership and strategic planning
Community alliances and partnerships

Effective community relations and communications
Professional and committed workforce '

L IR EE R JNE R JER 2

2005 - 2006 Council Work Plan

Work toward completing the Aurora Corridor and Interurban Trail projects

Complete the Interurban Trail Project

Enhance our program for safe and friendly streets

Implement an active economic improvement plan

Implement the City Hall project

Review and consider improvements in code enforcement standards

Develop a plan for acquiring priority park, open space, critical area and surface water property

Nooablrwh =
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ORGANIZATIONAL VISION:

In five years our organization will be recognized.by our customers, the citizens of
Shoreline, to be the providers of the highest quality and value in service of any
organization in the region whether public or private

~

HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

community.

MISSION STATEMENT

ORGANIZATIONAL VALUES

Above all else, our focus is customer service through:

Our residents, with established pride in their schools, incorporated August 1995, to have a local voice in government.
They expected enhanced safety, a revitalized parks system, improvement of public works infrastructure, and local
taxes going to local projects. The Shoreline City Council responded by governing to improve the quality of life for our

We, the employees of the City of Shoreline, are dedicated to providing exceptional public service
in fulfilling the community vision and council goals with integrity and pride.

/
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*

Continuous Improvement
Raising the Bar!

Teamwork

Innovation

Leadership

Personal and professional
development
Organization-wide
perspective

Community involvement

-

Professionalism
Making the difference!

Integrity
Diversity
Respect
Excellence
Responsiveness
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Results
Getting it done!

Personalized service
Problem solving
Two-way communication
Responsible stewardship
Celebration of successes
Mutual support

Fair process
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SHORELINE
CITY COUNCIL

Ron Hansen
Mayor

Scott Jepsen
Deputy Mayor

John Chang
Maggie Fimia
Paul Grace
Rich Gustafson

Robert Ransom

CITY OF

SHORELINE

October 17, 2005

Honorable Mayor, City Council, and Shoreline Residents:

| am pleased to present the 2006 Proposed Budget. This document presents the overall
plan for allocating the resources of the City to a variety of programs necessary to keep the
community safe, enhance the quality of life, and maintain and develop facilities, parks,
roads, and storm drainage.

As we have discussed numerous times, the City of Shoreline is in excellent financial
condition. This condition has intentionally been obtained as a result of the prudent financial
policies adopted by the City Council and the implementation of those policies with fiscally
constrained budgets. Even through the recent recession that hit the Puget Sound Region
particularly hard, the City was able to maintain service levels as a result of cost efficiencies
gained by staff and cost reductions related to policy changes, such as the health benefit
policy change made in 2003. Although we have been able to maintain our service levels,
and in some cases able to improve service levels, our long-range forecasts indicate that this
may become more challenging in the future, as revenue growth is anticipated to be below
the projected inflation levels for the next several years.

In preparing this budget, it was my goal to continue to allocate our resources to provide
services that support the Community Vision, Values and Critical Success Factors, and 2005-
2006 Council Work Plan. Consistent with Council direction and input, the budget places
primary emphasis on maintaining current services, investing in capital projects to enhance
the facility, transportation, and surface water systems throughout the City, and implementing
a program to enhance economic development within our community.

Budget Highlights
The City’s 2006 proposed budget is balanced in all funds and totals $78.9 million. The 2006

proposed budget is $12.3 million or 13.4% less than the 2005 Budget. This is primarily a
result of the 2006 capital budget being $12.2 million less than the 2005 capital budget. The
decrease in capital expenditures is a result of the completion of the Interurban Trail and the
majority of the construction costs related to the North City Business District/15" Avenue
improvements occurring in 2005. The Aurora Avenue improvements, Interurban Trail
Pedestrian crossing, and City Hall remain the most significant capital projects to occur in
2006.

The table below summarizes the 2006 budget and provides a comparison to the 2005
current budget by fund. The 2005 budgeted expenditures represent the adopted budget and
any budget amendments, such as reappropriations, that have occurred in 2005 through
September 2005.

17544 Midvale Avenue North ¢ Shoreline, Washington 98133-4921
Telephone: (206) 546-1700 ¢ www.cityofshoreline.com
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2005 Current

Beginning Budget 05-'06
Fund Fund Balance R Expenditures Fund Bal Expenditures % Change
Operating Funds:
General Fund 7,815,669 27,097,636 28,943,488 5,969,817 30,986,451 -6.6%
General Reserve 2,140,189 38,350 0 2,178,539 0 nfa
Streets 527,103 2,469,877 2,469,877 527,103 2,374,833 4.0%
Surface Water Management 2,896,882 2,779,067 4,982,116 693,833 2,898,600 71.9%
Code Abatement 86,095 102,500 100,000 88,595 100,000 0.0%
Asset Seizure 25,558 23,500 23,000 26,058 23,000 0.0%
Sub-Total Operating Funds 13,491,497 32,510,930 36,518,481 9,483,946 36,382,884 0.4%
Internal Service Funds:
Equipment Replacement 1,353,649 299,308 138,180 1,614,777 189,636 -27.1%
Public Art Fund 406,518 33,892 (4] 440,410 193,995 -100.0%
Unemployment 72,154 10,450 10,000 72,604 10,000 0.0%
Vehicle Operations & Maintenance 52,139 88,717 88,717 52,139 71,824 23.5%
Sub-Total Internal Service Funds 1,884,460 432,367 236,897 2,079,930 465,455 -49.1%
Capital Funds:

_Arterial Streets 17,370 4] (1] 17,370 353,358 -100.0%
General Capital 7,871,969 13,383,259 13,728,930 7,526,298 17,195,000 -20.2%
City Facility-Major Maintenance Fund 156,000 74,680 60,000 170,680 124,000 -51.6%
Roads Capital 10,007,750 23,290,590 26,987,116 6,311,224 33,203,548 -18.7%
Surface Water Capital 2,543,666 3,311,667 1,405,560 4,449,773 3,477,626 -59.6%

Sub-Total Capital Funds 20,596,755 40,060,196 42,181,606 18,475,345 54,353,532 -22.4%
Total City Budget 35,972,712 73,003,493 78,936,984 30,039,221 91,201,871 -13.4%

The budget can be divided into three parts: Operating, Internal Service and Capital. The

City’s operating budget represents the cost of

providing services to the Shoreline

Community on a day-to-day basis. The capital budget represents the cost of making

improvements to the City’s

facilities, parks, transportation,
and surface water systems.
Internal service funds represent
transfers between funds
(Vehicle Operations, Equipment
Replacement, and
Unemployment) to fund
maintenance and replacement
of City equipment and
unemployment claims.

The 2006 operating budget
supports current service levels
along with some minor on-going

2006 Proposed Budget
Total $78.9 Million

Operating
46.3%
$36.5 Million
Capital
53.4%
$42.2 Million
Internal
Senice
0.3%
$.2 Million

service enhancements and one-

time special projects. The operating budget totals $36.5 million. The City’s operating
expenditures increased by $135,597 or .4%, when compared to the 2005 budget.

The 2005 operating budget included a $4 million transfer from the General Fund to the
General Capital Fund for the City Hall project. This transfer was possible because revenues

exceeded expenditures for the past four years

in the General Fund resulting in annual

surpluses. As these surpluses were considered one time savings, the City’s financial

policies dictate that the savings should be expended for one-time expenditures. Currently

staff is estimating that the General Fund will end 2005 with a $1.3 million surplus. | have
proposed in the 2006 budget that we treat those savings as one-time and allocate
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approximately 50% ($652,000) to the General Capital Fund for future appropriation and the
remaining has been allocated for one-time projects discussed in more detail later in this
letter.

The preceding table reflects a 6.6% decrease in the General Fund budget for 2006 with
revenues equaling proposed expenditures. When comparing the 2006 budget to the 2005
budget, it is important to remember that the 2005 budget includes a $4 million transfer for
City Hall and approximately $613,000 in carry-over appropriations from 2004. If these items
were eliminated from the 2005 budget and the $1.3 million in one-time appropriations were
eliminated from the 2006 budget, the 2006 General Fund budget increased by 4.4%, $1.2
million when compared to 2005.

Prior to finalizing the proposed 2006 General Fund budget, the 2006 General Fund
revenues exceeded proposed expenditures by $236,000. Even though this was the case, |
am not recommending that we program these monies into on-going expenditure _
commitments. My recommendation is primarily focused on our long-term financial forecast
in which we are anticipating budget gaps in future years. As a result, | have recommended
that $180,000 be programmed as a contingency expenditure for future Washington State
Public Employee Retirement employer contribution rate increases and the remaining
$56,000 be transferred to the General Capital Fund for one-time expenditures. The $56,000
should be appropriated during the 2007-2012 Capital Improvement Program update which
will occur during 2006. As a result of my recommendation, the 2006 General Fund budget
has revenues equalling expenditures.

From 2005 to 2006 the City’s capital expenditures are projected to decrease by $12.2
million, or 22.4%. The capital budget includes resources that are allocated for completion of
projects that enhance the City’s facilities, parks, transportation, and surface water
management systems.

Major changes within the City’s 2006 btjdget include the following:
¢ Personnel Costs: The 2006 budget includes an increase of $717,800, 6.6%, in

personnel costs. This table summarizes the changes with a more detailed explanation
following.

Retirement,

L&l and

Extra-Help Health

New  Posiion  Budget Vacation Step  Market  Premium %
2005 Budget Positions Elimination Increases Buy-Out Increases Adjustment Changes 2006 Budget Change
Salaries 8624203 234757  (34800) 58759 50000 103800 150534 918708  65%
Benefits 235115 12110 17,302 7038 10218 48242 2480686  6.7%
Sub-Total 10949918 306928  (34800) 76061 50000 110638 160753 48242 11667739 66%
Budget Reductions/New Revenues (128,385) (65,69%) (194,081)

Net Budget Impact 10946918 176543 (34800) 10365 50,000 110,638 160793 48242 11473658  48%

¢ The major changes in personnel costs include a combination of the following:
o Salaries and wages are increasing by $562,968 or 6.5% in 2006. Increases to
salaries and wages include:
o New employee positions account for nearly 50% of the increase in salary wage
costs. ($235,000, net impact of $113,100): The proposed 2006 budget includes
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a recommendation to increase the City’s regular employee full time equivalents

(FTE's) by a net 4.5 FTEs. The proposed position changes include:

e Increasing the Assistant City Attorney from a .75 FTE to a 1.0 FTE ($17,700)

o Converting a contracted Network Specialist position to a regular employee
position. This results in a net savings to the General Fund. ($54,300, net
budget savings of $29,900)

e The addition of a Parks Maintenance Worker Il and a Parks & Recreation
Project Coordinator ($97,400)

e The addition of a .5 FTE Technical Assistant in the Permit Services program.
This position is needed to implement the proposed electrical permit program.
The cost of the position will be offset by the revenue generated from this
program. ($19,700, net budget impact of $0)

e The addition of a Engineer Technician in the Surface Water program.
($45,700)

Elimination of a .75 FTE Domestic Violence Victim Coordinator position. This

position was vacated and the Prosecutor's Office has agreed to provide this

service through a contract agreement. This will be a more effective and cost
efficient method to provide this service. (Transfer from salaries to
intergovernmental services of $34,800)

e Excluding the changes in FTEs, regular salaries would have increased by $363,900
(4.2%) from 2005 to 2006. Other salary changes include:

A recommended new vacation buy-out program for regular employees ($50,000).
Market salary adjustments and budgeted step increases. The budget includes an
overall 2.28% market adjustment for all regular personnel classifications
($151,000) and anticipated step increases for eligible employees ($103,600); and
Increase of budgeted extra-help ($58,800) primarily related to the expanded
summer recreation and aquatic programs. These costs are off-set by program
revenue.

o Projected benefit cost increases ($155,000) are related primarily to the following:

Proposed position changes discussed in the previous section account for nearly
one-half of the increased benefit costs ($72,000).

Health benefit costs are projected to increase by $48,700, 3.7%. This is
substantially lower than the annual goal of keeping health benefit cost increases
to 7.5% or lower.

Increases in the employer contribution to the City’s Social Security program and
Medicare, for existing positions, will increase by $17,300 as a result of the
recommended market adjustment and anticipated salary step increases.
Increases in rates for workers compensation will result in an increase of $9,900
cost for labor and industry premiums.

The Washington State Retirement (PERS) employer contribution rate will go from
2.44% to 3.69% effective July 1, 2006. It is projected that the contribution rate
will continue to increase over the next several years. Although this is the case,
the 2006 budget actually reflects lower retirement contribution costs ($10,400)
than in the 2005 adopted budget. The 2005 budget included a projected
increase from a 1.38% to 5.26% effective July 1, 2005. During the 2005
legislative session, the legislature passed a much lower rate (2.44%) resulting in
savings in the City’s 2005 budget. The legislature set the July 1, 2006, rate
during the 2005 legislative session.

o The City’'s compensation policy establishes salary ranges that are set at the median
of the City’s comparable organizations. In 2004 a survey for one-half of the City’'s
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personnel classifications was completed. As was discussed with the Council at that
time, the remaining classifications were surveyed in 2005. Based on the findings of
this survey, the 2006 proposed budget includes $64,000 in contingency to cover the
anticipated salary schedule changes. One of the recommended changes that | am
proposing to the City’s compensation policy for 2006, is that the City’s director
positions be placed in a salary range that conforms with our market policy, but that
the salary range only have a formal minimum and maximum salary, as opposed to
steps within the salary range. Directors will be eligible for salary changes based
strictly on performance. For this reason, you will see that the salary schedule for
directors has been segregated from the other salary schedules to show a minimum
salary and a maximum salary. _
Police Contract: Overall, the City’s cost for police services is projected to increase by
$272,300 (3.5%) when comparing the estimated 2006 cost to the City’s 2005 budget.
This is primarily a result of increased personnel costs within the King County contract
and an increase in the City’s share of activity based cost allocations such as the 911
Communications Center.

The contract with King County provides that the Sheriff's Office give an estimate of the
2006 costs by September 2005, and then reconcile this cost with the budget adopted by
the County in March of 2006. Whichever cost is less is the amount that the City will
actually pay. As a result of this process, it is not unusual that the City’s budget may be
slightly different from the actual annual contract with King County. This is the case in
2005. The amount budgeted for 2005 was more than the actual contract obligation for
2005, resulting in budget savings. The budget savings estimated for 2005 is $76,000.
Jail: The City’s jail costs are expected to decrease by approximately $26,000, 3%, in
2006. This is primarily related to the shift in usage from King County to Yakima County.
Economic Development Enhancements: The proposed 2006 budget includes a
recommendation to enhance our economic development efforts with a focus on small
businesses. As the Council is aware, the Economic Development Task Force has been
meeting and will be bringing a formal recommendation to the Council later in 2005.
Based on their preliminary discussions and the recommendation from our Economic
Development Program Manager, we have implemented two pilot programs in 2005 with
Community Capital Development and Environmental Cooperative of South Seattle to
assist small businesses. In the 2006 budget, | am recommending that we contract with
Community Capital Development and the Environmental Cooperative of South Seattle to
establish an on-going program to assist our small businesses. In 2006 the cost for these
programs is estimated at $95,000. | am recommending that we fund these programs
with the anticipated revenues that will be received by the implementation of a business
registration/license program in 2006. Of course the actual implementation of this
program in 2006 is dependent on the outcome of the pilot programs in 2005.

Human Service Funding: The 2006 budget includes an $83,000 increase in the base
General Fund budget for human service agencies. The Council may recall that the 2005
budget included a one-time increase of $62,000 in human service funding. | am
proposing that the City treat this as an on-going commitment along with an increase of
$21,000 to offset anticipated reductions to the Community Development Block Grant
program by the federal government.

2005 Base Budget Adjustments: The 2005 budget contains approximately $5 million
in either one-time expenditures or 2004 carry-over expenditures. The most significant
item was a $4 million dollar transfer from the General Fund to the General Capital Fund
for City Hall. These items were removed while preparing the 2006 base budget.
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+ City Streetlight Program: As the Council is aware, the City currently pays for some
streetlights and neighborhoods pay for some. In order to improve equity amongst all
neighborhoods, the 2006 budget proposes that the City assume responsibility for all
existing street lights. The projected annual cost for this is estimated at $77,000.

¢+ Budgeted Contingency Expenditures: The 2006 budget includes two main types of
budgeted contingencies: operational and insurance contingency and other anticipated
cost increases. These contingency accounts total $838,000. The largest contingency is
the operational and insurance contingency. Per the City’s financial policies, these
contingencies total $505,000 and are funded by allocating a portion of the existing
General Fund Balance. Other budgeted contingencies include a contingency for future
PERS contribution increases in the amount of $180,000. This would be approximately
enough to offset a 2% increase. Since the future increases will be on-going costs,
reserving $180,000 as a contingency only serves as a way to prevent these monies from
being programmed into other on-going obligations. The City Council could allocate the
$180,000 for one-time expenditures in 2006. The remaining contingencies represent
approximately $64,000 for the anticipated salary changes related to the 2005 salary
survey and other costs that have not been finalized at this time.

+ Use of Operating Reserves: The 2006 operating budget includes $1.3 million in one-
time resource allocations from the anticipated 2005 General Fund budget surplus. The
largest is the allocation of $635,400 to the General Capital fund. These funds will be
allocated to specific capital projects during the 2007-2012 Capital Improvement update
that will occur in 2006. Other one-time allocations include $450,000 to fund the City’s
traffic signal rehabilitation program for years 2006-2008, $62,000 for a handicapped
accessible van for the recreation program, $99,000 for election costs for the proposed
park and recreation bond, $50,000 to fund an urban forestry assessment, and $19,500
related to one-time costs for the proposed new personnel positions.

¢ Utility Costs: The City’s utility costs are estimated to increase by approximately
$62,000. This is primarily a result of telephone and natural gas rate increases and
increased sewer usage charges.

+ Fee Changes: The 2006 budget reflects the policy adopted by the City Council in 2000
to adjust development and recreation fees by the CPI-U for Seattle which is estimated at
2.8%. The 2006 fee schedule also includes a proposed $9 annual increase in the City’s
surface water utility rate, bringing the annual residential rate to $111. This rate
adjustment was included in the surface water master plan adopted by the City Council in
2005. Future surface water utility rate increases are estimated at $6 per year for the
next five years, and then a rate increase of .65% over the assumed rate of inflation
annually.

+ Capital Programs: The City’s 2006 capital budget reflects the first year of the City’s
adopted 2006-2011capital improvement program (CIP). Two minor changes from the
adopted capital improvement program are the proposed allocation of an additional
$114,500 funding for the curb ramp and sidewalk repair program from available CDBG
funds and $150,000 proposed to be spent for the rehabilitation of two City traffic signals
in 2006.

More detailed information regarding changes within the 2006 budget can be found in the
individual department sections of the budget.
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Fiscal Capacity

As a City, we are challenged by our limited fiscal capacity. We are primarily a residential
community, with 87% of our City assessed valuation in residential properties. We also have
low sales tax revenue per capita, $108, as compared to many other jurisdictions of a similar
population. This is especially true with those jurisdictions that have much larger retail
centers within their communities. The following chart shows a comparison of tax per capita

with comparable cities:

Per Capita Comparison
(Property Sales, B&O, Utility and Gambling Taxes, Franchise and Utility
Contract Payments)

Kent

A T T TN LRI ENR NN NN ENSY $643

Edmonds $464
Shoreline | $396
Burien 1 $364
Federal Way 1 $355
Lakew ood $32
University Place | $282

$0 $200 $400 $600 $800 $1,000
Renton E : : : $863
Redmond | $847
Olympia | $765
Auburn ] $745
Kirkland $697
Lynnw ood 1 $695

Some of these jurisdictions operate their own fire departments. If the City of Shoreline per
capita tax collections included the Fire District's property tax collections, the per capita tax

collections would be $541, still significantly below many of the other jurisdictions.

Given this, we have been very 2005
conservative and prudent in our financial Outstanding GO| 2005 Per
planning. Entity Bonds Capita
Aubum $ 6,754,000 | $ 142.28
The City currently does not have any Burien $ 2,970,000 | $ 95.68
outstanding general obligation debt, which |Edmonds $ 26,966,042 | $ 676.52
many other jurisdictions have. This table Federal Way $ 30,802,892 | $ 359.01
provides a comparison of the per capita Kent $ 71,631,199 | $ 843.51
general obligation debt of other cities. Kirkland $ 25,000,000 @ $ 546.57
Lakewood $ - $ -
Economic Outlook & Revenue Growth Lynnwood $ 10,330,693 | $ 296.60
The nation and the Puget Sound region Olympia $ 3,650,000 | $ 84.24
saw a dramatic economic decline in 2001.  |[Redmond $ 7,697,432 | $ 161.71
The Puget Sound region lost 82,000 jobs, [Renton $ 30,518,153 | $ 536.91
five percent of its employment, during the  [Shoreline $ - 1% -
recession. In mid 2003 it appears that the [University Place | $ 8,660,000 | $ 279.54

region started its recovery and by the second quarter of 2005, the region recouped 71,000
of the 82,000 jobs lost during the recession. At this rate, it is projected that the region will

return to pre-recession employment levels by the end of the year. Regional economists are
now projecting that the region will create 205,000 jobs between 2005 and 2010, a significant
change from the first half of the decade in which there was basically no change.
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Annual personal income growth over the next several years is projected to exceed 5.5
percent, closely matching the national forecasts. Housing permits are projected to increase
by 7.2% in 2006 and then drop to a more modest 1.7% level in 2007. Retail sales are
projected to grow in excess of 5 percent annually for the next several years.

Although the economic outlook for the Puget Sound region is very positive, we remain
conservative in our revenue forecasting. Overall, the City's operating revenues are
projected to increase by 5.2% when comparing the 2006 proposed budget to the 2005
budget. When comparing the 2006 proposed budget to the 2005 projected operating
revenue collections, the 2006 operating revenues grow by 1%, $332,000. The 2005
projected operating revenue collections include some one-time revenues, such as back
payment from Seattle Public Utilities for incorrect water utility contract payments ($111,000)
and construction related sales tax.

Property taxes re}present 21% of the City’s operating revenue. The City’s property tax

focjlilr?g:ieoar;se at:)? f%()g}ected Gity Property Tax Growth Rate 1997-2006
. (1] (Constant Dollars)
over 2005 collections to 8.0%
a total of $6.6 million for o N
2006. This amount 6.0% N\
includes a 1% property 4.0% - N
tax levy increase, with A —
V| , 2.0% N
an additional 0.8% of N s § N m & ¥
property tax revenue 0.0% —==— * * = % : ; : N Y
generate d from new 2.0% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Proj
-2.0% 2006
construction valued at | Property Tax% Change  —#—Infiation |
approximately $35

million. The 1% levy increase is the annual limit allowed by I-747, approved by Washington
State voters in 2002. Although the 2006 budget provides for increased property tax
revenues on a real basis, when adjusted for inflation and presented on a constant dollar
basis, the City has had property tax revenue growth below inflation since 2001, and
increases will not provide positive buying power in 2005 or 2006.

As a result of assessed

T,ro';?;%-{,af R‘t.ate valuation increases
er $1, aluation t iqthe | ]
1997-2006 outpacing the increase In

property tax levy over
the last several years,
the City’s property tax

$2.00 1$1-60-$1-66—$+-63—8+

o150 4¢I.DU STO0STO 316278752 §1.43 ¢1.36 $1.28 $125 g1.21 ;aetaerf::cfeauzeo%gve_rryhe
$1.00 - NN estimated property tax
$0.50 - \ N levy rate for 2006 is
$0.00 N N N $1.21 per $1,000

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Proj | 2sSessed valuation, a
2006 reduction from the 2005

rate of $1.25. Statutorily,
the City could levy up to
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a maximum property tax rate of $1.60 per $1,000 assessed valuation. The owner of a home
valued at $289,000 in 2005 could expect the City portion of their property tax to increase by
approximately $4 in 2006.

General sales tax, the second

largest revenue source for City of Shoreline
City operations, totals $5.785 Annual Sales Tax Growth
million for 2006. Since 2001 1997-2006

the City’s annual sales tax

growth has averaged 2.3% on gg-g:f’

a real dollar basis. The City 20.0% N

continues to be conservative lgg‘;f __§ N

in its sales tax projections. 50% N N N

The projected 2006 sales tax g.gz/A N N N : —— M SR

collections are estimated to ) )
) . 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Proj Proj
increase by 5% as compared 2005 2006

to the 2005 budget and 1.5%
compared to actual 2005
collections.

Shoreline’s tax base consists largely of basic consumer goods, and therefore our sales tax
collections have been fairly consistent over the last few years. Automobiles are the most
significant luxury item in the Shoreline sales tax base, and these sales will need to be
monitored throughout 2006. In 2004 sales tax from service industries grew by 13%,
construction related sales tax grew by 14%, while retail based sales tax only grew by 3.1%.

Annual Sales Tax Composition

Non-Retail
Construction

Misc Retail

Eating & Drinking
Fumiture §

Apparel & Accessories
Automotive/Gas
Food Stores

General Merchandise
Building Materials

Industry

$0 $500,000 $1,000,000 $1,500,000

m 2002 @ 2003 & 2ooﬂ

Page 33



Utility taxes, franchise fees, and contract payments from utility providers are the third largest
source of revenue for the City’s operating budget. These revenues are projected to
increase by approximately 4% when compared to projected 2005 collections. The most

significant
Utility Tax, Franchise Fees & Contract Payments increases are
projected to
$6,000,000 Eeelef;%rgne
$5,000,000 cable, and
$4,000,000 natural gas
$3,000,000 utilities. The
$2,000,000 - increases
$1,000,000 | from
$0 telephone
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004  Proj Proj and cable are
2005 2006 primarily
related to
Water m Bectricity 0 Natural Gas ™ Sew er m Surface Water &1 Cable &1 Garbage @ Telephone ‘ usage
increases,

while increases from natural gas are a result of rate increases over the last two years. At
this time we are not aware of any change anticipated in electric rates charged by Seattle
City Light (SCL) and therefore we are projecting flat revenues from the contract payment
made by SCL between 2005 and 2006. Other franchise fees and utility tax sources will
remain relatively flat.

Reserves
The City saves a portion of its operating revenues as fund balance or “reserves”. These
funds are used to continue providing services when the economy weakens, to cover one-
time expenditure needs and to meet unforeseen emergencies. To demonstrate prudent
financial management, the City Council adopted a policy of maintaining general reserves
(General Fund

aRnd Gencle:ral d) at General Fund Reserves
eserve Fund) a
10% of operating $14 60.0%
revenues. Atthe _
end of 2006, the $12 -‘- 1 50.0%
City’s general $10 - o
reserves are ® T400% g
projected to total o 981 g

s c +30.0% &
$8.1 million or S ¢l o
30% of projected S 1 20.0% =
General Fund $4 1
operating 521 1 10.0%
revenues.

$0 } + L } + : } ; 0.0%

The City’s 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Proj  Proj

2005 2006

general reserves
will be in excess
of the required 10% policy levels, and will be at the level maintained prior to 2002.
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State of Washington and King County Impacts

In 2001 the State Legislature eliminated the Motor Vehicle Excise Tax backfill monies to
cities. Shoreline was eligible for approximately $1.5 million in backfill funds. The
Legislature failed to identify an on-going revenue source for the backfill funds, and therefore
the City received $148,000 in 2003, $55,000 in 2004, and only $37,000 in 2005. These
monies were treated as one-time revenues.

The City has been working with other jurisdictions and conducting its own studies to
determine the most appropriate way to provide court services. A short term agreement was
reached with King County to extend the City’s court contract although at increased cost
which will result in the City losing approximately $48,000 in fine revenue in 2006.

Staffing

The 2006 budget provides funding for 144.2 regular full-time equivalent (FTE) positions. Of
these, 4.75 FTEs represent new positions: a Parks Maintenance Worker, a Parks and
Recreation Project Coordinator, a Computer Network Specialist, an Engineering Technician
for the Surface Water utility, a .5 FTE Technical Assistant for the Electrical Permitting
program, and an increase in the .75 FTE Assistant City Attorney to a 1.0 FTE. The 2006
proposed budget also includes the elimination of a .75 FTE Domestic Violence Victim
Coordinator, since this service will be provided through the Prosecuting Attorney’s contract
in 2006. The City’s 2006 ratio of employees per 1,000 population is 2.6. As the graph
below depicts, a comparison of staffing to population still shows the City of Shoreline staffing
levels significantly below comparable cities. These ratios have been adjusted to exclude
fire, police, special program and utility personnel from comparable cities.

Employees Per Thousand Population

Renton (2005) 6.40

NN A A N A N R R R N A RN RN RN

e
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I
N 6.08

Redmond (2005)
Olympia (2005) |
Lynnwood (2005) | 4.91

Kirkdand (2005) 4.24

Aubum (2005) SREEHTITNIITETHNTTEINNENY - 3166
Kent (2005) KNNIIIIIIHIITRTTEEEENY - 3.61

Edmonds (2005) | 274

Shoreline (2006 Proposed) | 261
University Place (2005) 2.18

Federal Way (2005) RNNNNNSNNNY 1.64
Burien (2005) RNNNNNNSSSNY 1.64
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One-Time Expenditures
The 2006 operating budget includes $1.3 million in one-time expenditures, excluding any
monies budgeted for contingencies. These monies come from the anticipated General Fund
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budget surplus for 2005. | am proposing that this surplus be allocated by transferring
$632,000 to the General Capital Fund for future appropriation; $450,000 to fund three years
of a traffic signal rehabilitation program; $99,000 for anticipated election costs related to the
proposed Park and Recreation bond issue; $50,000 for an urban forestry assessment,
$62,000 for a handicap accessible van for the City’s recreation program, and $19,500 for
one-time related costs to the proposed new personnel positions.

Capital Budget

The City Council adopted the 2006-2011 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) in July of this
year. The total CIP budget for 2006 is $42.2 million. The total 2006-2011 CIP is $168.3
million. The 2006 budget is approximately $12.2 million, 22.4%, less than the 2005 capital
budget. The proposed 2006 budget differs from the 2006 program in the adopted CIP by
$93,400. The primary differences are related to the following:

+ Traffic Signal Rehabilitation: | am recommending that we allocate $450,000 from the
2005 General Fund surplus to the Roads Capital Fund for the purpose of funding the
traffic signal rehabilitation program for three years. The estimated cost to rehabilitate
one traffic signal is $75,000. The City currently has 40 traffic signals. The technology
and parts in the current signals are old and it is more difficult to find parts to keep them
in working order.

¢ Allocation of .5 FTE of Maintenance Worker to the Parks Repair and Rehabilitation
Program: Approximately 50% of the proposed new Park Maintenance Worker will be
charged to the Parks Repair and Rehabilitation program. This is the approximate
amount of internal staff allocation necessary to help with the repair and replacement of
park facilities and fixtures.

¢ General Services Overhead: Since the adoption of the 2006-2011 CIP, staff has been
able to update the City’s overhead allocation model that charges service delivery
activities for general support services such as Finance, City Council, City Attorney, etc.
This update resulted in slightly different costs from those estimated in the 2006-2011
CIP.

¢ Engineering: Final calculation of staff time allocated to capital projects was slightly
higher than estimated in the 2006-2011 CIP.

The CIP covers projects over $10,000 and includes buildings, land acquisition, park
facilities, road and transportation projects, and drainage system improvements. Much of the
capital improvement activity is funded through contributions from the General Fund, Real
Estate Excise Tax (REET), federal grants, and Public Works Trust Fund loans.

This chart providesa 2006-2011 Capital Improvement Program
breakdown of the allocation
of capital dollars for 2006 $45,000,000
through 2014. The change $40.000,000 |—H
in capital dollars can vary $35.000,000 1— EEE:
. . ! ! 222 —rr—
significantly from year to $30,000,000 —b8s: B
year based on available $25.000.000 1 b3s4 3%3] 33 MK}
resources to complete pesusenl il 333 343 28¢ 1844
i H $20,000,000 - +¢¢ +44 2¢¢ boo4
projects and the impact of ) 28¢ N 228 3es T
completed capital projects | $15.000000 \ N I
. , . 1 | Lo a
on the Clty S operatlng $10,000,000 \ \ 28 4 b4 44 128
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Following are highlights from the 2006-2011 CIP projects that are either in progress or will
be completed in 2006. Additional information on the CIP may be found in the Capital
Improvement Program section of this budget document.

¢ The 2006-2011 CIP includes funding for the acquisition of a City Hall. The current
estimated project cost is $20 million. This is a preliminary estimate, as the project is still
in the early planning stages. It is anticipated that a property acquisition agreement will
be completed in 2005, with design beginning in 2006 and construction beginning in early
2007.

+ City gateways and community signage program. A total of $400,000 was provided in the
CIP for construction of City gateway sites and significant City signs at points of entry and
public facilities, with $100,000 allocated for 2006.

¢ Parks Repair & Maintenance Program. The 2006-2011 CIP includes $1.4 m|II|on for the
systematic repair and replacement of major components of existing parks. These items
may include benches, tables, fences, paths, and playground equipment. This funding is
approximately 50% of the amount needed to fully fund all features of existing parks at
their optimum life cycle replacement schedule.

+ Initiate Master Plans for Richmond Beach Saltwater Park, Twin Ponds, Ronald Bog Park
and Cromwell Park. Total cost for developing the master plans is estimated at
$304,000. Funding for project implementation is not included in the 2006-2011 CIP.

¢ Replacement of the Richmond Beach Saltwater Park Bridge is included in the CIP at an
estimated cost of $1.7 million

¢ The 2006-2011 CIP includes several projects in which the funding will depend on a
future bond issue, negotiations with current owners, and/or receiving future grants along
with City funds. These projects include the installation of artificial turf on some of the
City’s soccer fields and acquisition of open space properties.

¢ Annual preservation projects for roads, sidewalks, and traffic small works projects are
funded at an average of $1 million.

¢ The 2006-2011 CIP includes $5.4 million for the construction of pedestrian walkways
and sidewalks on priority City routes.

+ The most significant transportation projects continue to be the Interurban Trail
Pedestrian Crossing and Aurora Corridor.

o The Interurban Trail Pedestrian Crossing project totals $5.8 million with $4.7 million
funded in 2006. Approximately 70%, $4 million, of the project is projected to be
funded through grants and other agency participation. During 2005 many of the
sections of the trail were completed, with the north central segment to be completed
in 2007.

o The Aurora Corridor, 145"-165" project, totals $26.7 million with the expectation that
$9.2 million will be funded in 2005 and $10.6 million in 2006. Of the total $26.7
million, approximately $23.5 million will be funded through grants and other agency
participation, with the remaining $3.2 million funded from City resources.

a Planning and deSIgn work start on the second phase of the Aurora Corridor project,
165" — 205", in 2005 and will continue through 2006. The total estimated cost for
this project is $68.4 million, with $58.4 million being funded through grants and other
agency participation. The 2006 budget includes $478,000 for planning and design
work in 2006.

¢ The 2006 budget provides for the continuation of the Neighborhood Traffic Safety
Program with approximately $130,000 funded annually for capital improvements and
$50,000 funded within the operating budget for increased police traffic enforcement.
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+ In 2005 the City Council adopted the first surface water utility master plan. This plan
included a recommended 20 year operating and capital improvement plan for the utility.
The capital projects for the first 6 years of the plan are included in the 2006-2011 CIP.
These projects focus on the desired level of service for flood protection, water quality,
stream rehabilitation and habitat enhancement.

More detailed information about the projects within the City’s 2006-2011 CIP can be
obtained with a copy of the Adopted 2006-2011 CIP.

Other Budget Issues

One initiative that will be up for voter approval in the November state-wide election is I-912.
This initiative proposes the elimination of the motor vehicle fuel tax that was approved by the
State Legislature during the 2005 legislative session. This fuel tax represents a 9.5 cent per
gallon gas tax increase that will be phased in over the next 3 years. The gas tax, as
adopted by the State Legislature, would provide approximately $240,000 annually to fund
local transportation projects and approximately $10 million for the 165"-205" Aurora
improvements. If the initiative is passed this funding would not be available. If this were the
case, the City would need to find alternative funding to maintain its road preservation
program and alternative grants for the Aurora project.

In 2005 the City of Shoreline and several other cities that have a franchise agreement with
Seattle City Light (SCL) were sued by a group of City of Seattle rate payers. The claim of
the rate payers is that a contract payment made by SCL to the cities is not legal. Currently
the City receives approximately $850,000 a year from SCL as provided in the City’s
franchise agreement. It is anticipated that it will take time for this issue to be resolved
through the court system.

In 2006 the City will present the voters with a $15.1 million Park and Recreation bond issue.
This will be the first voted bond issue that the City has pursued. The proceeds from this
bond issue will be used to acquire open space, make improvements to existing park
facilities, and develop some new parks or park features.

Performance, Results and Outcomes

Our organization has continued to focus on performance and results. This year the budget
includes a Performance, Results, Outcomes (PRO) card which reflects an update of the
City’s strategic plan along with our highest level performance measures. | plan to use this
tool to help communicate with the Shoreline community how we are doing as an
organization in meeting the community’s needs.

In addition to the PRO card, the department budgets include service program summaries
along with key performance measures and results of those measures for the last 3 years. In
20086, staff plans to develop a performance report that will highlight the status of these
measures for the services that the City provides.

Our Financial Condition and Future Challenges

The City’s current financial condition is excellent. Over the last five years, the City’s revenue
collections have exceeded expenditures as a result of conservative financial planning,
efficient management, restraint from using budget savings as a way to fund on-going
operations and modest budget increases. The City is well positioned to respond to changes
in the economy, but at the same time, a prolonged decline in revenues would require the
City to re-evaluate its service levels in order to maintain a strong financial position.
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Although the City reviews the long-term position of all funds, the primary focus is on the
long-term financial position of the City’s operating budget. The City is entering a time period
in which annual expenditure growth is projected to outpace annual revenue growth,
therefore resulting in future budget gaps between annual operating revenues and
expenditures.

City Operating Budget Forecast Based Or_1 the
10 Year Operating Budget Comparison assumptions that
the City uses in its

$40,000,000 long-term financial
$30,000,000 M planning, the

T previous graph
$20,000,000 depicts the
projected budget

$10,000,000 gaps between
$0 — . ; ; ; ; : : annual operating
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 revenues and
expenditures in
[—o—Revenues ~a Expenditures ‘ the future.

The City’s budget policies and state law dictate that the operating budget must be balanced
on an annual basis with on-going revenue sources, unless a policy decision is made to use
reserves in an emergency or as a one-time event. One of the advantages of doing long-
term financial planning is that we can anticipate the need to either reduce expenditures,
increase revenues, or do both. It also allows us to anticipate the need for future policy
changes.

In light of the long-term forecasts, our focus over the last few years has been on cost
containment, expenditure reductions and improving service efficiencies and | believe we
have been very successful in this effort. Some of our successes include:

e In 2003 an employee group developed an alternative health benefit policy. As a result of
this policy change, the City’s health benefit costs in 2006 are $313,000 less than would
have been budgeted under the previous policy.

e We have reduced annual jail costs by $135,000 through an interlocal agreement with
other cities to use the Yakima County jail for some misdemeanants.

e We have changed the way we pay for Police Department canine services by purchasing
this on a call-out basis instead of having a dedicated unit. This has resulted in annual
savings of $100,000.

Departments absorbed $167,000 in baseline budget reductions in 2005.

During 2004 we initiated a dialogue with you, the Council, and our community regarding
City service priorities. We continued this effort in 2005 with public sessions focused on
both the operating budget and the City’s long-term capital needs.

In 2004 | provided the Council with a recommendation that | believe helps us plan for a
stable financial future. My recommendation is summarized in the following table:
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Effective Year
Action 2005 2006 2007
Reduce department base budgets by 1% and review
low priority services for elimination ‘

Implement a utility tax on our surface water utility
Increase recreation fees by approximately 10% and
enhance the City’'s scholarship program

Implement a revenue generating regulatory business
license program :

Seattle City Light utility contract payment (6%) on the
distribution portion of the electric utility fees ;
Property tax levy lid lift .

| am recommending that we proceed with a business license/registration program in 2006,
but that we dedicate the revenue proceeds to cover the cost of implementing and
maintaining the business license program and designate any excess revenues to be used to
fund the City’s economic development program. At this time, | am not recommending that
we pursue an increase in Seattle City Light contract payment in 2006.

We will continue to monitor our expenditure and revenue trends. As we see the economy
continuing to improve, we will monitor how this may change our long-term forecast. As
always we will continue to look for ways to make our service delivery to residents as efficient
as possible. In the future, it is likely that we may need to pursue either a property tax levy lid
lift or other alternative revenue source to maintain and/or enhance service levels. Lastly, we
will continue to seek input from our community so that we can provide you with feedback on
the needs and desires of our community.

| am very confident, given our past conservative financial planning and spending policies
that we will develop a long-term financial strategic plan that will support our City vision of
making Shoreline the best place to live, learn, work and play.

Conclusion

This budget is an effort to comprehensively address the City’s service and capital
investment needs for 2006. It is a budget that continues to provide current service levels,
but it does not satisfy all the demands placed on the City. The 2006 proposed budget
addresses the top priorities identified by the Council and the Shoreline community. It does
this through conservative revenue estimates and modest expenditure growth.

In presenting the budget to the Council, | would like to acknowledge and express
appreciation to the City Leadership Team and their staff for their willingness to submit
realistic budget requests and develop alternatives to meet the Council priorities. | would
also like to thank the Finance Department for its assistance in preparing this budget.
Finally, | would like to thank you, the Council, for the policy direction you have provided for
service delivery to our community.

Respegtfully submitted,
/% (7 W

Steven C. Burkett
City Manager
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City of Shoreline

Critical Success
Factors

Goals

Strategies

Performance Measures

Performance, Results, Outcomes (PRO) Card

Vision

Shoreline! A Great Place to Live, Learn, Work and Play. A Place to Live Your Dream.

Mission

We, the employees of the City of Shoreline, are dedicated to providing exceptional public service in fulfilling the community vision and council goals with integrity and pride.

Healthy, Vibrant
Neighborhoods

« Safe, secure, attractive
neighborhoods

* Park and open space within
safe walking distance

« Excellent public utilities and
infrastructure

Innovative Leadership
and Strategic Planning

-

* Programs aligned with
community values and critical
success factors

Economic Vitality and
Financial Stability

Quality Services
and Facilities

=i

» Services and programs
delivered at an excellent value

» Personalized, responsive
customer service

* Quality facilities and
infrastructure

S

= Sufficient fiscal capacity to
fund priority services, facilities,
and infrastructure

* Quality investments in
commercial areas

* Diversified and balanced
economic base

anticipated and solved

innovation

* Problems and issues effectively

» Work environment that fosters

Community Alliances
and Partnerships

&Y

¢ Public resources and
quality services maximized
through alliances and
partnerships

Effective Community Relations
and Communications

» Open, accessible two-way
communication with the
community

* Responsive government

Professional and
Committed Workforce
e

@ e

» Customer/results-driven
culture

» Highly Skilled, team-oriented
workforce

« Effective organizational
leadership

e —— — — S e EE— —— S S S S — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —— — — ——— — — —— — — - — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — w— —

* Enhance safe, friendly streets
program (Council Goal No. 3)

* Improve code enforcement
program (Council Goal No. 6)

» Develop plan for acquiring/
preserving open space and critical
areas (Council Goal No. 7)

* Implement Comprehensive Plan,
PROS Plan, and Transportation
and Surface Water Master Plans

= Percent of residents who feel safe in
their neighborhood during the day

= Percent of residents who rate the
overall quality of life as excellent/good

= Percent of residents who rate their
neighborhood condition as excellent/
good

= Percent of households located within

1/2 mile of an active recreational facility

= Number of pedestrian pathway linear
feet

= Percent of residents very/somewhat
satisfied with overall maintenance of
streets

= Percent of households that rate the
condition of parks as good/excellent

= Traffic accidents per 1,000 population

= Part 1 crimes per 1,000 population

Above all else, our focus is customer service through:

« Develop a long-term financial plan » Complete City Hall Project (Council

: Goal No. 5)
* Complete the Aurora Corridor . : .. * Develop PRO Cards by
Project (Council Goal No. 1) gg;plheote 2t)he Interurban Trail (Council deparmentaiireliam brsas
* Complete the North City Project > IR e‘ s e tnnnn 5t 5Bk * Develop a "problem solving"
» Create public and private efﬁF::ie‘nl'nciZs model to improve service

partnerships to improve business delivery
areas

* Develop an economic
development plan (Council Goal
No. 4)

+ Create joint economic

development partnerships

= Conduct citizen satisfaction surveys
» Work with Bond Advisory Committee
to create a priority capital projects list

= Percent of residents who are very
satisfied/satisfied with the overall
quality of services

= Percent of residents rating quality of
customer service as excellent/good

= Percent of residents who contacted
City staff and who believe staff were
courteous/polite

= Operating expenditures per capita

= Overall pavement condition rating
for City streets (0-100)

= Percent of residents who rate the
value of services received for City
taxes as excellent/good

= Percent of residents who think the
city manages finances excellent/
good

= Sales tax revenue per capita

= Total assessed value per capita

= General obligation debt per capita

= Percent of residents who feel the
City is moving in the right direction
= Percent of employees who have a
clear understanding of how their
job fits with the mission of the City
= Employees per 1,000 population

Organizational Values
Continuous Improvement-Raising the Bar!
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» Coordinate with outside agencies * Provide timely, accurate
information using the City's

newsletter, web site, cable
channel, events, and through the

to pursue joint programs and
projects
* Promptly address mutual issues

* Align systems and practices with
organizational values

» Create competitive compensation
and recognition programs

and concerns with partners local media * Implement citywide training
» Effectively work with boards, » Effectively work with the Council program that align with
commissions, neighborhoods, and  of Neighborhoods organizational values and needs

volunteers

= Percent of residents satisfied with
the City's efforts to keep residents

= Number of neighborhoods/
blocks participating in National
Night Out Against Crime

= Number of citizenvolunteer
hours

= Percent of 6-year CIP funded
by state and federal funding

informed

Professionalism-Making the Difference!

* Improve strategies to increase
citizen awareness, participation,
and involvement

= Percent of residents satisfied with
the level of public involvement in
local decision making

= Percent of residents who feel
satisfied/very satisfied with the
overall image of the City

* Provide leadership and
management training

* Conduct employee satisfaction/
customer surveys

= Percent of employees who
believe customer service is a
high priority in our organization

= Percent of employees who rate
service of support departments
as excellent/good

= Percent of employees who would
recommend the City to a friend

= Percent of operating budget
spent on professional
development and training

= Retention rate

= Percent of employees who
believe they have resources/
training to do their job

Results-Getting it Done!



sia P City of Shoreline

SHORELINE
s Performance, Results, Outcomes (PRO) Card
ads . 2005 Actual/
Critical Goals Strategies Performance Measures 2004 Actual Estimated
SUCCGSS Factors ) . Percent of residents who feel safe in their neighborhood during the day® 92% 92%
< Enhgnce safe, friendly streets program (Council Goal  pereant of residents who rate the overall quality of life as excellent/good”® 82% 82%
5 Ir:;;rcr)ve cods enforcement proaean (CouaclliGoal No Percent of residents who rate their neighborhood condition as excei]enh’gt:’od3 60% 60%
= Safe, secure, attractive neighborhoods 6) prog " Percent of households located within 1/2 mile of an active recreational facility NA NA
Healthy, Vibrant * Park and open space within safe walking » Develop plan for acquiring/preserving open space and Number of pedestrian pathway linear feet 442,528 453,973
Neighborhoods distance critical areas (Council Goal No. 7) Percent of residents very/somewhat satisfied with overall maintenance of streets 55% 55%
» Excellent public utilities and infrastructure * Implement Comprehensive Plan, PROS Plan, and Percent of households that rate the condition of parks as good/excellent 87% 87%
Transportation and Surface Water Master Plans Traffic accidents per 1,000 population 13.2 12.2
- - - - - - - - - - - - - = - - - - - Part 1 crimes per 1,000 population 46 47
* Develop a long-term financial plan i i i 3 0 9
 Sufficient fiscal capacity to fund priority » Complete the Aurora Corridor Project (Council Goal No. 1) Percent of residents who ra'te the vallue of serth.as received for City taxes ass excellent/good 35% 35%
Economic Vitality an services. faciiities . and infrastructure + Complete the North City Project Percent of residents who think the city manages its finances excellent/good 22% 22%
Financial Stability iy e > il * Create partnerships for marketing/promoting Shoreline, Sales tax revenue per capita $109 $111
= Q_Ual'tﬁf investments in commercial areas supporting businesses and major projects and for attracting  Total assessed value per capita $100,311 $105,407
« Diversified and balanced economic base investment i e, & o &
* Develop an economic development plan (Council Goal No. 4) eneral obligation debt per cap $ $
oy q S ilverad at 5 gomp:ete City Hall Project (Council Goal No. 5) Percent of residents who are very satisfied/satisfied with the overall quality of services® 69% 69%
L .

Oty Barvies [t ] ef(:\(;llf:rlst 3:|u2rograms civered atan Ir:';rr‘g:“:i:2;'2;2;”;?%";‘:;'égﬁz?enncéligoal No. 2) Percent of residents rating quality of customer service as excellent/good® 70% 70%
u . 3 2 5 .3 & 5
and Facilities ﬁ i « Personalized, responsive customer service * Conduct citizen satisfaction surveys Percen.t of resmen-ts who contat?ted City staff and who believe staff were courteous/polite 92% 92%

« Quality facilities and infrastructure * Work with Bond Advisory Committee to create a OpstMing Expomiaues per capka $468 $506
priority capital projects list Overall pavement condition rating for City streets (0-100) 81 81
* Programs aligned with community values ity i ing i ig ion® 9
; andgcritical nglccess ! y « Develop PRO Cards by departments/program areas Percent of residents who feel the City is moving in the right dlrech.or.l . 0 s 7736 77 oA,
Innovative _ : s » Develop a "problem solving” model to improve service Percent of employees who have a clear understanding of how their job fits with the mission of the City 86% 99%
;aha.actl:;higlandi . Przblerlns Celmd issues effectively anticipated delivery Employees per 1,000 population 26 26
c Planning and solve
» Work environment that fosters innovation
* Coordinate with outside agencies/partners to pursue
joint programs/projects and to address mutual
Community « Public resources and quality services concerns ‘ . Number of nﬁlghbomoodsfblocks participating in National Night Out Against Crime 15 16
Alliances and [ﬁ maximized through alliances and « Pursue federal and state funding for projects/ Number of citizen volunteer hours 10,184 10,195
Partnershi ; programs aTdy Percent of 6-year CIP funded by state and federal funding 57% 47%
e partnerships « Effectively work with boards, commissions,
neighborhoods, and volunteers
* Provide timely, accurate information using the City's
Effective Community * Open, accessible two-way communication newsletter, web site, cable channel, events, and Percent of residents satisfied with the City's efforts to keep residents informed® 66% 66%
Relations and with the community : ‘Ehfff‘;zgcetlhe '°°:" ":g‘:;]a Council of Neiahborhoods  eTeent of residents satisfied with the level of public involvement in local decision making® 53% 53%
Communications * Responsive government « Improve gt:;g gi:sl - inec b eal;e clizen a%va P Percent of residents who feel satisfied/very satisfied with the overall image of the City® 69% 69%
participation, and involvement
» Align systems and practices with organizational Percent of employees who believe customer service is a high priority in our organization® 96% 97%
values Percent of employees who rate service of support departments as excellent/good* 94% 94%
Professional and « Customer/results-driven culture = Create competitive compensation and recognition Percent of employees who would recommend the City to a friend* 77% 94%
sv‘;mm‘t::: » Highly Skilled, team-oriented workforce d r:%;;”‘;?‘t oiiywide i B i, Percent of operating budget spent on professional development and training 1.0% 1.0%
» Effective organizational leadership ors;)anizationa‘ln\lrvalues o %ge il Retention rate 92.3% 92.0%
Percent of employees who believe they have resourcesitraining to do their job’ 88%/80% 94%/90%

« Provide leadership and management training
 Conduct employee satisfaction/customer surveys ' NA is defined as data is currently "not available.”

2 The PRO Card does not capture all of the City's department or program area's goals, strategies and performance measures.
* The citizen satisfaction survey is conducted every other year (2002, 2004), and the previous year's results are carried over.
* The employee satisfaction survey (2003, 2005) and internal customer survey (2004) is conducted every other year, and the previous year's results are carried over.
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The City Budget

Where the money will come from ....

2006 City Resources By Category
$78,936,984

Transfers From Other
Funds
11%

Property Tax Sales Tax

9%
Use of Fund Balance 9% Utility Tax & Franchise

7.5% Fees
Mscellaneous 7%
1% Gambling Tax
4%
Other Taxes

Fees & Charges 2%

Grants & Loans 6%

35%
Fines & Forfeits

Investment Inter?ﬁ{ergovemmentéll% (.01%)
1.5% 7%

How will the money be spent ....

2006 City Expenditures by Category
$78,936,984

Transfers to
Other Fund
11%

Oy

Operating
Expenditures
36%

Internal Service

Charges
0% (0.4%)
Capital
Improvements
53%
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City Budget Summary
Listed below are the resources and expenditures for all City funds. City Resources shows all revenue by
category. City Expenditures lists the operating uses by department and functional area. The Operating Budget
represents expenses necessary to run the City government on a daily basis. Contingencies represent funding
that set aside for potential or unforeseen expenditures that may occur. Capital Improvements are the purchase
land, construction of a building, major street construction or reconstruction, or drainage system improvements.
Transfers to Other Funds represent transfers of appropriations from one City fund to another City fund for
services or the transfer of funds for capital purposes from the operating funds to the capital funds. Revenue and
expenditures are recorded in both funds. Ending Fund Balance represents the reserves that are available to the
City at the end of any given year. These reserves represent both reserves for unanticipated events and
reserves designated for future capital purposes.

2006 $ Change % Change
2005 Current 2005 Proposed From 2005 from 2005
2004 Actual Budget Projected Budget Budget Budget
Resources:
Beginning Fund Balance 41,160,152 38,500,057 44,810,016 35,972,706 (2,527,351) -6.6%
Revenues:
Property Tax 6,714,399 6,814,672 6,814,672 6,935,415 120,743 1.8%
Sales Tax 6,798,535 6,540,000 6,740,000 6,886,187 346,187 5.3%
Utility Tax & Franchise Fees 5,132,665 5,101,857 5,617,743 5,386,000 284,143 5.6%
Gambling Tax 3,321,060 2,982,500 2,982,500 2,930,500 (52,000) -1.7%
Other Taxes 2,023,780 1,403,400 2,186,526 1,428,848 25,448 1.8%
Fees & Charges 4,380,437 4,513,422 4,735,530 5,006,653 493,231 10.9%
Fines & Forfeits 127,917 111,000 91,465 11,000 (100,000) -90.1%
Intergovernmental 1,994,377 4,284,343 7,087,150 5,855,865 1,671,522 36.7%
Investment Interest 851,635 850,125 712,300 1,195,388 345,263 40.6%
Grants & Loans 6,139,190 31,627,146 11,920,245 27,820,016 (3,807,130) -12.0%
Miscellaneous 349,077 569,476 352,414 905,971 336,495 59.1%
Sub-Total Revenues 37,833,072 64,797,941 49,240,545 64,361,843 (436,098) -0.7%
Transfers From Other Funds 7,239,729 9,856,138 9,867,138 8,641,650 (1,214,488) -12.3%
Total Revenues 45,072,801 74,654,079 59,107,683 73,003,493 (1,650,586) -2.2%
Total Resources 86,232,953 113,154,136 103,917,699 108,976,199 (4,177,937) -3.7%
Uses:
Operating Expenditures:
City Council 163,784 162,969 168,718 167,738 4,769 2.9%
City Manager 620,438 709,278 705,576 728,545 19,267 2.7%
City Clerk 320,170 361,482 353,349 386,840 25,358 7.0%
Community & Govt. Relations 472,999 568,178 551,575 559,979 (8,199) -1.4%
Human Services 453,325 599,980 583,414 567,025 (32,955) -5.5%
City Attorney 414,970 491,086 488,684 515,549 24,463 5.0%
Finance 3,000,927 3,259,983 3,167,929 3,219,881 (40,102) -1.2%
Human Resources 340,294 368,463 358,015 365,041 (3.422) -0.9%
Customer Response Team 380,971 402,436 377,347 403,909 1,473 0.4%
Police 7,299,588 7,825,882 7,731,472 8,098,357 272,475 3.5%
Criminal Justice 924,993 1,007,000 952,000 973,104 (33,896) -3.4%
Parks & Recreation 2,794,532 3,511,447 3,476,922 3,842,807 331,360 9.4%
Planning & Development Services 1,994,862 2,393,262 2,313,710 2,361,082 (32,180) -1.3%
Economic Development 77,066 168,580 186,984 274,150 105,570 62.6%
Public Works 4,416,937 4,810,752 4,817,345 4,748,732 (62,020) -1.3%
Contingencies - 505,000 844,778 339,778 67.3%
Subtotal Operating Expenditures 23,675,856 27,145,778 26,233,040 28,057,517 911,739 3.4%
Internai Service Charges 237,817 239,202 248,823 277,176 37,974 15.9%
Capital Improvements 10,269,534 53,970,031 31,913,271 41,994,533
Transfers to Other Funds 7,239,730 9,846,860 9,549,860 8,607,758 (1,239,102) -12.6%
Total Expenditures 41,422,937 91,201,871 67,944,994 78,936,984 (12,264,887) -13.4%
Ending Fund Balance 44,810,016 21,952,265 35,972,705 30,039,215 8,086,950 36.8%
Use (Excess) of Fund Balance (3,649,864) 16,547,792 8,837,311 5,933,491 (10,614,301) -64.1%

*The difference between transfers in and transfers out represents the transfer of monies from the City’s capital funds to the Public Arts Fund.
The expenditure of these funds is incorporated within the project costs as opposed to being shown as an operating transfer.
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City of Shoreline
2006 All Funds Resources/Expenditures Summary

2006

Beginning Fund 2006 2006 Transfers- 2006 Total 2006 Transfers- Ending Fund Total 2006
Fund Balance Revenue In Resources Expenditures Out Balance Appropriation
General Fund $ 7,815,669 $ 25,893,795 $ 1,203,841 $ 34913305 $ 24,699,452 $ 4,244,036 § 5,969,817 $ 28,943,488
Street Fund 527,103 904,746 1,565,131 2,996,980 1,709,746 760,131 527,103 2,469,877

Arterial Street Fund 17,370 - - 17,370 - - 17,370 -
Surface Water Management Fund 2,896,882 2,754,067 25,000 5,675,949 1,557,254 3,424,862 693,833 4,982,116

General Reserve Fund 2,140,189 - 38,350 2,178,539 - - 2,178,539 -

Development Services Fund - - - - - - - -
Code Abatement Fund 86,095 82,500 20,000 188,595 100,000 - 88,595 100,000
Asset Seizure Fund 25,558 23,500 - 49,058 23,000 - 26,058 23,000

Public Art Fund 406,518 - 33,892 440,410 - - 440,410 -
General Capital Fund 7,871,969 12,638,521 744,738 21,255,228 13,689,133 39,797 7,526,298 13,728,930
City Facility-Major Maint. Fund 156,000 4,680 70,000 230,680 60,000 - 170,680 60,000
Roads Capital Fund 10,007,750 21,619,773 1,670,817 33,298,340 26,930,996 56,120 6,311,224 26,987,116
Surface Water Caplital Fund 2,543,666 151,786 3,159,881 5,855,333 1,322,748 82,812 4,449,773 1,405,560
Vehicle Operations Fund 52,134 88,717 - 140,851 88,717 - 52,134 88,717
Equipment Replacement Fund 1,353,649 199,308 100,000 1,652,957 138,180 - 1,514,777 138,180
Unemployment Fund 72,154 450 10,000 82,604 10,000 - 72,604 10,000

Total City Funds $ 35,972,706 $ 64,361,843 § 8,641,650 $ 108,976,199 $ 70,329,226 § 8,607,758 $ 30,039,215 $ 78,936,984

2006 Appropriation By Fund
$78,936,984

Surface Water Capital Fund
2%

City Facility-Major Maint. Roads Capital Fund Vehicle Operations,
Fund 34% Equipment Replacement &
0% (0.08%) Unemployment Funds 0%

(0.3%)

General
Capital
Fund
17%
Asset Seizure, General
Reserve, Public Arts, Code
Abatement & Arteriai Street Surface Water Management
Funds 0% (0.16%) Fund 6%

General Fund 37%

Street Fund
3%

2006 Appropriation By Type

City Facility/Major Maint.
Human Services 0% (0.1%)

1% General Government

8%  Public Safety

12%

Surface Water Capital [ e - Planning & Develop.
2% g : R Services

3%

Internal Transfers
1%

Reserves /
Asset Depreciation
1%

Public Works
Roads Capital o%
34% Parks & Recreation

General Capital 5%

17%
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Beginning Fund Balance

Revenues:

Taxes:

Property

Sales and Use

Gambling

Utility

Other
Franchise/Utility Contract Payments
Licenses and Permits
Intergovernmental
Charges for Services
Fines and Forfeitures
Interest Income
Miscellaneous Revenues

Total Revenue

Operating Expenditures
Salaries & Benefits
Supplies
Services & Charges
Intergovernmental
Interfund
Debt Service
Other
Capital Outlay

Total Operating Expenditures

Revenue Over (Under) Expenditures

Other Financial Sources (Uses)
Operating Transfers In
Transfers Out

Net Budget Surplus (Gap)

Ending Fund Balance

Assumptions
Inflation

Annual Sales & Use Tax Change
Genral Fees & Licenses Increase
Investment Interest Rate
_Building Permit Change
Revenue Collection
PERS Employer Contribution Rate
Health Benefit Escalator
Regular Salary Escalator
Police Contract Escalator
Expenditure Percentage

New Maintenance Costs for Completed

Capital Projects

OPERATING BUDGET FORECAST
SIXYEAR FORECAST

2006
Proposed
Budget

2007 Forecast 2008 Forecast 2009 Forecast 2010 Forecast 2011 Forecast

$ 8675459 $ 8675459 $ 8,186,012 $§ 7,109,965 $ 5328474 $ 2,797,426

6,935,415 7,048,575 7,161,606 7,274,542 7,387,417 7,500,264
6,886,187 7,125,884 7,368,032 7,613,838 7,830,975 8,052,661
2,930,500 2,918,700 2,907,490 2,896,841 2,886,723 2,877,112
2,919,500 2,995,285 3,068,340 3,141,298 3,216,025 3,290,550
3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500
2,466,500 2,522,908 2,583,709 2,644,466 2,706,706 2,768,841
1,003,634 1,020,452 1,055,347 1,072,387 1,075,202 1,051,153
1,857,657 1,900,696 1,936,215 1,972,079 2,008,825 2,045,321
3,998,219 4,311,506 4,441,391 4,561,125 4,673,986 4,770,533
11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
384,500 331,688 439,922 443,318 446,884 450,628
155,996 156,214 156,454 156,690 156,931 157,167
29,552,608 30,346,408 31,133,006 31,791,084 32,404,173 32,978,729
10,378,709 10,807,823 11,364,966 11,994,327 12,588,201 13,204,290
622,654 616,473 616,507 616,539 616,573 616,606
5,791,952 6,121,877 6,791,455 6,955,535 7,125,240 7,424,138
9,405,297 9,887,959 10,361,753 10,858,575 11,380,170 11,927,165
265,724 265,172 267,502 269,806 272,170 274,503
345,450 341,996 341,996 341,99 341,996 341,996
394,553 221,165 226,506 231,774 237,165 242,470
86,000 85,140 85,140 85,140 85,140 85,140
27,290,339 28,347,605 30,055,823 31,353,693 32,646,655 34,116,308
2,262,270 1,998,802 1,077,183 437,391 (242,482)  (1,137,578)
443,710 443710 843,710 843,710 843,710 843,710
2,705,980 2,931,959 2,996,940 3,062,592 3,132,276 3,204,520
(0) (489,446)  (1,076,047)  (1,781,491)  (2,531,048)  (3,498,388)

$ 8675459 $ 8,186,012 $ 7,109,965 $ 5328474 $ 2,797,426 $  (700,962)
2.50% 2.50% 2.70% 2.60% 2.60% 2.50%
3.65% 3.55% 3.48% 2.90% 2.88%

1.88% 2.03% 1.95% 1.95% 1.88%

3.50% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00%

2.60% 5.70% 2.40% 0.00% -4.40%

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

4.13% 5.00% 6.50% 7.15% 7.80%

7.50% 7.50% 7.50% 7.50% 7.50%

4.25% 4.43% 4.34% 4.34% 4.25%

5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 5.00%

99.00% 99.00% 99.00% 99.00% 99.00%

$ 260,519 500 $ 500 $ 130,500
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2006 City Revenue Sources
Introduction

The City of Shoreline receives revenues from local property, sales, utility, and gambling
taxes, a variety of population based state-shared revenues, user fees for development
services and parks programs as well as grants, fines, and other miscellaneous
revenues. In 2006, the total revenue for all of the City's funds is $64,361,843. This
does not include beginning fund balances or transfers between funds.

General Fund Revenue Sources

In 2006, the General Fund resource base is $28,943,488. This is made up of the
budgeted use of fund balance ($1,845,852, 6.4%), operating revenues ($25,893,795,
89.4%), and transfers-in ($1,203,841, 4.2%) from other funds for their share of the
General Fund overhead.

Fund Balance
16%

Property Tax

Grants 22%

Fees/Fines
7%

""""" Transfers-In

4%

Gambling
10%

Criminal Justice
4%
Other

1%

Retail Sales Tax
18%

Franchise Fees
7%
° Utility Tax
State Revenues 8%
2%
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General Fund Operating Revenues
Property Tax

Property tax revenue for 2006 is budgeted at $6,935,415 and represents just under
27% of the General Fund operating revenues. This percentage of operating revenues
is down from 2005. The 2005 budgeted property tax is $6,814,672 and represented
28% of the adopted General Fund operating revenues. This $120,743 increase over
the 2005 tax is a result of new construction and a one-percent recommended levy
increase. The one-percent levy increase is the maximum annual growth allowed since
the passage of Initiative 747. 1-747 requires voter approval for any property tax levy
increases in excess of one-percent.

The current 2005 City of Shoreline property tax levy rate is $1.25 ($1.24544) per $1,000
of assessed property value. This does not include levies for the school district, library
district, fire district, County, Port, State or other agencies. A homeowner of an average
valued residence ($273,500) is currently paying a total of $3,263 per year in property
taxes. The City receives 10.48% of the property tax levied, which would equate to
$341.88.

The projected tax levy rate for 2006 is $1.21 ($1.20637) per $1,000 valuation, a
reduction from the 2005 rate of nearly 3.1%. The 2005 levy rate was 3.8% less than
the 2004 rate. The primary reason for the decrease in rate is that assessed value of
property in the City has increased at a greater rate than the property tax levy has
grown.

The assessed valuation for 2006 is estimated to be 4.7% more than the current level,
totaling $ 5,792,078,682. The value for new construction is $36.83 million, 5.7% less
than last year's value. The 2006 Budget includes the increases from the 1.0% levy
increase, new construction and previous years’ refunds.

The following charts a breakdown of City of Shoreline property taxes with a historical
and future perspective of the City's levy rate and property tax revenue.

Property Tax Rate
Per $1,000 Valuation
1997-2006

$2.00 1$1:60-$1:60$1:63-$1:62§77 52 $1.43 $1.36 51 28 o1 o5 cu on
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What a City Property Owner Pays in 2005

Property Tax Rate

Shoreline King Co.
King School State Fire Library Portof Emergency
City County District Schools District District Seattle Medical Total
Rate 1.25 1.38 4.00 2.69 1.60 0.53 0.25 0.23 11.93
% 10.48% 11.57% 33.53% 22.55% 13.41% 4.44% 2.10% 1.93% 100.0%
33.53%
22.55%
. 13.41%
10.48%  1157%
4.44%
% 2.10% 1.93%
City County Local Schools District District Seattle EMS
Schools

The chart below illustrates the City property tax portion payable in 2005 by an individual
owning a home valued at $273,500. Based on the 2005 property tax rate, only 10.48%
of the homeowner's property tax will be distributed to the City.

Assessed Per $1,000
Value (AV/$1,000) Rate Assessment %
City $ 273,500 273.5 X $ 125 = 341.88 10.48%
King County $ 273,500 2735 X 1.38 = 377.43 11.57%
Shoreline School District $ 273,500 2735 X 400 = 1,094.00 33.53%
State Schools $ 273,500 273.5 X 269 = 735.72 22.55%
Fire District $ 273,500 273.5 X 160 = 437.60 13.41%
Library District $ 273,500 273.5 X 0.53 = 144.96 4.44%
Port of Seattle $ 273,500 273.5 X 025 = 68.38 2.10%
King Co. Emergency Medic $ 273,500 273.5 X 023 = 62.91 1.93%
- TOTAL $ 11.93 3,262.86 100.0%
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Property Tax Charts

2003
Actual

2004
Actual

2005 Proj.

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

$6,577,321

$6,714,339

$6,814,672

$6,935,415

$7,048,575

$7,161,606

$7,274,542

$7,387,417

$7,500,264

Annual

Increase

$137,018

$100,333

$120,743

$113,160

$113,031

$112,936

$112,875

$112,847

% Increase

2.08%

1.49%

1.77%

1.63%

1.60%

1.58%

1.565%

1.63%
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Sales Tax

Actual collections in 2004 totaled $5,763,210. This was an increase of $295,901 or
5.41% over actual collections in 2003. Projected collections of sales tax revenue for
2005 total $5,700,000. This is a slight decrease from 2004, but $200,000 over the
original budget or about 1.5% ahead of 2005 projected revenue.

During the first half of 2005, the following business categories have shown growth from
the first half of 2004: construction $48,000 or 22%, retail $33,000 or 2% and
communications/information $6,000 or 7%. Sales tax revenue is expected to increase
by 1.5% for 2006 to $5,785,000. At this level, sales tax revenues will account for 22.3%
of the total 2005 General Fund operating revenues.

Since 2001, annual growth has averaged 2.3% on a real dollar basis. For this reason
and due to the makeup of the City’s tax base, we will continue to be conservative in our
projections. For future years, we are projecting a rate of growth of 3.65% in 2007,
3.55% in 2008, 3.48% in 2009, 2.9% in 2010 and 2.88% in 2011.

Sales Tax Charts

2003 2004
Actual Actual | 2005 Proj.| 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

$5,467,309|$5,763,210| $5,700,000| $5,785,500| $5,996,671| $6,209,553| $6,425,335|$6,611,669| $6,801,755

ﬁ?rz:,;ggée $295,901| ($63,210)]  $85,500] $211,171| $212,882| $215,782| $186,334| $190,086
% Increase 541%| (1.10%) 1.50% 3.65% 3.55% 3.48% 2.90% 2.88%
Sales Tax
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$1,000,000 |- B e T e e e e e e S & b
g0 L1 o S I S I N b
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Actual Actual Proj.

Page 51



Gambling Tax

Gambling tax rate limits are set by the state and vary by game. In 1998, the State
allowed the opening of “mini-casinos” and expanded the number of cardrooms and the
betting limits. This expansion resulted in 76% and 48% revenue increases in 1998 and
1999. For the next few years, gambling tax revenues stabilized at around $2.5 million.
A new mini-casino was opened during the fourth quarter of 2003. This resulted in a
total collection of $2.86 million in 2003. Actual revenue for 2004 totaled $3,321,060 an
increase over the prior year of $465,779.

Currently, the City of Shoreline’s tax rate is at 10% for card rooms. In prior years, the
tax rate was set at 11%. In late 2004, gaming establishments approached the City
Council to bring forth the idea of lowering the tax rate to help them compete with tribal
gaming. They indicated that a tax rate of 11% threatened the profitability of their
businesses. In early 2005, the Council agreed to lower the tax rate by 1% for a six
month period. During that time, the Council asked staff to review the financial
statements of the casinos to determine their profitability and the impact of the City's
gambling tax rate. A review was completed and presented to Council in September.
After reviewing the report, the Council voted to retain the lower rate of 10%.

Another Council policy related to gambling tax revenue is to retain only a portion of the
rate (7%) in the General Fund’s on-going revenue base. An amount equal to the
remaining 3% is transferred to Capital Funds to be used for one-time capital
improvements. This policy was adopted as there have been several attempts by the
State Legislature to lower the allowable City tax rate. The City Council policy limits the
General Fund'’s reliance on this revenue source for general operations of the City.

The 2006 forecast is based on the new tax rate and is somewhat conservative based
on previous instability of two of the smaller mini-casinos and the continued decline of
pull-tab related revenues. Projected gambling tax revenue for 2006 equals 11.3% of
the total forecasted General Fund operating revenue.

Gambling Tax Charts

2003 2004
Actual Actual | 2005 Proj. 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

$2,855,281|$3,321,060( $2,982,500| $2,930,500| $2,918,700| $2,907,490| $2,896,841|$2,886,723|$2,877,112

Annual

Increase $465,779| ($338,500)| ($52,000)| ($11,800)| ($11,210)| ($10,649) ($10,118)| ($9,611)

% Increase 16.31%| (10.19%)| (1.74%)| (0.40%)] (0.38%)| (0.37%)| (0.35%) (0.33%)
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Gambling Tax Charts continued

Gambling

$3,500,000

$3,000,000

$2,500,000

$2,000,000 -

$1,500,000

$1,000,000

$500,000 -

- %0

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Actual Actual  Proj.

Page 53



Utility Taxes

The Council enacted a 6% utility tax on natural gas, telephone, cellular telephone,
pager services, and sanitation services along with a 1% utility tax on cable effective in
2000. The 2005 budget included an extension of the 6% utility tax to storm drainage,
which will generate approximately $150,000 annually. Projected revenues in 2006 from
utility taxes are $2,919,500 or 11.2% of the total General Fund operating revenues.
This is an increase of $201,733 or 7.42% over projected 2005 utility tax revenues of
$2,717,767. Projected 2005 revenues are 5.58% more than those received in 2004.

In the natural gas category, 2006 revenues of $850,000 are projected to increase by
8.39% over 2005 projected revenues of $784,235. Total collections in 2004 were
$693,898. Puget Sound Energy (PSE) has increased rates several times over the past
year. During the past few years, PSE has request rate changes (both up and down) as
the cost of natural gas fluctuates. This works well for the utility and the consumer, but
tends to make it very difficult when forecasting. With this in mind, we are projecting a
conservative annual increase of 2% for future years.

Revenues from telephone, cellular, and pager services are expected to increase by
5.71% in 2006 for a total of $1,480,000. 2005 projected revenue is $1,400,000. We
are projecting growth of between 2.5% and 2.7% for the out-years. This forecast
remains somewhat conservative as new technologies develop. We are not certain of
the impact of consumers using the internet for their telecommunication activities. This
use is not currently taxable.

Sanitation utility tax revenues for 2006 are projected to increase by 10.33% or $31,000
over 2005 projections. Revenue is expected to total $331,000 in 2006. 2005 projected
collections should total $300,000. We are projecting 1.87% growth in 2007, 2.03% in
2008, 1.95% in both 2009 and 2010, and 1.88% in 2011.

2006 cable tax revenues are expected to increase by 14.29% over projected 2005
levels for a total of $96,000. Revenues from cable television are expected to grow in
the future at a rate of between 2.5% and 2.7% annually.

Revenues from the storm drainage utility tax are expected to increase by 8.67% or
$12,968 for a total 2006 collection of $162,500. The 2006 proposed budget includes a
requested increase for the storm drainage fee. This will result in an increase in the
amount of utility tax received by the City.
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Utility Tax Charts

2003 2004
Actual Actual |2005 Proj.| 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Natural
Gas $579,720| $693,898| $784,235| $850,000| $867,000| $884,340, $902,027| $920,067| $938,469
Annual
Increase $114,178| $90,337| $65,765| $17,000| $17,340| $17,687| $18,040| $18,402
% Inc. 19.70%| 13.02% 8.39% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
Telephone |54 557 634/$1,480,611|$1,400,000/$1,480,000/$1,517,000/$1,557,959|$1,598,466|$1,640,026|$1,681,027
Annual
Increase ($77,023)| ($80,611)] $80,000] $37,000 $40,959| $40,507| $41,560| $41,001
% Inc. (4.94%)|  (5.44%)|  571%|  2.50%|  2.70%|  2.60%|  2.60%|  2.50%
Sanitation | g¢353 568| $322,140| $300,000] $331,000| $337,206| $344,035| $350,743| $357,583| $364,288
Annual
Increase ($31,428)| ($22,140)|  $31,000 $6,206 $6,829 $6,708 $6,840 $6,705
% Inc. (8.89%)| (6.87%)  10.33% 1.87% 2.03% 1.95% 1.95% 1.88%
Cable TV $71,380| $77,442| $84,000 $96,000 $98,400| $101,057| $103,684| $106,380| $109,040
Annual
Increase $6,062 $6,558] $12,000 $2,400 $2,657 $2,627 $2,696 $2,660
% Inc. 8.49% 8.47%| 14.29% 2.50% 2.70% 2.60% 2.60% 2.50%
Storm
Drainage $0 $0| $149,532| $162,500| $175,679| $180,949| $186,378| $191,969| $197,728
Annual
Increase $0| $149,532| $12,968| $13,179 $5,270 $5,429 $5,591 $5,759
% Increase 8.67% 8.11% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00%
Total Utility
Tax $2,562,302($2,574,091|$2,717,767/$2,919,500|$2,995,285|$3,068,340|$3,141,298|$3,216,025($3,290,552
Total
Annual
Increase $11,789| $143,676 $201,733| $75,785| $73,055| $72,958| $74,727| $74,527
Total %
Increase 0.46% 5.58% 7.42% 2.60% 2.44% 2.38% 2.38% 2.32%
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Public Utility Contract Payments

The City has entered into agreements with many of the public utilities that provide
services to our citizens. Agreements have been reached with Seattle City Light, Seattle
Public Utilities (Water and Sewer), Shoreline Water District, and most recently with
Ronald Wastewater District. These utilities pay a contract fee to the City in an amount
equal to six-percent of their revenues.

The total projected 2006 revenue from contract payments is $2,466,500, which equates
to 9.5% of the total General Fund operating revenues. This is an increase of $16,524
or 0.67%% from projected 2005 revenue. Electricity contract payments from Seattle
City Light are expected to remain flat at $850,000 as their new rate structure has not
been finalized. We are anticipating growth of 1.88% in 2007, 2.02% in 2008, 1.95% in
2009 and 2010 and 1.88% in 2011.

The cable television franchise fee is set at a rate equal to five-percent of gross cable
service revenues. 2004 collections were $458,084. Estimated revenue for 2005 is
$420,000 and reflects recent collections. Projected revenues for 2006 total $480,000.
Revenues are expected to grow by 2.5% in 2007, 2.7% in 2008, 2.6% in 2009 and 2010
and 2.5% in 2011.

Projected contract payments from sewer in 2006 are $636,500. This is based on our
agreement with the Ronald Wastewater District. In the future, we expect an annual
growth rate of 3%.

Revenues from water contract payments for 2006 are expected to be $500,000, a
decrease of $61,976 from 2005 projected revenue. During 2005, the City received a
back payment totaling $111,651 from Seattle Public Utilities for understated contract
payments for the past few years. This category is projected to grow at a minimal rate of
only 1.88% in 2007, 2.03% in 2008, 1.95% for 2009 and 2010 and 1.88% for 2011.
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Public Utility Contract Payments Charts

2003 2004
Actual Actual |2005Proj.| 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Cable TV $418,798| $458,084] $420,000/ $480,000/ $492,000/ $505,284| $518,421| $531,900| $545,198
Annual
Increase $39,286| ($38,084)] $60,000/ $12,000/ $13,284| $13,137| $13.479| $13,298
% Increase 9.38%| (8.31%) 14.29% 2.50% 2.70% 2.60% 2.60% 2.50%
Sewer $553,000] $603,000] $618,000] $636,500| $655,595| $675,263| $695,521| $716,386| $737,878
Annual
Increase $50,000] $15,000{ $18,500| $19,095 $19668 $20,258 $20,865| $21,492
% Increase 9.04% 2.49% 2.99% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00%
Water $424,503| $430,170| $561,976/ $500,000| $509,375| $519,690| $529,824| $540,155| $550,283
Annual
Increase $5,667| $131,808| ($61,976) $9,375| $10,315| $10,134| $10,331| $10,128
% Increase 1.33%| 30.64%| (11.03%) 1.88% 2.03% 1.95% 1.95% 1.88%
Electricity |$1,029,589/$1,066,780| $850,000| $850,000| $865,938| $883,473| $900,700| $918,264| $935,482
Annual
Increase $37,191| ($216,780) $0| $15,938| $17,535| $17,227| $17,564| $17,218
% Increase 3.61%| (20.32%) 0.00% 1.88% 2.02% 1.95% 1.95% 1.88%
Total
Contract
Payments |$2,425,890|$2,558,034|$2,449,976|$2,466,500|$2,522,908| $2,583,710| $2,644,466|$2,706,705|$2,768,841
Total
Annual
Increase $132,144| ($108,058)| $16,524| $56,408] $60,802| $60,756| $62,239| $62,136
Total %
Increase 5.45%| (4.22%) 0.67% 2.29% 2.41% 2.35% 2.35% 2.30%
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Recreation Fees

Parks and recreation programs offered by the City are partially supported through user
fees. In 2000, parks and recreation fee schedules were adjusted for the first time since
incorporation. These fee revisions were based upon the annual update of the City's
overhead allocation plan, user fee reviews and a thorough review of the parks,
recreation, and teen program fee structures. The fee schedule update was intended to
establish a balanced fee approach while retaining market competitiveness with our
surrounding jurisdictions. Fees continue to be reviewed on an annual basis. The 2005
budget included several fee adjustments and the establishment of a resident discount.
For 2006 fees will only be adjusted for inflation as allowed by the City's fee ordinance.

As the City of Shoreline developed its recreation and aquatics programs over the past
several years, we experienced increases in revenue of 30% for 1998, 15% for 1999,
and 5% for 2000. This was due to an increasing number of programs being offered
and the number of participants as the City’s programs became established. Revenues
were down during 2001 while several major capital projects were underway at the
Shoreline Pool and the Richmond Highlands Recreation Center (REC). Revenues
continued to grow during 2002 as the pool and REC reopened with expanded classes.
During 2003 overall revenues increased by nearly 12% and by 11% in 2004. In 2005
revenues are expected to increase by 26%. Again this is due in part to an increase in
the level of activity but also to rate increases that went into affect during 2005 including
the addition of non-resident fees.

Projected 2006 revenue from parks and recreation fees is $963,841 or 3.7% of the total
General Fund operating revenues. This is 3.5% more than the 2005 projected revenue
of $931,274. Projected revenue for 2005 is based upon the current level of activity and
participation in parks programs that is occurring in 2005. During 2006, revenues from
the recreation activities are projected to increase by $3,173 or 0.88%. Aquatics
revenues are expected to decrease by $2,070 or 0.59%. Most aquatic program
revenue is expected to stay flat with the exception of a reduction in revenue from
Fitness Classes. Revenues from facility rentals are expected to grow by $25,540 or
13.59%. This is due in part to the remodeling of the Spartan Gym that has added
additional rooms available for party rentals, meetings and other activities. Projected
2005 revenue from teen activities is up by $5,924 or 18.37%. Overall, recreation fee
revenue is projected to grow by 1.88% in 2007, 2.03% in 2008 and 1.95% for years
2009 and 2010 and 1.88% in 2011.
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Recreation Fee Charts

2003 2004
Actual Actual |2005 Proj. 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Recreation| $202 045| $270,637| $360,527| $363,700| $370,538| $378,059| $385,432 $392,948| $400,335
Annual
Increase ($21,408)] $89,890 $3,173 $6,838 $7,522 $7,372 $7,516 $7,387
% Increase (7.33%) 33.21% 0.88% 1.88% 2.03% 1.95% 1.95% 1.88%
Aquatics $269,100| $329,464| $350,567| $348,497| $355,049| $362,256| $369,320| $376,522| $383,601
Annual
Increase $60,364| $81,467| ($2,070) $6,552 $7,207 $7,064 $7,202 $7,079
% Increase 22.43% 30.27% (0.59%) 1.88% 2.03% 1.95% 1.95% 1.88%
Facility
Rentals $149,404| $179,352| $187,935| $213,475| $217,488| $221,903| $226,230| $230,642| $234,978
Annual
Increase $29,948| $38,531 $25,540 $4,013 $4,415 $4,327 $4,411 $4,336
% Increase 20.04% 25.79% 13.59% 1.88% 2.03% 1.95% 1.95% 1.88%
Teen
Programs $26,024| $37,962| $32,245 $38,169| $38,887| $39,676] $40,450| $41,238| $42,014
Annual
Increase $11,938 $6,221 $5,924 $718 $789 $774 $789 $775
% Increase 45.87%| 23.90%| 18.37% 1.88% 2.03% 1.95% 1.95% 1.88%
Total
Recreation
Fees| $736,573| $817,415| $931,274| $963,841| $981,961/$1,001,895|$1,021,432($1,041,350/$1,060,927
Total
Annual _ ‘
Increase $80,842( $194,701 $32,567| $18,120] $19,934| $19,637] $19,918| $19,577
Total %
Increase 11.0% 26.4% 3.50% 1.88% 2.03% 1.95% 1.95% 1.88%
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Criminal Justice Funding

There are two sources of dedicated funding for local criminal justice programs: an
optional County sales tax of 0.1% and State criminal justice funding. The State funding,
prior to 2000, consisted of a combination of Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET) and
State General Fund dollars. Due to the repeal of the MVET by the State legislature, the
MVET portion was eliminated, subsequently; the only state funding anticipated is from
the State’s General Fund.

The projected 2006 revenue for Criminal Justice is $1,216,768 or 4.6% of the total
General Fund operating revenues. This represents an increase of $61,510, 5.32%
more than 2005 projections. The largest revenue source in this category is the Criminal
Justice Retail Sales tax, which has been falling during the past few years as a result of
the economic downturn. This tax is collected at the County level and distributed to the

cities on a per capita basis. We expect that as the Puget Sound area begins to
rebound economically we will see this grow. We expect growth of nearly 2.5%
annually.

The remainder of this category is made up of special revenue received from the state.
These revenues have been falling each year. During the 2003 legislative session, three
of the special programs were combined into one overall program and the funding level
was reduced. We do not expect the level of state funding to increase significantly over
the next few years.

Criminal Justice Funding Charts

2003
Actual

2004
Actual

2005 Proj.

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Retail Sales
- Criminal
Justice

$1,013,806

$1,035,325

$1,040,000

$1,100,687

$1,129,214

$1,1568,479

$1,188,503

$1,219,306

$1,250,906

State - CJ -
Per Capita

$9,173

$9,491

$11,603

$11,550

$11,666

$11,191

$11,247

$11,303

$11,360

State - CJ -
Innovative
Law
Enforce. #1

$10,314

State - CJ -
At-Risk
Children #2

$15,175

State - CJ -
Domestic
Violence #3

$15,240

State - CJ -
City Law
Enforce. #4

$67,503

$57,916

$65,155

$65,155

$65,155

$65,155

$65,155

$65,185

$65,155

CJ Special
Programs

$38,176

$38,500

$39,376

$39,376

$39,376

$39,376

$39,376

$39,376

Total
Criminal
Justice

$1,131,211

$1,140,908

$1,155,258

$1,216,768

$1,245,411

$1,274,201

$1,304,281

$1,335,139

$1,366,797

Annual Inc.

$9,697

$14,350

$61,510

$28,643

$28,790

$30,080

$30,858

$31,658

% Increase

0.86%

1.26%

5.32%

2.35%

2.31%

2.36%

2.37%

2.37%
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Criminal Justice Funding Charts continued
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Liquor Excise Tax & Board Profits

The City receives a portion of the liquor excise tax receipts collected by the State. The
City also receives a portion of the profits of the State Liquor Board. This revenue is
distributed on a per capita basis. The projected 2006 revenue from these two sources
is $5691,167, which is a minor increase of $479 or 0.08% from 2005 projected revenues.
This projection is based upon the estimated per capita rates that have been provided by
the state. The forecast for future years is based on conservative growth of around
2.5% each year. This is based on anticipated inflation and change in population.

Liquor Tax Charts

2003 2004
Actual Actual |2005 Proj.| 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

$525,646| $586,331| $590,688| $591,167| $605,547| $621,200| $636,773| $652,729| $668,577

Annual
Increase $60,685 $4,357 $479| $14,380| $15,653| $15,573| $15956| $15,848

% Increase | 11 54% 0.74%| 0.08% 2.43% 2.58% 2.51% 2.51% 2.43%
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Grants

In 2006, Shoreline is projected to receive $262,812 in grant funding from a variety of
sources to support health and human services programs, traffic enforcement, recycling
programs, and recreation programs. The City is projecting to receive $407,033 in grants
during 2005. The City has received several grants related to Emergency Management
and Homeland Security during 2005. Typically, the largest grants received in the
General Fund are for the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) which funds
various human services.
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Development Permit Fees

This revenue is recorded in the General Fund beginning in 2005. Historically these
revenues have been recorded in the Development Services Fund. This fund was
closed at the end of 2004 as the permitting function is transferred to the General Fund.

Fees are charged for a variety of development permits obtained through the City’'s
Planning and Development Services Department. These include building, structure,
plumbing, electrical, and mechanical permits; land use permits; permit inspection fees;

plan check fees; and fees for environmental reviews.

In 2006, revenues are projected

to be $1,143,635. This is a decrease of about 4.3% from the projected 2005 revenues.
In 2007, we expect revenues to grow by 4.52%, 4.64% in 2008, 1.98% in 2009, 0.4% in
2010 and drop by 3.53% in 2011. Future year projections are based on anticipated

construction activity.

Development Permit Fee Charts

2004
2003 Actual| Actual | 2005 Proj. 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
*$1,106,033| *$1,021,376($1,195,000/ $1,143,635| $1,195,344| $1,250,857| $1,275,603| $1,276,120( $1,231,122
Annual
Increase ($84,657)] $173,624| ($51,365)] $51,709] $55513] $24,746 $517] ($44,998)
% Increase (7.65%) 17.00% (4.30%) 4.52% 4.64% 1.98% 0.04% (3.53%)
*Revenues collected prior to 2005 were recorded in the Development Services Fund.
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Street Fund Revenues

In the past, the major revenue sources for the maintenance of the City's streets have
been motor vehicle fuel tax, county vehicle license fees and beginning in 2002, right-of-
way permit fees. These three sources alone however, are not sufficient, so the General
Fund must subsidize the City’s street maintenance programs. In 2002 this subsidy was
$1,420,529. In November of 2002, Washington state voters approved Initiative 776 (I-
776). This initiative repealed the local vehicle license fee that had been collected by
King County and distributed to local cities. This resulted in a loss of nearly $485,000 or
34.6% of the Street Fund’'s 2003 operating revenues. In response to this loss,
operating expenditure reductions were made totaling $184,000 and capital expenditures
were reduced by $300,000, in order to increase the General Fund subsidy for street
operations. The total subsidy was $1,465,764 in 2004 and is projected to be
$1,411,690 in 2005. For 2006, the subsidy is projected to be $1,565,131.

Fuel Tax

State collected gasoline and diesel fuel tax is shared with cities and towns on a per
capita basis to be used for street and arterial repairs and maintenance. In 2001, a total
of $1,154,607 was collected, in 2002 $1,115,883, in 2003 $1,112,082 and $1,085,914
in 2004. Projected fuel tax revenue for 2005 is $1,132,993. This is an increase from
2004 of $47,079. This is due in part to an increase in the state distribution since the
legislature enacted an additional fuel tax with a portion dedicated to local road
maintenance. We began to receive the additional distribution in September. The
projected revenue for 2006 is even greater since the new tax will be received for the
entire year. We are projecting to receive a total of $1,243,725 in 2006. The 2005 and
2006 estimates are based on state projections of per capita distributions. The tax is a
flat amount per gallon sold. Since receipts in this category are dependent on
consumption and not price, the impact due to the rising cost of fuel is not known. For
2007, we are projecting 2.68% growth, 2.54% for 2008, 2.46% growth for 2009 and
2010 and 2.38% for 2011.

In the past, approximately 68% of the revenue was required to be spent on street
maintenance. This was deposited into the Street Fund. The remaining funds were
restricted to construction, improvement and repair of arterials and city streets. This
portion was deposited into the Arterial Street Fund and then transferred to the Roads
Capital Fund to support the Annual Road Surface Maintenance project. The State
Legislature eliminated the restrictions on the use of fuel tax revenues during the 2005
session. The City will continue to deposit 68% of the original distribution into the City’s
Street Fund for ongoing street maintenance activities. The remaining 32% and the new
tax will be deposited directly into the Roads Capital Fund to support the Annual Road
Surface Maintenance project. The new fuel tax will help to offset the loss of the local
vehicle license fee.
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Fuel Tax Charts

2003 2004

Actual | Actual [2005 Proj.| 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
$1,112,082|$1,085,914/$1,132,993|$1,243,725|$1,277,047|$1,309,422/$1,341,631|$1,374,632|$1,407,407
Annual

Increase ($26,168)|  $47,079| $110,732| $33,322| $32,375| $32,209| $33,001| $32,775
% Increase | (2.35%) 4.34% 9.77% 2.68% 2.54% 2.46% 2.46% 2.38%
$1,600,000

$1,400,000

$1,200,000
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Right-of-Way Permit Fees

Fees are charged for the use of the City’s right-of-way. Prior to 2002, these revenues
were reported with other development fee revenue in the Development Services Fund.
In 2002, all right-of-way activity was transferred to the City’s Street Fund. Collections in
2002 totaled $128,119, with $114,814 in 2003, $103,132 in 2004 and projected
revenues of $111,469 for 2005. This revenue source is affected by the level of
construction activity occurring within the City. As history shows, collections can vary
slightly from year to year based on the level of activity. 2006 revenue is expected to
remain at the same level as 2005 projections. Growth of 1.87% is projected for 2007,
2.03% for 2008, 1.95% for 2009 and 2010 and 1.88% for 2011 based on projected CPI.

Right-of-Way Charts

2003 2004
Actual | Actual | 2005 Proj. | 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

$114,814|$103,132| $111,469($111,469|$113,5659(|$115,859| $118,118/$120,421| $122,679
Annual
Increase |($11,682) $8,337 $0| $2,090| $2,300 $2,259| $2,303 $2,258
%
Increase | (10.17%) 8.08% 0.00% 1.87% 2.03% 1.95% 1.95% 1.88%
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Surface Water Management Fund Revenues
Surface Water Drainage Fee

Funds for operational and capital drainage programs come from residential and
commercial user charges. King County collects these revenues on annual property tax
bills and revenues are transmitted to the City. Currently, single-family residences are
charged a flat annual fee of $102.02 per year, per parcel of land. In 2003 the rate was
increased by 20% from the prior fee of $85.02. In 2005, the City Council adopted a
Surface Water Master Plan. This plan includes operational needs and capital projects
for the next twenty years to improve drainage, surface water facilities, and stream
habitat within the City. In order to provide the required financing for the plan, surface
water fees will need to be increased. The proposed 2006 annual rate for a single-family
residence is $111. This is a 8.8% increase from the 2005 rate. The Master Plan
recommends that a second increase be made in 2007 of 8.11% and annual increases
of .5% above inflation be made for future years. Multi-family and commercial users are
charged at a rate that reflects the area of drainage and the type of drainage surface.
There are various rates dependent on the area of impervious surface. These rates will
be increased by the same percentages as single-family residence rate.

In 2001, the City received $2,055,702 in drainage revenues, $2,084,661 in 2002,
$2,495,784 in 2003 and $2,446,284 in 2004. Projected 2005 revenues are
$2,492,192. 2006 collections are expected to increase to $2,691,567 due to the
proposed rate increase. In future years, we expect drainage fee revenue to grow as
rates are increased by 8.11% in 2007 and 3% annually in later years.

Surface Water Drainage Fee Charts

2003 2004
Actual Actual | 2005 Proj. 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

$2,495,784 | $2,446,284| $2,492,192|$2,691,567|$2,909,853|$2,997,149|$3,087,063|$3,179,675| $3,275,065

Annual
Increase ($49,500) 45908| $199.375| $218,286 $87,296 $89,914 $92,612 $95,390

% Increase (1.98%) 1.88% 8.00% 8.11% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00%
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Surface Water Drainage Fee Charts continued
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Capital Improvement Fund Revenues
Real Estate Excise Tax (REET)

All real estate property sales in the county are taxed at a rate of 1.28%. A portion of
these revenues, equal to a 0.5% tax rate, is distributed to the cities by King County on a
monthly basis. The use of REET funds is restricted by State law. The first 0.25% of the
REET tax rate must be spent on capital projects listed in the City’'s Comprehensive
Plan. These projects could include local capital improvements, including streets, parks,
pools, municipal buildings, etc. The second 0.25% of the REET tax rate must be spent
on public works projects for planning, acquisition, construction, reconstruction, repair,
replacement, or improvement of streets roads, highways, sidewalks, street lighting, etc.

In 2001, Shoreline received $1,502,980 in real estate excise tax revenues. In 2002, the
City received $1,359,470, a 9.5% decrease. In 2003, collections equaled $1,702,913 a
25% increase over the prior year. In 2004, the City received $2,016,595 and this trend
is projected to continue during 2005 with estimated collections totaling $2,180,526. As
mortgage interest rates have remained low, real estate activity has continued at a
record pace in the Puget Sound region. Home prices have also continued to rise during
this period of elevated activity. These two factors have combined to cause the
extraordinarily high collections during 2003, 2004 and 2005. Historically, the average
annual revenue from REET has been between $1.0 million and $1.5 million per year.
Another factor to consider is that in any given year, a single large commercial property
sale could cause revenues to spike upward. We expect the real estate market to slow
to typical levels in 2006 as mortgage interest rates begin to rise. Projected revenue for
2006 is closer to the average annual collection experience at $1,425,348. We are
projecting that future revenues will grow by 2% annually based upon increased property
values.

Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) Charts

2003 2004
Actual Actual |2005 Proj.| 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

$1,702,913($2,016,595|$2,180,526|$1,425,348|$1,453,854|$1,482,932|$1,512,590|$1,542,842/$1,573,700

Annual
Increase $313,682| $163,931|($755,178) $28,506 $29,078 $29,658 $30,252 $30,858

% Increase 18.42% 8.13%| (34.63%) 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
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Real Estate Excise Tax (REET) Charts continued
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Capital Grants

In 2006, Shoreline is projected to receive $17,757,204 in grant funding from federal,
state and local sources to fund a variety of capital projects. Grants are applied for and
received for specific capital improvements. The amount of capital grants received in
any given year can vary greatly depending on the number of projects, their cost and the
amount of grant funding available.

In the 2006 General Capital Fund budget, the City has included future grant funding
totaling $1,000,000 to support the open space acquisition and park improvements.

In the Roads Capital Fund, a total of $16,757,204 has been budgeted from federal,
state and local granting agencies. This funding will support a wide range of
transportation projects including the Interurban Trail and Pedestrian Crossing, Aurora
Avenue Improvements, the Richmond Beach Overcrossing, and sidewalks
improvements on priority routes. For more detail, see the Capital Improvement Plan
section of this document.
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Expenditure by Object Category

2005 Current
2005 Current 2006 Proposed  Budget vs. 2006
2003 Actuals 2004 Actuals Budget 2005 Projected Budget Proposed Budget
Expenditures by Object Category
Operations: .
Salaries & Wages $ 6,882,348 $ 7,001,787 $ 7,609,974 $ 7495040 $ 8,164,591 $ 554,617
Personnel Benefits 1,789,308 $ 1,828,894 2,067,596 2,039,168 2,213,898 146,302
Supplies 790,163 848,831 779,040 873,210 748,879 (30,161)
Other Services & Charges 5,343,966 5,021,744 6,316,716 6,242,136 6,166,544 (150,172)
Intergovernmental Services 7,909,612 8,596,081 9,350,387 9,102,563 9,415,297 64,910
Capital Outlays 343,450 140,611 468,886 135,744 168,080 (310,806)
Debt Service 51,998 237,908 345,179 345,179 345,450 271
Contingencies - 505,000 844,778 339,778
Subtotal Operations $ 23,110,845 $ 23675856 $ 27,442,778 $ 26,233,040 $ 28,057,517 $ 614,739
Other Financing Uses:
Capital Improvement Program (CIP)* $ 5778010 $ 10,269,534 $ 63,970,031 $ 31913271 $ 41,994,533 §  (11,975,498)
Internal Service Charges . 235,484 237,817 239,202 248,823 277,176 37,974
Interfund Transfers 10,467,256 7,239,730 9,549,860 9,549,860 8,607,758 (942,102)
Subtotal Other Financing Uses $ 16,480,750 $ 17,747,081 $ 63,759,093 $ 41,711,954 $ 50,879,467 $  (12,879,626)
Total Expenditures & Uses $ 39,591,595 §$ 41,422,937 $ 91,201,871 $ 67,944994 §$ 78,936,984 $  (12,264,887)
*This category includes salaries and benefits for City staff. In 2006, these total $ 1,289,250

Salaries & Wages
10%

Interfund Transfers

Personnel Benefits
[ 3%

Supplies

9 0,
Internal Service 1% 1%
Charges —
0% (0.4%) Other Services &
Charges
8%

Capital Improvement
Program (CIP)*
53%

Contingencies -
1%

12%

Capital Outlays
0% (0.2%)

Intergovt. Services

Debt Service
0% (0.4%)
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2006 BUDGET DISTRIBUTED BY CRITICAL SUCCESS
FACTOR

Healthy, Vibrant

Neighborhoods Economic Vitality
26% & Financial
Stability

1%

Capital _ '
Improvements Quality Services &
56% Facilities
11%
Innovative
Community Leadership &
Non-program . Strategic Planning
Specific ] Alliances & 2%
3% Professional & CEﬁeCt'VE.” Partnerships
Committed R°|mtm“n'tg 1%
Workforce Comenfu::?g:tions
0, 0,
0% (0:5%) ™" 004 (0.4%)

Operating Transfers totaling $ 4,244,036 not included
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2006 Program Budget Summary

2006 Proposed

Programs : Budget
Aquatics $ 766,934
Athletic Field Maintenance & Operations 274,927
Code Enforcement 431,166
General Recreation Programs 763,993
Jail 839,000
Neighborhoods 166,735
Parks Administration 387,781
Police Community Storefronts . 261,306
Police Investigations Crime Analysis 516,421
Police Patrol 3,732,299
Prosecuting Attorney 153,000
Public Defender 134,104
Police Support Services 1,481,593
Recycling Programs 181,652
Right-of-Way Permit and Inspection Program 103,444
Street Crime Investigations 405,760
Street Operation & Pavement Resurfacing Programs 2,881,290
Surface Water Management 4,982,116
Teen Recreation Programs 403,125
Traffic Services & Neighborhood Traffic Safety 452,506
Economic Development: Business Attraction and Retention 274,150
Financial Planning and Accounting Services 730,017
24 Hour Customer Response Team 137,410
Building and Inspections Team 625,714
Geographical Information Systems 183,242
Information Technology Operations and Security Administration 808,830
Legal Services 362,549
Park and Opens Space Maintenance Program 1,089,283
Parks Cultural Services Program 219,319
Permit Services Team 615,641
Planning - Long Range Team 272,219
Planning and Development Operations Support Team 235,590
Police Administration 776,360
Police Traffic Enforcement 539,535
Public Facility & Vehicle Maintenance & Operations 1,141,726
Public Records & City Council Meeting Management 379,841
Public Works Administration 269,026
Purchasing Services 190,085
Recreation Facility Rental Program 27,567
City Council 167,738
Current Planning Team 369,893
Grant Research & Development 17,378
Information Technology Strategic Plan Implementation 326,678
Organization Strategic Planning and Council Policy Support & Implementation 728,545
Emergency Management Planning 113,474
Human Services: Support for Social Agencies 567,024
Intergovernmental Participation 105,380
Intergovernmental Relations 104,170
School Resource Officer Program 170,435
Sister City Relations 7,000
Communications 289,074
Employee Recruitment, Compensation Administration & Organizational Development 365,041
Sub-Total Program Expenditures $ 31,529,086

Non-Program Expenditures
District Court -
City-Wide:

Contingencies 837,869
Supplies, Equipment, Election & Liability Insurance 790,207
Code Abatement 100,000
Asset Seizure 23,000
Equipment Replacement 138,180
Unemployment 10,000
Sub-Total Non-Program Expenditures 1,899,256

Operating Transfers (General Fund) 4,244,036

Capital Improvement Program (Less Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program and Road Surface Program) 41,264,606

TOTAL 2006 BUDGET $78,936,984
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Ending Fund Balances

The following table and graph illustrate the City’s ending fund balances between 2002 and 2005. The
fund balances are segregated into three major components: unreserved/undesignated, reserved, and

designated.
2005
Current 2005 2006
2003 Actuals 2004 Actuals Budget Projected Proposed
Reserved:
General Capital Fund 7,337,406 7,980,092 5,206,771 7,871,969 7,526,298
City Facility -Major Maintenance Fund - - 120,000 156,000 170,680
Roads Capital Fund 15,394,028 15,236,389 4,709,294 10,007,750 6,311,224
Surface Water Capital Fund 3,503,597 3,244,311 785,184 2,543,666 4,449,773
Development Services Fund 422,167 409,247 397,308 - -
Street Fund 677,763 618,678 383,949 527,103 527,103
Arterial Street Fund 15,164 15,535 14,397 17,370 17,370
Surface Water Management Fund 2,399,475 2,986,290 2,444,412 2,896,882 693,833
Subtotal Reserved 29,749,600 30,490,542 14,061,315 24,020,740 19,696,281
Designated:
Equipment Replacement Fund 995,186 1,168,020 1,203,784 1,353,649 1,514,777
Vehicle Maintenance & Operations 61,366 52,602 45,538 52,134 52,134
Unemployment Fund 67,130 72,154 48,380 72,154 72,604
Code Abatement Fund 48,313 38,321 66,113 86,095 88,595
Asset Seizure Fund 17,157 20,335 17,179 25,558 26,058
Public Art Fund 23,438 61,040 362,546 406,518 440,410
Subtotal Designated 1,212,590 1,412,472 1,743,540 1,996,108 2,194,578
Unreserved/Undesignated:
General Fund 8,428,580 10,936,006 4,040,946 7,815,669 5,969,817
General Reserve 1,769,382 1,970,996 2,106,464 2,140,189 2,178,539
Subtotal Unreserved/Undesignated 10,197,962 12,907,002 6,147,410 9,955,858 8,148,356
41,160,152 44,810,016 21,952,265 35,972,706 30,039,215

Unreserved/Undesignated Fund Balances

. The unreserved/undesignated fund balance
is the balance of net financial resources that
are available for discretionary
appropriations. The 2006 Proposed Budget
estimates unreserved/undesignated fund
balance of $8,148,356 at the end of 2006.

Reserved Ending Fund Balapces 2003 2004 2005 2005 2006
The second component of ending fund Actuals Actuals Curent Projected Proposed
balance is those funds reserved for a Budget

specific purpose. These funds are not

available for appropriation because they are ||:1 Resened £ Designated O UnresewedlUndesignatedl

legally restricted. These reserves primarily
represent monies allocated for capital and specific maintenance purposes. The reserved fund
balances are estimated to be $19,696,281 at the end of 2006.

Designated Ending Fund Balances

The third component of ending fund balances, totaling $2,194,578 in 2006, is those moneys that have
been earmarked for specific purposes (equipment replacement, unemployment, etc.). Although
designated for specific purposes, there is the ability to appropriate some of these funds for other
purposes since the original source of the funds was general revenues from the General Fund.
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Change in Ending Fund Balance
2006 Proposed Budget Compared to 2005 Projected

2005 2006
Projected Proposed
Ending Fund Ending Fund Change in %
Balance Balance Fund Balance Change

General Fund $ 7815669 $ 5,969,817 $ (1,845,852) -24%
Street Fund 527,103 527,103 - 0%
Arterial Street Fund 17,370 17,370 - 0%
Surface Water Management Fund 2,896,882 693,833 (2,203,049) -76%
General Reserve Fund 2,140,189 2,178,539 38,350 2%
Code Abatement Fund 86,095 88,595 2,500 3%
Asset Seizure Fund 25,558 26,058 500 2%
Public Art Fund 406,518 440,410 33,892 8%
General Capital Fund 7,871,969 7,526,298 (345,671) -4%
City Facility -Major Maintenance Fund 156,000 170,680 14,680 9%
Roads Capital Fund 10,007,750 6,311,224 (3,696,526) -37%
Surface Water Capital Fund 2,543,666 4,449,773 1,906,107 75%
Vehicle Operations Fund 52,134 52,134 - 0%
Equipment Replacement Fund 1,353,649 1,514,777 161,128 12%
Unemployment Fund 72,154 72,604 450 1%

$ 35,972,706 $ 30,039,215 $ (5,933,491) -16%

Explanation of Changes in Fund Balance Greater Than 10%

General Fund - The 2006 proposed ending fund balance is $1,845,852 less than the projected 2005
ending fund balance. The 2006 budget includes $505,000 in operational and insurance contingencies
that uses a portion of the fund balance. Another $1,340,852 of fund balance has been earmarked for
one-time projects. These projects include startup equipment and vehicles for a new Park &
Recreation Project Coordinator and a Parks Maintenance Worker, purchase of a new handicapped
accessible van, Traffic Signal Rehabilitation Program, bond election costs, Urban Forestry
Assessment and funding for capital projects in the General Capital Fund.

Surface Water Management — The 2006 proposed ending balance is $2,203,049 less than the
projected 2005 ending fund balance. This is due in part to a transfer of $2,400,000 to the Surface
Water Capital Fund to providing funding for various projects over the next six years.

Roads Capital Fund — The 2006 proposed ending balance is $3,696,526 less than the projected 2005
ending balance. The majority of the fund balance being appropriated will be used for the Interurban
Trail Pedestrian Crossing, the North Central Segment of the Interurban Trail, the North City Business
District Improvements, and the Dayton Avenue Retaining Wall project. These funds have been set
aside in prior years to be used for future transportation improvement projects.

Surface Water Capital Fund — The 2006 proposed ending balance is $1,906,107 more than the
projected 2005 ending balance. This is due to the transfer from the Surface Water Capital fund
totaling $2,400,000 to be used for future surface water capital projects. During 2006 existing fund
balance will also be used to fund these projects.

Equipment Replacement Fund — The 2006 proposed ending fund balance is $161,128 more than the
projected 2005 ending fund balance. This represents the continued collection of replacement funds to
be used to future purchases of equipment.
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Eauipment Replacement Fund — The 2006 proposed ending fund balance is $161,128 more than the
projected 2005 ending fund balance. This represents the continued collection of replacement funds to
be used to future purchases of equipment.
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Municipal Debt Capacity

There are four types of General Obligation Debt that the City is currently authorized to
use for financing purposes. They each have statutory limitations and require approval
by either the City Council or City voters.

1.

General Purpose Voted Debt: As authorized by the Revised Code of Washington
(RCW) 39.36.020(2), the public may vote to approve bond issues for general
government in an amount not to exceed 2.5% of the value of all taxable property
within the City. This requires a 60% vote of the City electorate and must have a
voter turnout of at least 40% of the last State general election. The debt would be
repaid from an increase to the City’s existing property tax levy. An amount up to
2.5% of the City’s assessed value can be levied or an estimated $144,801,967 for
2006.

. General Purpose Councilmanic Debt: The City Council may approve bond issues

without voter approval up to 1.5% of the City’s assessed valuation. Prior to the
passage of new legislation in 1994, councilmanic debt was available for lease-
purchase contracts only (RCW 35.43.200). This statutory authority can be used for
any municipal purpose now, including using the entire 1.5% for bonds. Councilmanic
debt must be approved by a majority of the City Council and must be repaid from
existing operational revenue sources. In 2006, the City Council can levy up to
$86,881,180 or 1.5% of the City’s estimated assessed value.

The total General Purpose General Purpose Voted Debt and Councilmanic
Debt cannot exceed 2.5% of the City’s assessed value.

Under RCW 39.36.030(4), the public may also vote to approve park facilities and utility
bond issues, each of which is also limited to no more than 2.5% of the City’'s assessed
valuation.

3. Parks and Open Space Debt: The City is authorized to issue debt and increase the

property tax levy for acquiring or developing open space and park facilities. This
requires a 60% vote of the City electorate and must have a voter turnout of at least
40% of the last State general election. Debt is repaid from the increased property
tax levy. An amount up to 2.5% of the City's estimated assessed value can be
levied or $144,801,967 for 2006.

Utility Purpose Debt: The City is authorized to issue debt and increase the property
tax levy for utility purposes if a utility is owned and controlled by the City. This
requires a 60% vote of the City electorate and must have a voter turnout of at least
40% of the last State general election. Debt would be repaid from the increased
property tax levy. An amount up to 2.5% of the City’'s estimated assessed value can
be levied $144,801,967 for 2006.
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CITY OF SHORELINE TOTAL DEBT CAPACITY

Assessed Valuation: $ 5,792,078,682
Parks & Open  Utility Purpose
General Purpose Debt Space Debt Debt TOTAL
Legal Councilmanic Voted Debt Voted Debt Voted Debt DEBT

Limits (Non-Voted) (60% of Voters) (60% of Voters)  (60% of Voters) CAPACITY

1.50% $ 86,881,180

2.50% $ 144801967 $144,801,967 § 144,801,967 $ 434,405,901

Debt Limit: $ 86,881,180 $ 144,801,967 $144,801,967 $ 144,801,967 $ 434,405,901

Outstanding
Debt: $ - 3% - 8 - 3 - 3 -

Remaining
Debt
Capacity: $ 86,881,180 $ 144,801,967 $144,801,967 $ 144,801,967 $ 434,405,901

Other Long Term Debt

In addition to general obligation debt, the City can utilize a number of other long-term
debt instruments, including special assessment bonds and loans from the State of
Washington's Public Works Trust Fund. Special assessment bonds are used to finance
public improvements that benefit a specified group of property owners, and are funded
from the collection of special assessment payments from property owners. Loans from
the Public Works Trust Fund (PWTF) can be used for pre-construction and construction
activities for the repair, replacement, rehabilitation, reconstruction, or improvement of
eligible public works systems to meet current standards for existing users, and may
include reasonable growth as part of the project.

Since incorporation, the City has primarily financed capital improvements on a “pay as
you go” basis. During the early years after incorporation, the City was able to build
capital reserves for future use as capital needs were being developed. Those reserves
are currently being utilized for some of the City’s major capital projects. In the future, if
the City intends to meet its capital needs on a timely basis, it will be required to tap into
its debt capacity to fund capital projects. This will allow both current and future
beneficiaries to share in the cost of the improvements. To date, the only long-term debt
the City has is the repayment of two loans from the State’'s PWTF program. These
loans are being used for drainage improvement projects and will be repaid from surface
water fee revenue.

Public Works Trust Fund Loan Debt

The City currently has two PWTF Loans, both of which are being used to fund
improvements to the City’s drainage facilities. These loans are the obligation of the
Surface Water Fund and are backed by the surface water fees collected from property
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owners and are not considered in the City’s general obligation debt and are not subject
to the limitation of indebtedness calculation.

Ronald Bog Drainage Improvements This public works trust fund loan was approved
for a total of $4,055,500 on 6/18/2001. To date, the City has drawn a total of
$3,852,725. The interest rate of the loan is 0.5%. This Project is located in the Ronald
Bog Basin whose boundaries are Stone Ave. N., N. 190" St., 15" Ave. N.E., and N.E.
165™. A detention facility will be constructed at Cromwell Park, improvements will be
made to the watercourse north of 167" Street along Corliss Place, a stormwater
conveyance line will be built along Serpentine Avenue, and improvements will be made
to Pump Station # 25. These improvements will reduce the flooding of homes and
roadways south of Ronald Bog, at N.E. 175" Street and 10" Ave. N.E., and west of 5"
Ave. N.E./Serpentine Place.

3rd Avenue N.W. Drainage Improvements This public works trust fund loan was
approved for a total of $1,959,500 on 6/18/2001. To date, the City has drawn a total of
$1,861,525. The interest rate is 0.5%. This project is located between 3™ and 6™
Avenues N.W. from N.W. 176" Street to Richmond Beach Road. This project will
construct drainage improvements to alleviate flooding impacts to approximately 20
homes. The existing North Pond facility will be expanded to mitigate for the peak flows
from the new conveyance system and prevent increased erosion in downstream Boeing
Creek.

Schedule of Long Term Debt

Avg.
Total Outstanding | Annual
Issue |Maturity| Amount |Interest Debt Debt
Fund | Fund Name Type of Debt Date Date | Authorized | Rate 12/31/2005 Service
N/A General Purpose Voter Approved Bonds [N/A
N/A General Purpose Councilmanic Bonds  |N/A
N/A Parks & Open Space Bonds N/A
N/A Utility Purpose Bonds N/A
N/A Special Assessment Bonds N/A
Public Works Trust Fund Loans
Surface
Water
Fund |Management
103 |[Fund Ronald Bog Drainage Improvements| 6/18/2001 7/1/2021| $ 4,055,500 0.5%| $ 3,396,185 | $222,283
Surface
Water
Fund [Management
103 |Fund 3rd Avenue Drainage Improvements| 6/18/2001( 7/1/2021] $ 1,959,500 0.5%($ 1,722,904 | $112,258
Total Public Works Trust Fund Loans $6,015,000 $ 5,119,089 [ $ 334,541
Total Long Term Debt $ 6,015,000 $ 5,119,089 [ $ 334,541
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City of Shoreline Debt Polices

The Objectives of the City's Debt Management Policy are:

To limit the use of debt so that debt service payments will be a predictable and
manageable part of the operating budget.

To raise capital at the lowest cost, consistent with the need to borrow. This will be
accomplished by:

o Keeping a high credit rating (while making attempts to strengthen credit rating).

o Maintaining a good reputation in the credit markets by adjusting the capital
program for regular entry to the bond market and by managing the annual budget
responsibly.

o Institute and maintain procedures that ensure full and timely repayment of City
obligations.

General Debt Policies

Before issuing any debt, the City will consider the impacts of such debt on the
operating budget, the effect on the City’s credit rating, the debt capacity remaining
under constitutional and statutory limitations, the most cost-effective term, structure,
and type of debt, and the impact on taxpayers.

Disclosure statements will be used to keep taxpayers and investors informed of the
City's financial position. These include printed copies of:

o Annual reports
o Operating budget and Capital Facilities Plan
o Official Statements

Debt issues will be sold on a competitive basis (except when conditions make a
negotiated sale preferable) and awarded to the bidder who produces the lowest true
interest cost.

Debt issues may be sold on a negotiated basis if the issue is unusually large or
small, the project is complex, the issue is a refunding, flexibility is desired in the
structure, the market is volatile, or other conditions make it in the City’s best interest
to conduct a negotiated sale.

Long Term Debt: Long term debt will be used to maintain and develop the municipal
infrastructure when the economic life of a fixed asset exceeds five years.

Revenue bonds will generally be used for projects that are financially self-sustaining.
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General Obligation bonds can be used to finance public works projects that benefit
the community and where there are sufficient dedicated revenues to amortize the
debt.

General Obligation pledges can be used to back self-sustaining projects financed
through revenue bonds when costs can be reduced and the municipal credit rating is
not put in jeopardy by this action.

The City will continue to rely on a strong local improvement district program for
certain local or neighborhood street, water and sewer improvements.

The City will use interfund borrowing where such borrowing is cost effective to both
the borrowing and the lending fund. Such borrowing shall implement Council
directed policy in a simplified manner, such as borrowing associated with interim
financing for local improvement district projects.
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DEPARTMENT/FUND OVERVIEW
The following charts provide an illustration of the relationship between the City’s
departments and funds. Most departments manage programs in the General
Fund. Finance, Police, Planning & Development Services and Public Works are
also responsible for programs in other funds.

Operating Budget
Surface
. Arterial Water General Code Asset Public
General Street Street Mgmt. Reserve Abate. Selzure Arts
Fund / Revenue Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund
T
Operating Expenditures
City Council $167,738 | | |
City Manager $728,545
City Clerk $386,840
Comm. & Gowt, Relations $559,979 ‘ ]
Human Services $567,025
City Attorney $515,549 | |
Finance $3,989,685 | B ,, } N
Human Resources $365,041 I |
Customer Response Team $416,395 I \ | [ ]
Police $8,084,911 | | 1 - | $23,000
Criminal Justice $973,104 | | |
Parks & Recreation $3,895,563 | | ’ | $0
Planning & Dev. Services $2,271,239 | $100,000 § ]
Economic Development $274,150 \
Public Works $1,503,688 | $1,709,746 | $1,557,254 |
Operating Expenditures | $24,699,452 $1,709,746 $0 $1,557,254 $0 $100,000 | $23,000 $0
Capital Expenditures $0 (
Transfers Out $4,244 036 $760,131 30 $3,424,862 | $0 $0 $0 | $0 =‘
Sv—— — —— —
Total Expenditures $28,943,488 $2,469,877 $0 $4982116 |  $0 $100,000 | $23,000 |  $0
Capital Budget Internal Service Fund
Surface Vehicle
General Facility Roads Water Equip. Ops. &
Capital Major Maint. Capital Capital Repl. Maint. Unemp. Total
Fund / Revenue Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund City
Operating Expenditures
City Council | $167,738
City Manager $728,545
CityClerk [ 1 [ | $386,840)
Comm. & Gowt. Relations $569,979
Human Senvices | . $567,025
City Attorney | $515,549
Finance I $138,180 $10,000 $4,137,865
Human Resources \ $365,041
CRT ‘ $416,395)
Police $8,107,911
Criminal Justice | $973,104
Parks & Recreation | ! $3,895,563
Planning & Dev. Senvices j N $2,371,239
Economic Development [ | $274,150
Public Works | | $88,717 | $4,859,405)
l
Operating Expenditures $0 $0 $0 $0 $138,180 $88,717 ' $10,000 $28,326,349
Capital Expenditures $13,689,133 $60,000 $26,930,996 $1,322,748 $42,002,877
Transfers Out $39,797 $0 $56,120 $82,812 $0 $0 = $0 $8,607,758
Total Expenditures | $13,728,930 | $60,000 $26,987,116 $1,405,560 $138,180 | $88,717 | $10,000 $78,936,984)
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City of Shoreline - 2006 FTE Summary
2006

Department 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 Changes
City Council 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.0 7.0 0.0
City Manager 9.00] 10.00] 10.00 9.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.0 6.0 0.0
City Clerk 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.8 3.8 0.0
Economic Development 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0 1.0 0.0
Communications & Inter- 3.00 3.00 2.00 2.50 3.50 3.50 3.00 3.50 3.5 3.5 0.0
Governmental Relations 0.0
Health and Human Services 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00] - 1.80 1.8 1.8 0.0
City Attorney 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.50 3.50 35 3.0 (0.5)
Customer Response Team 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.0 5.0 0.0
Finance / Information Services 12.00] 12.00( 12.00| 14.00] 16.63| 17.13| 17.13| 17.33 16.8 17.8 1.0
Human Resources 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.50 2.50 2.50 3.00 3.00 3.0 3.0 0.0
Police 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.0 2.0 0.0
Planning and Development 20.00/ 24.00| 25.00f 27.00f 2850 26.00] 25.90| 2590 26.9 275 06
Services 0.0
Parks, Recreation & Cultural 12.50| 16.50] 13.00 17.12 21.65 22.02 24.52 23.30 23.3 25.8 25
Services 0.0
Public Works 10.00{ 15.00f 22.00f 28.00f 27.50/ 30.00f 33.10/ 35.60 36.1 37.0 0.9
Total FTE 81.50| 96.50| 100.00| 114.12 126.28| 128.15| 133.15| 138.93| 139.7| 144.2 4.5

Explanation of 2006 Changes in FTE
City Attorney

The Domestic Violence position was eliminated and the service moved to Prosecuting Attorney as a contracted service.

Finance
A contracted Network Specialist is being converted to a regular employee position.

PRCS
A new Park and Recreation Project Coordinator was added for 2006 to perform analysis, design and development of Parks projects.
The proposed budget includes the conversion of an extra-help position to a regular part-time position. This accounts for a .5 FTE change.
A new Park Maintenance Worker Il was added for 2006 to support the completion of the annual repair and maintenance
of fixtures and facilities within the City's park system. This position is split between the General Fund and the General Capital Fund.

Planning & Development Services
To support PADS new electrical permitting service, a .5 Technical Assistant is required to handle and process the expected 451 new permi

Public Works
A new Surface Water Engineering Technician in the Surface Water Management Fund was added in 2006 to perform regulatory
compliance work.
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2006 City of Shoreline Budgeted Positions and FTE's

Department Job Title Position FTE
Count Count

City Council Mayor 1 1.0
City Council Deputy Mayor 1 1.0
City Council Councilmember 5 5.0

Department Total 7 7.0
City Manager City Manager 1 1.0
City Manager Deputy City Manager 1 1.0
City Manager Assistant City Manager 1 1.0
City Manager Management Analyst 1 1.0
City Manager Executive Asst. to the City Manager 1 1.0
City Manager Administrative Assistant 11l 1 1.0

Department Total 6 6.0
City Clerk City Clerk 1 1.0
City Clerk Deputy City Clerk 1 1.0
City Clerk Records & Information Manager 1 0.8
City Clerk Administrative Assistant I| 1 1.0

Department Total 4 3.8
Communications & Intergovt. Relations Communications & Intergovt. Relations Director 1 1.0
Communications & Intergovt. Relations Neighborhoods Coordinator 1 1.0
Communications & Intergovt. Relations Communications Specialist 1 1.0
Communications & Intergovt. Relations Administrative Assistant | 1 0.5

Department Total 4 3.5
Human Services Human Services Manager 1 1.0
Human Services Grants Specialist 0 0.3
Human Services Human Services Planner (Planner II) 1 0.5

Department Total 2 1.8
City Attorney City Attorney 1 1.0
City Attorney Assistant City Attorney 1 1.0
City Attorney Administrative Assistant Il 1 1.0

Department Total 3 3.0
Finance & Information Services Finance Director 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Financial Operations Manager 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Purchasing Officer 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Finance Technician 3 2.1
Finance & Information Services Staff Accountant 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Payroll Officer 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Senior Budget Analyst 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Budget Analyst 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Grants Specialist 1 0.7
Finance & Information Services Administrative Assistant Il| 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Information Services Manager 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Database Administrator 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services GIS Specialist 1 1.0
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2006 City of Shoreline Budgeted Positions and FTE's

Department Job Title Position FTE
Count Count

Finance & Information Services Network Administrator 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Web Developer 1 1.0
Finance & Information Services Computer/Network Specialist 2 2.0

Department Total 19 17.8
Human Resources Human Resource Director 1 1.0
Human Resources Human Resources Analyst 1 1.0
Human Resources Administrative Assistant IlI 1 1.0

Department Total 3 3.0
Customer Response Team Administrative Assistant I| 1 1.0
Customer Response Team Customer Response Team Supervisor 1 1.0
Customer Response Team CRT Representative 3 3.0

Department Total 5 5.0
Police Administrative Assistant Il 1 1.0
Police Emergency Management Coordinator 1 1.0

Department Total 2 2.0
Parks & Recreation Parks Director 1 1.0
Parks & Recreation Recreation Superintendent 1 1.0
Parks & Recreation Recreation Coordinator 3 3.0
Parks & Recreation Project Coordinator 1 1.0
Parks & Recreation Administrative Assistant | 1 0.5
Parks & Recreation Administrative Assistant Il 2 2.0
Parks & Recreation Recreation Assistant Il 4 34
Parks & Recreation Parks Superintendent 1 1.0
Parks & Recreation Parks Maintenance Worker | 3 3.0
Parks & Recreation Parks Maintenance Worker | 2 2.0
Parks & Recreation Administrative Asst. llI 1 1.0
Parks & Recreation Teen Program Supervisor 1 1.0
Parks & Recreation Teen Program Assistant 3 2.7
Parks & Recreation Senior Lifeguard 3 2.4
Parks & Recreation Lifeguard 2 1 0.9

Department Total 28 25.8
Planning & Development Services Planning & Development Services Director 1 1.0
Planning & Development Services Assistant Director, PADS 1 1.0
Planning & Development Services Management Analyst 1 1.0
Planning & Development Services Permit Services Manager 1 1.0
Planning & Development Services Planner 11l 2 2.0
Planning & Development Services . Planner Il 4 4.0
Planning & Development Services Planner | 2 2.0
Planning & Development Services Planner Il (Aurora Corridor Project) 1 1.0
Planning & Development Services Building Official 1 1.0
Planning & Development Services Plans Examiner Il| 2 2.0
Planning & Development Services Plans Examiner | 1 1.0
Planning & Development Services Project Inspector Il 2 2.0
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2006 City of Shoreline Budgeted Positions and FTE's

Department Job Title Position FTE

Count Count
Planning & Development Services Development Review Engineer 1 1.0
Planning & Development Services Code Enforcement Officer 1 1.0
Planning & Development Services Technical Assistant 4 3.5
Planning & Development Services Administrative Assistant || 2 2.0
Planning & Development Services Administrative Assistant |lI 1 1.0
Department Total 28 27.5
Economic Development Economic Development Program Manager 1 1.0
1 1.0
Public Works Public Works Director 1 1.0
Public Works Public Works Administrative Manager 1 1.0
Public Works Management Analyst 1 1.0
Public Works City Engineer 1 1.0
Public Works Aurora Corridor Project Manager 1 1.0
Public Works Capital Projects Manager | 5 5.0
Public Works Capital Project Technician 1 1.0
Public Works Public Works Operations Manager 1 1.0
Public Works Public Works Maintenance Supervisor 1 1.0
Public Works Public Works Senior Maintenance Worker 1 1.0
Public Works Public Works Maintenance Worker Il 6 6.0
Public Works Public Works Maintenance Worker | 1 1.0
Public Works Surface Water & Env. Svcs. Manager 1 1.0
Public Works Facility Maintenance Supervisor 1 1.0
Public Works Facilities Maint. Worker Il 1 1.0
Public Works Administrative Assistant Il 2 2.0
Public Works Administrative Assistant 11l 1 1.0
Public Works Engineering Technician (Traffic) 1 1.0
Public Works Engineering Technician (Surface Water) 1 1.0
Public Works Administrative Assistant Il (Aurora/Interurban) 1 1.0
Public Works Traffic Engineer 1 1.0
Public Works Associate Traffic Engineer 1 1.0
Public Works Engineering Technician 1 1.0
Public Works Environmental Educator 1 1.0
Public Works Surface Water Quality Specialist 1 1.0
Public Works Right-of-Way Inspector 2 2.0
Department Total 37 37.0
Total City Personnel 147 144.2
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gﬁk City Council
SHORELINE 2006 Budget

Mission Statement

“The City Council is a representative body, comprised of seven citizens
elected by the community to provide leadership to the organization and
community. The Council seeks to maintain a healthy, vibrant and
attractive place to live and work by adopting policies that create and
support the values and vision of
our community.”

N
City Council Historical Comparison Total Expenditures
2003 - 2006
—e—FTE's
200,000 T ?li
175,000 - I 13
150,000 — 11
125,000 - 30
100,000 - 8
75,000 -8
50,000 -4
25,000 r %
0 ‘ . -0
2003 Actual 2004 2005 2005 2006
Actual Current Projected Budget
Budget

2006 City Council as a Share of the General Fund

$167,738
0.58%

$28,943,488
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City Council

CITY OF

SHORELINE 2006 Budget

2005 Key Accomplishments

Critical Success Factors:

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Achieved recognition in Seattle Magazine’'s Annual ranking as the best
neighborhood to live in the Puget Sound area, besting 83 other communities.
Adopted a revised Critical Areas Ordinance protecting the City’'s streams, wetlands,
sensitive vegetation, and other natural resources.

Adopted a motorized scooter ordinance to safely regulate these and other similar
motorized devices in the public Right-of-Way.

Restored and reprioritized funding for the City’s street overlay and slurry seal
program.

Increased the priority of funding for improvements at A & B soccer fields and
purchase of the South Woods property adjacent to Hamlin Park.

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

Awarded the bid for the $25 million Aurora Corridor improvement and Interurban
bridge project.

Revised the North City design to four lanes in response to citizen concerns and
awarded the bid for the $6.5 million North City Improvement project.

Issued guidance to establish an Economic Development Task Force to improve the
guidance of the City’s economic development efforts.

Quality Services and Facilities

Completed Phase Il of the Spartan Gym renovation in partnership with Shoreline
School District achieving a first class facility for a fraction of the normal costs
associated with such a project.

Completed phase 1 (3™ Ave. Conveyance) of the 3" Avenue NW Drainage
Improvements Project.

Completed the 3" section of the Interurban Trail from 160" to 175" and 200" to
205" providing safe multi-modal transportation and recreational opportunities for
citizens and visitors.

Innovative leadership and strategic planning

Adopted the goal “Develop a plan for acquiring priority park, open space, critical

area and surface water property” in the 2005-2006 Council Work Plan
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Innovative leadership and strategic planning — cont.

Revised and adopted the 2005-2006 Council work plan and key milestones.
Adopted a revised Comprehensive plan and the City's first ever master plans for
transportation, surface water, and parks, recreation and open space.

Reviewed, revised, and adopted the 2006-2011 Capital Improvement Plan to
address capital improvements such as open space acquisitions, the annual road
surface maintenance program, soccer field improvements, sidewalk construction,
and the Neighborhood Parks Repair and Replacement program.

Community alliances and partnerships

Hosted the seventh annual volunteer recognition breakfast to recognize the
accomplishments of volunteers in service to the City of Shoreline.

Effective community relations and communications

Published and distributed the 3™ edition of the City’'s Owner's Manual to all Shoreline
households.

Selected and honored 13 members of the community to receive Star Awards in
Celebration of the community’s 10" Anniversary.

Updated Council meeting policy to include public comment for all agenda items.
Continued work on the adopted council goal “Develop and adopt policies to
enhance public participation in city government.”
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5 City Council
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gy

2005 — 2006 CITY COUNCIL WORKPLAN

Goal No. 1 Work toward completing the Aurora Corridor Project

Goal No. 2 Complete the Interurban Trail Project

Goal No. 3 Enhance our program for safe and friendly streets

Goal No. 4 Implement an active economic development plan

Goal No. 5 Implement the city hall project

Goal No 6 Review and consider improvements in code enforcement standards
Goal No. 7 Develop a plan for acquiring priority park, open space, critical area

and surface water property.
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City Council 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

Department Statisitics

2005 2005 Current
Current 2006 Budget versus Percentage

Program Budget 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
City Council $135,798 $163,784 $162,969 $168,718 $167,738 $4,769 2.9%
Total Expenditures $135,798 $163,784 $162,969 $168,718 $167,738 $4,769  2.93%

Program Revenue
City Council $0 $0 $0 $0 $0° $0 0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $135,798 $163,784 $162,969 $168,718 ; $167,738 $4.769 2.93%
Total Resources $135,798 $163,784 $162,969 $168,718 $167,738 $4,769

2.93%

FTEs 7 7 7 7 7 0 0
City Council 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Object
2005 2005 Current
Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Object Category 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salaries $60,708 $61,250 $60,900 $60,900 $60900 %0 0.0%
Personnel Benefits $26,890 $51,661 $54,769 $54,768 $55538  $769  1.4%
Supplies ’ $149 $864 $1,000 $750 $1,000 $0  0.0%
Other Services‘&Charges $48,d51 ‘ $50009 - $46;300 $52'300;__.. $50,3OO $4,000. 8.6%
Capital Outlays $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  0.0%
Total Expenditures $135,798  $163784  $162,969  $168718  $167,738 $4,769  2.93%
Revenue
Other Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 \ 0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $135798  $163784  $162960  $168718  $167,738 $4,769  2.93%
Total Resources $135,798 $163,784 $162,969 $168,718 $167,738: $4,769°  2.93%
Jmpartm ent Statisi tlcs/ e G SR e Doy
FTEs 7 7 7 7 7 0 0
% of General Fund 0.52% 0.68% 053% | 0.56% 0.58% 0.05% 10.19%

2006 Key Department Changes
e Past allocations for professional service requirements have proven inadequate
for the City Council, therefore staff is recommending a $4,000 increase for
professional services to ensure that this item is properly funded. This is reflected
in the increase for Other Services & Charges.
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CITY COUNCIL
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The City Council is a representative body, comprised of seven citizens elected by the community to
provide leadership to the organization and community. The Council seeks to maintain a healthy, vibrant
and attractive place to live and work by adopting policies that create and support the values and vision of

our community.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS w03 | 204 | 2008 | TARGET
Percentage of residents that are satisfied with the overall quality of leadership provided by N/A 47% 47% J N/A
the City's elected officials l
Percentage of residents who believe the City is moving in the right direction N/A 58% 58% N N/A
Percentage of residents who rate the quality of life in Shoreline as the same or better than N/A 69% 69% [f N/A
other cities ‘
2005 Budget 2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $162,969 Program Expenditures $167,738
Program Revenue $o Program Revenue $0
General Support $162,969 General Support $167,738

Program Revenue vs General Support

TS —
@ @Support  100.0%
B3 @Revenue  0.0%

Total: 100.0%

$162,969
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B @Support 100.0%
W @Revenue  00%
Total: 100.0%



City Manager’s
Office

30I440
S HIOVNVIN ALID



City Manager
SHORELINE 2006 Budget

Mission Statement

“Implement Council goals and direction, provide
organizational leadership, and ensure the delivery of efficient
and effective public services.”

Department Programs

e

Organizational Strategic Planning
and Council Policy Support

6.0 FTE

2006 City Manager as a Share of the General City Manager Historical Comparison Total Expenditures
Fund —e— FTE's
$800,000 { =11

$22:éf/45 $700,000 |
. (]

$600,000 -

$500,000 -

$400,000

—

$300,000

$200,000

$100,000 : | | i
2003 Actual 2004 2005 2005 2006
Actual Current Projected Budget
Budget

$28,943,488
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City Manager

CITY OF
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=

2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Quality services and facilities

Participated in a 15 city Puget Sound Consortium for performance measurement to
benchmark and improve services.

Processed and responded to over 350 citizen letters and/or emails on behalf of the
Council and City Manager's Office.

Culminating in almost 9 years of public process and staff design and preparation
work, broke ground for the Aurora Corridor/Interurban Bridge Improvement Project
from 145" to 165" Street.

Culminating in almost 6 years of public process and staff design and preparation
work, broke ground for the North City improvement project.

Participated on a steering committee with King County to develop a King County
District Court Operational/Facility Master Plan.

Economic vitality and financial stability

Will end 2005 with a projected $9.95 million of General Fund and General Reserve
ending fund balance, approximately equal to 37% of the General Fund annual
revenues.

Solicited community feedback regarding the City’s long-range financial plan and
unmet capital improvement needs through community workshops.

Partnered with local business leaders, Forward Shoreline, and the Chamber of
Commerce to participate in the five city North King County Economic Development
study and summit.

Innovative leadership and strateqgic planning

Managed the successful completion of the updated Comprehensive Plan in addition
to the new Transportation Master Plan, Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master
Plan, and Surface Water Master Plan.

Achieved recognition in Seattle Magazine’'s annual ranking as the number one
neighborhood to live in the Puget Sound area, out of 84 neighborhoods.

Reviewed and updated the City's strategic plan and created the PRO (Performance,
Results, Outcomes) card planning/communications tool.
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CIY OF

SHORELINE 2006 Budget

e

Community alliances and partnerships

Worked with other municipalities to resolve issues related to regional jail services
and expanded the use of Yakima County Jail as a lower cost jail provider. Also
initiated use of the Issaquah jail facility as a low cost jail provider.

Partnered with gas, electricity, water, telecommunication, and waste water service
providers for the funding and construction of the North City and Aurora Corridor
utility improvements.

Professional and committed workforce

Completed the City's second employee satisfaction survey with many positive
results and began work on an action plan improvement plan.

Completed the City’s first employee survey on training and professional
development to determine organizational training needs.

Initiated an employee sub-committee of organizational leaders to create
opportunities for skill enhancement and other strategies for enhancing the
workplace. '
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xS City Manager
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2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Quality services and facilities

e Continue implementation of a city-wide performance measurement system

e Acquire property, complete design and begin construction of City Hall.
Conduct a comprehensive analysis to determine the optimal solution for the
provision of district court services in the City.

e Develop a customer service guideline and implement through a city wide training
program. ‘

Economic vitality and financial stability

¢ Provide leadership to meet the continued design and funding goals for the Aurora
Corridor Project and Interurban Trail

e Provide leadership to complete the North City District Improvement Project

¢ Implement the long term financial plan to address operational and capital
prioritization of unfunded needs.

Innovative leadership and strateqgic planning

e Work with departments to create departmental/divisional level PRO cards.
e Develop a city wide problem solving model using available industry best practices
from high performing organizations.

Community alliances and partnerships

e Continue to build partnerships with business organizations such as the Chamber of
Commerce, Forward Shoreline, and the North City Business District.

e Further alliances and explore opportunities for improving the community with
Community agencies to include our utility districts, the School District, the Fire
Department, and the Shoreline Community College.

e Continued collaboration with the Shoreline School District and the Shoreline Water
District to protect the South Woods property.

Professional and committed workforce

e Continue to develop the organization for continuous improvement in productivity and
customer service
e Develop a responsive action plan for the 2005 employee survey

Page 98



City Manager
2006 Budget

City Manager 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 2005 Current
2003 2004 Current 2005 2006 Budget versus Percentage
Program Expenditures Actual Actual Budget Projected Budget 2006 Budget Change
Organization Strategic Planning & :
Council Policy $693,797 $620,438 $709,278 $705,576 $728,545 $19,267 2.72%
Total Expenditures $693,797  $620,438 $709,278 $705,576 $728,545 $19,267 2.72%
Program Revenue
Other Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0. $0 $0O  0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $693,797 $620,438 $709,278 $705,576 $728,545 $19,267§ 2.72%
Total Resources $693,797 $620,438 $709,278 $705,576 $728,545 $19,267 2.72%
Department Statisitics
FTEs 6 6 6 6 6 0 ‘ 0.00%
City Manager 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Object
2005 2005 Current
2003 2004 . Current 2005 2006 Budget versus Percentage

Object Category Actual Actual Budget Projected Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salaries $476,380 $463,357 $493,317 $493,317 $509,386 : $16,069 3.26%
Personnel Benefits $107,008  $102,857  $114261  $114259  $117459 $3,198  2.80%
Supplies o $5,501 $7,446 $5,000 $4,500 $5,500 $500  10.00%
Other Services & Charges $104,818  $46,778  $96,700  $93500'  $96,200 -$500  -0.52%
Intergovernmental Services h $O >$0 $0 » $'0k ‘ $0 $0 0.00%
Capital Outlays $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  0.00%
Interfun& Payments for Service $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0: 0.00%
Total Expenditures $693,797 $620,438 $709,278 $705,576 $728,545 $19,267 2.72%

Revenue
Other Revenue $0 $0. $0 $0 $0 $0O  0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $693,797 $620,438  $709,278  $705576  $728,545 $19267  2.72%
Total Resources $693,797 $620,438 $709,278 $705,576 $728,545 $19,267 2.72%
Department Statisitics
FTES 6 8 8 6 6 0 0

% of General Fund 2.66% 2.57% 2.29% 2.33% 2.52% 0.23% 9.97%
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ORGANIZATION STRATEGIC PLANNING AND COUNCIL POLICY
SUPPORT & IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The City Manager's Office is accountable to the City Council for operational and financial resultsand
organizational leadership.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

[ :
Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 03 | 2004 | 2005 TARGET-
Percentage of citizens that rate the quality of services provided by the City of Shoreline as N/A 69% 69% 75%
better or about the same as compared to other cities in the state
Percentage of citizens that rate the value of services received for their city taxes paid as N/A 75% 75% 80%
Average, Good or Excellent. ‘
Percentage of Employees who Have a Clear Understanding of City's Mission, Goals, and 90% 90% 94% 95%
Organizational Values
Percentage of employees who rate the City of Shoreline as "one of the best" or "above 64% | 64% 73% 75%
average" as an organization to work for compared with other organizations ‘
Percentage of residents who are neutral, satisfied or very satisfied with the effectiveness N/A 49% 49% 50%
of the City Manager and appointed staff
Percentage of residents who rate City employees as excellent or good providers of N/A 53% 53% 65% |
customer service
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 2004 2005 TARGET
City operating reserves as a percentage of operating revenues 43% 49.4% 36.7% 25%
Number of regular City employees per 1,000 population 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.6

\
Operating expenditures per capita (real dollars) 469 467 506 N/A
Program budget as a percent of the City's operating budget 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%
Support service costs as a percentage of the City's general fund 15.6% 15.2% 13.7% 15%
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ORGANIZATION STRATEGIC PLANNING AND COUNCIL POLICY
SUPPORT & IMPLEMENTATION

2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $709,279 Program Expenditures $728,545
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $709,279 General Support $728,545

Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0% B @Support 100. 0:/0
Total: 100.0% B @Revenue  0.0%
- Total 100.0%
$709,279
$728,545
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City Clerk
2006 Budget

(D Mission Statement

The City Clerk facilitates the effective functioning of the
democratic process in the City of Shoreline’s governance. We do
this by: overseeing the efficient and legal conduct of City Council

meetings and appeal hearings; ensuring public access to City
records; and advising and assisting with the availability, protection,
and retention of City Records.

\_/ Department Programs

4 4

Public Records and City
Council Meeting Management

3.8FTE

Sister City
0.0 FTE

2006 City Clerk as a Share of the General Fund

$450,000

City Clerk Historical Comparison

l

7] Total Expenditures
—e— FTEs

$386,840 $400,000
/ﬁ 1.34%
l $3oo,oool
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Projected
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City Clerk

SHORELINE 2006 Budget

2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Quality Services and Facilities

Completed move into new Records Center

Completed outline of Disaster Recovery Plan

Continued working with other departments on microfilm preservation and
scanning permit records

Developed City Clerks Portal community which is used by all departments for
current Council information, research, and contract routing

2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Quality Services and Facilities:

Complete development of City Clerk’'s Records database for the Portal .

Continue working with departments on development of their portal pages and
with Information Systems on overall system design

Implement training for staff on public records management and disclosure at time
of hire

Continue working with all departments in the protection of essential and
permanent records to meet state requirements and to provide back-up in case of
emergency

Provide training to the City Council on parliamentary procedure

Economic Vitality and Financial Leadership:

Implement a business registration program
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2006 Budget

City Clerk 2003 - 2006 Program Budget Comparison

2005 Current
2005 Budget
2003 2004 Current 2005 2006 versus 2006 Percentage
Program Expenditures Actual Actual Budget  Projected Budget Budget Change
Public Records & City Council
Management $310,897 $314,775  $354,482 $353,349 $379,840 $25,358 7.15%
Sister City NA $5,395 $7,000 $0 $7,000 $0 0.00%
Total Program Budget $310.897  $320,170  $361,482 $353,349 $386,840 $25,358 7.02%
Program Revenue
Public Records & City Council
Management $39,640 $26,381 $31,230 $28,001 $26,030 -$5,200 -16.65%
Total Program Revenue $39,640 $26,381 $31,230 $28,001 $26,030 -$5,200 -16.65%
General Fund Subsidy $271,257  $293,789  $330,252 $325,348 $360,810 $30,558 9.25%
Total Resources $310,897  $320,170  $361,482 $353,349 $386,840 $25,358 7.02%
Program Statistics
FTE's 4 4 3.8 3.8 3.8 0 0.00%
2006 City Clerk Program Breakdown Sister City

2%

Public Records &

City Council

Management
98%
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“
City Clerk 2003 - 2006 Budget By Object
2005
Current
Budget
2005 versus
2003 2004 Current 2005 2006 2006 Percentage
Object Category Actual Actual Budget  Projected Budget Budget Change
Salaries $191,553  $196,240 $201,144 $199,243  $219,570 $18,426 9.2%
Personnel Benefits $55,236 $57,353 $65,228 $60,373 $66,720 $1,492 2.3%
Supplies $8,977 $8,033 $8,425 $7,725 $8,500 $75 0.9%
Other Services & Charges $55,131 $58,544 $86,685 $86,008 $92,050 $5,365 6.19%
Total Expenditures $310,897  $320,170  $361,482 $353,349  $386,840 $25,358 7.02%
Revenue
Licenses & Permits $31,816 $24,526 $24,530 $26,501 $24,530 $0 0.00%
Charges for Goods and Services $4,831 $1,845 $6,700 $1,500 $1,500 -$5,200 (77.61%)
Miscellaneous Revenue $2,993 $10 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Total City Clerk Revenue $39,640 $26,381 $31,230 $28,001 $26,030 -$5,200 -16.65%
General Fund Subsidy $271,257  $293,789  $330,252 $325,348  $360,810 $30,558 9.25%
Total Resources $310,897  $320,170  $361,482 $353,349  $386,840 $25,358 7.02%
Department Statistics
FTE's 4 4 3.8 3.8 38 0 0
% of General Fund 1.19% 1.33% 1.17% 1.17% 1.34% 0.17% 14.57%

2006 Key Department Changes

Operating rentals were increased by $4,600 in the proposed 2006 budget. This
is to cover the increased set-up costs City Council Meetings and Hearing
Examiner hearings. This change is reflected in the increase for Other Services &
Charges.

A $985 increase was made in professional services to cover costs for recording
the City Council meetings. This change is reflected in the increase for Other
Services & Charges.

During 2005 the City Council authorized that the City Clerk classification be
moved from range 53 to 55 of the City’'s compensation classification system.
This change resulted in increased salaries budget for 2006. This change, plus
the recommended market adjustment of 2.28% and anticipated step increases
for personnel within the department account for the $18,426 increase in
budgeted salaries from 2005 to 2006.
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PUBLIC RECORDS & CITY COUNCIL MEETING MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The City Clerk's Office oversees the legal and efficient operation of City Council meetings and Hearing
Examiner appeal hearings and manages the availability, protection and retention of City records to
facilitate the democratic process for the citizens of Shoreline.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

l l S ]
_Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS | W0 | 264 | 2005 | TARGET |

* Percentage of City Council packets available to the public on the City website the day | 9% L 9T% 100%
after recelpt by C|ty Councnmembers | :

i S S S — } S U I . e 4
Percentage of external customers who rate the City Clerk s publlc dlscosure process as ' fo9d% 0 95% 100%
very good or excellent ‘ | l

S I S Y S OO NS — -
Percentage of internal customers ratlng the Clty Clerk's Oft" ice services very good or j L99% i 99% [ 100% |
excellent 1 | i i
. . U - S SR SR R - J_ ........ _

Measurement: WORKLOAD

l 2003 ‘L zoo4 2005 TARGET |
D |
Number of boxes of records accessioned into the Records Center j | 290 ; 200 | 200
' - I ] ] -
Number of Clty Councn packets and sets of mlnutes produced f ‘ 37 42 42
. Number of contracts and property records, agreements processed, recorded, and/or ﬁled l 500 400 400
' Number of items uploaded to the web site or network [ 946 % 1 300 | 1,200j
l Number of pages of public records provided | 13,773 7,500 7,000 |
Number of public records requests processed 192 165 150
L L . . R B N
Number of specialty business licenses issued 202 | 193 l 200 |
i e I S N R R
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $354,482 Program Expenditures $379,841
Program Revenue $26,030 Program Revenue $26,050
General Support $328,452 General Support $353,791
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

$26,050

[m @support  92.7%
I@Revenue 73% !

Total: 1000% |

l @Suppon 931% l
m @Revenue  6.9% |
Total  100.0% |

[

$353,791
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SISTER CITY RELATIONS
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

To seek international relationships which will enhance Shoreline citizens' understanding of other cultures,

and/or which will allow the City to engage in productive and mutually beneficial exchanges of new
technology, techniques, and solutions to problems with cities of comparable development.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Community Alliances and Partnerships

Measurement: WORKLOAD

2003

2004

2005 | TARGET |

fi Number of Sister Cities Association meetings and events supported during sister city visit
i
‘ \

27

|
|

»
!
i
|

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $7,000 Program Expenditures
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue
General Support $7,000 General Support

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support 100.0%
B @Revenue _0.0%
Total: 100.0%

$7,000
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2006 Budget

$7,000
$0

$7,000

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue

L Total:

0.0%
100.0%
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iﬁ‘ Communications and Intergovernmental Relations
SHORELINE 2006 Budget

CD Mission Statement

The mission of Communications and Intergovernmental Relations is to
create two-way communication mechanisms between City government,
Shoreline residents and other key stakeholders. Our goal is to
encourage involvement in City decision making processes and
enhance understanding and use of City services.

/
N
Department Programs
Communications Intergovernmental Neighborhoods
Relations

1.47 FTE 1.47 FTE

0.56 FTE

2006 C&IR as a Share of the General Fund o C&IR . == Total Expenditures
Historical Comparison o— Number of FTEs |
|
559,979

\ 19,0/ - $600,000 - L 5.

e $550,000 + N o T
S0 1 Ry Al

$450:000 T NP S VAN

$400,000 T :\\:\\v\\:\\'\ / <a—'v \\\'K\\\\ \\:~\\\’».\:\
| $350,000 + N RIX Ny o3¢

$300'000 T RS SCECTERNAN 2 NN
$250,000 1 R SR T S R NN TS S A

$200,000 + NN RSN RSN RS RSN
$150,000 RN RN RN RN RS by
$ 1 0 0' 0 00 1 \\v\\\\\\\ VNN ENSRN SN «\x: \:t\x\"’\.\\\ ‘::\:;:::: T .

$50.000 - ] Rl RSSSN] RSN

NN RN RN ENENRNENSN DS N NN PANENEN RN
$0 \\\\\\\\\\ ; NAUAGENRN P EXNSNANANE BRI NENIVAVIN | ENANANRCY t 0(

2003 2004 2005 2005 2006

Actual Actual  Current Projected Budget

$28,943,488
Budget
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SHORELINE 2006 Budget

2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

e Council approved four Mini-Grants in 2005 to provide neighborhood enhancements.
Facilitated monthly Council of Neighborhoods meetings.

o Facilitated Council of Neighborhoods participation in City events such as Swingin’
Summer’s Eve, Celebrate Shoreline and National Night Out Against Crime.

¢ Conducted leadership training for neighborhood leaders.

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

e Secured $10 million in the new state transportation revenue package for the Aurora
Corridor Project.

¢ Developed and implemented communication plans for economic development
projects including business enhancement activities for North City and Aurora:
business directory for North City businesses, Aurora Corridor Project folder,
construction fence murals for North City, “Business Open” banners for North City;
posters and flyers for Aurora businesses to display.

Effective community relations and communications

e Developed and implemented communication plans for key City Council goals, e. g.,
safe and friendly streets and Comprehensive Plan update/Master Plans.

o Developed and implemented communication plans for City projects such as the
Aurora Corridor, North City, Interurban Trail, 3" Avenue Drainage Improvements and
Richmond Beach Overcrossing Project.

e Updated, published and distributed 2005 edition of Owner's Manual, mailing
included a magnet with 546-1700 phone number.

e Produced 9 issues of Currents newsletter including the special budget issue and the
10-year Anniversary issue.

o Developed and implemented communication pieces for the 10" Year Anniversary
celebration and events.

¢ Coordinated Council candidate information and orientation process.

Managed event planning and implementation for North City groundbreaking, Aurora
Corridor/Interurban Trail Bridges groundbreaking, Interurban Trail North B Segment
and South Central Segment groundbreaking, 3" Ave NW drainage project ribbon
cutting.

e Developed and implemented communication pieces for the “Best Place to Live”
designation by Seattle Magazine.
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2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Effective Community Relations and Communications

e Continue to develop and implement communication plans and public outreach
programs for Council goals and City’s CIP Projects including Aurora-Corridor, North
City, Interurban Trail, 3 Avenue NW Drainage Improvements, economic
development plan, code enforcement enhancements and safe and friendly streets
Conduct 2006 Citizen Satisfaction Survey.

Produce Currents newsletter 10 times a year and the City Source column in The
Enterprise.

e Continue upgrading Web site and improving its utility to users.

e Continue programming for Channel 21.

¢ Manage planning and implementation for groundbreakings, ribbon cuttings and other
ceremonial events.

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

e Continue to secure state and federal funding for the Aurora Corridor, Interurban Trail
and other key priorities in the CIP.
¢ Develop communication pieces to implement the economic development program.

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

¢ . Administer City Council approved Mini-Grants to improve and enhance
neighborhoods.
Work with Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program for safer streets.
Facilitate monthly Council of Neighborhoods meetings.
Facilitate Council of Neighborhoods participation in City events such as Swingin’
Summer's Eve, Celebrate Shoreline and National Night Out Against Crime.

e Assist with coordination of Volunteer Breakfast.

Community Alliances & Partnerships

* Provide leadership to enhance partnerships with community groups, agencies and
funding partners at all levels of government to accomplish key City priorities.
¢ Provide leadership skills training to neighborhood leaders.
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Communications & Intergovernmental Relations 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 2005 Current
Current 2005 2006 Budget versus  Percentage
Expenditures by Objects 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected Budget 2006 Budget Change
Cormmunications $202,796 $246,1§4> $283,359 $287,923 $289,073 $5,714: 2.02%
Intgrgovernmenial Relations $96,851 i $90,1 67 $102,877 $103,422 $104,171 $1 ,294 1.26%
Neighborhoods $130,850 $136,668 $181,942 $160,230: $166,735 -$15,207 -8.36%
Total Expenditures $430,497 $472,999 $568,178 $551,575 $559,9792 -$8,199: -1.44%
Revenue
Other Revenues $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $430,497 $472,999 $568,178 $551,575 $559,979 -$8,199 -1.44%
Total Communication Resources $430,497 $472,999 $568,178 $551,575 $559,979 -$8,199 -1.44%

Neighborhoods
30%

2006 C&IR Program Breakdown

Intergovernmental
Relations
19%

Communications
51%

Page 112




SHORELINE
e

H

CITY OF

Communications and Intergovernmental Relations

2006 Budget

Communications & Intergovernmental Relations 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Objec

2005 2005 Current
Current 2005 2006 Budget versus Percentage
Object Category Name | 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salary $210,029 $219,620 $232,241 $233,017 $232,839 $598 0.26%
Benefits $47,715 $50,238  $57,311 $57,302 $58,159 $848 1.48%
Supplies  $7,389 $8,751  $6,968 $8,550 $6,650 -$318 -4.56%
Other Services & Charges $165,364  $194,390,  $271,658 $252,706  $262,331 -$9,327 -3.43%
Intergovernmental Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $O ‘ $0 0.00%
Capital Outlays $0 $0 $0 0 $0 $0 0.00%
Total Expenditures $430,497 $472,999 $568,178 $551,575 $559,979 -$8,199 -1.44%
Revenue
Mscellaneous Revenues $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Total C&IR Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $430,497 $472,999 $568,178 $551,575 $559,979 -$8,199 -1.44%
Total C&IRResources $430,497 $472,999 $568,178 $551,575 $559,979 -$8,199 -1.44%
Department Statistics

% of General Fund 1.65% 1.96% 1 .83% 1.82% 1.93% 0.10% 5.5%
Number of FTE's 3.0 3.5 35 3.5 35 0.00 0.0%

2006 Key Department Changes

Page 113

The 2005 budget includes $12,000 in 2004 carry-overs related to the mini-grant
program and $28,000 to complete the Owner's Manual. These costs are not
included in the 2006 budget and therefore account for the major reason that the
other services and charges expenditure category is less in 2006 than in 2005.

The 2006 Budget includes $25,000 for the 2006 Citizen Satisfaction survey. This
survey is conducted every other year.




COMMUNICATIONS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Communications program develops a

nd uses two-way communication resources to deliver and elicit

useful information to and from our residents and other key stakeholders.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Effective Community Relations and Communications

2003 2004 2005 | TARGET

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS
Percentage of residents who are satisfied with public involvement in local decision-making 53% 53% NA |
Percentage of residents who are satisfied with quality of programming on City's 44% 44% N/A
Government Access Channel |

I
Percentage of residents who are satisfied with the quality of the City's newsletter, 71% 71% | NIA
"Currents"
Percentage of residents who are satisfied with the quality of the City's web site 47% 47% N/A

Measurement: OTHER

2003 2004 2005 TARGET

Number of Website visits

166,258 | 151,618 152,000

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $283,358
Program Revenue $0
General Support $283,358

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

$283,358

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $289,074
Program Revenue $0
General Support $289,074

Program Revenue vs General Support

[ B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

$289,074
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Intergovernmental Relations program provides staff support for legislative objectives and
intergovernmental alliances and partnerships that further the City's goals and priorities.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Community Alliances and Partnerships

Measurement: EFFICIENCY

‘ Intergovernmental Relations as a percentage of the City's operating budget A% 4% | 4% N/A

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $102,876
Program Revenue $0
General Support $102,876

Program Revenue vs General Support

W @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%

Total: 100.0% |

$102,876

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $104,170
Program Revenue $0
General Support $104,170

Program Revenue vs General Support

W @Support 100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%

Total: 100.0%

$104,170
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NEIGHBORHOODS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Council of Neighborhoods was created in 1996 by City Council Resolution No. 54 to provide a vehicle
for two-way communication between the City and its residents. The Neighborhoods program provides
support, advice and assistance to the Council of Neighborhoods to build healthy, vibrant neighborhoods.

The Mini-Grant program was created in 1996 by City Council Resolution No. 54 to provide funding for
neighborhood groups to make improvements that enhance the Shoreline community.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
[
Percentage of residents rating the condition of their neighborhoods as excellent or good 59% 59% N/A :
Percentage of residents who think Shoreline is an excellent or good place to live 87% 87% N/A )
Percentage of residents who think that the overall quality of life in the City is excellent or ‘ 93% ‘ 93% N/A 1
good l ;
[ |
Measurement: OTHER 2003 2004 2005 TARGET i
Dollar value of improvements funded through the Mini-Grant program $13,100 $8,797 $12,000 ‘
- |
Number of City Neighborhoods participating in the Mini-Grant program 4 3 3 ‘
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $181,942 Program Expenditures $166,735
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $181,942 General Support $166,735
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support 100.0%
'm @Revenue  0.0% |
| Total: 100.0% |

B @Support 100.0%
| @ @Revenue  0.0% |

Total: 100.0% |

$181,942

$166,735
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b Human Services
SHORELINE 2006 Budget

Sy

~
D Mission Statement

The mission of Human Services is to foster the development of a strong, safe
and resilient community by serving as a catalyst and working with
organizations and individuals to enable Shoreline citizens to meet their
individual and family's needs for physical, mental, social and economic well
being through an effective and accessible system of services.

Department Program

/

- Support for Social Agencies

1.8 FTE

2006 Human Services as a Share of the ; : - ! - :
General Fund Human Services Historical | Total Expenditures
Comparison | ——FIEs
$567,025 $700,000 5
0,
1.9% $600,000 +
LLlded 4 4
$500,000 1 (il
$400,000 T //////: i 3
$300,000 | %% RE
% % ” 5 /
$200,000 | et
s 11
$100,000 T //////5
$28,943,488 %0 ; ‘ S 0
e 2003 2004 2005 2005 2006
Actual Actual  Current Projected Budget
Budget
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2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Quality Services and Facilities

Will provide access to human services to an estimated 15,750 Shoreline residents
Facilitated Hopelink’s opening of a permanent service site in Shoreline

Initiated Minor Home Repair program assisting senior, disabled and low income
homeowners

Innovative leadership and strategic planning

¢ Addressed hunger and food anxiety concerns facing Shoreline citizens by convening
coalition of congregations, service providers and funders to increase responsiveness
of food and emergency services system

e Supported City Council’s review of human services needs and responses

Effective community relations and communications

e Maintained strong partnerships with Shoreline Public Schools and among human
services agencies through the Community Resource Team — led community
response to youth suicide and depression

e Strengthened service systems through support and leadership of the North Urban
Human Services Alliance and the Shoreline/Northshore Network

2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Quality Services and Facilities

e Continue expanded support of $62,311 in General Funds for eighteen Human
Services agencies begun in 2005 by Council

Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

e Enhance other funders’, e.g. United Way, local civic groups and governments’
understanding of Shoreline’s human services needs

e Implement Council’s high priority human services strategies
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Community Alliances and Partnerships

® Maintain strong partnership with Shoreline Public Schools, United Way, and
service providers in order to identify and address critical and changing needs in
the community.

Human Services Program 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 2005 Current

2003 2004 Current 2005 2006 Budget versus Percentage

Program Budget Actual Actual Budget Projected Budget 2006 Budget Change
Support for Social Agencies| $453,235 $453,325. $599,980 $583,414 $567,025 -$32,955 -5.49%
Total Expenditures $453,235 $453,325 $599,980 $583,414 $567,025 -$32,955 -5.49%

Program Revenue
Program Revenue $120,143  $140,143. $191,066  $166,431 $151,859 -$39,207 -20.52%
Total Resources $120,143 $140,143  $191,066 $166,431 $151,859 -$39,207 -20.52%
Department Statisitics
FTEs 1.70 1.65 1.80. 1.80 1.80 0 0.00%
Human Services 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Object
2005 2005 Current

2003 2004 Current 2005 2006 Budget versus Percentage

Object Category Actual Actual Budget Projected Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salaries $108,403 $121,478 $122,708 $122,707 $125,765 » $3,057 2.49%
Personnel Benefits $27,389 $30,892 $33,388 $31,761 $34,276 $888 2.66%
Supplies  $3,163  $1,216  $1450  $1,312  $1200 -$250  -17.24%
Other Services & Charges $314,280 $299,739 $442434 $427,634 $405,784 -$36,650 -8.28%
Intergovernmental Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Total Expenditures $453,235  $453,325 $599,980 $583,414 $567,025 -$32,955 -5.49%

Revenue
Intergovernmental Revenue $120,143  $140,143  $191,066  $166,431 $151,859 -$39,207 -20.52%
Total Human Services Revenue $120,143 $140,143 $191,066 $166,431 $151,859 -$39,207 -20.52%
General Fund Subsidy $333,092. $313,182. $408,914  $416,983 $415,166 $6,252 1.563%
Total Resources $453,235. $453,325 ~ $699,980 $583,414  $567,025 -$32,955 -5.49%
Department Statisitics

FTEs 1.70 1.65 1.80. 1.80 1.80 0 0.00%
% of General Fund 17% 19%  19%  19% 2.0% 0.02% 1.18%
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2006 Department Changes

To account for the anticipated reduction in CDBG funding, this budget includes a
$21,000 increase in the General Fund contribution to human services funding.
This contribution keeps the City total allocation at 2005 levels.

The 2005 Current Budget includes $20,698 in 2004 carry-over expenditures for
Hopelink-Emergency Services, this amount will not be included in the 2006
Budget.

The 2005 Current Budget includes $10,000 for special projects if additional
CDBG funding becomes available. This amount is not included in 2006 as the
additional funding is not anticipated.
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HUMAN SERVICES: SUPPORT FOR SOCIAL AGENCIES

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Human Services fosters the development of an effective and accessible system of human services to

meet the needs of Shoreline residents.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Community Alliances and Partnerships

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Percent of Shoreline residents served in "A Safe Haven From All Forms of Violence and 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2%
Abuse" service area.

Percent of Shoreline residents served in "Educational and Job Skills" service area. N/A N/A 0.8% 0.2%
Percent of Shoreline residents served in "Food to Eat and a Roof Overhead" service 14.6% 15.3% 13.6% 8.6%
area.

Percent of Shoreline residents served in "Health Care" service area. N/A N/A 0.5% 03%
Percent of Shoreline residents served in "Supportive Relationships" service area. 16.0% 15.2% 14.8% 3.1%
Percentage of service goals met by human service contractors 7% 85% 84% 80%
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Program cost per capita $8.60 $8.60 $11.43 $10.80
Program expenditures as a percentage of City's operating budget 1.8% 1.8% 2.3% 2.1%
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of citizens receiving emergency food and shelter 2,707 1,974 2,116 2,403
Number of major home repair projects completed 16 21 16 14
Number of older adults receiving congregate meals and home delivered meals 365 43 350 342
Number of Shoreline Residents served in "A Safe Haven from ail Forms of Violence and 104 127 170 105
Abuse" service area.

Number of Shoreline Residents served in "Educational and Job Skills" service area. N/A N/A 416 116
Number of Shoreline Residents served in "Food to Eat and a Roof Overhead" service 7,678 8,092 7,146 9,068
area.

Number of Shoreline Residents served in "Health Care" service area. N/A N/A 280 16
Number of Shoreline Residents served in "Supportive Relationships" service area. 8453 8038 5610 1610
Number of Shoreline residents served through contracts 16,235 16,257 15,790 12,762
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HUMAN SERVICES: SUPPORT FOR SOCIAL AGENCIES

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $599,980
Program Revenue $191,066
General Support $408,914

Program Revenue vs General Support

$191,066
$408)

Total:

B @Support  68.2%

@ @Revenue 31.8%

100.0%
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2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $567,024
Program Revenue $151,859
General Support $415,165

Program Revenue vs General Support

$151,859

@ @Support  73.2%
B @Revenue 26.8%
Total: 100.0%
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City Attorney
2006 Budget

“The City Attorney provides accurate and timely legal advice to the

Council, City departments and advisory boards and commissions to

improve effectiveness and minimize risk of City operations and
oversees criminal justice services to the public”

Department Program and Activities

-

Legal Services
3.00 FTE

/

Prosecuting
Attorney &
Domestic Violence

Victim Advocacy
and Case

Management

0.0 FTE
(Contracted Service)

2006 City Attorney as a Share of the General Fund

$515,549
1.78% -

City Attorney Historical Comparison
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Budget
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2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

e Aurora 145" -165" Property Acquisition
e Midvale and Ronald Place R-O-W vacations

Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

e Emergency Management Plan Amendments

Community Alliances and Partherships

e Metro Boeing Creek Park Detention Project and Mitigation Agreement

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

+ Five Administrative Appeals of permits or code enforcements
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2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

¢ Finish Critical Areas Amendments and tree regulation

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

e Aurora Corridor North-Environmental Review and negotiated property acquisition
e Aurora Corridor 145" to 165" complete negotiation or condemnation (2
properties)

Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

e Long-Term Municipal Court Services Contract or Alternative Court

Quality Services and Facilities

e SPU Franchise Extension
¢ City Hall Site acquisition
e Hamlin Park Property Acquisition from SPU
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City Attorney 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 Current
2005 Current 2005 Budget versus  Percentage

Program Budget 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Legal Services $235,161 $269,147 $329,867 $327,467 $362,549 - $32,682 9.91%
Prosecuting Attorney $105,000 $105,000 $118,000 $118,000 $153,000 $35,000 29.66%

Domestic Violence Victim ' ‘ h '
Advocacy $38,131 $40,823 $43,219 $43,217 $0 -$43,219 (100.00%)
Total Expenditures $378,292 $414,970 $491,086 $488,684 $515,549 $24,463 4.98%
Program Revenue

Other Revenue $0 $0. %0 ) $0 $0 $0 0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $378,292 $414,970 $491,086 $488,684 $515,549 $24,463 4.98%
Total Resources $378,292 $414,970 $491,086 $488,684 $515,549. $24,463° 4.98%

30%

Prosecuting Attorney

22

2006 City Attorney Program Breakdown

Y27 sr0r2rsr27272707277;

Py

Legal Services

70%

ippy,

iy
N\
hY
1
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City Attorney 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Object
2005 Current
2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage

Object Category 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salaries $165,529 $216,219 $229,923 $229,979' $222,624} -$7,299 -3.17%
Benefits $36,637 $51,052 $57,200 $54,733 $52,309! -$4,891 -8.56%
Supplies $2,825 $1,757 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $0 0.00%
Other Services & Charges $173,301 $145,942 $201,963 $201,972 $238,616 $36,6563] 18.15%
Intergovernmental Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30/ 0.00%
Capital Outlays $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 #DIV/O!
Interfund Payments for Service $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Total Expenditures $378,292 $414,970 $491,086 $488,684 $515,549 $24,463 4.98%

Revenue
Other Revenue $0| $0 $0| $0 $0 $0| 0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $378,292/ $414,970 $491,086 $488,684 $515,549 $24,463 4.98%
Total Resources $378,292] $414,970 $491,086l $488,684 $515,549 $24,463) 4.98%
Department Statisitics

FTE's 1,00/ 2.50] 3.50 3.50 3.00| 05! -14.29%
% of General Fund 1.4% | 1.7% | 1.6% 1.6% | 1.8% | 0.20% | 12.39%

2006 Budget Changes

o The Assistant City Attorney position has been increased from 0.75 FTE to a full-
time position to meet the increased demands for legal services. Most of the cost
is being offset by reductions in outside contracts for legal services.

e Domestic Violence Victim Advocacy services are now included in the Prosecuting
Attorney contract. The Domestic Violence Coordinator position has been deleted
from the 2006 budget. The cost for the service is nhow included in the Other
Services and Charges category.
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LEGAL SERVICES

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The City Attorney provides accurate and timely legal advice to the Council, City departments and advisory

boards and commissions to improve effectiveness and minimize risk of City operations

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

|

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004 2005 ‘ TARGET |

|
Pecentage of customers rating timeliness of legal services as good or excellent N/A 79.2% \ 792% | NA
Percentage of internal customers rating legal Services overall as good or excellent N/A 94.5% 1 94.5% i N/A

|
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Program budget as a percent of the City's operating budget 1.0% 1.1% 1.2% N/A

| |
2005 Budget 2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $329,867 Program Expenditures $362,549
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $329,867 General Support $362,549

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support 100.0%
@ @Revenue  0.0%

$329,867
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Total: 100.0%

Program Revenue vs General Support

W @Rovenue __0.0%
Total: 100.0%

H @Support 100.0%

$362,549



PROSECUTING ATTORNEY

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Prosecuting Attorney prosecutes violations of the Shoreline Municipal Code.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: WORKLOAD

| 2003

I ]
2004 2005 | TARGET !

Total number filings (DUI, Traffic & Misdemeanors)

|
‘ 1287 | 3842 | ;

| |

1
NA |
J

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $118,000
Program Revenue $0
General Support $118,000

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%

Total: 100.0% |

$118,000
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2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $153,000
Program Revenue $0
General Support $153,000

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

$153,000

FI @Support  100.0%
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Finance
2006 Budget

Mission Statement

The Finance Department provides excellent and innovative
financial and technological services to City Departments for
the purpose of enhancing the community of Shoreline.

Department Programs

/

Financial Planning

and Accounting
Services

8.5 FTE

Purchasing
Services

1.62 FTE

-

IT Operations &
Security

Administration

3.6 FTE

Geographical
Information

Services

1.05 FTE

IT Strategic Plan

Iimplementation

2.35 FTE

Intergovernmental

Grant Development

02FTE

Participation

00FTE

*An additional .5 FTE is budgeted in the
Capital Funds
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2006 Finance as a Share of the General Fund

$3,989,685
13.8% _\

$28,043,488

Finance
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$2,000,000
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2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

Updated the City’s long-range financial forecast for 2006-2011 in April and
September 2005.

Facilitated the development of the 2006-2011 Capital Improvement Program that
was adopted by the City Council in July.

Worked with departments to complete operational and capital grant applications and
received a #4 ranking with the Interagency Recreation Committee for the Interurban
Trail

Completed a profitability analysis of Shoreline casinos

Exceeded investment policy benchmark for investment returns by more than 25
basis points

Quality Services and Facilities

Enhanced the City’s performance measurement program by working with
departments to develop effectiveness and efficiency measures.

Completed the City Clerk portal and expanding this technology throughout the City.
Provided leadership with the Public Works department to enhance the use of the
Hansen software for tracking data related to work orders and infrastructure
inventories.

Enhanced security of the City's network. »

Provided leadership in the implementation of software upgrades for the City’'s
operational software systems.

Produced 2004 financial statements in compliance with GASB 34 that met all State
Audit requirements and resulted in a “clean” audit opinion

Facilitated 2004 State Audit that had no findings.

Professional and Committed Workforce

Involved entire department in communication training using the model that has been

adopted by the City.

Results of the 2005 employee climate survey included the foIIowmg results for the

Finance Department

e 94% of employees within the department have a clear understanding of the
department’s mission and goals

o 87% of the department employees believe that the Finance Department
cooperates and works as a team

o 93% of the department employees believe that there is a high level of mutual
trust within the department
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Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

o Received the Government Finance Officers Association Budget Award with several
rating areas receiving “outstanding” ratings

e Facilitated four public outreach meetings to receive community feedback on City
service and capital project priorities

e Provided key mapping and GIS data support for all elements of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan update

e Designed and developed a prototyped portal to assist the City staff with easier
methods of storing and retrieving electronic information

2006 Key Department Objectives in Su\pport of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

e Develop a Capital Improvement Plan for 2007-2012 that meets the City’s
infrastructure needs within the City’s financial capacity.

e Continue to support the Aurora Corridor, Interurban Trail, and other capital projects
through grant writing.

e Evaluate and implement a business license/registration program to be effective by
April 30, 2006.

Quality Services and Facilities

Continue the implementation of the Performance Measurement Program
Complete Implementation of an electronic procurement card data download process
directly into the City’s accounts payable software

Advise and consult with City departments for best use of existing technology
Develop 2007-2009 strategic technology plan

Conduct second internal customer service satisfaction survey

Integrate City’s information systems to create opportunities to streamline existing
processes and procedures

¢ Increase the portal capability to support City departments with

¢ Efficient methods of storing, indexing and retrieving electronic documents

e Enabling technologies to collaborate on projects, timelines, and milestones

Professional and Committed Workforce

¢ Continue implementation of the employee development plans and integrate the
Finance strategic plan with employee development plans
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Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

e Continue monitoring the City’s long-range financial plan

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

e Continue to seek grants in support of enhancing our program for safe and friendly
streets

Effective Community Relations & Communications

e Enhance the ability of residents and local businesses to participate in the City’s
prioritization and budget processes by providing public forums to discuss
community priorities. Increase the Community’s understanding of financial
practices and financial condition.

Page 135



CITY OF

Finance

Non-Program Expenses
(Citywide)
42.93%

Intergovernmental
Participation
2.55%

Grant Research
0.42%

SHORELINE 2006 Budget
¢
Finance 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Programs
2005 Current
. 2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Object Category Name | 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Financial Planning & !
|Accounting Services $710,140 $678,331 $711,004  $683,444  $730,017 $19.013 267%
Purchasing Services o '$167,825 $168,595 $185,216 $179,161 $190,084 $4,869 2.63%
Geographical Information ‘ .
Services $210,453 $161,505 $206,475 $201,510 $183,242 -$23,233 -11.25%
Information Technology S S o .
Operations & Security $793,504 $754,232 $788,997 $795,367 $808,830 $19,832 2.51%
information Technology > b adete) ¥ ;
Strategic Plan Implementation $571,665 $428,080 $506,484 $499,361 $326,678 -$179,807 -35.50%
Grant Research $23,295 $12,378 $16,942 B $16,193 $17,378 $436 2.57%
Intergovernmental Participation| $89,320  $100,589 $99,991 $102,693° $105,380 $5,389 5.39%
Non-Program Expenses ~ :
(Cityw ide, Equipment :
Replacement, Unemploy ment) $569,692 $765,200 $1,317,405' $767,364 $1,776,256 $458,851 34.83%
Total Expenditures $3,135,894 $3,068,910 $3,832,515  $3,245,002 $4,137,865 $305,350 7.97%
Revenue
Financial Planning & : ;
Accounting Services $1,843 $1,800 $1,800 $1,807 $1,800 $0 0.00%
Purchasing Services '$0 30 ) $0 $0 $0  0.00%
Geographical Information
Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Information Technology
Operations & Security
Administration $7 $0 %0 $196 $0 $0 0.00%
Information Technology :
Strategic Plan Implementation $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  0.00%
Grant Research 50 $0 50 %0 0 80 0.00%
Intergovernmental Participation $0: ‘$Qv $0 $0 $0 _ $0 0.00%
Non-Program Expenses
(Cityw ide, Equipment
Replacement, Unemployment) $296,924 $341,694 $302,129 $304,779 $309,758 $7,629 2.53%
Total Finance Revenue $298,774 $343,494 $303,929 $306,782 $311,558 $7,629 2.51%
General Fund Subsidy $2,837,120 $2,725,416 $3,528,586 $2,938,310 $3,826,307 $297,721 8.44%
Total Resources $3,135,894 $3,068,910 $3,832,515 $3,245,092 $4,137,865 $305,350 7.97%
| 2006 Finance Program Breakdown
Financial Planning & Purchasing Services
Accounting Services ~ 4.59%

17.64%

Geographical Information
Services
4.43%

Information Technology
Operations & Security
) Adm inistration
Information Technology 19.55%
Strategic Plan
Im ple mentation

7.89%
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Finance 2003 - 2006 Operating Budget Comparison By Object

2005 Current
2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Object Category Name | 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget. Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salary $1,080,243  $1,063,514  $1,083662  $1,053600  $1,219,587 $135,925 12.54%
Benefits $266,442 $254,025  $273791  $263,120 $298,453 $24,662 9.01%
Supplies’ ~$234,013 $256,365. $123,990  $133,030.  $165,088 $41,098 33.15%
Other Services & Charges |  $1,239,904  $1,152,508 $1,419,375  $1,486,526  $1,217,248 -$202,127  -14.24%
intergovernmental Services $116,895 $187,710 $187,279 $151,653 $239,925 k $52,646 28.11%
Capital Outlays $131,353 $86,805 $171,886 $80,000 $79,580 -$92,306 0.00%
Interfund Payments for
Service and Contingencies $67,044 $67,983 $572,532 $77,163 $917,984 $345,452 60.34%
Total Expenditures $3,135,894 $3,068,910 $3,832,515 $3,245,092 $4,137,865 $305,350 7.97%
Revenue _
Licenses and Permits $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Intergovernmental Revenues ) $0 %0 $0 » $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Charges for Goods and Servic $1,800 $1,800: $1,800. $1,800 $1,800 $0 0.00%
Mscellaneous Revenues $186,974 $201,694 $192,129  $183,982  $199,758 $7,629 3.97%
Other Financing Sources $110,000 $140,000 $110,000 $121,000 $110,000 $0 0.00%
Total Finance Revenue $298,774 $343,494 $303,929 $306,782 $311,558 $7,629 2.51%
General Fund Subsidy $2,837,120 $2,725,416 $3,528,586 $2,938,310  $3,826,307 $297,721 8.44%
Total Resources $3,135,894 $3,068,910 $3,832,515 $3,245,092 $4,137,865 $305,350 7.97%
Department Statistics
% of General Fund 12.0% 12.7% 12.4% 10.7% 14.3% 1.93%  15.6%
Number of FTEs 17.13; 17.33 16.8 16.80 17.80 1.00 6.0%

The Finance Department is also responsible for two other City funds: the Equipment
Replacement Fund and the Unemployment Fund. The fund breakdown is displayed

below.
2005 Current

2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage

Expenditures By Fund | 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
General Fund $3,004,537 $2,905,074 $3,632,879  $3,125,942  $3,989,685 $356,806 9.82%
Equipment Replacement Fund $123.892 $126,093 $189,636 $97,750 $138,180 -$51,456 (27.13%)
Unemployment Fund $7,465 $37,743 $10,000 $21,400 $10,000 - $0 0.00%
Total Fund Expenditures $3,135,804°  $3,068,910  $3,832,515  $3,245,002  $4,137,865 $305,350 7.97%

Revenue By Fund

General Fund $1,850 $1,800 $1,800° $2,003 $1,800 $0 0.00%
Equipment Replacement Fund $286,912° $298,927 $290,879 $283,379 $299,308 " $8,429 2.90%
Unemployment Fund $10,012 $42,767 $11,250 $21,400 $10,450 ~-$800 (7.11%)
Total Fund Revenue $298,774 $343,494 $303,929 $306,782 $311,558 $7,629 2.51%

2006 Budget Changes

e The 2006 budget includes a recommended conversion of a contracted Network
Specialist to a regular employee position. The 2006 professional service contract

for this position was estimated at $102,000. The cost of an in-house Network

Specialist is $72,116. Converting from a contracted position to an in-house
position results in approximately $30,000 in savings to the General Fund. This
will not change the current level of service as it will continue to provide the
existing level of staffing, but at a reduced cost. This position accounts for 45% of
the increased salary and benefit costs for the department.
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¢ The Finance Department Budget includes a number of items that are considered

“city-wide”, but must be budgeted within a designated department. These items

include:

e Budgeted contingencies for City-wide needs. The budgeted contingencies
are $332,869. This includes $187,000 for future PERS rate increases,
$64,000 for implementation of the 2005 salary survey, and contingencies for
other contracted services that will be negotiated in 2006. These
contingencies are accounted for in the interfund payments for services or
contingencies

e $99,000 for election related costs for the proposed 2006 capital improvement
bond issue. The election costs are accounted for in intergovernmental
services.

e A proposed vacation buy-out program for employees that is estimated at
$50,000 for 2006. This program would allow employees to convert up to 40
hours of vacation leave to cash if certain conditions are met. Although there
is an estimated $50,000 cost for 2006, the City would be obligated to pay
employees for all accrued vacation leave at either the time they take leave or
leave employment with the City. The vacation buy-out program is accounted
for in salaries.

The 2005 budget includes approximately $181,000 in 2004 carry-over costs related
to the Technology Strategic plan. These costs are not included in the 2006 budget.
The carry-over items were primarily professional services related to network security
and the Hansen software program.

The Finance Department budget includes the Equipment Replacement Fund. This
fund accumulates monies for the replacement of City vehicles, major equipment, and
information technology equipment. The reduction in capital outlay from 2005 to
2006 reflects a reduction in the number of vehicles and pieces of major equipment
that are scheduled to be replaced in 2006. On the other hand, the increase in
supplies is a reflection of more information technology equipment scheduled to be
replaced in 2006 than in 2005. Currently personal computers and file servers are on
a four year replacement schedule.

The City’s local telephone line charges increased by approximately 11% in 2005 and
this is reflected in the 2006 budget. This was a result of increased fees charged by
Verizon and not a result of increased activity.
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FINANCIAL PLANNING AND ACCOUNTING SERVICES
PROGRAM PURPOSE: |

This program provides financial analysis, financial reporting, accounting services, and financial planning to
support City departments making fiscal and organizational decisions resulting in the optimization of city
resources.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

i
'Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Actual revenue collections compared to projected revenues. 96.9% 101% 95-105%
Basis points in which investment returns exceed the City's benchmark 4 9 75 50
Percentage of customers rating the Budget Division services as good or excellent 100% 100% 95%
Percentage of customers rating the Finance Department services as good or excellent 98.7% 98.7% 95%
Percentage of customers rating the Financial Operations Division services as good or 97.8% 97.8% 95%
excellent
Percentage of time month-end close process completed within 10 working days of the end 92% 58% 50% 92%
of the month
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Financial planning and accounting services as a % of the City's operating budget. 2.7% 2.5% 2.6% N/A
‘Number of accounts payable checks processed per dedicated FTES. 4098 4088 4,000 4,000
Number of payroll checks processed per dedicated FTES. 5133 5731 5975 5500
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $711,004 Program Expenditures $730,017
Program Revenue $1,800 Program Revenue $1,800
General Support $709,204 General Support $728,217
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

$1,800

_
B @Support  99.7% ‘
B @Revenue 0.3% |

Total: 100.0%

® @Support  99.8%
B @Revenue  0.2%
Total: 100.0%

$728,217
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PURCHASING SERVICES
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Purchasing provides City departments with knowledge and resources to obtain goods and services for the
best value, while complying with applicable Federal, State, and City procurement regulations

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

I
Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS | 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of protests filed per $25 million purchased 0 0 1 0
|
- T — ]
Percentage of awards and solicitations made without protest 100% l 100% 97% 100%
[ |
Percentage of customers rating the Purchasing Division services as good or excellent 91% \ 89% 89% 95% |
- |
Percentage of internal customers rating the Purchasing Division timeliness of services as 89% 89% l 95% f
good or excellent |
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 ) 2004 2005 TARGETJ
Dollar Amount of Central Purchasing Office Purchases per Central Purchasing Office FTE $9.041 $9 Mill. $9 Mill. |
Mill \
| |
Number of Purchasing transactions per FTE. 549 456 385 N/A
| _
Percentage of purchasing transactions conducted using procurement and credit cards 1.78% 1.18% l 1.69% 2.0%
, | ]
B I TARGET |
Measurement: OTHER 2003 2004 2005 TARGET |
Number of protests filed and sustained 0 0 0 0
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $185,215 Program Expenditures $190,085
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $185,215 General Support $190,085
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

@ @Support  100.0%
@ @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0% |

‘rii@sﬁbbon 100.0% |

| @ @Revenue  0.0%
} Total: 100.0%

$185.215

$190,085

Page 140



GEOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Geographical Information Systems manages enterprise wide data so that it is readily available to City
departments to support their decision-making and planning processes.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

‘ :
Measurement: EFFICIENCY | 2003 | 2004 2005 | TARGET

T T

i Number of Service Requests completed per FTE N/A ’ 154 | 126 N/A
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 ( 2004 ‘ 2005 | TARGET
Number of Service Requests { N/A 154 ! 126 N/A

2005 Budget 2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $206,476 Program Expenditures $183,242
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $206,476 General Support $183,242

Program Revenue vs General Support

Total:

W @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue

Program Revenue vs General Support

| B @Support

Total:

§183,242
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY OPERATIONS AND SECURITY

ADMINISTRATION
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

IT Operations and Security Administration provides technology infrastructure that supports the daily
operations of City departments in achieving their goals and objectives.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS . 2003 2004 2005 1 TAREJ
Help Desk calls resolved within 8 hours J 63% 65% |
I
Percentage of customers rating the Information Technology Division services as good or 92% 93% 93% 95%
excellent J
Percentage of help desk calls resolved and/or repaired within 24 hours 93% 92% 97% 95%
Percentage of Help Desk calls resolved at time of call 32% 33%
Percentage of Help Desk calls resolved within 4 hours 54% J 55%
Percentage of telephone system problems resolved within 24 hours 13% ‘\ 70%
N R
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Central information technology operating maintenance and capital expenditures per 7551 6383 6065 N/A l
workstation. J
Central IT operating & maintenance expenditures per workstation (excluding telephone 4463 4061 3044 N/A
service)
Information technology operating and maintenance expenditures as a percentage of the 3.8% 3.5% 3.6% N/A
City's operating budget
Number of workstations per Central IT FTE 36.42 36.42 33 F—]
!
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $768,289 Program Expenditures $808,830
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $768,289 General Support $808,830

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0% |

$768,289
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Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%



INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Information Technology Strategic Plan Implementation provides needs assessment, justification,
alternatives analysis, oversight, project management, and on-site consultation advisory services to City
departments/staff to successfully deliver projects in the City's IT Strategic Plan, aimed at enhancing
service levels and streamlining business processes through the utilization of technology.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

N T
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Information Technology Strategic Plan expenditures as a percentage of the City's 1.39% 2.3%
operating budget

1.8% N/A

l
Measurement: OTHER J 2003 ( 2004 2005 TARGET}
\ 1

!
|
|

Total capital expenditures for IT activities and equipment $586,802 f $441,210 | $479,039 N/A ‘
|
2005 Budget : 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $506,484 Program Expenditures $326,678
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $506,484 General Support $326,678
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

B @Support 100.0%
W @Revenue  0.0%

Total: 100.0%

$326,678

$506,484
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GRANT RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Grant Development program coordinates and supports all City Departmental grant seeking efforts
designed to increase resources available for General Fund and Capital Improvement Program Budgets

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Innovative Leadership and Strategic

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS

Planning

2003 2004 2005 TARGET

Percentage of customers rating the Grant Development services as good or excellent

100% ’ 100% | 100%

Percentage of grant applications successfully awarded

5% 68%

64% ] 60%

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $16,942
Program Revenue $0
General Support $16,942

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support

Total:

B @Revenue

100.0%
0.0%

100.0%
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2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $17,378
Program Revenue $0
General Support $17,378

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue

0.0%
100.0%




INTERGOVERNMENTAL PARTICIPATION

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

City participation in organizations that provide a forum for city staff and/or council members to address
federal, state, and regional issues and that provide financial or legislative support to the City. Includes the
following organizations: Seashore Transportation Forum, Suburban Cities, Association of Washington
Cities, Economic Development Council of Seattle & King County, National League of Cities, Puget Sound
Regional Council, Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, and the Shoreline Chamber of Commerce.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Community Alliances and Partnerships

Measurement: EFFICIENCY

|

003 | 2004

N
l
\
I
t
\

|
2005 i TARGET
!
i
|

!
Program expenditures as a percentage of the City's total operating budget ) 0.34% I 0.37% 0.36% N/A
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $99,991 Program Expenditures $105,380
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $99,991 General Support $105,380

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support 100.0%
W @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

$99,991

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B QRevenue 0.0%
Total: 100.0%

$105,380

Page 145



This Page Has Been Intentionally Left Blank

Page 146



CITY OF

SHORELINE

Human Resources

S$3I0HNOS3IYH
NVWANH



CITY OF

SHORELINE

=

Human Resources

2006 Bu

dget

~
) Mission Statement

The mission of Human Resources is to foster and support our
organizational values and goals to attract, retain and develop a
professional and committed workforce that provides the highest

quality and value in customer service

Department Programs

ﬁ

Employment Recruitment and

Compensation Administration

3.0FTE

2006 Human Resources as a Share of the General Fund

$365,041
1.26%

AN
\—$28,943,488

$100,000 -

$50,000 -
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ol Human Resources
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2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Professional and committed workforce

e Conducted employee training needs survey and formulated the 2005 & 2006
Training Plan.

e Conducted the second internal employee satisfaction survey. The results showed a
positive increase on just about every single question, and in many cases, double-
digit increases

¢ Implemented the “360” review process for top level managers and supervisors to
allow peers and employees to provide feedback on key areas of job performance
during the annual evaluation process ‘

e With the help from IT Services, created and implemented a portal community to
improve customer service. This internal website will provide employees with
information and forms never offered electronically in the past

¢ Recipient of the 2005 AWC Well City Award

2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Professional and Committed Workforce

e Participate in the 2006 Internal Customer Services Survey
¢ Implement 2006 Training Plan resulting from 2005 Training Survey

e Evaluate and improve employee recognition efforts
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Human Resources 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 Current
2003 2004 2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Program Budget Actual Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Employment Recruitment and
Compensation Administration $344,584; $340,294 $368,463 $358,015 $365,041 -$3,422 (0.93%)
Total Program Budget $344,584 $340,294 $368,463 $358,015 $365,041 -$3,422 (0.93%)
Program Revenue
Other Revenue $160 $40 $2,225 $2,500 $2,225 $0  0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $344,424  $340,254 $366,238  $355515  $362,816 -$3.422  -0.93%
Total Resources $344,584 $340,294 $368,463 $358,015: $365,041 -$3,422 -0.93%
De partment Statisitics
Total FTEs 2.50 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 0 0.00%
Human Resources 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Object
2005 Current
2003 2004 2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percent
Object Category Actual Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salaries $196,448 $1 95,409% $203,561 $192,967 $200,812 -$2,749 -1.35%
Personnel Benefits $45903  $44,573 $49,743  $45341  $49,983 $240  0.48%
Supplies $6,003  $8,769 $10,063  $8583  $9,150 $913  -9.07%
Other Services & Charges |  $96,120  $91,543 $105,096  $111,124  $105,096 $0O  0.00%
Intergovernmental Ser'v”ivces $20: V$O $O> $0 ‘ $0 $0 0.00%
Capital Outlays %0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  0.00%
Interfund Payments for Service $0 $0 $0 $0. $0 $0  0.00%
Total Expenditures $344,584 $340,294 $368,463 $358,015 $365,041 . -$3,422 -0.93%
Revenue
Other Revenue $160 $40 $2,225 $2,500 $2,225 $0 0.00%
~ General Fund Subsidy $344,424  $340254  $366,238  $355515  $362,816 -$3422  -0.93%
Total Resources $344,584  $340,294 $368,463 $358,015 $365,041 -$3,422 -0.93%
Department Statisitics
Total FTEs 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 0 0.00%
% of General Fund 1.32% 1.41% 1.19% 1.18% 1.26% 0.07% 6.06%
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EMPLOYEE RECRUITMENT, COMPENSATION ADMINISTRATION &
ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

This program creates an environment which attracts, retains and develops a professional and committed
workforce to support delivery of the highest quality public services to Shoreline residents.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Professional and Committed Workforce

T

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2008 204 | 2005 | TARGET
Benefits as a percentage of Salaries & Benefits 20.5% 20.7% 21.2% N/A
Number of sick leave hours used per 1,000 hours worked for non-public safety employees N/A N/A J N/A N/A
Percentage of customers rating Human Resources services as good or excellent N/A 92% 92% ‘ 95%
l
Percentage of employees who rate the City of Shoreline as one of the best organizations 64% 64% 2% | 75%
to work for compared to other organizations |
Percentage of regular staff who terminated employment during the year 7.9% 1.7% 1% ’ N/A
Salary and Benefits as a Percent of the Operating Budget 27.9% 30% 35.9% N/A
| |
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 200 2005 | TARGET
Average number of working days for external recruitment N/A N/A 58 50
Human resource budget as a percent of the operating budget 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% N/A
Ratio of human resources FTE's to total benefitted FTE's 1:44.4 1:45.8 1:46.6 ‘ N/A
2005 Budget _ 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $368,462 Program Expenditures $365,041
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $1,000
General Support $368,462 General Support $364,041
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

$1,000

—_——
B @Support 100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0% |

Total: 100.0% |

| @ @Support  99.7%

| @Revenue _03%
L_ Total:r 100.0%

$364,041
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Customer Response Team

P
) Mission Statement

“The mission of the Customer Response Team is to respond to
internal and external inquiries, concerns, suggestions and
complaints and provide reliable resolution and follow up to

guarantee customer satisfaction.

Department Programs

24 Hour Customer
Response Team

1.65 FTE

Code Enforcement

Team

3.35 FTE

{2006 Customer Response Team as a Share of
the General Fund

$416,395
144%
AN

1
$28,943,488
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Customer Response Team

SHORELINE 2006 Budget

2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Provided liaisons for neighborhood activities, including representation at meetings,
and assistance in responding to community issues as well as on going support and
assistance to: the recycling program, the North City annual holiday event, and all
neighborhood association mini grants and Celebrate Shoreline

Provided on going inter-departmental participation and assistance to the Code
Enforcement Program, Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program, emergency operations
and emergency response to the Police and Fire Departments, and for abandoned
vehicles throughout the right-of-way in addition to special projects as requested by
departments.

Quality Services and Facilities

Collected and analyzed customer request data to identify small drainage
construction projects, improvements to pedestrian pathways, overlay areas, ADA
improvements, upgrades, and the need for additional preventative maintenance
programs in support of Public Works.

Responded to approximately 5,000 customer requests and answered over 25,000
telephone calls.

Continued strong performance in 24-hour accessibility.

Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

Provided operating departments with management reports detailing customer
service requests.
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g{ Customer Response Team
SHORELINE 2006 Budget

2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Quality Services and Facilities

¢ On-going efforts to work with operational departments to reduce backlog of open
customer service requests

e Continuing efforts to develop new initiatives to assist departments with areas of
concern to citizens (like the Abandoned Vehicle Program), and

o Continuing efforts to review CRT's key services for proactive enforcement, where
appropriate, to assist in achieving Council goals.
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Customer Response Team 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 2005 Current
Current 2005 Budget versus  Percentage
Program Expenditures 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
24 Hour Customer Service $276,527.  $281,077  $295,567 $274,659: $137,410 -$158,157 -63.51%
Code Enforcement Team* $93474 - $95.01_?;§ $99,910 $92,843 $278,985 $179,075 179.24%
Traffic Services & NTSP** $19,474 $19,794 $20,815 $19,342 $0 -$20,815 NA
Total Expenditures $389,475 $395,883 $416,291 $386,844 $416,395 $104 0.02%

* Code Enforcement Team includes

CRT and Code Enforcement w hich is budgeted in the Planning & Development Services Department

**NTSPis a program supported by CRT, Police, and Traffic Services w hich is budgeted in the Public Works Department

Program Revenue

$0

$0.

Other Revenue P $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $389,475  $395,883  $416,291  $386,844 $416,395 $104 0.02%
Total Resources $389,475 $395,883 $416,291 $386,844 $416,395 $104° 0.02%

* Total program costs for Code Enforcement are $431,166 for 2006. The remaining

$152,181 is in the Planning and Development Services department.

** The Customer Response Team is no longer providing direct support to the
Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program. This is included for historical comparison only.

Code Enforcement
Team*
67%

2006 CRT Program Breakdown

24 Hour Customer
Service

33%
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Customer Response Team 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Object

2005 2005 Current
Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Object Category 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salaries $284,432 $291,882: $301,783 $276,900 $299,056 -$2,727 -0.90%
Benefits $81,081  $81,122  $82,695 $81,429  $87,895 $5200  6.29%
Supplies - $2,563  $4,247  $6558  $6,558  $5,558 -$1,000  -15.25%
Other Services & Charges $8,047  $3720 $11,400  $12460  $11,400 S0 000%
Intergovernmental Services $48 $0 $O $0 $0 $0 ‘ 0.00%
Capital Outlays $0 $0 $0 %0 $0 $0 0.00%
Interfund Payments for Service $13,304 $14,912 $13,855 $9,497 $12,486 -$1,369 -9.88%
Total Expenditures $389,475 $395,883 $416,291 $386,844 $416,395 $104 0.02%
Revenue
~ Other Revenue » 0 $0 $0 0 %0 $0  0.00%
General Fund Subsidy $389,475 $395,883: $416,291 $386,844 $416,395 $104 0.02%
Total Resources $389,475 $395,883 $416,291 $386,844 $416,395 $104 0.02%
De partment Statisitics
FTEs 5“ 5 5 5 5’ 0 , 0.00%
% of General Fund 1.49% 1.64% 1.34% 1.28% 1.44% 0.10% 7.09%

2006 Key Department Changes

¢ Abandoned vehicles/parking requests more than doubled over last year making it
the most requested service for CRT. This is due in part to an aggressive effort
by CRT to work proactively with the Police Department on junk and abandoned
vehicles parked in the right-of-way. These vehicles lead to unsightly
neighborhoods, and removing these vehicles enhances neighborhood aesthetics
which contributes to the overall quality of life in Shoreline. This shift in effort
accounts for the $158,230 transfer of budget allocation from 24 Hour Customer
Response Team to the City's Code Enforcement program.
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24 HOUR CUSTOMER RESPONSE TEAM
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Responds to internal and external inquiries, concerns, suggestions and complaints and provide reliable
resolution and follow up to guarantee customer satisfaction. Provide telephone and in-person problem
resolution and follow-up.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Quality Services and Facilities

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Percentage of customer requests responded to within 24 hours 100% 97% 95% 95%
Percentage of customers giving CRT services a good or excellent rating 98% 94% 98% 95%
Percentage of requests inspected within 5 days. 98% 97% 99% 95%
Measurement: EFFICIENCY | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET |
Average Cost per Service Request N/A N/A $69 N/A
Average Number of Service Requests per FTE 840 867 854 N/A
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of customer requests for service 2,982 3,079 4,272 3,000
Number of Service Requests for Litter/Garbage. 209 N/A
Number of Service Requests for Parking/Abandoned Vehicles. 1,626 NA H
Number of Service Requests for Signs. 328 N/A
Number of Service Requests for Vegetation. ' 228 N/A
Number of Service Requests for Zoning Code Violations. 321 N/A
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24 HOUR CUSTOMER RESPONSE TEAM

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $295,566
Program Revenue $0
General Support $295,566

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
' i @Revenue  0.0% |

I Totar 1000% |

$295,566
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2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $137,410
Program Revenue $0
General Support $137,410

Program Revenue vs General Support

@ @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
. Total  100.0%

$137,410




CODE ENFORCEMENT TEAM

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Code Enforcement Team enforces the City's codes and regulations to implement community values

and to sustain a safe and attractive City.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Average number of calendar days from request initiation to voluntary compliance (Strike I) 12 | 15
Percent of abandoned vehicles tagged within 24 hours of notification N/A 99% 95%
Percentage of all cases issued a Notice and Order that are brought into compliance 45% 31% 38%
annually. |
Percentage of all code enforcement actions resolved by voluntary compliance (Strike 1) 84.4% 92.7% 92% 85%
Percentage of cases closed by induced compliance (Strike 2 & 3) annually 29% 30% 30% .
Percentage of cases open beyond 365 days (Strike 2&3) 43% 70% 72% 70%

— | -
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Code Enforcement expenditures per capita $2.47 $2.70 $2.89
Number of Active Cases per FTE 89 96 N/A
Number of code enforcement actions (Strike 1) per FTE 219 976 N/A
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Number of Code Enforcement requests for action 579 472 1997 N/A ‘

|

Total Number of Code Enforcement actions resolved (Strike 1) 507 438 1900 N/A ‘
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CODE ENFORCEMENT TEAM

2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $242,051 Program Expenditures $431,166
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $242,051 General Support $431,166

Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

B @Support 100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%

Total: 100.0%

$242,051
$431,166
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5 Police
_S_Ll%@rf;!fm 2006 Budget

CD Mission Statement

“The mission of the Shoreline Police Department is to prevent
crime and create an environment where people feel safe,
while providing quality, professional law enforcement services
designed to improve public safety.”

J
N
Department Programs
~ 4
Administration Patrol Investigations Crimes
Analysis
1.0 FTE 0.0 FTE
5.0 Contract FTE 28.0 Contract FTE 0.0 FTE
4.0 Contract FTE

-~

Street Crimes Traffic Enforcement Special Support
Investigations Services
0.0 FTE 0.0FTE 0.0 FTE
3.0 Contract FTE 4.0 Contract FTE (contracted service)
Indirect Equivalent to
10.88 FTE

/
School Resource ( Community Emergency
Officer Program Storefronts Management
Planning
0.0 FTE 00FTE
1.0 Contract FTE 2.0 Contract FTE 1.0 FTE

Neighborhood Traffic
Safety Program

0.0FTE
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2006 Police Services General Fund Portion as
a Share of the General Fund ‘
|
\

$8,084,911
27.9%

\
$28,943,488

Police Historical Com pa rison =] Total Police Expendrtures ‘
—o— Number of Contracted
$9,000,000 FTEs -+ 60.00
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Page 162



Police

CITY OF
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2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

e Through the use of GIS hot maps, identified and responded in a timelier manner

to developing crime trends in order to reduce crime and the fear of crime.
Developed and enhanced the police responses to the city emergency operations
plan through drill and preparation of the city’s primary (fire station) and secondary
(police station) Emergency Operations Centers (EOC’s) to better respond to and
mitigate emergencies.

In cooperation with the school district, developed an annual Active Shooter and
Patrol (ASAP) training/re-certification in order to respond to school shooting
emergencies with minimal loss of life.

2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Develop and enhance the police response to the city emergency operations plan
through drills to a staged terrorist event. This event would be coordinated
through the primary (fire) and secondary (police) Emergency Operations Centers.
Strengthen the Drug Abatement Program in coordination with Code Enforcement.
Further develop the motel/hotel trespass program through partnerships with our
property owners to include on-going education and training.

In conjunction with Public Works, identify high traffic accident area and work to
reduce the number of traffic collisions.
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Police 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 Current
2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percent
Program Budget 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Administration $5?4,772 $613,957 $620,996 $756,677» $776,361 $155,365 25.02%
Police Community Storefronts $227,717  $237,243  $250700  $246,819  $261,306 $10,606 4.23%
Police Investigations Crime Analysis $467,164 $484,681 $500,604 $493,679 $516,421. $15,817 3.16%
Street Crime Investigations ; $367,058 $380,821 $393,332 $387,890 $405,760’, ) ‘$12,428 3.16%
Police Patrol $3,162,820  $3486,440  $3786,606 $3619988 $3732299 -$54307  -1.43%
School Resource Officer Program $144,602 $163,821 $175,583 $169,636 $170,435 -$5,148 -2.93%
Police Su’pvport Serwces v $1 ,089,783§ B “$1 ,249,055 ’ $1 ,309.464; v ’$1 .2‘91 ,679 $1,481,593 $172,129 13.14%
Police Traffic Enforcement $473,865? $487,‘796 $502,967 : $513,920 $539,535 $36,568 7.27%
Teen Recreation* » $35,1 54 $41,994 ~ $43,853  $43,258 $37,365 -$6,489 -14.80%
Neighborhood Traffic Safety :
Program™ $41,501 $52,773 $49,993 $49,314 $50,361 $36_8~ 0.00%
Emergency Management Planning $49,881 $110,079 $178,512 $163,589 $113,475 -$65,037 -36.43%
Asset Seizure $15,872 $653 $23,000 $2,077 $23,000 s0 0.00%
Total Program Budget $6,650,279 $7,309,313: $7,835,611 $7,738,525  $8,107,911 $272,300 v 3.48%
Program Revenue ‘
Administration $6,819 $24,409 $0 $4,020 $0 $0 0.00%
RgljggCormun‘ity Storefronts $0 $0 $Q v $0 $0 $0 »0.00%
Police Investigations Crime Analysis $0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Streéf Crime Ir'n{estigati'ons - $0 $0 %0 $0 $0 ‘ $0 0.00%
Public Safety Patrol $1,170,319 » $1‘,109,567 $1,126,758 $1,126.758“ $1,198,756 ’ $71,998 ; 6.39%
School Resou‘ryéevOfficer Program $75,116 $97,197 $92,012 $92,012 $91,011 -$1,001: -1.09%
Poliice Support S“éyrvices $0 $2,182 %0 $0. %0 $0 0.00%
Police Traffic Enforcement $193,279 $138,352 $105,160 $86,124 $31,660 -$73,500 -69.89%
Teen Recreation* $10,314 $0926  $10010 $10010  $10238 $228 2.28%
Neighborhood Traffic Safety
Program* $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Emergency Management Planning $0 $76,044 $81986  $81,985 SO -$81,985  -100.00%
Asset Seizure $5,392 $3,831 $23500  $7,300 $23,500 $0 0.00%
Total Program Revenue $1,461,239 $1,461,508 - $1,439,426  $1,408,210  $1,355,165 -$84,261 -5.85%
General Fund Subsidy $5,189,040 $5,847,805 $6,396,185 $6,330,315  $6,752,746 $356,561 5.57%
Total Resources $6,650,279: $7,309,313 $7,835,611 $7,738,525.  $8,107,911 $272,300 3.48%

6.65%

18.27%

Teen Recreation*
0.46%

Police Traffic Enforcement

Police Support Services

School Resource Officer
Program
2.10%

Neighborhood Traffic Safety Emergency Management
Program™* -
0.62% \

7EOIPTS

V0PI ILR 1212112227,

>
\
1PIIIL

Panning
1.40%

Asset Seizure
0.28%

Administration
9.58%

Police Patro!
46.03%

Police Community Storefronts

3.22%

Police Investigations Crime

Analysis
6.37%

Street Crime Investigations
5.00%

*The Total cost of the Teen Recreation program is $403,125 for 2006. The remaining $365,760 can be found in Parks,
Recreation and Cultural Services. This is for Police Overtime to participate in the evening recreational programs.
** Traffic Services/Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program is also budgeted in Public Works ($402,145).
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Police 2003 - 2006 Operating Budget Comparison By Object
2005 Current
2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Object Category 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salary $43,491 $72,836 $100,582.  $100,581 $106,830 $6,248 6.2%
Benefits $13,997 $21,867 $29,226 $29,836 $31,447 $2,221 7.60%
Supplies $97,331  $37,761  $123061  $134974  $63,300 -$59,7617  -48.56%
Services $50,579 $53,901 $50,855 $71,487  $78,420 $27,565°  54.20%
Intergovernmental Services $6,427,301 $7,099,696 $7,522,158 $7,387,109  $7,818,360 $296,202 4 3.9%
Capital $0 $14,249 $0 $7,485 $0 $0 0.00%
Interfund Payments for Service $8,580 $9,725 $9,729 " $7,053 $9,554 -$175 (1.8%)
Total Police Expenditures $6,650,279  $7,310,125| $7,835,611 $7,738,525( $8,107,911 $272,300 3.5%
Revenue Source
Taxes $1,013806  $1,035325  $1,040,000 $1,040,000  $1,100,687 $60,687 0.0%
Intergovernmental Revenues $268,898. $294,197 $269,926 $300,910. $220,978 -$48,948 ‘ ( 18,,'1 %)
' Fines and Forfeits $173,143 $126,748 $106,000 $60,000  $10,000 -$96,000 (90.6%)
Mscellaneous Revenues $5,392 $5,238 $23,500 $7,300 $23,500 s0” 0.0%
Total Revenue $1,461,239  $1,461,508] $1,439.426( $1,408210[ $1,355,165 -$84,261 (5.9%)
General Fund Subsidy |  $5,189,040 $5,848,617 $6,396,185| $6,330,315| $6,752,746 $356,561 5.6%
Total Police Resources $6,660,279| $7,310,125] $7,835611] $7,738,525 $8,107,911 $272,300 3.5%
Department Statistics
General Fund Portion of Police as a
% of Total General Fund 25.40% 30.30% 25.21% 25.59% 26.71% 1.50% 5.9%
Nurmber of FTEs 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.0%
Number of Contracted FTEs 47.00 47.00 47.00 47.00 47.00 0.00 0.00%

The Police Department budget includes two City funds, the General Fund and the Asset Seizure

Fund. The fund breakdown is displayed below.

2005 Current
2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Police Budget by Fund 2003 Actual - 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
General Fund Expenditures $6,634,407 $7,308,660 $7,812,611  $7,736,448 $8,084,911 $272,300 3.5%
Asset Seizure Fund Expenditure $15,872 $653 $23,000 $2,077 $23,000 $0 0.0%
Total Police Expenditures $6,650,279 $7,309,313 $7,835,611 $7,738,525 $8,107,911 $272,300 3.5%

2006 Budget Changes
e The 2005 Current Budget includes $81,946 for the purchase of equipment
(radios) for the City’'s Emergency Management program as a result of grants
received from Homeland Security. The 2006 budget includes $15,500 to
purchase small equipment for the Traffic Program as a result of anticipated
grants. The difference between is a $66,446 decrease that accounts for the
decrease in the supplies expenditure category.

e The $27,565 increase in the Services expenditure category is primarily
accounted for in the Emergency Management Planning program. The 2006
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budget includes a number of items that the City is responsible to pay for, such as
radio maintenance, which has not previously been budgeted within this program.

The 2006 Emergency Management Planning budget includes $5,000 to enhance
the City’s community education efforts related to emergency management. This
will primarily provide funding for additional materials to be submitted to
households and businesses.
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POLICE ADMINISTRATION

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Administration establishes policy and priorities in order to deliver police services in Shoreline based upon

Council direction and community input

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

| | | ARGET |
Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS | 2003 | 2004 ' 2005 | TARGET
‘ T

Percentage of surveyed citizens who indicated that Police were customer service J 70% | 61% | ‘ N/A
oriented l ‘ l ]
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 2004 ‘ 2005 | TARGET
Civilian FTEs per 1,000 population .02 .04 .04 N/A
Police Department operating and maintenance expenditures per capita $125.82 $138.57 $147.36 N/A
Sworn FTEs per 1,000 population .089 0.87 0.90 N/A

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $620,997
Program Revenue $0
General Support $620,997

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

$620,997
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2006 Budget

Program Expenditures

Program Revenue
General Support

Program Revenue vs General Support

$776,360
$0

$776,360

Total:

$776,360

B @Support  100.0%
W @Revenue

100.0%

0.0%




POLICE COMMUNITY STOREFRONTS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Community Storefronts work collaboratively with local residents, businesses, and schools in order to

address issues that affect the community.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: WORKLOAD 003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Court reminder program contacts 2,829 2,631 2,800
Number of active block watch groups 126 125 125 130
Number of Citizen Contacts 3,572 N/A
Number of crime prevention vacation house checks performed 335 N/A
Storefront Volunteer Hours 11,862 12,300 12,000 N/A
Victim Call Back Calls made. 180 N/A
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $250,700 Program Expenditures $261,306
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $250,700 General Support $261,306

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
W @Revenue  0.0%

100.0%

$250,700
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Program Revenue vs General Support

W @Revenus
Total:

$261,306

B @Support  100.0%

0.0%

100.0%




STREET CRIME INVESTIGATIONS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Street Crimes Unit proactively responds to crimes such as narcotics activities, code violations in the
adult entertainment industry and vice activities in the City; to investigate these crimes and solve cases in
order to keep the community safe and improve the quality of life for residents.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

'Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
| Percentage of Felony cases closed "Cleared by Arrest" 69 N/A " NIA |
| |
.
Percentage of misdemeanor cases closed "Cleared by Arrest" 112 N/A . NA '
t
Measurement: EFFICIENCY s | 2004 05| TaRGET
Average number of cases per Detective 240 240 240 240
Measurement: \WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of Assigned Narcotic Activity Reports (neighborhood drug complaints) 3 N/A N/A
Number of Miscellaneous Felony Investigations 26 N/A N/A
Number of Narcotics Investigations " N/A N/A
|
Number of Vice Arrests 61 50 { NA
|
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $393,332 Program Expenditures $405,760
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $393,332 General Support $405,760

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support 100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

$393,332
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Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Reverue _0.0%

Total:

100.0% |



POLICE INVESTIGATIONS CRIME ANALYSIS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

To investigate crime and solve cases in order to keep the community safe.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET |
Juvenile Arrests for Part || Drug Abuse Offenses as a Percentage of Total Arrests for 29% 10.1% N/A
UCR Part Il Drug Offenses
Total Arrests for Part | Crimes per 1,000 population i 8.39 7.2 N/A
Total Arrests for UCR Part Il Drug Offenses per 1,000 population 1.8 1.8 N/A
Total arrests per 1,000 population 27 N/A

|
Total DUI arrests per 1,000 population \ 30 N/A

| |
Measurement: EFFICIENCY a8 204 | s | TARGET
Number of UCR Part | Crimes Cleared per Sworn FTE ‘ 578 52 N/A
Total Arrests for UCR Part | Crimes per Sworn FTE ’ 9.85 8.4 ‘ N/A

I

Measurement:. WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Juvenile Arrests for UCR Part 1 Crimes as a percentage of Total Arrests for UCR Part 1 19% 23.7% N/A
Crimes
Number of Adult Charges & Arrest 1,550 1266 | NA
Number of cases closed and cleared by arrest (Part | and Part || Crimes) 1,128 1150 N/A
Number of Juvenile Charges & Arrest 238 191 N/A
Number of Victim Call Back Program contacts made 85 180 N/A
Percentage of UCR Part | Crimes Assigned to Major Investigation Units 3.4% 4.8% N/A
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POLICE INVESTIGATIONS CRIME ANALYSIS

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $500,604
Program Revenue $0
General Support $500,604

Program Revenue vs General Support

Total:

$500,604

B @Support 100.0%
| @ @Revenue  0.0%

100,01/97J
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2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $516,421
Program Revenue $0
General Support $516,421

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support 100.0%
H @Revenue  0.0%
L Tota]: 100.0%

$516,421



POLICE PATROL

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Patrol responds to calls for service, enforces criminal laws and performs self-initiating activity to keep

citizens safe.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

1
Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Crime rate (Part 1) per 1,000 population 4447 46.0 I NIA
Crime rate (Part 2) per 1,000 population 2101 2160 N/A
Number of Dispatched Calls for Service per Patrol Officer 410.5 4071 N/A
Percentage of citizens feeling safe in their neighborhood at night 69% 73.0% N/A
Percentage of citizens feeling safe in their neighborhood during the day 91% 95.0% N/A
Response Time to Priority 1 Calls 6.57 6.81 N/A
Response Time to Priority 2 Calls 11.54 11.37 N/A
Response time to Priority X Calls 4.06 3.62 N/A
|
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Number of dispatched calls for service per Patrol Officer. 410.5 4071 N/A
Measurement: WORKLOAD _ 2003 2004 2005 TARGET,_
Number of Alternative Calls Handled 1,071 1,051 N/A
Number of dispatched calls for service. 13548 13842 N/A
| Number of Self-initiated Police Activities 15,456 13,037 N/A
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POLICE PATROL

2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $3,786,606 Program Expenditures $3,732,299
Program Revenue $1,129,338 Program Revenue $1,198,756
General Support $2,657,268 General Support $2,533,543
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support  70.2% |
@ @Revenue 29.8% $1,198,756

$2657  Total: 100.0%

$1,129,338

B @Support  67.9%
s2533) @ @Revenue 32.1%
Total: 100.0%
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SCHOOL RESOURCE OFFICER PROGRAM
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The School Resource Officer (SRO) program facilitates a safe learning environment for students and staff;
SRO's provide security, mentoring, and teach a variety of classes to students and staff in the Shoreline
School District and some private schools in Shoreline.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Community Alliances and Partnerships

Measurement: WORKLOAD B ) ) . 2003 2004 . . TARGEI
Number of Anti-Bullying Classes Taught 74  NA NA

Number of Classes Taught through the SRO program | 171 V k 43 N/A FE—
Number of School Resource Officer Hours - 935 7 1,052 N/A

Number of students taught 7 1,81”5 ‘ 1,583  NA ]

2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $175,583 Program Expenditures $170,435
Program Revenue $89,432 Program Revenue $91,011
General Support : $86,151 General Support $79,424
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

-~ $86,151 879,424

8 @Support  46.6%
B @Revenue  53.4%
Total: 100.0%

| B @Support  49.1%
, B @Revenue 50.9%
Total: 100.0%

$89.432 -
$91.011
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POLICE SUPPORT SERVICES (911 CENTER, MAJOR CRIME
INVESTIGATION, CANINE SERVICES, ETC.)

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Support Services provides emergency communications and special investigation on major crimes in order
to solve cases committed in Shoreline and apprehend offenders.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

f
Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Number dispatched calls for service per 1,000 population 256.8 262.5 N/A
]
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Dispatched calls for service 13,548 13,842 } N/A
Number of Air Support (Helicopter) Flight Hours 6 J 6.15 ; N/A
Number of Bomb Disposal Unit responses 7 6 N/A
Number of canine calls for service —! 154 182 N/A
Number of Hostage & Barricade Incidents 1 0 N/A

Number of major accidents reconstruction incidents (3 year average)

N/A

Total number of canine hours of service

207.25

251.75

\ N/A

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $1,309,464
Program Revenue $0
General Support $1,309,464

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support 100.0%
W @Revenue  0.0%

Total: 100.0%

$1,309,464

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures

Program Revenue
General Support

$1,481,593
$0

$1,481,593

Program Re\;enue vs General Support
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$1,481,593

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%




POLICE TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Traffic Unit provides motorist education and enforces traffic laws, with the City of Shoreline in order to
keep motorists and citizens safe.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Percentage of citizens who are satisfied or very satisfied with the enforcement of local 64% ’ N/A
traffic laws.

i Percentage of surveyed citizens who indicated they were concerned or very concerned 49.5% 66.0% N/A
about speeding traffic

L
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Average number of traffic citations issued per FTE 105 N/A
Traffic accidents investigations per FTE 19 NA

J |

Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of citizen traffic complaints referred to Police Department 57 292 N/A
Number of collisions 607 614 N/A
Number of traffic accident investigations 843 1346 N/A ‘

| Number of Traffic Citations & Notices of Infractions 7,719 4847 ‘ N/A

2005 Budget 2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $502,967 Program Expenditures $539,535
Program Revenue $105,160 Program Revenue $31,660
General Support $397,807 General Support $507,875

Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

$105,160

e —
B @Support  79.1%
B @Revenue 20.9%
Total: 100.0%

| B @Support  94.1% |
| @ @Revenue  5.9%
I Totar 100.0%

$397,807

$507,875
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TEEN RECREATION PROGRAMS
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Teen Recreation program help youth in the community, ages 12-19 years old, make successful life
choices by being positive role models and offering diverse, challenging, safe and innovative programs. As
a means of gauging progress toward this goal, the program uses 9 of the 40 Search Institute's
Development Assets for success as guiding factors. The assets chosen focus on the following: giving
teens useful roles, valuing their opinions, giving clear expectations, doing their homework, volunteerism,
increasing their sense of personal responsibility, non-violent conflict resolution, adding more caring adults
in their lives and helping them feel more in control over their life.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
‘ Percentage of surveyed participants that always or sometimes feel that the Teen Program 83% 82% 82% 85% |
provides all 9 of the development assets surveyed \
B
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Net cost per hour of teen recreation programs (net of revenue) $97.28 $99.56 $130.09 N/A
|
Net Cost per Visit (net of revenues) $11.53 $8.51 $11.76 $11.10
\
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Number of teen recreation program hours 3,328 3,197 2,723 2,995
Number of visits in the Teen Late Night Programs 10,844 11,507 8,588 9,447
|
Number of visits to all Teen Programs excluding Late Night 14,228 22,213 21,546 22,623 “
Total number of all visits. 25,072 33,720 30,134 32,070
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $399,793 Program Expenditures $403,125
Program Revenue $45,555 Program Revenue $48,407
General Support $354,238 General Support $354,718
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

$45,559 $48.407

}I @Support  88.6% |
| @ @Revenue  11.4% |

Total: 100.0% |

$354,238

B @Support  88.0% |
B @Revenve 12.0%

$354,718
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TRAFFIC SERVICES & NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC SAFETY

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Responsible for plan review, design and approval

of all traffic control devices including streetlights,

crosswalks, signals, signs, striping, etc; maintenance of traffic-related records including accident reports
and signage/crosswalk inventories; preparation and documentation of city traffic standards; traffic counts

and investigations and community education.

Provide traffic counts and investigations, community education, and management of the City's
Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program (NTSP). Design traffic calming solutions that enhance the quality of
life for Shoreline residents. Provide funding for special emphasis police traffic enforcement.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

\ \ ‘
Measurement. EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Percentage of citizens surveyed who are very satisfied or somewhat satisfied with the flow 1% | 1% l N/A
of traffic and congestion. "
Percentage of services requests completed on time. 92% 90% 95% ‘ 100%
|
\
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of active residential areas involved in the NTSP Program 42 45 45 45
Number of residential area traffic projects completed per year 2 | 7 25 30
Number of service requests received 75 104 136 N/A
|
Number of targeted law enforcement hours in a NTSP residential area. 946 950 | 950
Number of traffic counts completed each year 182 382 350 350
Number of work orders issued 157 350 360 N/A
| |
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $588,273 Program Expenditures $452,506
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $588,273 General Support $452,506

Program Revenue vs General Support

—
B @Support  100.0% |
B @Revenue  0.0% |

Total: 100.0% |

$588,273
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B @Support  100.0% '

B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%




EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The purpose of emergency preparedness in the City of Shoreline is to provide an emergency
management organization and resources to minimize the loss of life; protect property and natural
resources; and restore the proper operations of the City in the event of a major disaster.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Community Alliances and Partnerships

Measurement: WORKLOAD o ) i 2093 ) 200,4, ,2905 : TAREET,,;
Number of Community Emergency Response volunteers trained 56 3 : 50 50 |
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $178,512 Program Expenditures $113,474
Program Revenue $81,986 Program Revenue $0
General Support $96,526 General Support $113,474
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

- $96,526

& @Support  54.1%
" B @Revenue 459%
Total: 100.0%

| B @Support  100.0%
| M @Revenue 0.0% |

| Total: 100.0% |

$81,986 -~
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Criminal Justice
SHORELINE 2006 Budget

o)

Mission Statement

“To provide for the fair, cost effective, and timely adjudication
of misdemeanant cases and their corresponding sentencing
measures.”

Department Programs

4 4

Jail Contract / Public Defender

0.0FTE
(Contract Service)

0.0FTE
(Contract Service)

Municipal Court

0.0FTE

(Contract Service)

Total Criminal Justice

2006 Criminal Justice as a Share of Criminal Justice Expenditures
the General Fund Historical Comparison | —— Criminal Justice as a Percent of
Total General Fund
$973,104 §$1,100,000 9.00%
H
3.4% $1,000,000 } 1 8.00%
$900,000 |
+ 7.00%
$800,000 +
N2 - { 0,
$700,000 ¢ NN [ 800%
$600,000 | NN 1 5.00%
| $500,000 - 1 4.00%
$400,000 - | 3.00%
$300,000 |
+ 2.00%
\ $200,000 |
$28,943,488 $100,000 + 1 1.00%
$0 # ; + -».w\-wf\ . 000%
2003 Actual 2004 Actual2005 Current 2005 2006 Budget
Budget Projected
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ol Criminal Justice
SHORELINE 2006 Budget

2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Quality Services and Facilities

o Completed analysis to assess the City’s future municipal court options.
o Completed an inter-local agreement with the City of Issaquah to lower the cost of jail
services for the City.

Community Alliances and partnerships

¢ .Significantly increased the use of the Yakima County jail and decreased the use of
the King County Jail. The Yakima Jail is a much cheaper alternative to the King
County Jail.

2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors

Community Alliances and partnerships

e Continue to work to decrease Jail costs by increasing use of alternative sentencing
methods and increase the City’s use of Yakima County jail.

e Implement the Council's decision with regard to the provision of municipal court
services.
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Criminal Justice

2006 Budget

Criminal Justice 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 2005 Current
Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Expenditures by Program 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Jail $727,875 $791,845 $865,000 $815,000 $839,000 -$26,000 -3.01%
Public Defender $131,314 $132,336 $137,000 $137,000 $134,104 -$2,896 -2.11%
Municipal Court (Contracted Servic $0 © $0 $5,000 $0 $0 -$5,000 -100.00%
Total Program Expenditures $859,189 $924,181 $1,007,000 $952,000 $973,104 -$33,896 -3.37%
Revenue By Program
Jail $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0%
Public Defender  $2,648 $914 $5,000 $500 1,000  -$4,000 0.0%
Municipal Court (Contracted Servic $0 $0 $0 $0 ‘ $0 %0 0.0%
Total Revenue $2,648 $914 $5,000 $500 $1,000 -$4,000 0.0%
General Fund Subsidy $856,541 $923,267| $1,002,000 " $951,500 $972,104 -$29,896 -2.98%
Total Criminal Justice Resources $859,189 $924,181 $1,007,000 $952,000 $973,104 -$33,896 -3.37%
Department Statistics
Contracted Service no FTEs NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Municipal
Public Court
Defender (Contracted
13.78% Service)

0.00%

Jail
86.22%
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Criminal Justice

CITY OF
SHORELINE 2006 Budget
-
Criminal Justice 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Object
2005 2005 Current
Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Object Category Name 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salary $0 $0 $0. $0 $0 $0 0.0%
Benefits $0 " $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0%
Supplies $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 - $0 0.0%
Services $131,730 $132,132 $137,000 $137,000 $134,104. -$2,896 (2.1%)
Intergovernmental Services $727,459 $792,049 $870,000 $815,000 $839,000° -$31,000 -3.56%
Capital $0. $0 $0 %0 $0 $0 0.0%
Interfund Payments for Service $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0%
Total Criminal Justice Expenditures $859,189 $924,181: $1,007,000 $952,000 $973,104 -$33,896 -3.37%
Revenue Source
Licenses and Permits $0 $0: $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0%
Intergovernmental Revenues $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.0%
Fines $2,648 $914 $5,000 $500° $1,000 -$4,000 0.0%
Miscellaneous Revenues $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Revenue $2,648 $914. $5,000 $500 $1,000 -$4,000 (80.0%)
General Fund Subsidy $856,541 $923,267| $1,002,000 $951,500 $972,104 -$29,896 -2.98%
Total Criminal Justice Resources $859,189 $924,181| $1,007,000 $952,000 $973,104 -$33,896 -3.37%
Department Statistics
Criminal Justice as a Percent of
Total General Fund 3.29% 3.83% 3.25% 3.15% 3.36% 0.11% 3.5%
Contracted Service no FTEs NA NA NA NA| NA NA| NA

2006 Budget Changes

e The reduction in Jail costs for 2006 is a result of increasing the use of the Yakima
County Jail and reducing the number of bed days used at the King County Jail.

e At this time there is no budget for District Court costs, as it is anticipated that the

revenue received by the King County District court for Shoreline related

infractions will offset the cost of the services provided by the court. If this is not
the case the City may have to pay the difference between revenue received and
costs incurred on Shoreline’s behalf.
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PROGRAM PURPOSE:

JAIL

The Jail program accounts for the costs of screening, booking and imprisonment of misdemeanant
offenders. This service is provided through interlocal agreements with the King County and Yakima

County jails.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFICIENCY

1 |
2003 2004 | 2005 | TARGET ]
|

Average cost per jail day used $88.25 $89.89 | NA 4
Percentage of days held at Yakima County Jail Facility 34% 47% %% |
, !
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 l‘ 2004 2005 ; TARGET }
|
| Total Jail Days Used 8,204 ’ 7,294 ‘ NA
| |
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $865,000 Program Expenditures $839,000
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $865,000 General Support $839,000

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support
B @Revenue
Total:

100.0%
0.0%
100.0%
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B @Support 100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
L Total: 100.0%




PUBLIC DEFENDER

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Public Defender provides legal representation for indigent criminal defendants

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET

Number of cases represented 929 774 600 650
2005 Budget 2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $137,000 Program Expenditures $134,104

Program Revenue $5,000 Program Revenue $1,000

General Support $132,000 General Support $133,104

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support
B @Revenue
Total:

96.4%
3.6%
100.0%
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$1,000

B @Support
@ @Revenue
Total:

99.3%
0.7%
100.0%
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w Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services (PRCS)

CIrY OF

SHORELINE 2006 Budget

= &

Mission Statement
“Provide life-enhancing experiences and promote a healthy
community, and to bring our culture to life and transfer it to the
next generation” J
-/
Department Programs
e . 4
Parks Athletic Field Parks & Open Space
Administration Maintenance & Maintenance
' Operations
4.00 FTE 4.675 FTE

1.935 FTE ”

. \
Aquatics Recreation Facility General Recreation
Rental Program Programs
5.625 FTE 4 |
.37 FTE 3.9 FTE

a
Teen Recreation Parks Cultural Services
Programs , Programs

4.06 FTE 75 FTE

*An Additional Parks & Recreation .56 FTE
is budgeted in the Capital Funds
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ﬁ{ Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services (PRCS)
2006 Budget

2006 PRCS Department as a Share of the
General Fund

$3,895,563
13.46%

$28,943,488

PRCS Historical Comparison

] =9 Total Parks Resources ‘
| —e— Number of FTEs |

T28

+ 16

+12

4

$4,500,000 +
$4,000,000 | P adi
1 [ = ~
ANNANANANAY T 24
$3 500 000 4 SRR ]
' ' NSNS DNANANSY ANNNSANSNNAY H
NSNS NSNS AN t
ENRARRA NSNS ANOANNANNAY
$3 000 000 T+ ASSCRRRRE NSNS e 20
! ! AXRNRRARRNY SRRRERRR A
g AR ENIRERENY AR NN
$2 500.000 + [y AR e NSNS NN
' ) SENERERNRY AN SEVSRERRN LANNANNAY NSRS
AN AR AN ANANANANAN ASANNSASY A A AN
SONSNRNSANY] AN PN AN R AN S AN
$2 ,000 , 000 + AN AN KSR NSNS NSANRNAN
NSNS ASANARNSA ATANRNIRRARY SANNNANSNY ANV ANANAY
AN NSNS ANANAR A SENANANANS A R NANANY
$ 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 [ \\\\.\\\\ NSNS AN A AN S A ANSARANANAY
, , N S IEENNRENRNY AN ARERNRSNRN
AN NSNS ASNSNANGY LAY
AN AN AN AN N AN
$1 000 000 -+ =N\] SRR ASONRRENANS NSNS SNE A SSNAN
! ! Y] SCRREREREN ASACERERNN SECRCRRRRE ARy
VRSN NSNS AEANANA AN PN AR NN NSNS
$5 00 000 N R RRNANAY NN NN A AN
f NSNANA SECREN ANNISARY AR
RN NSEREARN AN sy
NNNSNSNGN SRR NSNS A R SANY
$0 | | [STPRTITIN | [pevenenene [RURTINNN ! sesiaivene
2003 Actual2004 Actual 2005 2005 2006 Budget
Current  Projected
Budget

2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the

City’s Critical Success Factors:

Quality Services and Facilities

e Completed Spartan Gym Phase Two, including addition of two multi-purpose rooms,
kitchen, family restrooms, office space and redesigned front desk, and re-opened it

as the Spartan Recreation Center, to better reflect all activities held at the facility.

e Began design process for Richmond Beach Saltwater Park Master Plan

o Off-Leash Dog Area Committee began study of off-leash areas, for potential
placement of off-leash area in Shoreline.

e Completed renovations to Hillwood Park ball fields, including new backstop and field

drainage.

¢ Installed new picnic shelter at Paramount School Park

¢ Installed new play equipment at Richmond Beach Community Park including a tot

lot, school age equipment, swing sets, two climbing walls and spring toy.
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}f-i Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services (PRCS)

CITY OF

SHORELINE 2006 Budget

e
i

Installed new scoreboard at Shoreview Park as part of a joint partnership with City,
Shoreline Community College and Richmond Little League

Camp Us Summer Day Camp program was created and held at the Spartan
Recreation Center

Shoreline Pool increase in attendance for water fithess programs

Community Alliances and Partnerships

First annual holiday crafts market held at Spartan Recreation Center with 52
vendors, in conjunction with Shoreline-Lake Forest Park Senior Center.

Over 10,000 people participated in the three day Celebrate Shoreline activities.
Partnered with Center for Human Services at Ballinger Homes, assisted with staffing
for Homework Factory during the school year and Camp Ballinger during the

summer.

Developed partnership with YMCA for Parents Night Out at Meridian Park
Elementary School.

Teen Program held two successful break dancing competitions with over 300
participants at each event.

Specialized Recreation Program presented a talent show entitled “Shoreline Live 05”
at the Shoreline Center Auditorium

City’s first Art Jury worked with project managers, artist and design team to design
Interurban Trail Bridges as part of 1% for the Arts Policy.

2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Community Alliances and Partnerships

Complete installation of new synthetic turf at Shoreline A and B fields in partnership
with the Shoreline School District.

Work with the Shoreline School District, Shoreline Water District, and Seattle Public
Utilities to develop a strategy for the ownership of the opens space sites.
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¢ Implement updated Interlocal Agreement between the City and the Shoreline School
District.

Innovative Leadership

e Department staff will be instrumental in informing the community on the bond issue
planned for spring.

e Program staff will begin surveying program participants to determine customer
satisfaction with programs and facilities

¢ We will be bidding a new grounds and athletic facility maintenance contract for 2007-
2009.

Quality Services and Facilities

¢ A brochure will be developed to inform the community on facility rental opportunities
available.

¢ A long range art opportunities plan will be developed for Aurora and the Interurban
Trail.

¢ The Master Site Planning effort for Richmond Beach Saltwater Park will be
completed.
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SHORELINE 2006 Budget
o
Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services 2003 - 2006 Program Comparison By Program
2005 Current
2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Expenditures By Program | 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Administration $315,838 $238,179 $294,768 $290,198 $387,780 $93,012. 31.55%
Athletic Field Maintenance &
Operations $167,663 $191,401 $268,109 $248,422 $274,927 $6,818 2.54%
Park & Open Space $672,121 $674,055 $1,079,996 $965,264 $1,089,283 $9,286 0.86%
Aquatics $455,805 $506,070  $690,382 $729,141  $766,934 $76,552 11.09%
Recreation Facility Rental $16,351 $24,150 $25,841 - $26,027 $27,567 $1,726 6.68%
General Recreation Programs $587,918 $639,565 $602,994 © $658,203 $763,993 $160,999 26.70%
Teen Recreation Programs* $315,223 $325,072° $355,939 $356,888 $365,761 $9,822 2.76%
Parks Cultural Services ) ’
Programs $193,665 $231,231. $234,805 $244,169. $219,319 -$15,486 (6.60%)
Total Expenditure $2,724,583.  $2,829,723 $3,552,834  $3,518,312 $3,895,563 $342,729 9.65%
Revenue By Program
Administration $0 $0 $0: $450 $0 $0 0.00%
Athletic Field Maintenance &
Operations $113,172. $136,019 $126,763 $146,009 $185,164 $58,401 46.07%
Park & Open Space $6,336 $9,916 $9,882 $7,618 $7,618 -$2,264 (22.91%)
Aquatics $269,100 $329,464 $338,766 $350,567 $348,497 $9,731 2.87%
Recreation Facility Rental $37,351 $44,838 $41,769. $46,984 ' $53,369 $11,600 27.77%
General Recreation Programs $292,295 $270,937 $310,700 $360,527 $363,700 $53,000  17.06%
Teen Recreatiorj‘ Programs $26,024 $37,962 $35545' $32,245 $38,169 o $2,624 7.38%
Programs $7,724 $9,681 $8,745: $9,271 $15,000 $6,255 71.53%
Total Operations Revenue $752,002 $838,817 $872,170 $953,671 $1,011,517 $139,347 15.98%
General Fund Subsidy $1,972581  $1,990,906 $2,680,664  $2,564,641 $2,884,046 $203,382° 7.59%
Total Resources $2,724,583  $2,829,723 $3,652,834  $3,518,312, $3,895,563 $342,729 9.65%

* The total cost of the Teen Program for 2005 is $403,125. The remaining $37,364 can be found in the
Police Department. This is for police overtime to participate in teen evening recreational programs.
Additional revenue sources for this program can also be found in the Police Department budget.

Programs
20%

Teen Recreation
Programs*
9%

General Recreation

2006 PRCS Program Breakdown

Parks Cultural
Services Programs
6%

7

Administration

/ 10%

Athletic Field
Maintenance &
Operations
7%

]

Recreation Facility
Rental
1%

Park & Open Space

Aquatics 21%

20%

Page 191




#H

SHORELINE
e

i

Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services (PRCS)
2006 Budget

Parks, Recreation & Cultural Services 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Object

2005 Current
2005 Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Object Category Name | 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salary $1382,513  $1457843  $1,575363  $1605968  $1,783,840 $208,477 13.23%
Benefits $373,762 $386,049 $424,724 $427,503 $481,759 $57,035 13.43%
Supplies $154,387 $155,633 $194,862 $200,256 $163,294 -$31,568 -16.20%
Other Services & Charges $775,679 $758584  $1,309,598  $1,183,095 $1,327,414 $17,816 1.36%
htergovernmental Services |  $5,894 $20,029 $6,900 $12,600 $8,000 $1,100 15.94%
Capital Outlays $0 $7,394 $0 $47,500 $78,500 $78,500 0.00%
Interfund Payments for Service $32,348 $35,191 $41,387 $41,390 $52,756 '$11,369 27.47%
Total Parks Expenditures $2,724583  $2,829,723  $3552,834  $3,518,312 $3,895,563 $342,729 9.65%
Revenue
Licenses and Permits $3,580 $7,954 $6,500° $8,800° $8,800 $2,300° 35.38%
htergovernmental Revenues $17,800 $32,925 $32,045 $28,745 $29,069 -$2,976 -9.29%
Charges for Goods and Services $705,474 $771,393 $809,700 $894,370 $928,132 $118,432 14.63%
Fines R $0 S $181 . R $0 e v,$0 SRR $0» $0 0.00%
Mscellaneous Revenues $25,148 $26,364 $23,925 $21,756 $45,516 $21,591 90.24%
Total Parks Revenue $752,002 $838,817 $872,170  $953,671 $1,011,517 $139,347. 15.98%
General Fund Subsidy $1,972,581  $1,990,906  $2,680,664  $2,564,641 $2,884,046 $203,382 7.59%
Total Parks Resources $2,724,583  $2,829,723  $3,552,834  $3,518,312 $3,895,563 $342,729 9.65%
Department Statistics /
% of General Fund 10.4% 1.7% 11.5% 11.6% 13.5% 1.99% 17.4%
Nurmber of FTE's 24,53 233 23.30 23.30 25.80 2.50 10.7%

2006 Budget Changes

o The proposed budget includes the addition of a Parks Maintenance Worker II.
The 2006-2011 Capital Improvement Program included an increase in funding for
annual repair and replacement of fixtures and facilities within the City’s park
system. This position will support completing these projects along with enhanced
operating maintenance services throughout the City’'s park system. The budget
for this position is split between the General Fund ($29,110 on-going, $16,500
one-time for a vehicle) and the General Capital Fund ($28,110 on-going)

e The proposed budget includes the conversion of an extra-help position to a
regular part-time position. This accounts for a .5 FTE change since the extra-
help hours are not calculated as FTE positions. This change resulted in an
increase of approximately $4,500 to provide health benefits.

e The proposed budget includes the addition of a Park & Recreation Project

Coordinator. There are several park projects that need an increased level of
professional support in terms of analysis, design, and development. Currently
this work is being done by the director or other city staff. A person with
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experience in park project development, over site of planning and design
process, and project management and recordkeeping is needed. This position
will help coordinate project efforts with other agencies such as King County, the
Shoreline School District, and Shoreline Community College and support efforts
of volunteer groups. The budget impact for this position is $75,535 on an on-
going basis and $3,000 for one-time start-up costs in 2006.

The 2006 proposed budget includes $63,000 for the acquisition and maintenance
costs of a handicapped accessible van to be used to support the City's recreation
programs. Currently the City does not have a handicapped accessible van and
some participants are required to provide their own transportation to participate in
City programs. The van is accounted for in the capital outlay expenditure
category.

The 2006 General Recreation Program budget includes a $49,000 increase in
extra-help salaries. This reflects the actual experience for 2005 and is primarily
related to the expanded summer programs. The increase in extra-help costs is
off-set by additional revenue collections in 2005 and 2006. The increase in
budget is included in the salary category.
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PARKS ADMINISTRATION

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Administer a full service Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Department and provide long term
planning and capital project oversight of park projects to support community use and meet public
recreaiton needs of the community and provides support to the Shoreline Library Board.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Park acreage per thousand population 6.78 6.78 6.78 N/A
Percentage of citizens satisfied with Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services 88% 88% 88% | N/A
Percentage of Community that has visited a park in the past year 70% 70% 70% N/A
Percentage of Community that has visited a park more than five times in the past year 66% 66% 66% N/A
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 209 | 204 | 205 | TARGET
Net Parks and Recreation revenue per capita 37.2 40.65 48.82 N/A
Parks Administration as a percent of the total Parks budget 11.6% 8.4% 9% <10%
Parks and Recreation FTE per 1.000 population 46 44 44 49
Recreation and athletic programming cost recovery percentage 40% 42% 48%
Measurement: OTHER B 2003 7 2004 2005 TARGET
Number of volunteer hours 1,047 2,718.9 1,979
|
2005 Budget 2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $294,769 Program Expenditures $387,781
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $294,769 General Support $387,781

Program Revenue vs General Support

M @Support  100.0% |

B @Revenue  0.0% !
Total: 100.0%

$294,769
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$387.781

Program Revenue vs General Support

H @Support 100.0%

W @Revenus _ 0.0%

Total:

0.0%
1000%




ATHLETIC FIELD MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Provide stewardship for the City's athletic fields and to create safe recreational opportunities for the

well-being and enjoyment of the public.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Cost per hour of field rental N/A N/A $7.62 $4.85
Program Revenue as a percent of program expense N/A 48% 47% 67%
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of baseball fields 15 15 15 15
Number of baseball/soccer game field preps provided 1,110 1,222 1,297 1,297
Number of baseball/soccer practice field preps provided 1,200 1,317 1,326 1,326
Number of hours of adult field rentals 9,097 9,721 4,281 4,000
Number of hours of youth field rentals 13,837 14,582 14,267 | 14,500
WNumber of soccer fields 10 10 10 10
2005 Budget 2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $268,109 Program Expenditures $274,927
Program Revenue $126,764 Program Revenue $185,165
General Support $141,345 General Support $89,762

Program Revenue vs General Support

$141.345

$126,764
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B @Revenue 47.3%

B @Support  52.7%
Total: 100.0%

$89,762

Program Revenue vs General Support

Total:

B @Support  32.6%
| M @Revenue 67.4%
100.0%




PARK AND OPEN SPACE MAINTENANCE PROGRAM

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Provide stewardship for the City's parks and open space system, including the preservation of important
natural areas, the enhancement of quality parks, and to create safe recreational and educational
opportunities for the well-being and enjoyment of the public.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Percentage of citizens that rate the condition of the City park as good or excellent 87% 87% 87% L 95%
|
Measurement: EFFICIENCY [ 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Average Annual cost per acre of park property maintained $2,550 $2,840 $4,300 N/A
|
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of acres of park and open space maintained 350 353 353 366
2005 Budget 2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $1,079,996 Program Expenditures $1,089,283
Program Revenue $9,882 Program Revenue $7,618
General Support $1,070,114 General Support $1,081,666

Program Revenue vs General Support

$9,882

B @Support  99.1%
H @Revenue  0.8%

$1,070,114
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Total: 100.0%

Program Revenue vs General Support

$1,081,666

| @ @Support  99.3%
B @Revenue  0.7%
Total: 100.0%




AQUATICS
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Provide safe, healthy, accessible and affordable programs and services for the Shoreline community.
Provide diverse, life-long activities that meet evolving community needs in the areas of water safety,
swimming skills, athletics, health, fithess, psychological well-being, certifications and recreational aquatics.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2008 2004 2005 | TARGET
Drop-in participants per hour of drop-in opportunity. 20.1 194 20.4 20.4
Net cost per hour of Shoreline Pool operation (net of revenues) $56.73 $57.81 $70.07 N/A
Program Revenue as a percentage of program costs (added utilities in 2005). 49.4% 53.1% 49.1% 45.4%
Revenue per hour of Shoreline Pool operation $55.39 $65.66 $67.51 $69.45
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of drop-in participants 45,656 §0,346 52,854 §2,900
Number of hours of course instruction 3,876 4,488 4,313 4,375
Number of hours of drop-in opportunities (Lap & Rec Swim) 2,266 2,589 2,589 2,589
Number of swimming lesson participants 4,006 4,819 4,722 4,800
Resident Participants 81% 83%
Total Number of hours of pool operation 4,858 5,018 5,018 5,018
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $690,381 Program Expenditures $766,934
Program Revenue $338,766 Program Revenue $348,497
General Support $351,615 General Support $418,437
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

$351,615
$418,437

B @Support  50.9%
@ @Revenue 49.1%
Total: 100.0%

B @Support  54.6%
B @Revenue 45.4%
Total: 100.0%

$338,766 $348,497
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RECREATION FACILITY RENTAL PROGRAM

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Provide opportunities for Shoreline residents to use recreational facilities and picnic shelters for special

events.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Hours of Baseball/Softball Field Rentals 9,743 N/A
Hours of Football Field Rentals 668 N/A
Hours of Picnic Shelter Rentals 1,348 N/A
Hours of Rentals of Richmond Highlands Recreation Center 475 N/A
Hours of Rentals of Spartan Recreation Center 2,888 NIA \
leﬁrs of Soccer Field Rentals 7,251 NA |
\
Total Hours of facility rentals 7,810 8,093 22,373 NIA
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $25,840 Program Expenditures $27,567
Program Revenue $41,769 Program Revenue $53,369
General Support $(15,928) General Support $(25,802)

Program Revenue vs General Support

@ @Revenue 61.9%
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& @Support  (38.1)%

Total: 100.0%

Program Revenue vs General Support

$27,567

[ ® @Support (48.3)% |

51.7%

| ® @Revenue

Total:

100.0%



TEEN RECREATION PROGRAMS
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Teen Recreation program help youth in the community, ages 12-19 years old, make successful life
choices by being positive role models and offering diverse, challenging, safe and innovative programs. As
a means of gauging progress toward this goal, the program uses 9 of the 40 Search Institute's
Development Assets for success as guiding factors. The assets chosen focus on the following: giving
teens useful roles, valuing their opinions, giving clear expectations, doing their homework, volunteerism,
increasing their sense of personal responsibility, non-violent conflict resolution, adding more caring adults
in their lives and helping them feel more in control over their life.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
[ f

Percentage of surveyed participants that always or sometimes feel that the Teen Program 83% 82% 82% ‘ 85%

provides all 9 of the development assets surveved } 1

[ ' |
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Net cost per hour of teen recreation programs (net of revenue) $97.28 $99.56 $130.09 N/A
Net Cost per Visit (net of revenues) $11.53 $8.51 $11.76 $11.10
[ } I 1
Measurement: WORKLOAD ) 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of teen recreation program hours 3,328 3,197 2,723 2,995
Number of visits in the Teen Late Night Programs 10,844 11,507 8,588 9,447 |
— T
Number of visits to all Teen Programs excluding Late Night 14,228 22,213 21,546 22,623
Total number of all visits. 25,072 33,720 30,134 32,070
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $399,793 Program Expenditures $403,125
Program Revenue $45,555 Program Revenue $48,407
General Support $354,238 General Support $354,718
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

$48,407

| @ @Support  88.0% |
| @ @Revenue 12.0%

| Total 100.0% |

B @Support 886% |
B @Revenue 11.4% |

Total: 100.0% |

$354,238

$354,718
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GENERAL RECREATION PROGRAMS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Develop and implement comprehensive recreation programs, services, and events targeting all ages and
abilities, and a variety of special interests throughout the year to meet the needs of the community.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Percentage of class sessions, ie pre-ballet has 10 sessions = 10 classes, that were held 73% 75%
that were offered
Percentage of customers rating the quality of the programs as good or excellent 94% 94% 94% | 95%

— L |
Percentage of residents who participated in recreational programming offered by the City 40% 67% 3% | 73% ‘

|
[

Measurement: EFFICIENCY | 2008 2004 2005 | TARGET
Average Number of Participants per Day N/A N/A 382 400
Percent of general recreation program budget supported by fees. 49.7% 42.4% 51.5% 50%
Measurement: WORKLOAD R | TARGET
Number of adult participants 17,306 17,059 20,390 20,500 i
Number of adult recreational classes held 222 307 244 250
Number of Drop-ins at the Spartan Gym N/A N/A 10,264 10,000
Number of preschool participants 7624 | 17,070 8,770 | 8,700
Number of preschool recreational classes held 84 81 116 100
Number of special needs participants 1,154 1,712 1,312 1,300

| Number of special needs recreational classes held 57 64 61 ; 65

\ Number of youth participants \‘ 2,535 2,743 3,485 3,500

: Number of youth recreational classes held | 170 163 273 250

!
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GENERAL RECREATION PROGRAMS

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $602,995
Program Revenue $310,700
General Support $292,295

Program Revenue vs General Support

$292,295

B @Support

Total:

$310,700

48.5%
B @Revenue 51.5%
100.0%
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2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $763,993
Program Revenue $363,700
General Support $400,293

Prdgram Revenue vs General Support

$400,293

B @Support  52.4%
B @Revenue 47.6%
Total: 100.0%




PARKS CULTURAL SERVICES PROGRAMS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Parks Cultural Services Program provides a variety of community services and events: Celebrate
Shoreline, Summer Lunchtime Music Series, Swingin' Summer Eve, Hamlin Haunt, Fall Library programs,
and financial contributions to the Arts Council and Shoreline Museum.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

_ ! 1
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET |
Shoreline Historical Museum contribution per capita \ $1.02 } $1.17 | $118 | NA
| ‘ !
Shoreline/Lake Forest Park Arts Council contribution per capita $1.19 $1.17 | $118 | NA
| |
Measurement: OTHER 2003 2004 ;( 2005 TARGET
Amount of sponsorship dollars for Celebrate Shoreline $6,200 $6,350 \| $6,350
Total Cost for Swingin' Summer Eve Events $400 $400 $400
Total Cost of Fall Library Program $1,200 $1,200 $1,200
| Total Cost of Hamlin Haunt $300 $800 } $800
Total Cost of Summer Lunchtime Events $3,000 $3,000 $3,000
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2000 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Fall library program participants 105 145 150 150
Hamlin Haunt attendance 800 800 1,000 1,000
Number of Events Held During Celebrate Shoreline, Teen Event, Parade, Festival and 4 4
Sand Castle Contest | |
Number of fall library programs 6 6 " 6 | 6
Number of Sponsors of Celebrate Shoreline Events 20 18 18
Number of summer lunchtime events 5 6 l 6 6
Summer lunchtime event attendance 2,500 2,000 [ 2,000 ! 2,000
Swingin' Summer Eve attendance 800 1,000 1,000 1,000
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PARKS CULTURAL SERVICES PROGRAMS

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $234,805
Program Revenue $8,745
General Support $226,060

Program Revenue vs General Support

$8,745

B @Support  96.3%
{l @Revenue  3.7%

Total: 100.0%

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $219,319
Program Revenue $15,000
General Support $204,319

Program Revenue vs General Support

$15,000

B @Support
B @Revenue
Total:

93.2%
6.8%
100.0%

$204,319
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B Planning and Development Services
SHORCINE 2006 Budget

p
) Mission Statement

“Our mission is to ensure that the natural and built
environments are healthy, safe, and reflect the community’s
vision by providing exceptional customer service, listening to

our customers and proactively solving problems.”

Department Programs

Long Range Plannin
Team

/ Operational Support

Code Enforcement
Team

3.25 FTE

1.55 FTE 2.65 FTE

-~

Current Planning Permit Services Team Building & Inspection
Team Team
8.95 FTE
4.55 FTE 5.55 FTE

*An Additional PADS 1.0 FTE is budgeted
in the Capital Funds
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Planning and Development Services
SHORELINE 2006 Budget

2006 PADS General Fund Portion as a Share of
the General Fund
$2,271,239
7.8%

$28,943,488

'PADS Historical Comparison === Total PADS

—&— Number of FTEs

Resources

$3,500,000 —
$3,250,000 +
$3,000,000 -

-+ 36.00

+ 32.00

+ 28.00

- 24.00

+ 20.00

+ 16.00

12.00

-+ 8.00

+ 4.00

$2,750,000
' '
SRR RS CNBNEA AN
SN X SANRSA o .
$2,500,000 “‘ MM R SENER SANAET v v
SAMAEAANAN SRRSO
$2 250.000 + AR SRS AU ICERRIRRRRRNR T
f f AR SARARARANN R S NS AN
AR SRR SRR s AR
$2 000,000 + SARARLANANS SRR ENCRRRERENRNY SO SRXRERERERERN
) ' FANREANGAANS SAMMRANS AR NS AN
ANRRANANS SRR ANEREREN RN NSO SUERERRRRNRER
AR SRR ASEEERERRNINY NN NS BN
$1 ,750,000 T NN NMARASARA RS AR NARNS MBS
NAN S A N RNANAY VRN AN ARARARNEARANY
$1 500.000 + SANRRARIAN SRR AmaAAN ISERERERRNNE AR
f f ARRRSANN AN SRR NN NS AN SRS
AR AR R AN AR
$1 250.000 4 RARRRABA TN SRR Ay N ASARANNAIAY
, s 7 AR SANARAY NS ESERERERENENE N
BARRRARATAN AN AN N ECENERERENRNE ABAAMANARARY] T
$1 000,000 L SANRRRIAN 5 ) BN NSRS AEVANEAN
’ ’ | AN SRR sy AN ARV
AR AR N N RRRANA A S ANRNENN NS RAER SSENARARANANY
$750 000 4 SRR AR R AR AR AR EATARN TN
s T FARARARMRAM PARNRANAEASY ENURERENANEN RSN ARV
N N SRR NSRS NN PR
$500 000 L SAENELA RN SASAN S SN PR NN W ANEARN NN
) AR SEARNENRABA Y AR NSNS AN
| SAMIALEAN PR N NS AT NN
$250 000 SRR AR ASECERRENY NN NN ‘
1 A SN SRR PSRN ASONARENANY AN Y I
ANREARAMNS RNERERERERN ENERRNERNRN LA A ANANANBAEANY f
$0 | AR AR ' SAMIMANAAYY AR o s { ANVMANASANAY]

0.00

2003 Actual 2004 Actual 2005 Current 2005 Projected
Budget

2006 Budget
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e Planning and Development Services
SHORELINE 2006 Budget

2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

¢ An inter-departmental Code Enforcement Team collaborated to improve codes to
better address junk, abandoned, and inhabited vehicles on City streets. The team
worked with the community to identify the most significant problems facing the
community and completed amendments to the Municipal Code to better address
these issues.

Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

e Adoption of the Comprehensive Plan and completion of the Master Plans
(Transportation; Surface Water; Parks, Recreation and Open Space)

e Adoption of the Critical Areas Ordinance
Developed and implemented the Development Project Management model to
formalize development review and accountability among key reviewers and
departments to benefit customers and stakeholders

Effective Community Relations and Communications

e Developed and implemented the P&DS Permit Customer Survey and P&DS
Customer Comment Card.

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

e Completed planning elements of the North Wedges area, bounded by the west
side of Aurora from N 175" St to approximately N 178" St., for redevelopment

Quality Services and Facilities

e By hiring the Aurora Corridor planner, we added substantial value to customers
by providing technical advice and explaining development regulations and
potential project impacts.

e A system was devised which gives greater public accessibility on the City’'s web
site for all Planning Commission packet materials and “projects of interest”
pages. .

e A combination building permit was developed that streamlines plumbing and
mechanical inspection services and enhances the quality of plumbing inspection
services for “do-it-yourself’ customers.
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A Planning and Development Services
SHORLLINE 2006 Budget

2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

e Implemented Code Enforcement Program improvements and prepared public
education and outreach materials.

Quality Services and Facilities

¢ Fully implement in-house electrical permit services

e Perform comprehensive permitting, plan review, and inspection processes to
enhance customer service

¢ Review, update and create public assistance information. Increase web services —
public information and ease of use of permit services to enhance customer service

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

e Work closely with the Economic Development Manager to identify ways the City's
codes can be amended to support Council goals

e Support the Economic Development Task Force to implement the Economic
Development Program '
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Planning & Development Services 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 2005 Current
Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Program Budget 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Code Enforcement Team* $0 $111,505 $142,140 $142,140 $152,183. $10,043 7.07%
Buikding & Inspections Team $966,895  $988,500  $584,712 $602671  $625712 $41,000 7.01%
Permit Services Team $0 $528  $522,099 $517,818  $615,642 $93,543 17.92%
Planning - Long Range Team $265,068  $366,550  $374,610 $357,213 $272,219 -$102,391 -27.33%
Planning & Development Services ‘ ' . '
Suppport Team $0 $254,162 $275,518 $270,599 $235,590 -$39,928 -14.49%
Current Planning Team $0 $265,025 $399,381 $384,452 $369,893 -$29,488 -7.38%
Code Abatement $24,862 $19,729  $100,000 $44,016 $100,000 $0 0.00%
Ongoing Programs $499,424 NA NA NA NA NA TNA
P&DS Projects $263,769 NA NA NA ‘NA NA NA
Non-Program Specific Transfers to
Other Funds $762,171 $702,622 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Total Program Budget $2,782,189. $2,708,621  $2,398,460: $2,318,909  $2,371,239 -$27,221 -1.13%
*The Code Enforcement Programis also supported by the Customer Response Team.
Program Revenue
Code Enforcement Team®* $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0.00%
Building & Inspections Team | $1,106519  $516,100  $559,050  $650,000  $611,985 $52,935 9.47%
Permit Services Team $0  $256,570  $277,950 $325000  $291,650 $13,700 4.93%
Planning - Long Range Team $35289  $111,262 $50,000 $49,500  $49,250 -$750 -1.50%
Planning & Development Services o '
Suppport Team $98 $0: $0 $0 $0 $0 NA
Current Planning Team $0 $197,059 $190,000 $175,824 $190,750 $750 0.39%
Code Abatement $509 $9,738  $162,500 $91,790  $102,500. -$60,000 -36.92%
Ongoing Programs $0 $0 $0 $0. $0 NA NA
P&DS Projects $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 NA NA
Non-Program Specific Misc. ih
Revenue $669,245 $627,778 $0 $0. $0 $0 0.00%
Total Program Revenue $1,811,660. $1,718,507. $1,239,500 $1,292,114.  $1,246,135 $6,635 0.54%
General Fund Subsidy $970,529 $990,114" $1,158,960 $1,026,795  $1,125,104 -$33,856 -2.92%
Use of Development Services
Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 NA
Total Resources $2,782,189: $2,708,621' $2,398,460 $2,318,909  $2,371,239 -$27,221 -1.13%

*Total program costs for Code Enforcement are $431,166 for 2006. The remaining $278,983 is
in the Customer Response Team department.

Planning &
Development

Team
10%

Team
16%

$ervices Suppport

2006 PADS Program Breakdown

Code Enforcement
Team

Code Abatement

Current Planning

4%

6%

< A

i

111 1
T

PPS

Building &
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27%
!

T il
1
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Planning - Long
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2005 2005 Current
Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Object Category Name 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salary $1,336,443. $1418635 $1,567,812  $1,503,300 $1,625,617 $57,805 3.69%
Benefits $348,260 $369,296 $431,452.  $423,639 $457,233 $25,781 5.98%
Supplies $20,653 $26,625 $25,034 $16,967 $25,385  $351 1.40%
Other Services & Charges $235,994 $171,406 $368,964 $369,804 $262,847 -$116,117  -31.47%
Intergovernmental Services $57,720 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 © 0.00%
Capital Outlays $11,139 $8,900 $0 $0. $0 $0 0.00%
Interfund Payments for Service $771,980 $713,759 $5,198 $5,199 $10,157 $4,959 95.40%
Total PADS Expenditures $2,782,189: $2,708,621 $2,398,460  $2,318,909°  $2,371,239 -$27,221 -1.13%
Revenue
Licenses & Permits $719,756 $666,955 $692,000 $780,000 $763,635 $71,635 10.35%
Intergovernmental Revenue $35,150° $30,000 $0. $4,500 $0 $0 0.00%
Charges for Goods and Services $387,571  $354,412  $385,000  $415,824 $380,000 -$5,000 -1.30%
Fines ~ $500 $0 %0 $30,940 $0 $0 0.00%
Msc Revenue $3,213 $7,074 $102,500 $850 $82,500 -$20,000 0.00%
Other Financing Sources $665,470 $660,066 $60,000 $60,000 $20,000 -$40,000 -66.67%
Total PADS Revenue $1,811,6600 $1,718507 $1,239,500  $1,292,114  $1,246,135 $6,635 0.54%
General Fund Subsidy $970,529 $990,114. $1,158,960  $1,026,795: $1,125,104 -$33,856 -2.92%
Use of Development Services
Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0: 0.00%
Total PADS Resources $2,782,189° $2,708,621 $2,398460  $2,318,909  $2,371,239 -$27,221 -1.13%
Department Statistics
% of General Fund 3.94% 4.14% 7.42% 7.53% 8.19% 0.78% 10.4%
Number of FTEs 26.00 25.90 26.90 26.90 27.50 0.60 2.2%
Planning & Development Services 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Fund
2005 2005 Current
i Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Expenditures By Fund 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
General Fund $1,028,261 $997,770° $2,298,460  $2,274,893  $2,271,239 -$27,221 21.18%
Development Services Fund $1,729066 $1,691,122  NA NA NA NA NA
Code Abatement Fund $24,862 $19,729 $100,000 $44,016 $100,000 $0 0.00%
Total Fund Expenditures $2,782,189° $2,708,621 $2,398460  $2,318909 $2,371,2390 -$27,221 1.13%
Revenue By Fund .
General Fund $36,444 $30,566. $1,077,000  $1,200,324  $1,143,635 $66,635 0.00%
Development Services Fund $1,774,707  $1,678,203 NA NA NA NA NA
Code Abatement Fund $509  $9,738  $162,500:  $91,790 $102,500 -$60,000 (36.92%)
Total Fund Revenues $1,811,660° $1,718507 $1,239500  $1,292,114  $1,246,135 $6,635 0.54%
General Fund Subsidy $970,529 $990,114. $1,158,960  $1,026,795  $1,125,104 -$33,856 -2.92%
Use of Development Services :
Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 | $0 $0 0.00%
Total Fund Resources $2,762,189°  $2,708,621] $2,398,460  $2,318,909. $2,371,239 $6,635 0.28%
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2006 Department Changes

The 2006 proposed budget includes a new PADS service, electrical permitting.
Electrical permitting will now be done in-house via an inter-local agreement with
Washington State Labor and Industry (L & I). Currently, Shoreline customers must
travel to Bellevue to apply for an electrical permit. This service will now be offered at
the City permit counter with the City serving as an agent for (L&l). L&l has
committed to provide services with a specified service timeframe and agreed to
process technical appeals through the City of Shoreline Hearing Examiner. To
perform this service an additional 0.50 FTE Technical Assistant position is required
to help process the expected 451 annual electrical permits. Total cost to provide this
service is $29,635. It is anticipated that revenue generated from this new service
will offset the additional cost.

The 2005 budget includes $126,339 of 2004 carry-over professional service
commitments. These carry-overs are one-time and not included in the 2006 budget.
The carry-over items were related to the completion of the comprehensive plan
update, wedge redevelopment, critical area regulations, and the Central Shoreline —
North Central Segment — project.
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CODE ENFORCEMENT TEAM

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Code Enforcement Team enforces the City's codes and regulations to implement community values

and to sustain a safe and attractive City.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

I
2005 TARGET

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004
Average number of calendar days from request initiation to voluntary compliance (Strike I) 12 15

|

; Percent of abandoned vehicles tagged within 24 hours of notification N/A 99% 95%

t
Percentage of all cases issued a Notice and Order that are brought into compliance 45% . 31% 38%
annually.
Percentage of all code enforcement actions resolved by voluntary compliance (Strike I) 84.4% 92.7% 92% 85%
Percentage of cases closed by induced compliance (Strike 2 & 3) annually 29% 30% 30%
Percentage of cases open beyond 365 days (Strike 2&3) 43% 70% 2% 70%

|

r
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 2,004, zooi/,_IéR_?E,
Code Enforcement expenditures per capita $2.47 $2.70 $2.89
Number of Active Cases per FTE 89 96 N/A
Number of code enforcemeﬁt actions (Strike |) per FTE 219 976 NA |
‘ _

Measurement: WORKLOAD | 2008 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of Code Enforcement requests for action 579 472 1997 N/A
Total Number of Code Enforcement actions resolved (Strike I) 507 438 1900 N/A
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CODE ENFORCEMENT TEAM

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $242,051
Program Revenue $0
General Support $242,051

Program Revenue vs General Support

$242,051

B @Support 100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures
Program Revenue

$431,166
$0

General Support

Program Revenue vs General

$431,166

Support

B @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

$431,166
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BUILDING AND INSPECTIONS TEAM
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Building & Inspections Team perform reviews and make decisions on more complex building permits;
to provide comprehensive inspections and approval of conditions for all permitted work; and to provide
enforcement and education of the adopted codes and ordinances.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

f
|
Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004 2005 ; TARGET
Percent of customers who rated services as good or excellent. 93% 95%
Percent of customers who said they were treated courteously by employees. 98% 100%
i
Percent of customers who were satisfied with the clarity of inspection correction forms. 91% 93%
Percent of customers who were satisfied with the timeliness of building inspections. 94% 96%
Percent of customers who were satisfied with the updates they received regarding their 94% 96%
project's status.
Percent of customers who were satisfied with the usefulness of the pre-application 87% 89%
process. \
|
Percentage of building permits issued on or before the target dates identified in SMC 93.8% 92.3% N/A
20.30.040 (data includes days waiting for information)
Measurement: EFFICIENCY ~ 2008 | 2004 2005 | TARGET |
-
Average number of Inspections Completed Per Inspector per day 8 8 8
Average number of plan checks completed per plans examiner annually \ N/A \
L |
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005  TARGET B
Number of Addition/Remodel Commercial Permits submitted 66 55 72 75
Number of Demolition Permits submitted 34 36 55 42
Number of Fire Systems Permits submitted 271 105 119 119
Number of inspections completed annually 4,014 3,969 4,049 4,149
|
Number of Mechanical Permits submitted 200 ; 208 " 237 ; 215
Number of Miscellaneous Structures - Complex Permits submitted (retaining 18 14 ‘ 12 15
walls/rockeries, wireless facilities)
Number of New Construction Commercial Permits submitted 23 15 23 25
Number of Plumbing Permits submitted 227 270 250
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BUILDING AND INSPECTIONS TEAM

2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $584,711 Program Expenditures $625,714
Program Revenue $559,050 Program Revenue $611,985
General Support $25,661 General Support $13,729

Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

$13,72

| m @support  4.4% |

| B @Revenue 95.6%
| Total: 100.0%

P
B @Support 22%
B @Revenue 97.8%

j _ Total: 100.0% |

$569,050

$611,985
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PERMIT SERVICES TEAM
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Permit Services Team provides accurate information and referral services; intake and issuance of all
building and land use related permits; including expedited review for less complex projects.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

. [ : -
Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS | 2008 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Percent of customers who rated services as good or excellent F93% 95%
Percent of customers who said they were treated courteously by employees 98% | 100%

|
Percent of customers who were satisfied with the updates they received regarding their 94% 96%
project's status
Percent of customers who were satisfied with the usefulness of the pre-application 87% 89%
process
Percentage of permits issued on or before the target dates identified in SMC 20.30.040 95.4% 94.4% N/A
(data includes days waiting for information) ‘ ! ‘ \

!
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 | 2004 | 2005  TARGET
Average number of permit applications submitted per Technical Assistant 57 577 577
Average number of permits issued per Technical Assistant 501 528 528
|
[

'Measurement: VWORKLOAD | 200 2004 | 2005 | TARGET |
Number of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) or Adult Family Home Applications submitted 14 21 9 10
Number of Addition/Remodel Single-family Residential Permits submitted 21 189 190 200
Number of Home Occupation, B&B, or Boarding House Permits submitted 8 5 2 2
Number of New Construction Single-family Residential Permits submitted 49 " 75 80
Number of Sign and Miscellaneous Structure Permits submitted 45 37 | 45 45
Number of walk-in customers served N/A 10,400 10,400
Number Right-of-Way Permits submitted ' 530 469 463 480
Total Number of Applications submitted 1,551 1,730 1,950

Page 216




PERMIT SERVICES TEAM

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $522,098
Program Revenue $277,950
General Support $244,148

Program Revenue vs General Support

$244,148

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures
Program Revenue

$615,641
$291,650

General Support

$323,991

Program Revenue vs General Support

$323,991

B @Support

Total:

46.8%
53.2%

B @Revenue 532%

100.0%

$291,650
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Total:
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CURRENT PLANNING TEAM

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Current Planning Team performs reviews and make decisions on administrative land use actions.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET |
Percent of customers who rated services as good or excellent. 93% 95%
Percent of customers who said they were treated courteously by employees. 98% 100%
Percent of customers who were satisfied with the updates they received regarding their 94% 96%
project's status.
Percent of customers who were satisfied with the usefulness of the pre-application 87% 89%
process.
Percentage of permits issued on or before target dates identified in SMC 20.30.040 and 67% 76% N/A
L SMC 20.30.050 (data includes days waiting for information)
w —
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 ' 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of Building Permits that require SEPA submitted (new commercial exceeding 6 4 7 7
4,000 square feet)
Number of Clearing & Grading Permits submitted 15 20 20 20
Number of Conditional Use Permits submitted 3 3 1 1
Number of Development Code interpretations submitted 17 13 1 1
Number of Final Short Plats submitted 10 10 15 18
Number of Lot Line Adjustments submitted 15 9 12 12
Number of Preliminary Short Plats submitted 1 17 23 25
Number of SEPA Threshold Determinations 13 10 13 13
w |

Number of Site Development/Construction Permits submitted 5 | 14 13 16
Number of Temporary Use Permits submitted 3 2 3 3

|
Number of Variance from Engineering Standards submitted 6 1 1 1

r
Number of Zoning Variances submitted 2 2 2
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CURRENT PLANNING TEAM

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $399,382
Program Revenue $190,000

General Support $209,382

Program Revenue vs General Support

$209,382

B @Support

52.4%

B @Revenue 47.6%

Total:

100.0%

$190,000

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $369,893
Program Revenue $190,750
General Support $179,143

$190,750
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Program Revenue vs General Support

$179,143

B @Support  48.4%
B @Revenue 51.6%

Total: 100.0%




PLANNING - LONG RANGE TEAM

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Planning - Long Range Team provide opportunities for public input and develop staff reports and

recommendations for all quasi-judicial and legislative permits and proposals

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Quality Services and Facilities

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Percent of customers who rated services as good or excellent. 93% 95%
Percent of customers who said they were treated courteously by employees. 98% 100%
Percent of customers who were satisfied with the updates they received regarding their 94% 96%
project's status.

Percent of customers who were satisfied with the usefulness of the pre-application 87% 89%
process.

Percentage of permits issued on or before target dates identified in SMC 20.30.060 (data 100% 88.9% N/A

includes days waiting for Information)

Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Number of Comprehensive Plan amendments processed annually 1 0 621 1
Number of Development Code amendments processed annually 6 27 24 19
Number of Planning Commission meetings staffed 19 23 25 25
Number of Preliminary Subdivisions submitted 1 2 0 1
Number of public disclosure requests processed N/A 57 50
Number of Rezones submitted 1 3 0 1
Number of Special Use Permits (SUP) submitted 2 2 0 1
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PLANNING - LONG RANGE TEAM

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $374,611
Program Revenue $50,000
General Support $324,611

Program Revenue vs General Support

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures

Program Revenue
General Support

B @Support  86.7%
B @Revenue 13.3%
Total: 100.0%

$324,611
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$272,219
$49,250

Program Revenue vs General

$222,969

$222,969

Support

B @Support

81.9%

B @Revenue 18.1%

Total:

100.0%




PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT OPERATIONS SUPPORT TEAM
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Planning & Development Support Team provides support to enhance the Planning & Development
Services Department's operations and systems through administrative and technical support; technology
enhancements; managing fiscal and human resources, and implementation of a performance
measurement system.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Percent of customers who rated services as good or excellent. 93% 95%
Percent of customers who said they were treated courteously by employees. 98% 100%
|
Measurement: EFFICIENCY | 2008 2004 2005 | TARGET
1 Operations Support Team budget as a percent of the Planning and Development Services N/A N/A 11.5% N/A
budget. l
Measurement:. WORKLOAD 2003 2004 2005 ‘ TARGET
Number of archival requests retrieved annually N/A 275 N/A
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $275,518 Program Expenditures $235,590
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $275,518 General Support $235,590
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support 100.0%

| @ @Revenue _0.0%
Total: 100.0%

B @Support  100.0%

W @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0%

$275518 $235,590
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Economic Development

CITY OF
SHORELINE
B

2006 Budget

Mission Statement

“The mission of Economic Development is to bring together
the public and private resources necessary to enhance the
existing business environment in Shoreline and ensure the

long-term viability of the City’s economic base.”

Department Programs

Economic Development:

Business Attraction and

Retention

1.0 FTE

2006 Economic Development as a Share of the
General Fund

$274,150
0.95%

$300,000 -
$250,000 -

$200,000 -

T

Economic Development
Historical Comparison

=1 Total Expenditures
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oo Economic Development
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2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

o Worked with Forward Shoreline, a new civic economic development organization, on
marketing initiatives, developer contacts, and identifying various planning and other
issues related to economic development in Shoreline.

o Expanded marketing of Aurora Square and related properties to regional and
national developers and retail investment brokers identified both through local
contacts and at networking events of the International Council of Shopping Centers.

e Created an arts project for North City in partnership with the Shoreline-Lake Forest
Park Arts Council.

Created a business promotion partnership for North City merchants.
Established an Economic Development Task Force for the purpose of revising the
economic development strategic plan.

o Forged new regional partnerships with such groups as the North King County
Coalition of Cities and Enterprise Seattle (formerly, the King County Economic
Development Council).

e Formulated a pilot program for resources and assistance to Shoreline’s large group
of small businesses and entrepreneurs, including day care businesses.

o Created a pilot program for environmental outreach to businesses to explore how
various public and private groups might partner in mutually beneficial ways.

Quality Services and Facilities

e Expanded outreach to neighborhoods, businesses, and organizations such as the
Chamber of Commerce throughout Shoreline to understand business issues better.

¢ Provided internal advocacy for the business community and to ensure customer
service through the development review/permit process.

¢ Continued to work with property and business owners to promote new development
in the area between 175" and 195" Streets and other areas along Aurora Avenue.

2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

o Generate redevelopment interests at the Aurora square business area.
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Economic Development

CITY OF

SHORELINE 2006 Budget

A

Continue business outreach efforts across Shoreline.

Work to successfully relocate businesses in the North Central Interurban Trail
alignment.

Continue to manage the contract with Forward Shoreline to accomplish economic
development goals, particularly in marketing and major project development.

Serve as a liaison to business organizations such as the Chamber of Commerce,
Forward Shoreline, and others, and act as a resource to the business community.
Formulate a permanent small business assistance plan and explore the funding and
implementation options to make that a reality.

Analyze various ways that the City can provide incentives to economic development
in Shoreline. :

Begin to formulate options for supporting businesses in neighborhood commercial
areas.

Manage the City role in regional partnerships for economic development.

Explore tangible linkages for economic development between the City and other
local institutions such as the Shoreline Community College.

Quality Services and Facilities

¢ Provide internal advocacy for the business community and work to improve
customer service throughout various city functions.

Continue to work with Eroperty and business owners to promote new development in
the area between 175" and 195" Streets, on the southeast corner of 175", and
other areas along Aurora Avenue.

Communicate information to the Shoreline and regional business communities about
the City's economic development efforts.

Formulate performance measures for economic development programs and long-
term achievements.

Economic Development 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 2005 Current
Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Program Budget 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Business Attraction and \ |
Retention $152,541 $77,066 $168,580 $186,984 $274,150‘ $105,570] 62.62%
Total Expenditures $152,541 $77,066|  $168,580 $186,984 $274,150 $105,570] 62.62%
Program Revenue
Business Attraction and ‘ i
Retention $0 $0 $0 $0| $95,000 $0 0.00%
Total Operations Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,000 $0
General Fund Subsidy $152,541 $77,066 $168,580 $186,984 $179,150 $10,570 6.27%
Total Resources $152,541 $77,066[ $168,580 $186,984 $274,150 $105,570 62.62%
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Economic Development 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Object

2005 2005 Current
2003 2004 Current 2005 Budget versus Percentage
Object Category Actual Actual Budget Projected 2006 Budget 2006 Budget Change
Salaries $76,886  $46,111 $79,642 $59,784 $78,501 -$1,141 -1.43%
Benefits $16,698  $7,966 $17,867  $14246  $17,900 0§33 0.18%
Supplies $162 $47 $800 $4,248 $750 -850 -6.25%
Other Services & Charges $58,795. $22,942 $70,271 $108,706  $176,999 $106,?28 ~151 .88%
Intergovernmental Services $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 0 000%
Capital Outiays $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 © 0.00%
Total Expenditures $152,541 $77,066 $168,580 $186,984 $274,150 $105,570 62.62%
Revenue Category
Licenses & Permits $0 $0 $0 $0; $95,000. $95,000 0.00%
Total Operations Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0 $95,000 $95,000
General Fund Subsidy $152,541 $77,066 $168,580 $186,984 $179,150 $10,570° 6.27%
Total Resources $152,541 $77,066 $168,580° $186,984 $274,150 $105,570 62.62%
Department Statistics
FTEs 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.00%

% of General Fund

0.58%

0.32%

0.54%

0.62%

0.95%

0.40%

74.10%

2006 Key Department Changes

e Itis anticipated that the City will implement a business registration/license
program in 2006. Although the Council will adopt policy guidance and the fee
schedule for this program at a later time, it is anticipated that the City will receive
a minimum of $95,000 in business registration revenue in 2006. This revenue

stream is being dedicated to fund the City’s economic development efforts.

e The 2006 budget includes funding to implement a Small Business Impact
Program ($95,000). This program includes funding for Community Capital
Development (CCD) and Environmental Cooperative of South Seattle (ECOSS).

The CCD is the designated business trade name of the Seattle Business
Assistance Center and is a non-profit 501.c.3 organization in Washington and
federally certified Community Development Financial Institution. Currently the
CCD operates from south Seattle to Everett, with the exception of Shoreline and
North County. Setting up operations in Shoreline established a continuum of the
CCD service territory, thereby allowing a more efficient distribution of its funds,
including the King County block grant allocation. The 2006 proposed CCD City
funding is $75,000. CCD will provide another $15,000 per year, on average, of
staff resources, plus assemble a minimum private capital loan fund of $500,000

for micro and small business loans.
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AR Economic Development
SHORELINE 2006 Budget

year commitment with City contributions being $50,000 and $25,000 in 2007 and
2008 respectively.

ECOSS provides three major program elements: environmental extension
service, multi-cultural outreach team, and community-building projects. The
focus of the ECOSS program in Shoreline will be to provide business outreach
and communications; provide technical assistance to businesses to achieve
growth, cost savings and improved operations or use of “clean technologies’ in
ways that are environmentally sustainable; and, provide creative problem-solving
on property issues related to cleanup of soil and water contamination, storm
water quality and volume flow issues, air quality issues, and property transfer.
The 2006 proposed budget includes $20,000 for this program. It is anticipated
that the City would continue to fund this program in 2007 and 2008.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT: BUSINESS ATTRACTION AND RETENTION

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

To bring together public and private resources necessary to enhance the existing business environment in
Shoreline and ensure the long-term viability of the City's economic base.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Economic Vitality and Financial Stability

‘ [
Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Percentage of City assessed valuation that is classified commercial 9.5% 9.2% 9.1% N/A
Sales Tax Per Capita $103.68 ‘ $109.28 | $108.07 N/A
;
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $168,581 Program Expenditures $274,150
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $95,000
General Support $168,581 General Support $179,150

Program Revenue vs General Support

@ @Support  100.0%
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total:_ 100.0% B

$168,581

Program Revenue vs General Support

$179,150
$95,000
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Public Works
2006 Budget

Mission Statement

“Public Works: What are we doing to make a difference? Public Works employees are guided by
the principles of integrity, respect and partnerships combined with innovation, hard work and customer
responsiveness. We, as a team are dedicated to maintaining and improving our City’s infrastructure
through positive and proactive leadership, education, planning and the delivery of quality projects on
time, on target and on budget while being strong stewards of the environment, public safety, and fiscal
resources. Public Works Employees strive to be known for getting it done

...and done well.”

Department Programs

Administration

2.15 FTE

Street Operations &
Pavement Resurfacing

Program
9.25 FTE

/

Public Facilities and
Vehicle Maintenance &

Operations
245 FTE

Right of Way Permit

& Inspection
Program

1.3 FTE

Traffic Services &
NTSP

2.26 FTE
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Recycling
0.35 FTE

Surface Water
Management

6.8 FTE

*An Additional 12.44
Public Works’ FTEs are
budgeted in the Capital
Funds




SHORELINE
B

Public Works
2006 Budget

28,9

2006 General Fund Portion of Public Works as a Share of the
Ge

neral Fund

$1,503,688
5.2%

43,488

Public Works All Funds

Ezz Total Public Works Expenditures

Historical Comparison —e— Number of FTE's
$9,000,000 - - 48.00
$8,000,000 -+ 1 44.00
1 40.00
$7,000,000 + 1 36.00
e
$6,000,000 — s + 32.00
$5,000,000 + + 28.00
1 24.00
$4,000,000 + ! 2000
$3,000,000 + 116.00
+12.00
$2,000,000

8.00

$1,000,000 | | 400

$0 PP P l\ secsscsoss PPy N SRR PPN ‘I ................ { ............... 0.00

2003 Actual 2004 Actual 2005 Current 2005 Projected 2006 Budget
Budget
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2005 Key Department Accomplishments in Support of the
City’s Critical Success Factors:

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Completed a small works project ($150,000) to alleviate local flooding issues.
Provided personnel and laboratory funding for the Echo Lake water quality
monitoring program after the program was discontinued by King County
Organized two Clean Sweep Recycling Events and one Natural Yard Care
Event, with approximately 900 residents at each event, that reduced litter, solid
waste and toxic chemicals, and promoted sustainability.

Collected, chipped and recycled 1,910 Christmas trees from residents.

Inspected 89 regional and 228 commercial drainage facilities for compliance with
maintenance standards

Implemented Hidden Lake forebay dredging project one year ahead of schedule
and removed twice as much sediment as normally removed in response to
increased erosion in Boeing Creek

Completed stream restoration of Ballinger Creek with the approval of Washington
Department of Fish & Wildlife and Shoreline School District, Room 9 Community
School Program.

Completed development of Neighborhood Traffic Action Plan Pilot Project
Rebuilt two traffic signals at 19™ Ave NE/NE 205" St and Fremont Ave N/N 185"
Street

Installed two traffic circles at NW 185" St,3™ Ave NW and N 160" Midvale
Installed traffic islands at 15" Ave NE at Hamlin Park

Hired new Associate Traffic Engineer

Completed traffic impact study due to 15" Ave NE re-striping

Completed customer surveys for traffic circles, radar speed signs, and RPZ
Completed over 200 traffic volume and speed studies

Created annual traffic flow map

Installed battery back-up at traffic signals, Aurora/ N 185", and Meridian/ N 175th
Completed the 2005 Overlay Program

Completed the 2005 Slurry Seal Program

Completed the 2005 Curb/Ramp/Sidewalk Program

Developed an in-house sidewalk replacement program

Continued maintenance of traffic signals

Completed cleaning of 3000 catch basins

Completed construction of 2.4 miles of the Interurban Trail

Completed construction of the City Center Gateway Improvement — West
Gateways

Completed Richmond Beach Nearshore Restoration Project

Completed the Paramount Picnic Shelter Construction Project
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Completed the Serpentine Place improvements construction project, an interim
solution for the Ronald Bog program

Completed construction on the 3rd Avenue NW Project

Completed construction on two gateway facilities at N 175" Street and
Interstate 5

Completed the reconfiguration of 15" Avenue NE south of 175" Street
Completed design of the Richmond Beach Overcrossing Project and advertised
for construction

Inspected private and public development successfully ensuring public safety
and welfare

Completed specific Ronald Bog watershed improvements

Community Alliances and Partnerships

Actively participated in the Thornton Creek Watershed Oversight Committee,
WRIAB8, Regional Road Maintenance, and municipal solid waste planning forums

Innovative Leadership and Strategic Planning

Completed and received Council approval for the Surface Water Master Plan
Completed and received Council approval for the first Transportation Master Plan
Developed first City analysis of pedestrian facilities and developed program to
fund and implement '

Quality Services and Facilities

Replaced the Shoreline Police Department’'s HVAC system

Completed Pool Roof Upgrade

Completed addition to the Hamlin Park Maintenance Yard administration office
Remodeled the Police Station

Completed the new Aurora Corridor office

Completed Indoor Pool Upgrades — repainted the handrails, bleachers and
stairways. Added a rope swing, repaired the pool floor and a water leak, and
installed a new diving board.
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2006 Key Department Objectives in Support of the City’s
Critical Success Factors:

Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Slope mow arterials and collector streets citywide (44 miles) doubling the service
level at no additional costs

Maintain the level of sweeping (76 miles) once a month for arterial and collector
streets.

Maintain 60 lane miles of ROW vegetation edging, mowing, and cleaning
sidewalks

Continue Annual Overlay Program (approx. 6 miles) with King County’s

Department of Transportation Road Services Division and the Annual Slurry Seal
Program (approx. 6 miles)

Continue Sidewalk Panel, Curb & Gutter, Ramp Replacement Program (2700 sq.
ft. of sidewalk panel, 100 ft curb & ramp, and 10 ramps)

Begin implementing the City’s first Surface Water Master Plan with basin
planning studies at Echo Lake and Upper Boeing Creek (Midvale Ave. to Darnell
Park). Begin Surface Water Infrastructure Condition Assessment; align
programmatic activities and applicable City Codes to comply with NPDES

Phase Il permit that will be effective Spring 2006; and implement Small Works
Surface Water Projects for localized flooding (NW 195"/ 20" Ave NW and
Midvale Ave N and N 183" St) and water quality enhancement in the Echo Lake
basin.

Develop and implement an action plan for Ronald Bog Improvements in Thornton
Creek Corridor

Sponsor 4-5 major Public education and recycling events. (Natural Yard Care,
Christmas Tree Chipping, and Clean Sweep Recycling Events)

Implement Business Waste Reduction & Recycling Outreach Program

Develop and implement Neighborhood Traffic Action Plans for the Highland
Terrace and Parkwood communities

Rebuild two traffic signals (15" Ave NE/24™ Ave NE and 5" Ave NE/NE 155" St)
Complete design and begin construction on new fields at Shoreline Fields #1 and
#2

Continue inspection of private developments as they impact the public right of
way and utility franchise work

Implement the Surface Water Master Plan as approved by the City Council
Implement the Transportation Master Plan as approved by the City Council
Install first sidewalks as part of the Council approved pedestrian program
Complete Construction of the Richmond Beach Overcrossing Project.

Begin Surface Water Infrastructure Condition Assessment (Part of SW Master
Plan)
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Quality Services and Facilities

Refinish gym floor for the Richmond Highlands Community Center

Develop Fleet Policy

Police Station (Complete exterior painting and roofing)

Develop prioritization for the installation of sidewalks throughout the City focusing
on pedestrian safety

Economic Vitality an'd Financial Stability

Substantially complete of the Aurora Corridor Project Phase |

Substantially complete construction the Interurban Trail Bridges

Complete 15" Avenue NE / North City Business District Improvements

Start construction of the Interurban Trail — North Central Section

Continue environmental process for Aurora Avenue N (N 165" Street to N 205™
Street)

Complete transportation study on the Meridian Ave N and N 175" Street
corridors for future improvements
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CITY OF
SHORELINE 2006 Budget
Public Works
. N . Right-of-way Permit
Admu:os/: ration \ Recycling P & Inspection

3% e 1%
Public Facility &
Vehicle Maintenance
& Operations
17%

TLIILIIILIIIIIIILEPY,

N

\
Traffic Services & v .
Neighborhood ' . -

Traffic Safety* Surface Water
0,
6% — Management
27%

Street Operation &
Pavement
Resurfacing
42%

*The 2006 Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program has components of the program budgeted in the Police

($50,361) Department budget.

Public Works Services 2003 - 2006 Budget Comparison By Program

2005 Current 2005 Current Budget Percentage
Program Budget 2003 Actual 2004 Actual Budget 2005 Projected 2006 Budg versus 2006 Budg Change

Recycling $188,811 $120,773 $224,722 $224,722° $181,653 -$43,069' -19.17%
Right-of-way Permit & Inspection $75,409 $86,561 $100,969 $111,469 $103,444 $2,475 2.45%
Street Operation & Pavement
Resurfacing $3,081,447| $2,865,729 $2,804,895| $2,790,037 $2,881,289 $76,394 2.72%
Surface Water Management $1,233,317| $1,520,267| $1,887,627 $1,887,627 $1,822,235 -$65,392 -3.46%
Traffic Services & Neighborhood
Traffic Safety* $126,427 $346,329 $517,466 $517,001 $402,144 -$115,322 -22.29%
Public Facility & Vehicle
Maintenance & Operations $1,354,820| $1,396,629| $1,126,062| $1,126,062 $1,141,726 i $15,664 1.39%
Public Works Administration $225,921 $233,088 $274,161 $274,160 $269,026 -$5,135 -1.87%

Total Program Budget $6,286,152]  $6,569,376]  $6,935,902] $6,931,078 $6,801,517 -$134,385' -1.94%

Program Revenue

Recycling $173,025 T $90,408 ' $198,039 { $200,358 |  $155,710 { -$42,329 0.00%
Right-of-way Permit & Inspection | $114,814 ‘ $103,132 $100,000 $111,469 $111,469 $11,469 11.47%
Street Operation & Pavement ‘
Resurfacing $893,230 $764,251 $768,265 $771,772 $793,277 $25,012 3.26%
Surface Water Management $2,5615,725 | $2,507,159 | $2,554,692 i $2,512,192 $2,754,067 | $199,375 7.80%
Traffic Services & Neighborhood
Traffic Safety $0 $613 $0 $300 $0 | $0 0.00%
Public Facility & Vehicle
Maintenance & Operations $41,920 $58,705 $72,074 $71,356 $88,717 $16,643 23.09%
Public Works Administration $0 $10 $0 \ $10 $0 ! $0 0.00%
Total Program Revenue $3,738,714 | $3,524,278]  $3,693,070 $3,667,457]  $3,903,240 $210,170 5.69%
General Fund Subsidy $2,547,438 | $3,045,098 | $3,147,954 | $3,263,631 $2,898,277 -$249,677 -7.93%
Use of Streets Fund Balance $0 $0 $94,878 $0 $0 $94,878 100.00%
Use of Surface Water }
Management Fund Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 ‘ $0 $0 #DIV/0!
Fund Balance $0 $0 | $0 $0 | $0 $0 #DIV/O!
Total Resources $6,286,152 | $6,569,376 | $6,935902 | $6,931,078 | $6,801,517 -$134,385 -1.94%
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Public Works

SHORLLINE 2006 Budget
Public Works 2003 - 2006 Operating Budget Comparison By Object
2005 Current 2005 Curent Budget ~ Percentage
Object Category Name 2003Actual 2004 Actual Budget  2005Projected 2006 Budget versus 2006 Budget Change
Sdlary $1,0240] $1220500 $1422195 $1410368  $1532154 $100.950) 7.73%
Benefits $287,306]  $330,3%6] $383400  $391,281 $420,129 $31,729 8.17%4
Supplies 236,325  $35269) $200829|  $349,007] $291,504 $21,675 8.03%
Services $1,921,750] $1994967] $1,720592( $1,792014] $1,717,735) -$2,857 017
Intergovermmental Services $574276|  $551,827 $764, $738,701 $510,012) -$254,038 -33.25%
Cagpital $A215  $6265918 $940004]  $322.805 $848,748 -$100,256 -10.56%
Debt Service $47487| 227,731 $319944| $319.944 $319, $0 0.00%
Debt Senvice Interest $4.511 $10,177| $25236(  $25235 $25,506) $271 1.07°4
Interfund Payments for Service | $1485038) $1,246131]  $1,076653( $1,081,733) $1,135,785 $59,132 5.4%%
Total Public Works Expenditures| $6,286,152)  $6569.376|  $6936,902] $6,931,078 $6,801,517] -$134,385| -1.94%
Revenue Source ‘
Licenses and Pemits $114814|  $103745 $100000  $111,789 $111,469) $11,469 11.47%
Intergovemmental Revenues $47.957  $779488 $00456  $891,463 $872,307] -$28,149 -3.13%
Cherges for Goods and Services | $2496804]  $2446437|  $242192] $2494,107 $2.691,5671 $199,375 8.00%
Fines & Forfeits $25 %67 0| Y %0
Misoellaneous Reverues $179024]  $194,541 200422 $170,108 $227,897| $27,47_5 13.71%
Totd Revenue $3738714] 83524278 $3698070 $3667447) $3,903,240 $10,170 569
, Gererd Fund Subsidy] $2547438) $3045098  $3,147,954 $3,263631 $2.898,277| -$249677 -7.93%
| Use of Streets Fund Balancs $0 $0 $4.878 $0 $0 -$94,878 -100.00%4
Use of Surface Veter|
Management Fund Balance %0 %0 $0 $0 0 g
Use of Vehide Oper. & Maint.
Fund Balanos %0, $d 0 $0) 0
Total Resources| $6,286,152]  $6569,376]  $6,935902] 36,331,078  $6,801,517 5134385 T4
Department Statistics
General Fund Portion of Public
Works as a%of Total Gererdl | 7.13% 6.64% 60% | 61™% 4.97% 1.05% A74%
Number of FTE'S 33.10 35.60 3660 3660 37.60 | 1.00 27%

The Public Works Department is also responsible for four other City funds: the Street Fund,
Surface Water Management, Vehicle Operations & Maintenance and Roads Capital. The fund
breakdown is displayed below.

Public Works BExpendiitures by 2005 Curent 205Curent Bucget  Percentage
Fund 2003Achal 2004 Actial Budgt  2005Projectod  2006Budget  versus 2006 Budget Change

Gererd Fud $1,718404, $1633021  $1,553121] $1,5653,120 $1,503,688 -$49433 -3.2%4

Sreet Fud 0606581 WR373819 37483 52388507 $2,460,877 $95,044 4.0°%

Surface WHter Manegement

Fud $1.233317 $1.520267 $1887.627 $1,887,627 $1,82,235 -$65,32 -3.5%4

\ehide Operations &

Meinterence Fuxd $51,148 $67.469 $71,824 $71,824 $88,717 $16,893 23.5%

Roads Coptd Fnd (NTSP & ; ! ‘

Overlay) $/B7R  $04800  $1,048497 $1,082,000 $917,000 $131,497 -125%

Tdta Public Works Bpenditures| 3628612 $%6,590376 $,935902 $6,931,078 36,801,517 -$134,385 -1.9%4
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2006 Department Changes

The 2006 budget includes the addition of a Surface Water Engineering Technician in
the Surface Water Management Fund. This position will track compliance measures
for the NPDES permit and the Regional Roads ESA compliance including catch
basin cleaning and street sweeping. This position will also be involved in
inspections of regional and commercial facilities and will also be involved in planning
and implementing capital improvement projects spelled out in the Surface Water
Master Plan and current CIP. The total 2006 cost for this position is $55,272. This
position is funded from drainage fees..

The service level for slope mowing the arterials and collector streets will be
increased (doubled) at no additional costs.

Implementation of a Business Waste Reduction & Recycling Outreach Program and
a Sustainability Outreach Program will expand informational outreach to
communities.

The 2005 Current Budget includes $451,304 of 2004 expenditure carryover items.
The following provides a breakdown:

o Administration — Hansen $ 14,000
o Recycling $ 62,467
o Street Operations $ 94,878
o Surface Water Operations $219,495
o Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program $ 60,464
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RECYCLING PROGRAMS
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Provide waste reduction and recycling education programs to the community. Coordinate recycling
events, provide resource materials (compost bins, etc.), and manage the City's single solid waste service

contract.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

| |
" Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 ! 2004 2005 TARGET }
' Percentage of households participating in City recycling events 10.7% | 12.9% 17.7% 25% )
|
Measurement: OTHER ny | om0 »Tf\_REETle
: Number of households participating in annual recycling opportunities 2,221 2,681 3,717 , 5,000
! |
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $224,722 Program Expenditures $181,652
Program Revenue $198,039 Program Revenue $155,710
General Support $26,683 General Support $25,942

Program Revenue vs General Support

$26,683 $25,942

] @Sl:pport 11.9;‘\
| @ @Revenue 88.1%

| Tota:  100.0%

$198,039 $155,710
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‘L Total: 100.0%
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RIGHT-OF-WAY PERMIT AND INSPECTION PROGRAM

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Review planned work and inspect construction/work taking place in the public right-of-way, manage City
franchises in the right-of-way, and provide plan review services on planning and development project
applications submitted to the City's Planning and Development Services Department.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFICIENCY

Number of ROW inspections completed per FTE

781 NA |

( 2003 { 2004 i 2005 TARGETE
|
|
| | |

F N/A J 608

Measurement: WORKLOAD

2003 2004 2005 ‘ TARGET

Number of inspections performed

1,505 790 1,015 l N/A

Number of right-of-way permits issued

522 462 523 ‘ N/A

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $100,968
Program Revenue $100,000
General Support $968

Program Revenue vs General Support

$968

M @Support 1.0%
B @Revenue 99.0%
Total: 100.0%

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $103,444
Program Revenue $111,469
General Support $(8,025)

Program Revenue vs General Support

W @Support  (7.2)%

B @Revenue 92.8%
Total: 100.0%
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STREET OPERATION & PAVEMENT RESURFACING PROGRAMS

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Vegetation & Tree Maintenance in Right-of-Way: Maintains public rights-of-way by tree trimming,

controlling vegetation, grading and other methods.

Street Maintenance & Operations: Manages the city's road overlay, curb ramp, and sidewalk programs.
Provides maintenance and upkeep of city streets and roads. This service includes pothole patching, crack
sealing, street sweeping, and snow and ice removal. Provides general maintenance support for the City

including signing, striping, fence/barricade repair, parking lot maintenance, and other odd jobs.

Pavement Resurfacing: Provide long-term maintenance and upkeep of City streets and roads. This
service includes asphalt overlay, slurry sealing, crack sealing, pot hole patching, and emulsion application

Street Lighting: Provides funding for street lights on arterial streets and traffic signalization. Maintains
inventory data on all streetlights, through a GPS network mapping system.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Average pavement rating for arterials/collectors. 719 71.9 720 >76.0
Average pavement rating for residential streets. 75 75 80.8 >76.0
Percentage of citizens surveyed that are satisfied with the adequacy of city street lighting 60% 60% N/A
on arterial streets

Weighted average pavement rating for all City streets. 76.0 76.0 81.3 >76.0
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Annual operating and maintenance costs per City traffic signal $3,364 $4,250 N/A
Annual street operation expenditures per paved lane mile in the City $4,364 $3,651 $3,612 N/A |
Cost per lane mile for asphalt overlay $36,126 | $54,335 | $94,520 N/A
Cost per lane mile for slurry seal $9,741 $9,629 $8,542 N/A
Cost per lane mile of street sweeping $32.64 $22.67 $18.92 FNIA
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2005 | 2004 | 205 | TARGET
Collector Arterials total lane miles 32.81 32.81 32.81 N/A
Contract hours spent sanding & plowing roads 20 101 N/A N/A
In-house hours spent sanding & plowing roads 73 99 N/A N/A
Number of lane miles rehabilitated with slurry seal 111 14.8 13.6 13.0
Number of lane miles resurfaced with asphalt overlay 15.1 9.1 7.2 >9.0
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STREET OPERATION & PAVEMENT RESURFACING PROGRAMS

[ 1
2003 2004 2005 TARGET ‘
Number of lane miles swept 1,756 2,405 2,520 2,520 |
Number of traffic signs maintained 571 | 273 300 [ N/A
Principle Arterials Total Lane Miles ’ 22.22 | 22.22 22.22 N/A
| ! | |
' Residential Streets total lane miles 295.59 2 29559 | 295.59 N/A
| |
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $2,804,896 Program Expenditures $2,881,290
Program Revenue $863,143 Program Revenue $793,277
General Support $1,941,753 General Support $2,088,013
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

$863,143 B @Support  69.2% $793.277
B @Revenue 30.8%
Total: 100.0% |

| @ @Support  72.5%
B @Revenue 27.5%

Total: 100.0%

$1,941

$2,088,
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SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Surface Water Management program provides for the maintenance and operations of the City's
surface and subsurface water infrastructure, public education and outreach, water quality monitoring and
code enforcement to protect water quality, enhance natural habitat , and prevent flooding.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET |
Percentage of catch basins cleaned annually 50% 50% 50%
I Percentage of citizens who are very satisfied or satisfied with the adequacy of storm 55% 55% 100%
i drainage services in their neighborhood .
Percentage of citizens who are very satisfied or satisfied with the overall quality of the 55% 55% ‘ 100%
City's stormwater system |
I
Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 2004 2005 | TARGET
Cost per lane mile swept. $21.67 $15.12 $18.92 N/A
Measurement: WORKLOAD w0s | 2o 205 | TaReeT
Approximate linear feet of stormwater pipes maintained J 640,000 | 640,000 N/A ’
|
T
Approximate total linear feet of ditches maintained 150,000 | 150,000 N/A
City owned Storm Water Facilites inspected and maintaned by the City 30 30 N/A
Number of catch basins cleaned 3,000 3,653 3,800 3,800
Number of dams inspected and maintained 6 % 6 6
|
Number of drainage ponds 9 9 9
Number of linear feet of open drainage channels cleared 200 1,114 977 N/A
|
Number of private retention/detention facility inspections 364 | 318 | 320 350
|
I
Number of pump stations maintained | 4 4 | 4
Total number of catch basins maintained 7,117 7,200 7,300
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SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $2,898,600
Program Revenue $3,071,187
General Support $(172,587)

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Revenue 94.4%
_ Total: 100.0%

$2,898,600

* Revenue in Excess of
Expenditures is reserved for future
surface water capital improvements.

B @Support (56)% !

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $4,982,116
Program Revenue $5,179,067
General Support $(196,951)

Program Revenue vs General Support

-

! @ @Support

B @Revenue
Total:

$4,982,116
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TRAFFIC SERVICES & NEIGHBORHOOD TRAFFIC SAFETY
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Responsible for plan review, design and approval of all traffic control devices including streetlights,
crosswalks, signals, signs, striping, etc, maintenance of traffic-related records including accident reports
and signage/crosswalk inventories; preparation and documentation of city traffic standards; traffic counts
and investigations and community education.

Provide traffic counts and investigations, community education, and management of the City's
Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program (NTSP). Design traffic calming solutions that enhance the quality of
life for Shoreline residents. Provide funding for special emphasis police traffic enforcement.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:
Healthy, Vibrant Neighborhoods

Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS W03 | W04 | 205 | TARGET
Percentage of citizens surveyed who are very satisfied or somewhat satisfied with the flow 41% 1% N/A
of traffic and congestion. }
Percentage of services requests completed on time. 92% 90% 95% | 100% }
‘ 1
!
Measurement: WORKLOAD 2003 2004 ‘ 2005  TARGET ‘
Number of active residential areas involved in the NTSP Program 42 45 45 45 ‘
Number of residential area traffic projects completed per year 2 7 25 30
Number of service requests received 75 104 136 N/A
| Number of targeted law enforcement hours in a NTSP residential area. 946 950 950 |
Number of traffic counts completed each year 182 382 350 350
Number of work orders issued 157 350 360 N/A
2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $588,273 Program Expenditures $452,506
Program Revenue $0 Program Revenue $0
General Support $588,273 General Support $452,506
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

| B @Support  100.0%

| B @Revenue  0.0% |
Total: 100.0%

rl @Support  100.0%
| B @Revenue _ 0.0% |
Total: 100.0% B

$588,273
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PUBLIC FACILITY & VEHICLE MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS
PROGRAM PURPOSE:

The Facilities Program manages and maintains the City's owned and leased buildings and vehicles
keeping them in good working order to provide services to citizens and to promote good stewardship of
City of Shoreline's assets

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

T 1
Measurement: EFFECTIVENESS 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | TARGET

f
|
Percentage of internal customers satisfied or very satisfied with the quality of fleet \ 1
maintenance services ’ ’r

_Measurement: EFFICIENCY 2003 ‘ 2004 | 2005 | TARGET
Cost per square foot to maintain $8.47 i $10.21 " $5.33 N/A
Fleet maintenance cost per mile - vehicles and light trucks “ $0.27 . ! NIA i $1.07 ‘ N/A

;Ieet maintenance cost pe; mile -heavy-duty trucks and equipment $0.49 N/A 7 $1.65 | Mlil‘A
Number of square feet maintained (facilities) per FTE 37,370 | 32,370 47,953 | 47,953

| | i

2005 Budget 2006 Budget
Program Expenditures $1,126,062 Program Expenditures $1,141,726
Program Revenue $72,074 Program Revenue $88,717
General Support $1,053,988 General Support $1,053,009
Program Revenue vs General Support Program Revenue vs General Support

.
| . @Suppon 92 2% i

| ® @Revenue _7.8% |

Total: 100.0% |

$72,074
$88,717
W @Support  936% |
B @Revenue  6.4% |
Total: | Total _ 100.0% |
$1,053,988

$1,053,009
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PUBLIC WORKS ADMINISTRATION

PROGRAM PURPOSE:

Public Works Administration provides the department with overall management, leadership, grants and
contract administration, process and policy development.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTOR:

Quality Services and Facilities

Measurement: EFFICIENCY

2003 2004 2005  TARGET

Public Works Administration as a percent of the total Public Works Budget 3.0% ° 3.0% 4.0% <5.0%

Measurement: WORKLOAD
Number of grant reimbursements processed

Number of vendor invoices processed
Total number of contracts processed
Total number of easements processed

Total number of interlocals processed

2005 Budget

Program Expenditures $274,161
Program Revenue $0
General Support $274,161

Program Revenue vs General Support

'8 @Support  100.0%
| @ @Revenue  0.0%
! Tota:  100.0%

2003 2004 2005 .TARGET;

15 | 23 23 N/A

4402 | 5322 350 ¢ NA

134 130 | NA

157 40 NA
3 3 NA |

2006 Budget

Program Expenditures $269,026
Program Revenue $0
General Support $269,026

Program Revenue vs General Support

B @Support 100.0% |
B @Revenue  0.0%
Total: 100.0% |
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City Fund Structure
Fund Structure

The City has established a variety of funds that are used to collect revenues and hold funds in
reserve for specified purposes. The City has four categories of funds; operating, capital, internal
service and agency. Operating funds collect a variety of revenues to support the City’s various
functions. Capital funds receive designated revenues and transfers-in from other funds to be
used for specific capital projects. Internal service funds account for the goods and services
provided internally on a cost-reimbursement basis. The City provides fiscal agency services to
the Northshore/Shoreline Community Network. These transactions are reflected in an agency
fund.

In 2006, the General Fund will continue to be the City’s largest fund accounting for 36.67% of the
City’s total budget. The City’s other funds in order of size are:

Roads Capital Fund (34.19%),

General Capital Fund (17.39%),

Surface Water Management Fund (6.31%),
Street Fund (3.13%),

Surface Water Capital Fund (1.78%),
Equipment Replacement Fund (0.18%),

Code Abatement Fund (0.13%),

Vehicle Operations & Maintenance Fund (0.11%),
City Facility — Major Maintenance Fund (0.08%)
Asset Seizure Fund (0.03%),

Unemployment Fund (0.01%),

General Reserve Fund (0.0%),

Public Art Fund (0.0%)

Fund Name Description
Operating Funds — General and Special Revenue Funds
Fund 001 The General Fund is used to pay the expenses and liabilities of the City

General Fund

Funds 101
Street Fund

Fund 103
Surface Water
Management Fund

Fund 104
General Reserve
Fund

associated with general service functions that are not budgeted in special
revenue funds. The primary sources of revenue are local taxes. Property tax
and sales tax combined provide approximately 49% of the General Fund
operating revenues.

The Street Fund is used to support roads and transportation programs. Fuel
tax and a subsidy from the General Fund are the two sources of on-going
support.

The Surface Water Management Fund is used to support the City drainage
program. In 20086, these funds are being used for operational and capital
projects. Remaining funds will be allocated to a prioritized list of future capital
and operational drainage project needs.

The General Reserve Fund is used to provide for temporary financing of
unforeseen needs of an emergency nature, adverse changes in the economic
environment, and to facilitate the orderly adjustment to changes resulting from
termination of revenue sources through actions of other governmental bodies.
The resources in the General Reserve Fund will be kept in reserve until a
defined need has been presented to/and adopted by the City Council.
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Fund 107
Code Abatement
Fund

Fund 108
Asset Seizure
Fund

Fund 109
Public Arts Fund

Fund 301
General Capital
Fund

Fund 312 City
Facility-Major
Maintenance Fund

Fund 330
Roads Capital
Fund

Fund 340
Surface Water
Capital Fund

Fund 501

Vehicle Operations
and Maintenance
Fund

Fund 503
Equipment
Replacement Fund

Fund 505
Unemployment
Fund

Fund 651
Northshore /
Shoreline
Community
Network

The purpose of this Fund is to provide funding for City code abatement efforts
(public nuisances, dangerous buildings, etc.). The costs associated with the
abatement will be charged to the owner of the property either as a lien on the
property or on the tax bill. Recovered monies would replenish the Fund for
future abatement efforts. This fund was established in 2000 by a transfer from
the General Fund.

The purpose of this fund is to account for Federal and State seizure funds
received by the City.

The purpose of this fund is to account for the 1% for Arts program. An amount
equal to 1% of capital construction contracts will be transferred from each
capital fund. Funding will be utilized for public art projects.

Capital Funds
The General Capital Fund receives funds that are designated specifically for

capital purposes. The primary source of dedicated revenue is Real Estate
Excise Tax (REET) and General Fund transfers. These funds are used for
facility, recreation, parks and open space projects.

This fund was established in 2005. This capital fund will account for the long-
term maintenance of City Facilities.

The Roads Capital Fund receives funds that are designated specifically for
capital purposes. The primary source of dedicated revenue is Real Estate
Excise Tax (REET) and federal, state, and local grant sources. These funds
are used for street and transportation related projects.

The Surface Water Capital Fund receives funds from the Surface Water
Management Fund and dedicated grant sources for capital purposes. These
funds are for surface water drainage and stream rehabilitation projects.

Internal Service Funds

The Vehicle Operations and Maintenance Fund is used to account for the
costs of operating and maintaining city vehicles and auxiliary equipment. An
annual charge is made to department budgets using City vehicles to support
this purpose.

The Equipment Replacement Fund is used to account for the future
replacement of all City assets, including purchased vehicles, computer
equipment, furniture, buildings, other equipment, etc. An annual allocation is
charged to departments for the replacement of vehicles and other equipment.

An annual allocation is made to this Fund in lieu of making contributions to
State unemployment insurance. In 2006, $10,000 will be transferred from the
General Fund to this Fund. These funds will be used to pay unemployment
benefits to qualified City employees.

Agency Fund
The city provides fiscal agency services through an interlocal agreement to the

Northshore/Shoreline Community Network. The network’s Executive Board
retains complete control over the day-to-day administrative activities. This fund
is custodial in nature and does not involve the measurement of results of
operations. Therefore, the City does not appropriate a budget for this fund.
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RESOURCES
Beginning Fund Balance
Revenues & Transfers-In
General Fund
Street Fund
Arterial Street Fund
Surface Water Management Fund
General Reserve Fund
Development Services Fund
Code Abatement Fund
Asset Seizure Fund
Public Art Fund
General Capital Fund
City Facility -Major Maintenance Fund
Roads Capital Fund
Surface Water Capital Fund
Vehicle Operations Fund
Equipment Replacement Fund
Unemployment Fund
Total Revenues & Transfers-In

Total Resources

USES
Expenditures & Transfers Out
General Fund
Street Fund
Arterial Street Fund
Surface Water Management Fund
General Reserve Fund
Development Services Fund
Code Abatement Fund
Asset Seizure Fund
Public Art Fund
General Capital Fund
City Facility -Major Maintenance Fund
Roads Capital Fund
Surface Water Capital Fund
Vehicle Operations Fund
Equipment Replacement Fund
Unemployment Fund
Total Expenditures & Transfers Out
Ending Fund Balance

Total Uses

All Funds Historical
Revenue/Expenditure

Summary
2005 Current
2006 Budget vs.
2003 2004 2005 Current 2005 Proposed 2006 Proposed
Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget
$37,662,263 $41,160,152 $ 38,500,057 $ 44,810,016 $ 35,972,706 $ (2,527,351)
$25,507,098 $26,627,956 $ 25,716,124 $ 26,697,529 $ 27,097,636 1,381,512
2,738,924 2,333,147 2,279,955 2,294,931 2,469,877 189,922
354,889 348,124 353,358 355,193 - (353,358)
2,515,726 2,507,159 2,554,692 2,512,192 2,779,067 224,375
167,653 201,614 154,193 169,193 38,350 (115,843)
1,774,705 1,678,203 - - - -
509 9,738 162,500 91,790 102,500 (60,000)
5,391 3,831 23,500 7,300 23,500 -
23,438 37,602 349,603 345,478 33,892 (315,711)
3,939,880 1,447,140 15,707,500 5,750,263 13,383,259 (2,324,241)
- 244,000 244,000 74,680 (169,320)
4,105,336 7,397,891 25,970,478 18,063,240 23,290,590 (2,679,888)
1,617,092 2,080,000 763,973 2,200,439 3,311,667 2,547,694
41,920 58,705 72,074 71,356 88,717 16,643
286,912 298,927 290,879 283,379 299,308 8,429
10,011 42,767 11,250 21,400 10,450 ~(800)
$43,089,484 $45,072,804 $ 74,654,079 $ 59,107,683 $ 73,003,493 $ (1,650,586)
$80,751,747 $86,232,955 $113,154,136 $103,917,699 $108,976,199 $ (4,177,937)
$26,118,670 $24,120,530 $ 30,986,451 $ 30,227,113 § 28,943,488 §$ (2,042,963)
2,875,849 2,392,231 2,374,833 2,386,507 2,469,877 95,044
339,726 347,753 353,358 353,358 - (353,358)
2,486,790 - 1,920,344 2,898,600 2,601,600 4,982,116 2,083,516
1,729,066 1,691,122 - - - -
24,862 19,729 100,000 44,016 100,000 -
15,872 653 23,000 2,077 23,000 -
- - 193,995 - - (193,995)
862,911 804,454 17,195,000 5,858,386 13,728,930 (3,466,070)
- - 124,000 88,000 60,000 (64,000)
4,373,837 7,555,530 33,203,548 23,291,879 26,987,116 (6,216,432)
581,509 2,339,286 3,477,626 2,901,084 1,405,560 (2,072,066)
51,147 67,469 71,824 71,824 88,717 16,893
123,892 126,093 189,636 97,750 138,180 (51,456)
7,465 37,743 10,000 21,400 10,000 -
$39,591,596 $41,422,937 $ 91,201,871 $ 67,944,994 $ 78,936,984 $ (12,264,887)
$41,160,152 $44,810,016 $ 21,952,265 $ 35,972,706 $ 30,039,215 $ 8,086,950
$80,751,748 $86,232,953 $113,154,136 $103,917,700 $108,976,199 $ (4,177,937)
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General Fund (001) Summary

The General Fund is used to pay the expenses and liabilities of the City associated with general service functions that are not
budgeted in special revenue funds. The primary sources of revenue are general purpose State and local taxes. Property tax
and sales tax combined equal approximately 51% of the General Fund operating revenues. Beginning in 2005, this fund will

also include all permitting activities which have previously been recorded in the Development Services Fund (105).

Department: Various
Program: Various

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 2005 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ 6,688,029 $ 9,040,152 $ 8,428,580 $ 9,311,273 $11,345253 $§ 7,815,669 $ (1,495,604) -16%
Funding Sources
Budgeted Beg. Fund Balance  $ - $ - $ 5375396 $ - $ 1,845,852 $(3,529,544) -66%
Taxes 17,886,065 18,481,625 19,415,271 18,806,704 19,260,939 19,675,102 868,398 5%
Licenses & Permits 2,570,840 2,454,238 2,587,963 2,911,555 3,263,506 3,358,665 447,110 15%
Intergovt. Revenues 2,396,204 1,266,908 1,161,657 1,253,502 1,261,051 1,086,380 (167,122) -13%
Charges for Goods and Service 640,775 714,991 777,523 1,198,000 1,317,989 1,311,452 113,452 9%
Fines and Forfeits 182,352 176,890 127,850 111,000 60,525 11,000 (100,000) -90%
Misc. Revenues 331,323 251,550 315,196 274,773 372,929 451,196 176,423 64%
Total Revenue $24,007,559 $23,346,202 $24,385,461 $29,930,930 $25,536,939 $27,739,647 $(2,191,283) 7%
Transfers From Other Funds 2,448,105 2,160,896 2,242,495 1,160,590 1,160,590 1,203,841 43,251 4%
Total Funding Sources $26,455,664 $25,507,098 $26,627,956 § 31,091,520 §$26,697,529 $28,943,488 $(2,148,032) -7%
Use of Funds )
Salaries & Wages $ 4,959,712 § 5,206,116 $ 5455604 $ 6,644,030 $ 6,526,887 $ 7,081,692 $ 437,662 7%
Personnel Benefits 1,143,868 1,331,102 1,397,433 1,780,339 1,749,651 1,900,670 120,331 7%
Supplies 626,405 576,924 477,191 583,887 623,236 467,075 (116,812) -20%
Other Services & Charges 4,373,610 4,548,369 4,278,373 5,454,838 5,482,771 5,248,696 (206,142) -4%
Intergovt. Services 7,639,429 7,329,449 8,080,611 8,583,837 8,352,462 8,902,785 318,948 4%
Capital Outlays 314,162 134,501 82,523 54,985 78,500 78,500
Interfund Payments/Transfers 5,046,355 6,992,209 4,348,795 7,939,520 7,437,121 5,264,070  (2,675,450) -34%
Total Expenditures $24,103,541 $26,118,670 $24,120,530 $ 30,986,451 $ 30,227,113 $28,943,488 $(2,042,963) -7%
Ending Fund Balance $ 9,040,152 $ 8,428,580 $10,936,006 $ 4,040,946 $ 7,815,669 $ 5,969,817 $ 1,928,871 48%
Total FTE's 88.75 90.95 94.23 107.07 106.32 110.19 3.12 3%
2006 Funding Sources 2006 Use of Funds
Transfers
Fines & Misc. From Other Budgeted Beg.
Revenues Funds Fund Balance Interfund Salaries &
2% 6% Payments/ Wages
Intergovt. Transfers 24%
Revenues 18% Personnel
Charges for
Goods and » : :
Services | 67% Intergovt. g i
5% Lngensgs & Ser:/gi]ces a éhaerg;zegupplies
Pt 31% 18% 2%
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Street Fund (101) Summary

The Street Fund provides support for roads and transportation maintenance and right of way activities. Fuel tax is the
major source of revenue. Funds are transferred from the General Fund to subsidize the Street Operations program.

Department: Public Works
Programs: Right of Way Permit & Inspection
Street Operations
Traffic Services

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginnning Fund Balance $ 1,189,477 $ 814,688 $§ 677,763 $ 478,827 $ 618,678 $ 527,103 $ 48,276 10%
Funding Sources

Budgeted Beg. Fund Balance $ - $ - $ 94,878 $ (94,878) -100%
Licenses & Permits 128,119 114,814 103,132 100,000 111,469 111,469 11,469 11%
Intergovt. Revenues 1,304,772 827,100 745,102 755,765 746,772 771,277 15,512 2%

Fines and Forfeits 29 25 67 -
Misc. Revenues 38,951 66,103 19,082 12,500 25,000 22,000 9,500 76%
Total Revenue $1,471,871 $1,008,042 $ 867,383 § 963,143 $ 883,241 $ 904,746 $ (58,397) -6%
Transfers From Other Funds 1,349,902 1,730,882 1,465,764 1,411,690 1,411,690 1,565,131 153,441 11%
Total Funding Sources $2,821,773 $2,738,924 $2,333,147 $2,374,833 $2,294,931 $2,469,877 $ 95,044 4%

Use of Funds

Salaries & Wages $ 592,806 $ 565,084 $ 525780 $ 610,759 $ 607,393 $ 660,394 $ 49,635 8%
Personnel Benefits 162,279 165,948 158,338 190,046 191,725 198,526 8,480 4%
Supplies 133,179 96,345 134,157 80,869 125,706 74,869 (6,000) 7%
Other Services & Charges 589,164 565,414 444,940 436,704 394,912 468,077 31,373 7%
Intergovt. Services 555,187 396,899 309,409 332,765 339,201 234,683 (98,082) -29%

Capital Outlays 70,245 115,021 -
Interfund Payments for Service 1,093,612 971,138 819,607 723,690 727,570 833,328 109,638 15%
Total Expenditures $3,196,562 $2,875,849 $2,392,231 §2,374,833 $2,386,507 $2,469,877 $ 95,044 4%
Ending Fund Balance $ 814,688 $ 677,763 $ 618,678 $ 383,949 $ 527,103 $ 527,103 $ 143,154 37%
Total FTE's 15.23 14.05 11.98 12.15 12.15 12.05 (0.10) 1%

2006 Funding Sources 2006 Use of Funds
Licensgs & Interfund Salaries &
Permits Payments for Wages
27%

5% Intergovt. Service
4 Revenues 33%

Transfers!

From Other 8%
Funds
63% Misc. Intergovt. Other ServicesSupplies
Revenues Services & Charges 3%

1% 10% 19%

Personnel
Benefits
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Arterial Street Fund (102) Summary

The Arterial Street Fund provides funding for roads and transportation capital projects. The major source of revenue is
fuel tax that is designated for road and transportation improvements. Fuel tax revenues received by this fund are
transferred to the Roads Capital Fund.

Department: Public Works
Program: Administrative Transfers

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals 2004 Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ 4939 $ - $ 15164 $ 14,397 $ 15535 $ 17,370 § 2,973  20.65%
Funding Sources
Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance $ -
Taxes -
Licenses & Permits -
Intergovt. Revenues $ 359,644 $ 354,309 $ 345972 $ 353,358 $ 347,193 $ (353,358) -100.00%
Charges for Goods and Services -
Fines and Forfeits : -
Misc. Revenues 1,007 580 2,152 8,000 -
Total Revenue $ 360,651 $ 354,880 $ 348,124 $ 353,358 $ 355,193 $ - $ (353,358) -100.00%
Transfers From Other Funds -
Total Funding Sources $ 360,651 $ 354,889 $ 348,124 $ 353,358 $ 355,193 $ - $ (353,358) -100.00%
Use of Funds
Interfund Payments for Service $ 365,590 $ 339,726 $ 347,753 $ 353,358 $ 353,358 $ - $ (353,358) -100.00%
Total Expenditures $§ 365590 $ 339,726 $ 347,753 $ 353,358 $ 353,358 $ - $ (353,358) -100.00%
Ending Fund Balance $ - $ 15164 $ 15535 $ 14,397 $ 17,370 $§ 17,370 $ 2,973 21%
Total FTE's 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2006 Funding Sources 2006 Use of Fund

This fund will be closed at the end of 2005.

This fund will be closed at the end of 2005.
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Surface Water Management Fund (103) Summary

The Surface Water Management Fund is used to support the City's drainage program. The major source of revenue for
this fund is the storm drainage fees paid annually by Shoreline property owners. A portion of the fees are transferred to

the Surface Water Capital Fund to support drainage improvement projects.

Supplies

Department: Public Works
Programs: Surface Water Management

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ 2,314,525 $ 2,370,539 $ 2,399,475 $ 2,788,320 $ 2,986,290 §$ 2,896,882 $ 108,562 4%
Funding Sources
Budgeted Beg. Fund Balance $ - $ - $ 516,495 $ 2,400,000 $ 1,883,505 365%
Intergovt. Revenues 3,197 -

Charges for Goods and Service: 2,084,661 2,496,894 2,446,302 2,492,192 2,492,192 2,691,567 199,375 8%
Misc. Revenues 41,922 18,832 60,857 62,500 20,000 62,500 - 0%
Total Revenue $2,129,780 $2,515,726 $2,507,159 $ 3,071,187 $2,512,192 $ 5,154,067 $ 2,082,880 68%

Transfers From Other Funds 25,000 25,000
Total Funding Sources $2,129,780 $2,515,726 $2,507,159 $ 3,071,187 $2,512,192 $5,179,067 $ 2,107,880 69%

Use of Funds

Salaries & Wages $ 405,764 $ 392,886 $ 292,990 $ 355,185 $ 360,760 $ 422505 $ 67,320 19%
Personnel Benefits 97,399 104,122 79,631 97,211 97,792 114,702 17,491 18%
43,050 26,723 97,597 42,210 74,805 80,710 38,500 91%
Other Services & Charges 249,938 150,571 216,646 284,674 278,249 305,679 21,005 7%
Intergovt. Services 497,931 173,049 168,318 423,785 389,500 267,829 (155,956) -37%
Capital Outlays 22,755 - 9,357 297,000 759 (297,000) -100%
Debt Service* 2,481 . 51,998 237,908 345,179 345,179 345,450 271 0%
Interfund Payments for Service 754,448 1,587,441 817,897 1,053,356 1,054,556 3,445,241 2,391,885 227%
Total Expenditures $2,073,766 $2,486,790 $1,920,344 $ 2,898,600 $ 2,601,600 $4,982,116 $ 2,083,516 72%
Ending Fund Balance $2,370,539 $2,399,475 $2,986,290 $ 2,444,412 $ 2,896,882 $ 693,833 $(1,750,579) -72%
Total FTE's 8.64 7.13 5.72 5.80 5.80 6.80 1.00 17%

*2006 Proposed Budget Includes principal ($319,944) and interest ($25,506) payments to repay the Public Works Trust Fund Loan borrowed

from the State.

2006 Funding Sources

Transfers From
Other Funds
0%

Misc. Revenues
1%

Budgeted Beg.
> Fund Balance
46%

Services
53%

2006 Use of Funds

Salaries &
Wages
8%

Personnel
Benefits

Interfund
Payments for
Service
70%

Supplies
2%

Services
5%

Debt Service*

7%

Other Services
& Charges
6%

Intergovt.
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General Reserve Fund (104) Summary

The purpose of the General Reserve Fund is to maintain reserves to provide temporary financing of unforeseen needs of
an emergency nature, adverse changes in the economic environment, and to facilitate the orderly adjustment to changes
resulting from termination of revenue sources through actions of other governmental bodies. The fund was created in

1997 with a transfer from the General Fund.

According to RCW 35.33.145, the amount that can be set aside in a separate reserve fund cannot exceed thirty-seven
and one-half cents per thousand dollars of assessed valuation. This limit for 2006 is $2.1 million.

The General Reserve Fund when combined with the undesignated General Fund fund balance of $6 million creates a
total reserve of $8.1 million, 30% of the projected General Fund operating revenues. City policy is to maintain a
minimum reserve equal to 10% of budgeted General Fund funding sources

Department: Finance
Program: Reserves

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed  Proposed Percent

Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ 1,344,179 $ 1,601,729 $ 1,769,382 $ 1,952,271 $1,970,996 $ 2,140,189 $ 187,918 10%

Funding Sources

Total Revenue $ - $ -

Miscellaneous Revenues $ 283 $§ 28,725 $ 15,000 $ -
Transfers From Other Funds 257,550 167,370 172,889 154,193 154,193 38,350 (115,843) -75%
Total Funding Sources $§ 257,550 $ 167,653 $ 201,614 $ 154,193 $ 169,193 $ 38,350 $ (115,843) -75%

Use of Funds $ - 8 . $ - 8 - 8 -

Total Expenditures $ - $ -
Ending Fund Balance $1,601,729 $1,769,382 $1,970,996 $ 2,106,464 $ 2,140,189 $ 2,178,539 $ 72,075 3%

Total FTE's 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2006 Use of Funds

2006 Funding Sources

No Expenditures are being proposed for appropriation at
this time.

Transfers From
Other Funds
100%
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Development Services Fund (105) Summary

The purpose of the Development Services Fund is to account for the permit fees collected. The beginning fund balance
is comprised of a portion of prior year fees that are held in a reserve for future year services associated with multi-year
construction permits. The General Fund provides support to this fund to supplement the fee revenue to support
permitting activities. This fund was closed at the end of 2004 and all permitting activities will be recorded in the General

Fund (001).

Department: Planning & Development Services
Programs: Permit Services Team

Building & Inspection Team

Beginning Fund Balance $ 510,538 $§ 376,528 $§ 422,167

Funding Sources
Budgeted Beg. Fund Balance
Licenses & Permits
Charges for Goods and Service
Misc. Revenues

Total Revenue
Transfers From Other Funds

Total Funding Sources

Use of Funds
Salaries & Wages
Personnel Benefits
Supplies
Other Services & Charges
Intergovernmental Services
Interfund Payments for Service

Total Expenditures

Ending Fund Balance

Total FTE's

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
$ 397,308 $ (397,308) -100%

$ - $ - $ -
700,882 719,755 666,955 -
311,555 386,276 353,847 -
7,981 3,204 6,040 -
$1,020,418 $1,109,235 $1,026,842 $ - $ $ - $ -
653,211 665,470 651,361 -
$1,673,629 $1,774,705 $1,678,203 $ - $ $ - $ -
$ 746,141 $ 718,262 $ 727,413 $ -
169,409 188,136 193,492 -
6,365 11,695 16,639 -
33,990 36,273 40,002 -
- 2,720 -
851,734 771,980 713,576 -
$1,807,639 $1,729,066 $1,691,122 § - $ $ - $ -

$ 376,528 $ 422,167 $ 409,247 $ 397,308 $ $ - $ (397,308) -100%

13.85 13.65 13.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2006 Funding Sources

No Revenues are being proposed for appropriation at
this time. This fund was closed at the end of 2004, This
fund is being displayed for historical purposes only.

2006 Use of Funds

No Expenditures are being proposed for appropriation at
this time. This fund was closed at the end of 2004. This
fund is being displayed for historical purposes only.
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Code Abatement Fund (107) Summary

The Code Abatement Fund provides funding for City code abatement efforts (public nuisances, dangerous buildings,
etc.). The costs associated with the abatement will be charged to the owner of the property either as a lien on the
property or on the tax bill. Recovered monies would replenish the fund for future abatement efforts. This fund was
established in 2002 by a transfer from the General Fund.

Department: Planning & Development Services
Program: Code Abatement Operations

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change

Beginning Fund Balance $ 85,030 $§ 72666 $ 48313 $ 3613 $ 38321 $§ 86095 $ 82482 2283%

Funding Sources

Fines and Forfeits - 500 - 30940 -
Misc. Revenues - 9 1,033 102,500 850 82,500 (20,000) -20%
Total Revenue $ - $ 509 $ 1,033 $§ 102500 $ 31,790 $ 82,500 $ (20,000) -20%
Other Financing/Transfers In 8,705 60,000 60,000 20,000 (40,000) -67%
Total Funding Sources $ - $ 509 $ 9,738 $ 162,500 $ 91,790 $ 102,500 $ (60,000) -37%

Use of Funds

Supplies - 23 147 -
Other Services & Charges 1,183 13,700 10,499 100,000 44,016 100,000 - 0%
Capital Outlays 11,181 11,139 8,900 -
Interfund Payments for Service 183 -

Total Expenditures $§ 12,364 $ 24,862 $§ 19,729 § 100,000 $ 44,016 $ 100,000 $ -

0%

Ending Fund Balance $§ 72666 $§ 48313 $ 38321 § 66,113 $§ 86,095 $ 88595 $ 22,482

34%

Total FTE's 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2006 Funding Sources 2006 Use of Funds
Other
Financing/

Transfers In
20%

Misc. Other
Revenues Services &
80% Charges

100%
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Asset Seizure Fund (108) Summary

The purpose of the Asset Seizure Fund is to account for Federal and State seizure funds received by the City. The use
of these funds is restricted to purchases that will enhance the ability of the City's police to investigate drug related crimes

and incidents.

Department: Police
Program: State/Federal Seizures

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ 30,021 $ 27,638 $ 17,157 $§ 16679 $ 20,335 $ 25558 §$ 8,879 53%
Funding Sources
Misc. Revenues 12,189 5,391 3,831 23,500 7,300 23,500 - 0%
Total Revenue $ 12,189 §$ 5391 § 3831 $§ 23500 $ 7300 $ 23500 $ - 0%
Transfers From Other Funds -
Total Funding Sources $§ 12189 $§ 5391 $§ 3,831 § 23500 §$ 7,300 $ 23,500 $ - 0%
Use of Funds
Supplies $ 13219 § 15317 § 653 $ 23,000 $ 358 $ 23,000 $ - 0%
Other Services & Charges 220 555 : 1,719 - -
Capital Outlays 1,133 -
Total Expenditures § 14572 § 15872 § 653 $ 23,000 $ 2077 $ 23,000 $ - 0%
Ending Fund Balance $ 27,638 $ 17,157 § 20,335 $ 17,179 $§ 25558 $ 26,058 $ 8,879 52%
Total FTE's 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2006 Funding Sources

Misc.
Revenues
100%

2006 Use of Funds

Supplies
100%
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Public Arts Fund (109) Summary

The Public Arts Fund accounts for the 1% for Arts Program. An amount equal to 1% of annual capital construction is
transferred from each capital fund into this fund. Funding will be utilized to support public art projects. Once the Parks
and Recreation Advisory Committee develops the arts implementation program, the City will present a budget
amendment to appropriate the fund's resources to be expended. Until that time, only the estimated revenues will be

appropriated.

Department: Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Services
Program: Public Arts Administration

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ - $ - $§ 23438 $ 206938 $ 61,040 $ 406,518 $ 199,580 96%
Funding Sources
Total Revenue $ - $ -
Budgeted Beg. Fund Balance $ 193,995 0%
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 495 $ 4,625 $ 500 0%
Transfers From Other Funds - 23,438 37,107 344,978 344,978 33,892 (311,086) -90%
Total Funding Sources $ - $ 23438 $ 37602 $ 543598 $ 345478 $ 33,892 $ (311,086) -57%
Use of Funds
Capital Outlays 193,995 _(193,995) -100%
Total Expenditures $ - $ 193995 $ - $ - $ (193,995) -100%
Ending Fund Balance $ - $ 23438 $§ 61,040 $ 362546 $ 406,518 $ 440410 $ 77,864 21%
Total FTE's 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2006 Funding Sources 2006 Use of Funds

No Expenditures are being proposed for appropriation at this
time.

Misc.
Revenues
1%
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General Capital Fund (301) Summary

The General Capital Fund receives resources that are designated specifically for capital purposes. The primary on-going
dedicated resource is real estate excise tax (REET). Other revenue sources include General Fund support and dedicated
project grants. Projects in the General Capital Fund are divided into three major categories: facilities projects, parks
projects and open space projects. For a complete discussion of this fund refer to the Capital Improvement Program
section of this document.

Department: Public Works

Programs: General Capital Engineering
General Capital Projects

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 2005 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ 4,451,735 $ 4,260,437 $7,337,406 $ 6,694,271 $ 7,980,092 $ 7,871,969 $ 1,177,698 18%
Funding Sources
Budgeted Beg. Fund Balance $ - $ - $ 1,995,307 $ 345,671 $ (1,649,636) -83%
Taxes 679,735 851,457 1,008,081 698,700 1,090,263 712,674 13,974 2%
Intergovt. Revenues - - 49,400 208,800 550,000 1,700,000 1,491,200 714%
Charges for Goods and Service 58 561 138 -
Misc. Revenues 28,123 42,212 143,871 200,000 110,000 425,847 225,847 113%
Financing Proceeds 10,600,000 9,800,000 (800,000) -8%
Total Revenue $ 707,916 $ 894,230 $1,201,490 $13,702,807 $ 1,750,263 $12,984,192 $ (718,615) -5%
Transfers From Other Funds 1,146,560 3,045,650 245,650 4,000,000 4,000,000 744,738 (3,255,262) -81%
Total Funding Sources $1,854,476 $3,939,880 $1,447,140 $17,702,807 $ 5,750,263 $13,728,930 $ (3,973,877) -22%
Use of Funds .
Salaries & Wages $ 121,040 $ 78,157 $ 65,098 $ 66,730 $ 78,192 $ 95221 § 28,491 43%
Personnel Benefits 21,061 $ 18,029 $ 16415 $ 16,309 $ 17,817 § 25,130 8,821 54%
Supplies 5,771 2,613 32,985 1,800 29,448 1,800 - 0%
Other Services & Charges 227,791 260,062 187,454 1,782,469 249,446 1,081,695 (700,774) -39%
Intergovt. Services 16,790 20,623 92,579 676,452 654,239 (676,452) -100%
Capital Outlays 1,637,204 478,198 317,566 14,610,032 4,786,846 12,482,500  (2,127,532) -15%
Interfund Payments for Service 16,117 5,229 92,357 41,208 42,398 42,584 1,376 3%
Total Expenditures $2,045,774 $ 862,911 $ 804,454 $17,195,000 $ 5,858,386 $13,728,930 $ (3,466,070) -20%
Ending Fund Balance $4,260,437 $7,337,406 $7,980,092 $ 5,206,771 $ 7,871,969 $ 7,526,298 $ 2,319,527 45%
Total FTE's 1.68 1.05 0.81 0.90 0.90 1.48 0.58 64%
2006 Funding Sources 2006 Use of Funds
—
Transfers From 3% Taxes  Intergovt. Benefits Services
Other Funds 5% Revenues 1% 8%
5% 12%
Misc.
Revenues
3%
Financing
Proceeds 91%
72%
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City Facility -Major Maintenance Fund (312) Summary

This fund was established in 2005. Projects in this capital fund will include major repairs and replacement of City facilities
such as the police station, recreation centers and pool. The allocation of resources in this fund will be done through the

City's capital improvement program.

Department: Public Works
Program: Major Maintenance Projects

2005 Current

Budget vs.
2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 2005 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ - 156,000 $ 156,000
Funding Sources
Misc. Revenues 4,680 4,680
Financing Proceeds -
Total Revenue $ - 8 - $ - 8 - 8§ - 4680 $ 4,680
Transfers From Other Funds 244,000 244,000 70,000 (174,000) -71%
Total Funding Sources $ - $ - $ - $ 244,000 $ 244,000 74,680 $ (169,320) -69%
Use of Funds
Other Services & Charges 88,000 -
Capital Outlays 124,000 60,000 (64,000) -52%
Total Expenditures $ - $ 124,000 $ 88,000 60,000 $ (64,000) -52%
Ending Fund Balance $ - $ - $ - $ 120,000 $ 156,000 170,680 $ 50,680 42%
Total FTE's 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2006 Funding Sources 2006 Funding Sources

Transfers
From Other
Funds
94%

Page 260




Roads Capital Fund (330) Summary

The Roads Capital Fund receives resources that are designated specifically for capital purposes. The primary on-going dedicated
resource is real estate excise tax (REET). Other dedicated sources include fuel tax which is collected in the Arterial Street Fund and

transferred to this fund and various project grants. Projects in the Roads Capital Fund are divided into three major categories:

pedestrian/non-motorized projects, system preservation projects, and safety/operational projects. For a complete discussion of this

fund refer to the Capital Improvement Program section of this document.

Department: Public Works

Programs. Roads Capital Engineering
Roads Capital Projects

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2006
2005 Current 2006 Proposed Proposed Percent
2002 Actuals 2003 Actuals 2004 Actuals Budget 2005 Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ 14,156,172 $ 15,662,529 $ 15,394,028 $ 11,942,364 $ 15,236,389 $ 10,007,750 $ (1,934,614) -16%
Budgeted Beg. Fund Balance  $ - $ - $ 3,434,416 $ 3696525 $ 262,109 8%
Taxes 679,735 851,456 1,008,514 698,700 1,090,263 712,674 13,974 2%
Licenses & Permits 613 450,000 450,300 - (450,000) -100%
Intergovt. Revenues 736,628 1,649,384 4,260,964 22,740,064 14,705,913 20,318,224 (2,421,840) -11%
Charges for Goods and Service: 858 2,579 2,912 50 -
Misc. Revenues 271,649 121,391 240,426 425,000 160,000 588,875 163,875 39%
Total Revenue $ 1,688,870 $ 2624810 $ 5,513,428 $ 27,748,180 $ 16,406,526 $ 25,316,298 §$ (2,431,882) -9%
Transfers From Other Funds 1,934,321 1,480,526 1,884,463 1,656,714 1,656,714 1,670,817 14,103 1%
Total Funding Sources $§ 3,623,191 $ 4,105336 $ 7,397,891 §$ 29,404,894 $ 18,063,240 $ 26,987,115 $ (2,417,779) -8%
Use of Funds

Salaries & Wages $ 113,365 $ 296,338 $ 572,841 § 745,777 $ 760,783 $ 712,080 $  (33,697) -5%
Personnel Benefits 18,864 67,681 137,773 188,999 185,162 184,340 (4,659) 2%
Supplies 1,741 40,165 60,379 9,750 23,150 6,261 (3,489) -36%
Other Services & Charges 954,713 2,430,143 2,869,372 5,478,803 2,570,364 2,897,651 (2,581,152) 47%

Intergovt. Services 3,758 16,395 199,157 27,250 1,533 1,533
Capital Outlays 1,024,393 1,494,621 3,612,612 26,675,328 19,619,529 23,125,157 (3,550,171) -13%
Interfund Payments for Service - 28,494 203,396 104,891 105,641 60,094 (44,797) -43%
Total Expenditures $ 2,116,834 $ 4,373,837 $ 7,555530 $ 33,203,548 §$ 23,291,879 $ 26,987,116 $ (6,216,432) -19%
Ending Fund Balance $ 15,662,529 $ 15,394,028 $ 15,236,389 $ 4,709,294 $ 10,007,750 $ 6,311,224 $ 1,601,930 34%
Total FTE's 0.00 4.66 8.79 10.70 10.70 10.44 -0.26 2%

2006 Funding Sources 2006 Use of Funds
T f Personnel
e or Budgeted Beg. Be1n°eﬁts
Funds Fund Balance Salaries & % Supplies,Other
Misc. 6% 14% Wages Services &
Revenues g < 3% Charges
2% » = Taxes 1%

3%

Intergovt.
Revenues

75%

Capital Outlays
85%
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Surface Water Capital Fund (340) Summary

The Surface Water Capital Fund receives resources from the Surface Water Management Fund and from dedicated
project grants. The projects in the Surface Water Capital Fund are divided into three categories: flood protection, water
quality facilities and stream rehabilitation/habitat enhancement. For a complete discussion of this fund refer to the
Capital Improvement Program section of this document.

Department: Public Works
Programs: Surface Water Capital Engineering
Surface Water Capital Projects
2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance § 2,371,430 $ 2,468,014 §$ 3,503,597 § 3,498,837 §$ 3,244,311 $2,543,666 $ (955,171) -27%
Funding Sources

Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance $ - $ 1,052,851 $(1,052,851) -100%

Intergovernmental Revenues 500,000 -
Misc. Revenues 55,015 26,197 118,074 50,000 90,000 151,786 101,786 204%

Other Financing Sources 156,190 506,431 -
Total Revenue $ 211,205 $ 534,068 $ 118,074 $1,102,851 $ 590,000 $ 151,786 $ (951,065) -86%
- Other Financing/Transfers-In 90,716 1,083,024 1,961,926 713,973 1,610,439 3,159,881 2,445,908 343%
Total Funding Sources $ 301,921 $1,617,092 $2,080,000 $ 1,816,824 $ 2,200,439 $ 3,311,667 $ 1,494,843 82%

Use of Funds

Salaries & Wages $ 18295 § 30,647 $ 145521 $ 201,722 $ 189,944 $ 215161 $ 13,439 7%
Personnel Benefits 2,809 7,281 37,619 52,811 49,547 57,318 4,507 9%
Supplies 1,587 300 4,153 3,565 4,190 3,565 - 0%
Other Services & Charges 128,037 445,912 628,338 1,020,429 752,032 726,121 (294,308) -29%

Intergovt. Services 37,527 363 188,865 39,898 -
Capital Outlays 17,082 90,482 1,200,807 2,121,060 1,787,434 319,000 (1,802,060) -85%
Interfund Payments for Service - 6,524 133,983 78,039 78,039 84,395 6,356 8%
Total Expenditures $ 205,337 §$ 581,509 $2,339,286 § 3,477,626 $2,901,084 $ 1,405,560 $(2,072,066) -60%
Ending Fund Balance $2,468,014 $3,503,597 $3,244,311 $ 785,184 $ 2,543,666 $ 4,449,773 $ 3,664,589 467%
Total FTE's 0.00 1.66 3.40 3.10 3.10 3.28 0.18 6%

2006 Funding Sources 2006 Use of Funds
Salaries &
Misc. P Interfutndf Wages
Revenues ayments for 15%
5% Service
> 6% Personnel
Capital Be:;ﬁts
Outlays
23%
Other
Financing/ Supplies,
Transfers-In Services &
95% Charges
52%
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Vehicle Operations Fund (501) Summary

The Vehicle Operations and Maintenance Fund is used to account for the costs of operating and maintaining City
vehicles and auxiliary equipment. Departments are assessed an annual charge for the estimated cost of the repair and

maintenence of their vehicles along with projected fuel costs.

Department: Public Works

Program: Vehicle Operations & Maintenance

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ 95,118 $§ 70,593 $§ 61,366 $ 45288 $ 52,602 $ 52,134 § 6,846 15%
Funding Sources
Budgeted Beg. Fund Balance $ - $ -
Misc. Revenues 40,412 41,920 58,705 72,074 71,356 88,717 16,643 0
Total Revenue $ 40412 $ 41920 $ 58,705 $§ 72,074 $ 7135 $ 88,717 $ 16643 $ 0
Transfers From Other Funds - -
Total Funding Sources $ 40412 $ 41920 $ 58705 $§ 72,074 $ 71,356 $ 88,717 $ 16,643 23%
Use of Funds
Supplies $ 18623 $ 22,033 $ 36,185 $ 31,324 $ 31355 $ 44625 $ 13,301 42%
Other Services & Charges 46,063 29,084 31,284 40,500 40,469 44,092 3,692 9%
Intergovt. Services 251 30 -
Capital Outlays - - -
Interfund Payments for Service - - -
Total Expenditures $ 64,937 $ 51,147 $ 67469 $ 71,824 $ 71,824 $ 88,717 $ 16,893 24%
Ending Fund Balance $ 70,593 $ 61,366 $ 52,602 $§ 45538 $ 52,134 § 52,134 § 6,596 14%
Total FTE's 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2006 Funding Sources

Misc.
Revenues
100%

2006 Use of Funds

Supplies
50%

Other Services
& Charges
50%
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Equipment Replacement Fund (503) Summary

The Equipment Replacement Fund is used to account for the future replacement of City property. This includes
replacement of vehicles, computers, servers and other related equipment. An annual transfer is made from the General
Fund to support the replacement of all computer related equipment. Based upon the vehicle replacement schedule,

departments are assessed an annual charge to cover the anticipated replacement cost for their vehicles.

Department: Finance

Programs: Operational Equipment Replacement

Technical
2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed  Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ 712,108 $ 832,166 $ 995,186 § 1,102,541 $ 1,168,020 $ 1,353,649 $ 251,108 23%
Funding Sources
Budgeted Beg. Fund Balance $ - $ - $ -
Misc. Revenues 174,839 186,912 198,927 $§ 190,879 $ 183,379 $ 199,308 8,429 4%
Total Revenue $ 174,839 '$ 186,912 $ 198,927 $ 190,879 $ 183,379 §$§ 199,308 $ 8,429 4%
Transfers From Other Funds 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 - -
Total Funding Sources $ 274,839 $ 286,912 $ 298,927 $ 290,879 $ 283,379 $ 299,308 $ 8,429 3%
Use of Funds
Supplies $ 1,145 $ 41,103 $ 86,262 $ 17,750 $ 17,750 $ 58,600 $ 40,850 230%
Capital Outlays 78,636 82,789 39,831 171,886 80,000 79,580 (92,306) -54%
Interfund Payments for Service 75,000 -
Total Expenditures $§ 154,781 $ 123,892 $ 126,093 $ 189,636 $ 97,750 $ 138,180 $ (51,456) -27%
Ending Fund Balance $ 832,166 $ 995,186 $1,168,020 $ 1,203,784 $ 1,353,649 $1,514,777 $ 310,993 26%
Total FTE's 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2006 Funding Sources 2006 Use of Funds
Transfers Supplies
From Other 42%
Funds Capital
33% Outlays
58%
Misc.
Revenues
67%
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Unemployment Fund (505) Summary

An annual allocation is made to the Unemployment Fund in lieu of making contributions to state unemployment

insurance. These funds are used to pay unemployment benefits for qualified City employees that leave City

employment.

Department: Finance

Program: Unemployment Administration

2005 Current
Budget vs.
2005 2006 2006
2002 2003 2004 Current 2005 Proposed  Proposed Percent
Actuals Actuals Actuals Budget Projected Budget Budget Change
Beginning Fund Balance $ 81,406 $§ 64584 $ 67,130 $§ 47,130 $§ 72154 $§ 72,154 $§ 25,024 53%
Funding Sources
Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance
Miscellaneous Revenues $ 1 $ 2,767 $ 1,250 $ 400 $ 450 $ (800) -64%
Transfers From Other Funds 10,000 10,000 40,000 10,000 21,000 10,000 - 0%
Total Funding Sources $§ 10,000 $ 10,011 $ 42,767 $ 11,250 $ 21400 $ 10450 $ (800) 7%
Use of Funds
Intergovt. Services $ 26,822 $ 7465 $ 37,743 $ 10,000 $§ 21,400 $ 10,000 $ - 0%
Total Expenditures § 26,822 § 7465 $ 37,743 § 10,000 $§ 21,400 $ 10,000 $ - 0%
Ending Fund Balance $ 64,584 $ 67,130 $ 72154 $ 48,380 $ 72154 $ 72,604 $ 24224 50%
0.00

Total FTE's 0.00 0.00

2006 Funding Sources
Misc.
Revenues
4%

Transfers
From Other
Funds
96%

2006 Use of Funds

Intergovt.
Services
100%
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Introduction

The Capital Improvement Plan provides a multi-year list of proposed major capital
expenditures and associated operating costs for the City. This plan attempts to set funding
strategies not only for the current year, but also to project future needs for major
construction, land acquisition and equipment needs that improve the cultural environment,
capital infrastructure and recreational opportunities for the citizens of Shoreline. Capital
expenditures are viewed not only in the context of how much the new project will cost, but
also what impact the project will have on the City’s operating budget.

The city Council reviews the CIP on an annual basis and adopts an updated CIP for the
following six years in July of each year. An appropriation for the first year of the adopted
CIP is included in the proposed operating budget that is adopted by the City Council in late
November. This first year appropriation may be modified from what was included in the
adopted CIP:if changes occur in the City’s financial condition during the interim period.

Impacts of Growth Management

Capital facilities planning and financing is now subject to the State of Washington Growth
Management Act of 1990 (GMA). The GMA requires communities to adopt
comprehensive plans designed to guide the orderly development of growth over the next
twenty years.

To comply with GMA, the City prepared a comprehensive Capital Facilities Plan (CFP).
The CFP provides long range policy guidance for the development of capital
improvements. The purpose of a CFP is to identify and coordinate those capital
improvements deemed necessary to accommodate orderly growth, set policy direction for
capital improvements and ensure that needed capital facilities are provided in a timely
manner.

The GMA requires that the CFP contain the following elements:

An inventory of existing public owned capital facilities showing locations and capacities.
A forecast of the future needs for such capital facilities.

The proposed locations and capacities of expanded or new capital facilities.

A minimum six-year plan that will finance such capital facilities within projected funding
capacities and clearly identifies sources of public money for such purposes.

A requirement to reassess the land-use element if probable funding falls short of
meeting existing needs. '

SN =

o

Capital facilities are defined as mandatory elements for inclusion in the comprehensive
plan.
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Capital Planning, Progfamming and
Budget System

/ Comprehensive \

Plan

Capital Planning
Elements

Development

Policies

Capital Facilities

Developer

Contributions

Six-Year Project

Annual City Goals

Annual Capital
Work Program

Improvement Plan

Annual Budget
Capital Decisions

2005-2006 Council Goals

Goal #1:
Goal #2:
Goal #3:
Goal #4:
Goal #5:

Goal #6:

Goal #7:

Work toward completing the Aurora Corridor and Interurban Trail projects
Complete the Interurban Trail Project

Enhance our program for safe and friendly streets

Implement an active economic improvement plan

Implement the city hall project

Review and consider improvements in code enforcement standards
Develop a plan for acquiring priority park, open space, critical area and
surface water property.

Capital Budget Criteria

Capital improvement programming and budgeting involves the development of a long-term
plan for capital expenditures for the City of Shoreline. Capital expenditures include
expenditures for buildings, land, major equipment, and other commodities which are of
significant value (greater than $10,000) and have a useful life of at least five years.
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The capital improvement plan (CIP) lists each proposed capital item to be undertaken, the
year in which it will be started, the amount expected to be expended in each year and the
proposed method of financing these expenditures. Based on these details, summaries of
capital activity in each year can be prepared as well as summaries of financial
requirements such as amounts of general obligation bonds to be issued, amounts of
general operation funds required and any anticipated intergovernmental support, etc.

The capital improvement budget is enacted annually based on the capital improvement
plan. It encompasses enacting appropriations for the projects in the first year of the capital
improvement plan.

Flexibility is built into the capital improvement plan to allow for delay of projects when
financing constraints make it impossible to allow for funding of the entire array of projects
and to move future projects forward when financial availability makes it possible. The point
is that the CIP is required to be updated at a minimum annually to:

e Make any adjustments in future program years when changes occur in funding
or cost.
e Add a year of programming to replace the current year funded.

Advantages of Capital Planning

In addition to the Growth Management Act (GMA) which requires communities to establish
a long-range capital plan, there are several advantages to the community from capital
planning.

o Capital planning facilitates repair or replacement of existing facilities before they
fail. Failure is almost always costly, time consuming and more disruptive than
planned repair or replacement.

¢ It focuses the community and City Council’s attention to priority goals, needs
and capabilities. There are always more needs and competing projects than the
available funds. A good capital plan forces the City to consciously set priorities
between competing projects and interests. New projects and good ideas can
then be ranked against the established project priority array.

¢ A CIP provides a framework for decisions about community growth and
development. Long-range planning for infrastructure needs allows the
community to accommodate reasonable growth without being overwhelmed.

e A CIP promotes a more efficient government operation. Coordination of capital
projects can reduce scheduling problems and conflicts between several projects.
Related projects such as sidewalks, drainage and roads can be planned
simultaneously.
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e A CIP enhances opportunities for outside financial assistance. Adequate lead-
time allows for all avenues of outside grant funding of government agency
assistance to be explored.

e A CIP serves as an effective community education tool, that conveys to the
public that the City Council has made decisions that affect the future of the City
and is guiding the development of the community.

Capital project activity is funded with cash made available by the issuance of General
Obligation debt, by grants, by general tax allocation, and by transfers from other funds as
may be approved by the City Council.

Annual contributions may be used in whole or in part to fund capital projects as cash
assets are accumulated, or the annual contributions may be allowed to remain in reserve
until funds, along with accrued interest have grown sufficiently to permit larger projects to
be undertaken and paid for with cash.

Capital Improvement Fund Descriptions

The City’s Capital Improvement Plan includes three capital funds. They are:

GENERAL CAPITAL FUND: In the General Capital Fund projects are categorized as
Facilities Projects, Parks Projects, Recreation Facilities Projects, and Open Space
Projects. Funding for these projects are primarily a result of the allocation of one-time
General Fund revenues, Real Estate Excise Tax, municipal financing, and grants.

FACILITIES MAJOR MAINTENANCE FUND: In the Facilities Maintenance fund, projects
are categorized as either General Facilities or Parks Facilities. Funding for these projects
is provided by an annual transfer of $70,000 from the City’'s General Fund.

ROADS CAPITAL FUND: In the Roads Capital fund, projects are categorized as
Pedestrian/Non-Motorized Projects, System Preservation Projects, and Safety/Operations
Projects. Funding for these projects is provided as a result of allocation from the General
Fund, Fuel Tax, Real Estate Excise Tax (REET), AND GRANTS.

SURFACE WATER CAPITAL FUND: In the Surface Water Capital Fund, projects are
categorized as either Conveyance and Treatment Projects or Stream
Rehabilitation/.Habitat Enhancement Projects. Funding for these projects is provided from
an allocation of surface water fees or financing such as Public Works Trust Fund Loans.
Any debt, which is used to finance projects, must be repaid by allocating a portion of
surface water fees for this purpose.
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Capital Improvement Program Plan Policies

A number of important policy considerations are the basis for the Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) Plan. These policies provide guidelines for all financial aspects of the CIP,
and ultimately affect the project selection process.

A.

Relationship of Long-Range Plans to the CIP
The CIP will be updated annually as part of the City’s budget process. The City
Council may amend the CIP Plan at any time as required.

Virtually all of the projects included in the CIP are based upon formal long-range
plans that have been adopted by the City Council. This ensures that the City’s
Capital Improvement Program, which is the embodiment of the recommendations of
these individual planning studies, is responsive to the officially stated direction of
the City Council as contained in the Comprehensive Plan, Council work goals, and
supporting documents. Examples of these supporting documents: Pavement
Management System Plan and the Parks and Open Space and Recreation Services
Plan. There are exceptions, but they are relatively small when compared to the
other major areas of expenditure noted above.

CIP Coordination Team

A CIP Coordination Team is a cross-departmental team which participates in the
review and recommendation of the CIP program to the City Manager. The Team
will review proposed capital projects in regards to accurate costing (design, capital,
and operating), congruence with City objectives, and prioritize projects by a set of
deterministic criteria. The Finance Director, or his/her designee, will serve as the
lead for the team.

Establishing CIP Priorities
The City uses the following basic CIP project prioritization and selection process:

1. Each CIP program area establishes criteria to be used in the prioritization of
specific projects submitted for funding. These specific criteria are developed
by staff in conjunction with City Council priorities and input from citizens,
associated City boards and commissions. The City has divided its CIP
projects into the following program areas: General and Parks Capital
Projects, Roads Capital Projects, and Surface Water Capital Projects.

2. Designated personnel within City departments recommend project
expenditure plans to the Finance Department. The project expenditure plans
include all capital costs and any applicable maintenance and operation
expenditures along with a recommended funding source.

3. The CIP Coordination Team evaluates the various CIP projects and selects
those with the highest priority based on input from citizens, project
stakeholders, appropriate advisory committees, and City Council goals.

4. A Preliminary CIP Plan is developed by the Finance Department and is
recommended to the City Council by the City Manager.
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5. The City Council reviews the Preliminary CIP Plan, holds a public hearing (s)
on the plan, makes their desired alterations, and then officially adopts the
CIP and establishes related appropriations as a part of the City’s budget.

6. Within the available funding, the highest priority projects are then selected
and funded in the CIP.

Types of Projects Included in the CIP Plan

The CIP Plan will display, to the maximum extent possible, all major capital projects
in which the City is involved. It is difficult to define precisely what characteristics a
project should have before it is included in the CIP Plan for the public’s and City
Council’s review and approval. While the following criteria may be used as a
general guide to distinguish among projects which should be included or excluded
from the CIP Plan, there are always exceptions which require management’s
judgment. Therefore, the City Manager has the administrative authority to
determine which projects should be included in the CIP Plan and which projects are
more appropriately contained in the City’s operating budget.

For purposes of the CIP Plan, a CIP project is generally defined to be any project
that possesses all of the following characteristics:

1. Exceeds an estimated cost of $10,000;

2. Involves totally new physical construction, reconstruction designed to
gradually and systematically replace an existing system on a piecemeal
basis, replacement of a major component of an existing facility, or acquisition
of land or structures; and

3. Involves City funding in whole or in part, or involves no City funds but is the
City’s responsibility for implementing, such as a 100% grant-funded project
or 100% Local Improvement District funded project.

4. Involves the skills and construction needs beyond those needed for a general
repair and maintenance project.

These should be considered general guidelines. Any project in excess of $25,000
meeting the criteria of (2), (3) and (4) above, or various miscellaneous
improvements of a like nature whose cumulative total exceeds $25,000 (i.e., street
overlays) should be considered as part of the CIP process.

Program area managers are responsible for the cost estimates of their proposed
programs, including future maintenance and operations costs related to the
implementation of completed projects.

Scoping and Costing Based on Predesign Study:

For some projects it is difficult to develop accurate project scopes, cost estimates,
and schedules on which no preliminary engineering or community contact work has
been done. To address this problem, some projects are initially proposed and
funded only for preliminary engineering and planning work. This funding will not
provide any monies to develop final plans, specifications, and estimates to purchase
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rights-of-way or to construct the projects. Future project costs are refined through
the predesign study process.

Required Project Features and Financial Responsibility: If a proposed project
will cause a direct impact on other publicly-owned facilities, an equitable shared and

funded cost plan must be coordinated between the affected program areas.

Predictability of Project Timing, Cost and Scope:

The predictability of timing and costs of projects is important to specific private
developments, such as the provision of street improvements or the extension of
major sewer lines or water supply, without which development could not occur.
These projects generally involve significant financial contributions from such private
development through developer extension agreements, LIDs, and other means.
Once a project has been approved by the City Council in the CIP, project
scheduling is a priority to maintain.

The City Council authorizes the City Manager to administratively approve the
acceleration of projects schedules so long as they can be accomplished within
budgeted and any allowable contingency expenditures, with the understanding that
all controversial issues will be brought before the City Council. All project additions
or deletions must be approved by the City Council.

CIP Maintenance and Operating Costs:
CIP projects, as approved by the City Council, shall have a funding plan for

maintenance and operating costs identified in the project description. These costs
will be included in the City’s long-term financial planning.

Local Improvement Districts (LID)

Examples of when future LIDs may be formed are as follows: 1) where old
agreements exist, committing property owners to LID participation on future
projects; 2) when a group of property owners wish to accelerate development of a
certain improvement; 3) when a group of property owners desire a higher standard
of improvement than the City’s project contemplates; or 4) when a group of property
owners request City assistance in LID formation to fund internal neighborhood
transportation facilities improvements, which may or may not have City funding
involved. If City funding is proposed by the project sponsors (property owners),
they shall so request of the City Council (through the City Clerk) in writing before
any LID promotion activity begins. The City Manager shall analyze such request
and report his conclusions and recommendation to Council for their consideration.
The Council shall by motion affirm or deny the recommendation. The Council’s
affirmative motion to financially participate shall expire in 180 days, unless the
project sponsors have submitted a sufficient LID petition by that time.

In the event that the request is for street resurfacing in advance of the City’s normal
street resurfacing cycle, the City’s contribution, if any, will be determined based on a
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recommendation from the Public Work’s Department and a financial analysis of the
impact of completing the project prior to the City’s original timeline.

On capital projects whose financing depends in part on an LID, interim financing will
be issued to support the LID’s portion of the project budget at the same time or in
close proximity to the issuance of the construction contract. The amount of the
interim financing shall be the current estimate of the final assessment roll as
determined by the administering department.

In the event that the project is 100% LID funded, interim financing shall be issued
either in phases (i.e., design phase and construction phase) or up front in the
amount of the entire estimated final assessment roll, whichever means is estimated
to provide the lowest overall cost to the project as determined by the Finance
Department.

The City will recapture direct administrative costs incurred by the City for the LID
project by including these in the preliminary and final assessment roles.

Preserve Existing Capital Infrastructure Before Building New Facilities:

The City’s policy to ensure that adequate resources are allocated to preserve the
City’s existing infrastructure before targeting resources toward building new facilities
that also have maintenance obligations. This policy addresses the need to protect
the City’'s historical investment in capital facilities and to avoid embarking on a
facility enhancement program which, together with the existing facilities, the City
cannot afford to adequately maintain.

New Facilities Should Be of High Quality, Low Maintenance, Least Cost:

The intent of this policy is to guide the development and execution of the CIP Plan
through an emphasis on lowest life-cycle cost. Projects should only be built if the
necessary funding to operate them is provided. Also, priority is given to new
facilities that have minimal ongoing maintenance costs so as to limit the impact
upon both the CIP and the operating budget.

Public Input at All Phases of Projects:
The City makes a serious commitment to public involvement. The City’s long-range
plans are developed through an extensive citizen involvement program.

Basis for Project Appropriations:

During the City Council’'s CIP Plan review, the City Council will appropriate the full
estimated project cost for all projects in the CIP Plan. Subsequent adjustments to
appropriation levels for amendments to the CIP Plan may be made by the City
Council at any time.
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Balanced CIP Plan:

The CIP Plan is a balanced six-year plan. This means that for the entire six-year
period, revenues will be equal to project expenditures in the plan. It is anticipated
that the plan will have more expenditures than revenues in single years of the plan,
but this imbalance will be corrected through the use of interim financing, if actually
needed. Over the life of the six-year plan, however, all planned interim debt will be
repaid and all plan expenditures, including interest costs on interim debt will be
provided for with identified revenues. Any project funding plan, in which debt is not
retired within the current six-year plan, must have specific City Council approval.

Use of Debt in the CIP:

The CIP is viewed as a long-term program that will continually address capital
requirements far into the future. As such, the use of long-term debt should be
minimized, allowing the City to put money into actual projects that benefit Shoreline
residents and businesses rather than into interest payments to financial institutions.
There may be exceptions to this policy for extraordinary circumstances, where
voted or non-voted long-term debt must be issued to achieve major City goals that
otherwise could not be achieved, or would have to wait an unacceptably long time.
Issuance of long-term debt must receive City Council authorization.

Staff monitors CIP cash flow regularly and utilizes fund balances to minimize the
amount of borrowing required. Funds borrowed for cash flow purposes are limited
to short-term obligations. Projected financing costs are included within a project in
the administrative program area.

Finance Director’s Authority to Borrow:

The Finance Director is authorized to initiate interim and long-term borrowing
measures, as they become necessary, as identified in the CIP Plan and approved
by the City Council.

CIP Plan Update and Amendment:

The CIP Plan will be updated at least annually. The City Council may amend the
CIP Plan at any time if a decision must be made and action must be taken before
the next CIP review period. All project additions or deletions must be approved by
the City Council. ‘

Usage of County-Imposed Vehicle License Fees:

The City’s share of the King County-imposed Vehicle License Fees is a component
of “Transportation Funding” and can therefore be assumed to be part of the annual
Transportation Funding contribution to the CIP Plan as pursuant to State Law.

Formalization of Monetary Agreements:

All agreements between the City and outside jurisdictions, where resources are
exchanged shall be in writing specifying the financial terms of the agreement, the
length of the agreement, and the timing of any required payments (i.e., Joint CIP
projects where the City is the lead agency, grant funded projects, etc.).
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Formalization of these agreements will protect the City’s interests. Program areas
shall make every effort to promptly request any reimbursements that are due the
City. Where revenues from outside jurisdictions are ongoing, these requests shall
be made at least quarterly, unless alternative arrangements are approved by the
City Manager or City Council.

T. Applicable Project Charges:
CIP projects should reflect all costs that can be clearly shown to be necessary and
applicable. Staff charges to CIP projects will be limited to time spent actually
working on those projects and shall include an overhead factor to cover the
applicable portion of that person’s operating cost.

Capital Improvement Program Impact Upon Operating Budgets

When certain types of capital projects are developed and completed, they also have
ongoing financial impacts upon the City’s operating budgets. For example, when a new
park or ball field is developed, the Parks Department will need to add the ongoing
maintenance of the new facility to annual maintenance budget. Also, the addition of new
sidewalks with planting strips or street trees require ongoing trimming and maintenance
costs to be included in the City’s maintenance budget.

In the 2006-2011 CIP, the individual projects include an estimated future operating budget
impact, if it is possible to identify that cost at this time. These costs are estimates at this
time, based on the known design elements of the various projects. Changes to these
projects will likely result in changes to the projected operating budget impacts. Operating
costs may also vary from these estimates based on economic or legislative (i.e., ESA)
changes in the future.

The most significant projects that will have an impact on future maintenance costs include:
e Interurban Trail
e Aurora Avenue North
o City Gateways

Anticipated future annual operational costs anticipated as a result of the completion of
capital projects in 2006 and beyond are included in the following table. The additional
operational costs are related to increases for professional landscape maintenance
services, janitorial services, utility services and operating supplies.
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ESTIMATED OPERATING EXPENDITURES
Fund
Project
General Capital
Faciiities Projects
City Hall*
City Gateways/Community Signage
Police Station Security
Parks Projects
Richmond Beach Master Plan
Parks Equipment
Parks Repair & Maintenance
Ronald Bog Park Master Plan
Twin Ponds Master Plan
Richmond Beach Area Park Improvements*

City of Shoreline 2006 - 201 1 Capital Improvement Plan
IMPACT ON OPERATING BUDGET

Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed
2006 2007 2008 2009

Proposed
2010

Proposed
2011

Total

2006-2011

$20,909 $21,536 $22,182 $22,848

Richmond Beach Saltwater Park Bridge Replacement

Cromwell Park*
Soccer Field Upgrades
Boeing Creek Park Improvements*
Open Space Projects
Hamlin Park Open Space Acquisition
South Woods

($7,000) ($7,210) ($7.426)

$23,533

($7,649)

$17,911

($7.879)

$128,919

($37.164)

General Capital Fund Total $20,909 $14,536 $14,972 $15,422

City Facilities - Major Maintenance
Facilities Projects

Police Station Long-Term Maintenance
Parks Projects
Pool Long-Term Maintenance

Richmond Highlands Community Center Long-Term Maintenance

($1,000) ($1,030) ($1,061) ($1,093)

($10,000) ($10,300)

$15,884

($1,126)

($12,609)

$10,032

($1,159)

($12,987)

$91,755

($6,469)

(845,896)

City Facilities - Major Maintenance Fund Total ($1,000) ($1,030) ($11,061) ($11,393)

Roads Capital Fund

Pedestrian / Non-Motorized Projects

Interurban Trail Pedestrian Crossing
Interurban Trail - North Central Segment*
Curb Ramp, Gutter & Sidewalk Program
Sidewalks - Priority Routes*
Traffic Small Works

System Preservation Projects
Annual Road Surface Maintenance Program
Richmond Beach Overcrossing 167A0X

Safety / Operations Projects

Neighborhood Traffic Safety Program
Aurora Avenue North 145th -165th
Aurora Avenue North 165th - 205th

$5,150 $5,305 $5,464 - $5,628

$2,751 $3,251 $3,751 $4,251

$1,000 $1,500 $2,000 $2,500
$130,035 $133,936 $137,954

Aurora Avenue North 145th - 165th Utility Improvements
Aurora Avenue North 165th - 205th Utility Improvements

NCBD/15th Avenue Improvements

$5,798 $11,840 $12,088 $12,342

Dayton Avenue North @ North 175th Street Retaining Wall*

Meridian Avenue North & N. 175th Subarea Study
Richmond Beach Road Subarea Study

Aurora Avenue @ N. 185th Street Intersection Improvements

($13,735)

$5,796

$4,751

$3,000
$142,093

$12,601

($14,148)

$5,970

$5,251

$3,500
$146,356
$292,712

$12,853

Roads Capital Fund Total $14,699 $151,931 $157,239 $162,675

Surface Water Capital
Flood Protection Projects

Surface Water Small Projects
Midvale Avenue Drainage*
Darnell Park Neighborhood Drainage*
Hillwood Park Emergency Bypass*
Boeing Creek Park Stormwater Project*
Pan Terra Pond & Pump Project*
Pump Station No. 25*
Serpentine Place Storm Drainage Improvements*
Ridgecrest Drainage @ 10th Avenue N.E.*
Cromwell Park Wetland*
Cromwell Park Pond*
Thornton Creek Corridor*
Water Quality Facilities
Third Avenue Oil/Water Separator*
Darnell Park Wetpond*

Ridgecrest Drainage @ 10th Avenue N.E. Wetpond*

Cromwell Park Wetpond*
Stream Rehabilitation/Habii

4 Enkh.

Stream Rehabilitation/Habitat Enhancement Program

Advanced Stormwater Right-of-Way Acquisition
Boeing Creek Reach 1 - Bank Stabilization
Boeing Creek Reach 8 - Bank Stabilization

$168,241

$466,642

(§52,365)

$33,313

$24,006

$13,500
$690,374
$292,712

$67,622

$1,121,427

Surface Water Capital Fund Total

TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET IMPACT

$34,608 $165,437 $161,150 $166,704

$170,390

$462,528

$1,160,817

*  Unknown until design has been completed
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Financial Policies

|. Financial Planning Policies

Il. General Budget Policies
A. No Operating Deficit
B. Resources Greater than Estimates
C. Budget Adoption Level
D. Necessary to Implement City Council Goals Identified in Annual Workplan
E. Public Safety Protection
F. Degradation of Current Service Levels
G. Investments that are Primarily funded by Additional Fees or Grants
H. Investments that delay Future Cost Increases
I. Investments that Forestall Adding Permanent Staff
J. Commitments that can Reasonably be Maintained over the Long Term
K. Overhead and Full Cost Allocation
L. Maintenance of Quality Service Programs
M. Distinguished Budget Presentation

Ill. Formulation and Approval of Budgets

IV. Budget Adjustment and Amendment Process
A. Adjustment
B. Amendment

V. Reserve and Contingency Fund Policies
A. Contingency Reserve
B. Unreserved Fund Balance
C. Budgeted Operating Contingency
D. Budgeted Insurance Reserve
E. Budgeted Capital Improvement Contingency.

VI. Capital Improvement Program Plan Policies
Relationship of Long-Range Plans to the CIP

Capital Improvement Plan Coordination Team

Establishing CIP Priorities

Types of Projects Included in the CIP

Scoping and Costing Based on Predesign Study

Required Project Features and Financial Responsibility

Predictability of Project Timing, Cost and Scope

CIP Maintenance and Operating Costs

Local Improvement Districts (LID)

Preserve Existing Capital Infrastructure Before Building New Facilities
New Facilities Should be of High Quality, Low Maintenance, Least Cost
Public Input at All Phases of Projects

Basis for Project Appropriations

Balanced CIP Plan

Use of Debt in the CIP

Finance Director’s Authority to Borrow

CIP Plan Update and Amendment

Formalization of Monetary Agreements

Applicable Project Charges

PAPTVOZEr A~ IOMMUO®»

VII. Debt Policy
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FINANCIAL PLANNING POLICY

The City shall develop and maintain a 6-year financial forecast that estimates resource and
expenditure behavior for the five years beyond the current budget period. This forecast will
provide the City’s decision makers with an indication of the long-term fiscal impact of current
policy and budget decisions. This planning tool must recognize the effects of economic cycles
on the demand for services and the City's resources. To this end, the forecast should
differentiate between revenue associated with one-time economic activities and revenues
derived as a result of base economic growth. City financial planning should ensure the
delivery of needed services (many of which become more critical during economic
downturns) by assuring adequate reliance on ongoing resources in order to support
continued City services during economic downturns.

GENERAL BUDGET POLICIES

These general budget policies are the basis on which staff develops budget
recommendations and establishes funding priorities within the limited revenues the City has
available to provide municipal services.

A. No Operating Deficit: Current revenues will be sufficient to support current expenditures.
Revenue estimates will be realistic and debt financing will not be used for current
operating expenses.

B. Resources Greater than Budget Estimates: Resources (fund balance) greater than
budget estimates in any fund shall be considered “one-time” resources and shall not be
used to fund ongoing service delivery programs.

C. Budget Adoption Level: Budget adoption by the City Council shall be at fund level. Any
changes in appropriations at fund level require City Council approval.

D. Necessary to Implement City Council Goals Identified in Annual Workplan: The City
Council identifies specific goals as part of its work-plan, and departmental budgets should
include adequate resources to accomplish those goals in the expected timeframes.

E." Public Safety Protection: Public safety is a top priority, and as such, unmet needs in this
area should have a priority over other service areas.

F. Degradation of Current Service Levels: When increased service demands are
experienced over a sustained period of time, resources should be provided to prevent
service level degradation below an acceptable level.

G. Investments that are Primarily Funded by Additional Fees or Grants: Programs and
investments that are funded through a dedicated revenue source (i.e., non-tax revenue),
that meet the goals of the City Council, will receive priority consideration.

H. Investments that Delay Future Cost Increases: When practical, resources should be
allocated for selective preventative investments that can be made to avoid even larger
costs in the future.

I. Investments that Forestall Adding Permanent Staff: Recognizing that personnel related
expenditures represent the largest portion of the City’s budget, methods to increase
efficiency and effectiveness of the delivery of City services through technology
improvements should receive priority funding if it can forestall the addition of permanent
staff.

J. Commitments that can Reasonably be Maintained over the Long-Term: Funding for new
programs and services in operating funds should be limited to the extent that they can be
reasonably funded over the near-to-long-term given the current revenue stream.

K. Overhead and Full Cost Allocation: Department budgets should be prepared in a manner
to reflect the full cost of providing services.

L. Maintenance of Quality Service Programs: The City of Shoreline will offer quality service
programs. If expenditure reductions are necessary as a result of changing economic
status, selective service elimination is preferable to poor or marginal quality programs
that are caused by across the board cuts.
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M. Distinguished Budget Presentation: The City will seek to comply with the suggested
criteria of the Government Finance Officers Association in producing a budget document
that meets the Distinguished Budget Presentation program criteria as policy document,
as an operations guide, as a financial plan, and as a communication device.

Ill. FORMULATION AND APPROVAL OF BUDGETS

In accordance with RCW 35A.33, departments shall be requested by the Finance Director to
prepare detailed estimates of revenues and expenditures for the next fiscal year by no later
than the second Monday of September. Responses will be due by no later than the fourth
Monday in September, and by no later than the first business day in October, the Finance
Director will present to the City Manager a proposed preliminary budget setting forth the
complete financial program, showing expenditures requested by each department and
sources of revenue by which each program is proposed to be financed.

Although the schedule outlined above meets the requirements of the Revised Code of
Washington, the Shoreline budget process usually follows an accelerated time schedule.
The Finance Director typically requests departments to prepare their detailed estimates of
revenues and expenditures for the next fiscal year in July, with those responses due in
August.

By no later than the first Monday in October, the City Manager will provide the City Council
with current information on estimates of revenues from all sources as adopted in the budget
for the current year. The City complies with this requirement by providing the City Council
with a quarterly report and a comprehensive overview of the City’s current financial position
at a summer Budget Retreat.

The administration will analyze program priorities and needs and recommend funding levels
for each program in a proposed operating budget and six-year capital improvement program,
which will be submitted to the Council by no later than 60 days prior to the end of the fiscal
year. The City Manager typically presents the proposed budget to the City Council in late
October.

As part of the budget document, a budget message will be prepared that contains the
following:

An explanation of the budget document.

An outline of the recommended financial policies and programs of the City for the
ensuing fiscal year.

A statement of the relation of the recommended appropriation to such policies and
programs.

A statement of the reason for salient changes from the previous year in appropriation
and revenue items. '

An explanation of any recommended major changes in financial policy.

vV ¥V V¥V VvV

The operating budget proposal for the general fund will include a financial plan that shows
projected revenues and expenditures for at least the next five fiscal years. The financial plan
will provide an explanation of the assumptions used in projecting future year expenditure and
revenue levels, such as growth in tax revenues, inflation, cost of services, and other factors
that may impa<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>