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Total Net Operating by Department Excl.: Capital & Debt Service 

The Net Operating Budgets of all departments of the City of Fresno are shown on this page.  The information encompasses a three-year 
period:  FY 2007 Actual Expenses, FY 2008 Amended Budget and FY 2009 Adopted Budget, as well as a percentage change between FY 
2008 and FY 2009.  Since appropriations from Internal Service Departments are also reflected as Interdepartmental Charges in Non-
Internal Service Departments, those charges are removed for calculation of the Net Operating Budget. 

                        
        FY 2007     FY 2008     FY 2009 Percent 
Departments     Actuals     Amended     Adopted Change 
                        
Mayor's Office (2)   $ 604,800   $ 602,900   $ 625,700 3.8 
City Council (2)     2,601,900     2,880,700     3,222,700 11.9 
Airports     11,968,600     13,650,500     15,259,100 11.8 
City Attorney's Office     4,208,700     4,874,200     4,907,300 0.7 
City Clerk's Office     628,500     807,500     777,600 (3.7) 
City Manager's Office     1,614,800     1,801,000     2,024,500 12.4 
Convention Center     1,861,400     7,220,600     7,268,600 0.7 
Economic Development     1,734,800     2,805,600     2,513,400 (10.4) 
Finance (3)     25,474,500     33,045,400     27,858,600 (15.7) 
Fire     46,215,900     53,630,200     54,583,500 1.8 
General City Purpose     3,534,100     3,351,800     3,639,800 8.6 
General Service     47,803,400     55,635,700     52,168,600 (6.2) 
Information Services     14,518,800     18,554,400     15,286,500 (17.6) 
PARCS   23,436,300     25,404,000     25,454,800 0.2 
Personnel     22,755,400     27,966,100     27,576,000 (1.4) 
Planning & Development     35,213,000     45,215,500     33,218,400 (26.5) 
Police  (1)     134,461,800     148,437,100     150,007,500 1.1 
Public Utilities     115,889,700     130,515,900     135,678,900 4.0 
Public Works     34,734,800    46,694,100     42,734,400 (8.5) 
Transportation/FAX     36,228,300     45,831,000     47,308,900 3.2 
                        

Total City Program Costs  $ 565,489,500   $ 668,924,200   $ 652,114,800 (2.5) 
                        
Less:  Interdepartmental Charges   98,597,500     122,024,500     117,228,800 (3.9) 
                        

 Net Operating Budget $ 466,892,000   $ 546,899,700   $ 534,886,000 (2.2) 
                        
(1) The final thirty-two Police Officers are scheduled to transfer out of the UHP grant fund and into the General Fund in FY 2009 
(2) Includes salary increases for newly elected officials. 
(3) Decrease due to the reallocation of the Budget Protection Plan established in FY 2008. 
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Total Net by Department Incl.: Operating, Capital and Debt Service  

The combined Net Operating and Capital Budgets for all departments of the City of Fresno are shown on this page.  The information en-
compasses a three-year period:  FY 2007 Actual Expenses, FY 2008 Amended Budget, and the FY 2009 Adopted Budget, as well as the 
percentage change between FY 2008 and FY 2009.  Since appropriations from Internal Service Departments are also reflected as Interde-
partmental Charges in all City Departments, those charges are removed for calculation of the Net City Budget. 

                        
        FY 2007     FY 2008     FY 2009 Percent 
Departments     Actuals     Amended     Adopted Change 
                        
Mayor's Office   $ 604,800   $ 602,900   $ 625,700 3.8 
City Council (1)     2,963,300     3,771,800     3,222,700 (14.6) 
Airports     23,473,200     64,018,600     50,590,000 (21.0) 
City Attorney's Office     4,208,700     4,874,200     4,907,300 0.7 
City Clerk's Office     628,500     807,500     777,600 (3.7) 
City Manager's Office     2,017,900     7,162,100     2,634,400 (63.2) 
Convention Center     19,374,800     26,424,600     21,485,900 (18.7) 
Economic Development     1,734,800     2,805,600     2,513,400 (10.4) 
Finance     89,864,800     116,756,400     111,827,600 (4.2) 
Fire     48,061,200     71,509,800     60,243,100 (15.8) 
General City Purpose     3,534,100     3,351,800     3,639,800 8.6 
General Service     50,988,600     59,006,800     55,539,600 (5.9) 
Information Services     14,518,800     18,554,400     15,286,500 (17.6) 
PARCS     35,396,000     60,840,300     55,302,000 (9.1) 
Personnel     22,751,900     27,966,100     27,576,000 (1.4) 
Planning & Development     35,573,800     56,988,100     46,683,400 (18.1) 
Police (2) (3)     134,706,500     177,737,100     152,949,100 (13.9) 
Public Utilities     265,810,800     283,330,900     359,656,500 26.9 
Public Works     73,752,000     142,209,000     114,175,200 (19.7) 
Transportation/FAX     38,052,100     65,475,500     70,579,100 7.8 
                        

Total City Program Costs   $ 868,016,600   $ 1,194,193,500   $ 1,160,214,900 (2.8) 
                        
Less:  Interdepartmental Charges     98,597,500     122,024,500     117,228,800 (3.9) 
                        

Net City Budget   $ 769,419,100   $ 1,072,169,000   $ 1,042,986,100 (2.7) 
                        

(1) The City Council FY 2008 Amended includes capital carry-over of prior unused infrastructure sources of $631,000. 
(2) The final thirty-two Police Officers are scheduled to transfer out of the UHP grant fund and into the General Fund in FY 2009 
(3) The Police Department FY 2008 Amended includes a bond issuance of $29,300,000. 
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Authorized Positions 

The Position Authorization Resolution (PAR) details the City Services provided by permanent employees in three major categories: Perma-
nent, Permanent Part-Time (PPT), and Permanent Intermittent (PI).  The FY 2008 Amended figures below represent total permanent posi-
tions as of June, 2008.  The FY 2009 Adopted column represents the sum of the FY 2008 PAR changes and the FY 2009 Adopted changes. 

              
              
    FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009   Number 
    Amended Amended Adopted   Change 
Support Functions           
              
MO Mayor's Office 6.00 6.00 6.00   0.00 
CC City Council 25.00 25.00 25.00   0.00 
CAO City Attorney's Office 42.00 44.00 44.00   0.00 
CCO City Clerk's Office 7.00 7.00 7.00   0.00 
CMO City Manager's Office 20.00 20.00 20.00   0.00 
FD Finance Department 130.65 130.65 130.65   0.00 
GCP General City Purpose Department 15.00 12.00 12.00   0.00 
GSD General Services Department 136.00 137.00 139.00   2.00 
ISD Information Services Department 72.00 75.00 76.00   1.00 
PSD Personnel Services Department 41.00 41.00 41.00   0.00 
              
  Sub-Total Support Functions 494.65 497.65 500.65   3.00 
              
Enterprises           
              
FYI Airports Department 74.00 75.00 78.00   3.00 
FAX Transportation/FAX Department 386.80 420.80 420.80   0.00 
              
  Sub-Total Enterprises 460.80 495.80 498.80   3.00 
              
Economic Growth and Expansion           
              
EDD Economic Development Department 9.00 10.00 10.00   0.00 

PRCS 
Parks, Recreation & Community Ser-
vices Department 171.95 170.95 170.95   0.00 

P & D 
Planning and Development Depart-
ment 198.03 203.03 203.03   0.00 

DPU Department of Public Utilities 650.00 664.00 669.00   5.00 
PWD Public Works Department 334.60 337.40 338.40   1.00 
              

  
Sub-Total Economic Growth and Ex-

pansion 1,363.58 1,385.38 1,391.38   6.00 
              
Public Safety - Non Sworn           
              
PD Police Department - Non-Sworn 444.80 461.80 459.80   (2.00) 
FIRE Fire Department - Non-Sworn 67.00 70.00 70.00   0.00 
              
  Sub-Total Authorized  Non-Sworn 511.80 531.80 529.80   (2.00) 
              
Public Safety - Sworn Positions           
              
PD Police Department 835.00 843.00 849.00   6.00 
FIRE Fire Department 337.00 383.00 383.00   0.00 
FYI Airports Department 5.00 5.00 5.00   0.00 
              
  Sub-Total Authorized Sworn 1,177.00 1,231.00 1,237.00   6.00 
              
  Total Authorized FTE 4,007.83 4,141.63 4,157.63   16.00 
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Authorized Positions—Continued 

Improved Internal 
Controls 

GCP The Retirement Office will add one Senior Accountant-Auditor to monitor more complex 
issues relating to internal controls and accounting functions. These are evolving due to 
increased complexity of investments in new asset classes that requires focus, analysis 
and oversight on cash flow management to fund and re-invest assets under manage-
ment. 
  

Cost Savings GSD Two Laborers have been added to address the demands for upfitting/outfitting services, 
primarily from the Police Department. Currently the City contracts out this service, but 
after a thorough review it was determined that significant savings could be realized by 
bringing these tasks in-house. 
  

Traffic Operations 
Center (TOC) 

Conversion from Tem-
porary 

ISD One Engineering Aide will assist staff with the maintenance of traffic network servers 
and computers at the TOC, the Intelligent Transportation System Conference room in 
City Hall, six large network hubs and a large number of computer devices located at 
various intersections connected through fiber-optics making up the City’s new traffic 
network.  This is a conversion of temporary (wages) FTE’s. 
  

Federal Inspection 
Station 

FYI With the inauguration of daily international service, the need to maintain the Federal 
Inspection Station has arisen.  In addition, with the terminal construction project and 
the increased maintenance needed after construction ends, three Custodians will be 
used to allow staff to address this workload increase.  It will also provide adequate cov-
erage when other staff is not available. 
  

Finding Efficiencies PARCS As part of the General Fund review done for the FY 2009 budget, the department is pro-
posing to delete one vacant Community Coordinator.  This position is shown in the Au-
thorized Position Table since it will be authorized for part of the fiscal year. 
  

Reducing Overtime 
Improving Customer 

Service 
Meeting State Man-

dates 

DPU In FY 2009 authorized positions within the Public Utilities Department will increase by 
five positions.  The Water Division is adding an additional Water Service Operator III.  
The Sewer Maintenance Division is adding one Collection System Maintenance Supervi-
sor.  The Wastewater Management Division will add an Instrumentation Specialist, an 
Inorganic Chemist and an Environmental Control Officer. 
  

Traffic Operations 
Center 

Conversion from Tem-
porary 

PWD One Engineering Aide will be responsible for the overall administrative and clerical needs 
of daily operations for the Traffic Operations Center (TOC) building.  This will include 
check-in/check-out of vehicles and equipment, maintain inventory, and monitor visitors 
and access to the building and assist staff with technical reporting and other operational 
duties.  This is a conversion of temporary (wages) FTE’s. 
  

Street Narcotics En-
forcement Team 

PD Six additional Police Officer positions along with equipment support will form the Street 
Narcotics Enforcement Team (SNET) that will provide tangible support towards the 
“Drug Free Fresno” efforts.  The team will coordinate their efforts with various existing 
units or agencies, such as Major Narcotics, District Crime Suppression Teams, Multi-
Agency Gang Enforcement Consortium, Westside Gang Task Force, Bulldog Task Force, 
Problem Oriented Policing, Code Enforcement, State Parole, and County Probation.  The 
Department is also deleting two non-sworn positions due to the One x One grant expira-
tion. 
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Capital Summary 

CITY OF FRESNO         
DEPARTMENT CAPITAL SUMMARY         
(Appropriations in Thousands)         
         
 CAPITAL FY 2009 CAPITAL CAPITAL CAPITAL CAPITAL 5 YEAR 

 PROJECTS ADOPTED PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECTS PROJECT 

Department FY 2008 EST New Ongoing 2010 2011 2012 2013 TOTAL 

City Council Department 734  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

City Manager Department 680  0  610  0  0  0  0  610  

Police Department 729  0  2,172  18,895  7,504  0  0  28,571  

Fire Department 12,514  0  5,176  1,723  18,888  0  0  25,787  
Dept of Parks, After, School, Rec & 
Comm Svcs 12,871  2,000  25,530  100  100  100  0  27,830  

Public Works Department 48,969  5,600  64,123  34,703  5,535  5,535  5,535  121,031  

Planning and Development Dept 304  0  13,465  50  50  50  50  13,665  

Department of Public Utilities 30,558  13,379  172,627  378,473  74,740  48,550  112,748  800,517  

Airports Department 18,119  2,596  29,036  27,322  25,708  20,588  73,141  178,391  

Convention Center Department 5,263  0  4,999  0  0  0  0  4,999  

FAX Department 2,035  0  23,270  1,758  1,200  1,465  1,200  28,893  

Total Department Capital         132,776  23,575  341,008  463,024  133,725  76,288  192,674  1,230,294  

The chart above summarizes the City’s five year capital plan.  The FY 2009 - 2013 Capital Improvement Program (CIP) con-
sists of projects at a total cost of approximately $1.2 billion.  These projects range from the construction of new facilities to 
the updating of existing structures, street improvements, sidewalk repairs, and maintaining utility infrastructure.  The FY 
2009 Capital Program contains new and ongoing projects for a combined estimated cost of $364.6 million.  The CIP supports 
many of the goals under the Citywide Key Result Areas (KRAs), with substantial investments in our City infrastructure, trans-
portation, General Plan, and environmental initiatives.   
 
A capital project can be any one of the following: 
 

a) Any physical public betterment or improvement.  
c) The purchase of equipment for any public betterment or improvement when first constructed. 
b) The acquisition of property of a permanent nature for public use. 
 

A new project generally indicates a project that has been identified for the first time in FY 2009 forward.  An 
ongoing project is one that has been previously approved; this is also referred to as a rebudgeting of a project.  
Ongoing projects will result from project delays, additional costs, annual maintenance and improvements, or 
projects that inherently continue each year (such as sewer or street repairs). 



 

30 

In November 1979, the voters of the State of California approved Proposition 4, commonly known as the Gann Initiative.  
The proposition created Article XIIIB of the State Constitution, placing limits on the amount of revenue that can be spent by 
all entities of government.  Proposition 4 became effective for the 1980-81 fiscal year, but the formula for calculating the 
limits was based on the 1978-79 "base year" revenues. 
 
Appropriations backed by tax revenues collected by all funds within the City are subject to measurement against the City’s 
calculated Gann Limit.  Since the General Fund is the primary recipient of tax revenue, a rough estimate of the appropria-
tions subject to that limit can be calculated by summing all tax revenue (property tax, sales tax, etc.) that the General Fund 
receives.  On a local level, the City of Fresno has never exceeded its appropriations limit.  Indeed, the City's appropriations 
subject to the limit has, in the years since Proposition 4 was approved, has approximately 65 percent of  the calculated limit.   
 
However, in order to deal with an increasing number of complaints about the restrictions of Proposition 4 and to increase the 
accountability of local governments in adopting their limits, the voters approved Proposition 111 in June 1990.  Among other 
things, Proposition 111 alters the methodology outlined in Proposition 4 for determining the appropriations limit.  It also re-
quires an annual vote of the City Council on which adjustment factors will be used in determining the particular fiscal year's 
appropriation limit. 
 
Under Proposition 111, the factors used to determine each year's limit were modified to be: 1)  Either the California Per Cap-
ita Income or the percentage change in the local assessment roll from the preceding year due to the addition of local non-
residential construction in the City, and 2) Either the City's own population growth or the population growth of the entire 
County. 
 
Additionally, Article XIIIB requires the appropriations limit be adjusted permanently whenever there is a transfer of financial 
responsibility between two or more government agencies.  One example of this would be the booking fees and fees for Prop-
erty Tax administration that the City is forced to pay under Senate Bill No. 2557. 
 
Staff has prepared two Gann Limit levels which both meet the legal standards for calculation Council Adopted Method B on 
June 24, 2008. 

GANN Limits 
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GANN Limits—continued 

              Attachment "A" 
COMPUTATION OF SPENDING LIMIT 

                
METHOD A     Using: 1) Percent change in Per Capita Personal Income   
    2) Percent change in City Population     
                

Fiscal Population City Percent Per Capita   Previous Years' Adjusted 
Year as of Population Change Change Factor Spending Limit Spending Limit 

                
91-92 1/1/91 367,664           
92-93 1/1/92 382,349 3.82% -0.64% 1.0316   172,709,236 
93-94 1/1/93 391,646 2.75% 2.72% 1.0554 172,709,236 182,285,618 
94-95 1/1/94 402,122 2.34% 0.71% 1.0307 182,285,618 187,875,614 
95-96 1/1/95* 395,470 1.54% 4.72% 1.0633 187,875,614 199,773,190 
96-97 1/1/96 400,884 1.24% 4.67% 1.0597 199,773,190 211,695,471 
97-98 1/1/97 406,937 1.51% 4.67% 1.0625 211,695,471 224,927,532 
98-99 1/1/98 411,611 1.40% 4.15% 1.0561 224,927,532 237,541,693 
99-00 1/1/99 415,381 1.54% 4.53% 1.0614 237,541,693 252,126,188 
00-01 1/1/00 420,600 1.80% 4.91% 1.0680 252,126,188 269,266,684 
01-02 1/1/01 435,662 1.80% 7.82% 1.0976 269,266,684 295,549,159 
02-03 1/1/02 441,870 1.42% -1.27% 1.0013 295,549,159 295,939,183 
03-04 1/1/03 448,453 1.49% 2.31% 1.0383 295,939,183 307,286,140 
04-05 1/1/04 456,100 1.71% 3.28% 1.0504 307,286,140 322,776,821 
05-06 1/1/05 464,727 1.89% 5.26% 1.0725 322,776,821 346,181,247 
06-07 1/1/06 471,479 1.45% 3.96% 1.0547 346,181,247 365,118,853 
07-08 1/1/07 481,035 2.03% 4.42% 1.0654 365,118,853 388,984,476 
08-09 1/1/08 486,116 1.06% 4.29% 1.0539 388,984,476 409,956,877 

                
METHOD B     Using: 1) Percent change in Per Capita Personal Income   
    2) Percent change in County Population     
                

Fiscal Population County Percent Per Capita   Previous Years' Adjusted 
Year as of Population Change Change Factor Spending Limit Spending Limit 

                
91-92 1/1/91 686,727           
92-93 1/1/92 713,248 3.68% -0.64% 1.0302   166,161,116 
93-94 1/1/93 732,797 3.06% 2.72% 1.0586 166,161,116 175,903,528 
94-95 1/1/94 754,712 2.64% 0.71% 1.0337 175,903,528 181,829,267 
95-96 1/1/95* 745,100 1.94% 4.72% 1.0675 181,829,267 194,105,594 
96-97 1/1/96 757,363 1.52% 4.67% 1.0626 194,105,594 206,258,514 
97-98 1/1/97 771,137 1.82% 4.67% 1.0657 206,258,514 219,819,999 
98-99 1/1/98 781,632 1.62% 4.15% 1.0584 219,819,999 232,651,398 
99-00 1/1/99 793,766 1.54% 4.53% 1.0614 232,651,398 246,935,640 
00-01 1/1/00 805,000 1.90% 4.91% 1.0690 246,935,640 263,982,323 
01-02 1/1/01 808,131 1.70% 7.82% 1.0965 263,982,323 289,464,379 
02-03 1/1/02 821,465 1.65% -1.27% 1.0036 289,464,379 290,503,686 
03-04 1/1/03 841,423 2.43% 2.31% 1.0480 290,503,686 304,435,327 
04-05 1/1/04 862,600 2.52% 3.28% 1.0588 304,435,327 322,334,173 
05-06 1/1/05 883,537 2.43% 5.26% 1.0781 322,334,173 347,524,161 
06-07 1/1/06 894,134 1.20% 3.96% 1.0521 347,524,161 365,619,325 
07-08 1/1/07 917,515 2.61% 4.42% 1.0715 365,619,325 391,762,981 
08-09 1/1/08 931,098 1.48% 4.29% 1.0583 391,762,981 414,618,125 

                
          *  Population figures were revised by the State.  The percentage increase remained the same. 
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Community Development Block Grant 

    FY 2008   FY 2009 
    Adopted   Adopted 
Revenues       
          
  Program Entitlement 7,813,600   7,538,700 
  Program Income 840,000   343,600 
  Estimated Carryover (1) 1,804,600   1,993,000 
          
  Total 10,458,200   9,875,300 
          
          
Appropriations       
Housing & Neighborhood Improvement       
  Housing & Community Development (including Historic Preservation) 968,200   968,200 
  Senior Paint Program 200,000   200,000 
  Emergency Repair Grant Program 25,000   25,000 
  White Picket Fence Program 50,000   25,000 
  Code Enforcement 2,439,300   2,414,300 
     - Weed Abatement       
     - Public Nuisance Abatement       
     - Illegal Dumping       
     - Housing Code Enforcement       
     - Zoning Code Enforcement & Abatement       
     - Sign Ordinance Enforcement & Regulation       
  Low Income Assistance Grant Program for Code Compliance 75,000   75,000 
  Residential Demolition 150,000   150,000 
  Energy Efficiency Upgrade Program 100,000   100,000 
          
  Total 4,007,500   3,957,500 
          
10 x 10 Committee       
  Substandard Housing 481,600   661,600 
          
  Total 481,600   661,600 
  See Development spreadsheet       
          
Parks & Recreation       
  Senior Hot Meals and Activities Program 659,000   659,000 
  Holistic Nutritional Assistance 100,000   100,000 
  BEST Program 225,900   208,200 
  Academic Game Plan 25,000   25,000 
          
  Total 1,009,900   992,200 
          
Public Works Facilities & Improvements       
  Concrete Reconstruction 1,000,000   500,000 
  Concrete and Street Repairs 1,262,400   500,000 
  ADA - Assistance for Vision Impared 2,000   0 
  Pinedale Infrastructure 350,000   1,037,000 
          
  Total 2,614,400   2,037,000 
          
Public Services       
  Anti-Graffiti Program 514,700   514,300 
  Police POP Teams 712,700   111,900 
          
  Total 1,227,400   626,200 
          



 

33 

Community Development Block Grant—Continued 

  FY 2008   FY 2009 
  Adopted   Adopted 
Appropriations - Continued       
        
Administration       
  Development - General Plan Implementation Committees 75,000   75,000 
  Grant Monitoring and Administration 209,500   209,500 
          
  Total 284,500   284,500 
          
Debt Service       
  Section 108 Loan Repayment 314,000   549,900 
          
  Total 314,000   549,900 
          
Ongoing Private Projects       
  CARE Fresno, Inc. 60,000   50,000 
  Consumer Credit Counseling (ByDesign Financial Solutions) 40,000   50,000 
  Fair Housing Council 50,000   40,000 
          
  Total 150,000   140,000 
          
Private Projects       
  Boys and Girls Club of Fresno County 100,000   74,000 
  Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 25,000   19,000 
  Central California Legal Services Inc. 25,000   24,000 
  Craycroft Youth Center     29,000 
  Fresno Area Hispanic Foundation 50,000   39,000 
  Fresno Center for New Americans     45,500 
  Fresno Madera Continuum of Care 58,000   50,000 
  Marjaree Mason Center 80,000   59,000 
  One by One Leadership 30,000     
  ReadFresno     49,000 
  Reading and Beyond (Reach Families)     100,000 
  Valley Center for the Blind     9,000 

  Warnor's Center for the Performing Arts     125,000 
          
  Total 368,000   622,500 
          
  Grand Total 10,457,300   9,871,400 
          

(1) $193,000 of this carryover is the unused portion of the Pinedale FY 2008 allocation of $350,000. The FY 2009 appropriations for this 
project have therefore been increased by the same amount. 
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Measure C and Expenditures 

Original Measure C 
        

Year Transportation Public Works Revenue 
1993 1,648,150 1,648,150 3,296,300 
1994 1,711,350 1,711,350 3,422,700 
1995 1,756,000 1,756,000 3,512,000 
1996 1,795,900 1,795,900 3,591,800 
1997 1,849,900 1,849,900 3,699,800 

1998 1,302,100 2,503,000 3,805,100 

1999 0 3,991,200 3,991,200 
2000 0 4,494,400 4,494,400 
2001 0 4,771,800 4,771,800 
2002 500,000 4,218,700 4,718,700 
2003 1,688,200 4,133,000 5,821,200 
2004 1,651,100 4,042,400 5,693,500 
2005 1,606,900 4,520,400 6,127,300 
2006 2,006,100 4,148,100 6,154,200 
2007 2,513,400 4,773,611 7,287,011 
2008 

Actual 0 1,326,616 1,326,616 
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Originally approved by the voters in 1986, Measure C imposed a ½ 
cent sales and use tax over a twenty year period for the title and 
purpose of improving roads and transportation in Fresno County. 
The Fresno County Transportation Authority (FCTA) distributed the 
monies according to the distribution formula specified in the origi-
nal Measure C enacting legislation.  Policies regulating the expen-
diture of the City of Fresno’s share were made each year during 
the budget process.  This program expired in June 2007; however, 
some residual tax revenues and interest still continued to trickle in 
during FY 2008. 
   

New Measure C Extension Plan 
          

Year FYI FAX 
Public 
Works Revenue 

2007 0  0 0 0 
2008 Actual 488,624  6,654,888 7,219,631 14,363,143 

2009 Adopted 800,000  8,072,400 8,914,800 17,787,200 
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Through an extension approved by the voters in 2006, the Meas-
ure C sales and use tax has been extended for another twenty 
years.  The new Measure C Extension funds are distributed by the 
FCTA according to the Measure "C" Extension Expenditure Plan.  
The Expenditure Plan identifies how the funds will be allocated and 
includes general implementing guidelines for each of the six fund-
ing programs, including local agency pass through programs, sub-
programs and category funds.  
 
The new Measure C is a multi-modal funding program, which dis-
tributes the funds to the City through three main programs.  These 
programs are the Regional Public Transit Program, the Local 
Transportation Program, and the Regional Transportation Program.  
In past years, the City has used the funds to complete an exten-
sive list of transportation infrastructure projects throughout the 
City of Fresno.  The City will continue these improvements under 
the new Measure C with an added emphasis on ADA improvements 
and pedestrian and bike facilities and trails. 
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Budget Policies 

 
 
 
The preparation of the FY 2009 budget document is the re-
sult of a Citywide effort.  Each department is presented with 
an operating base budget that is used as the foundation for 
building their requests for the operations of their organiza-
tions.  All one-time expenditure increases are removed, ex-
cept for those that are demonstrable and mandatory.  Em-
ployee services are calculated with current contractual salary 
increases agreed to in the memoranda of understanding 
with the various bargaining units.  Special projects and con-
tingencies are excluded from the base unless mandated or 
other special circumstances apply.  Interdepartmental 
charges, lease purchase, and debt service are loaded cen-
trally by the Budget & Management Studies Division (BMSD).  
 
In 2005, the Mayor’s Office staff, the City Manager’s Office 
staff, and key Departmental staff, with the assistance of the 
Pacific Institute, prepared a formal plan of action that will 
provide the guiding direction for the City of Fresno through the 21st century.  This plan contains the high level thinking of 
the vision, the set of values, and the key objectives that City staff will operate under.  The plan also contains specific key 
result areas, goals, and strategies that City Departments are accountable for accomplishing throughout the year.  These 
goals are the basis for prioritizing the limited financial resources that are available to the City each year.  For FY 2009, 
each department has built their respective operating and capital budgets around six Key Result Areas, using the goals and 
strategies contained within.  That is, every dollar budgeted has a specific purpose that, when employed within the strate-
gic framework, contribute to Citywide goals.  From this budgeting exercise, departments were able to evaluate, prioritize, 
and refocus their activities and resource allocation so that as a City, we can move in unison towards our common goals. 
 
A five-year capital budget is required from all departments who work on capital projects.  The purpose is to give the Mayor 
and Council a tool to plan for the future, as well as to more realistically reflect the timing of many capital projects that take 
more than one year to complete.  All capital budgets are built in compliance with the City’s decision to use  

Budget Development FY 2009 BUDGET CALENDAR 

Base Budgets Developed December/January 

Base Budget Rollout to Departments February 2008 

Department Budget Submissions March 2008 

Budget Cabinet March 2008 

Mayor & City Manager Review Meet-
ings 

April 2008 

Mayor’s Proposed Budget Presented to 
Council, Departments, & Public 

May 2008 

Council/Public Hearings May/June 2008 

Budget Adopted No later than June 30 

Budget Control 
 
The City operates under the strong-Mayor form of 
government.  Under the strong-Mayor form of 
government, the Mayor serves as the City’s Chief 
Executive Officer, appointing and overseeing the City 
Manager, recommending legislation, and presenting the 
annual budget to the City Council.  
 
The budget of the City of Fresno, within the meaning and 
context of Section No. 1205 of the City’s Charter, must be 
adopted by resolution by the City Council by June 30th of a 
given year.  As provided by Section 1206 of the Charter, 
any adjustments in the amounts appropriated for the 
purposes indicated at the department/fund level shall be 
made only upon a motion to amend the resolution 
adopted by the affirmative votes of at least five Council 
members. 
 
Administrative changes within the department/fund level 
may be made without approval of Council within written 
guidelines established by the City Manager. 
 
For accounting and auditing convenience, accounts may 
be established to receive transfers of appropriations from 
department appropriations for capital improvements in 
two or more different funds for the same capital project. 
 
Department appropriations in Internal Service Funds (ISF) 
may be administratively adjusted, provided no 
amendment to the resolution is required to adjust the 
appropriation in the department receiving the service from 
the ISF. 
 
The funds allocated to the respective accounting object 
classes comprising the total appropriation for each division 
or department, are for purposes of budgeting 
consideration and are not intended to constitute separate 
appropriations.  Funds allocated to an object class may be 
expended for the purpose of any other object class if such 
expenditures are within the written guidelines established 
by the City Manager. 
 
The objective of budgetary controls is to ensure 
compliance with legal provisions embodied in the annual 
appropriated budget approved by the City Council.  
Activities of the General Fund, Special Revenue Funds, 
and certain Debt Service Funds are included in the annual 
appropriated budget.  Project-length financial plans are 
adopted for certain capital project funds.  The level of 
budgetary controls (the level at which expenditures 
cannot legally exceed the appropriated amount) is 
maintained at the department level by major expenditure 
category through an encumbrance system prior to the 
release of purchase orders to vendors.  Purchase orders 
that result in an overrun of department-level balances by 
object are not released until additional appropriations are 
made available. 

 
A budget is in balance when the amount of budgeted 
expenditures is equal to the amount of budgeted 
revenues plus other available resources. 
 
Fund Structure 
 
The City, like other state and local governments, uses fund 
accounting to ensure that various revenue sources are used 
for the purpose for which they were intended.  The budget 
document is organized to reflect this fund structure of the 
City’s finances.  Fund revenues and expenditures are rolled 
up to the various object levels by division and department 
for presentation of information to the public.  Budget 
adoption and subsequent administration is carried out on a 
fund basis. 
 
A fund is a fiscal and accounting entity with a self-balancing 
set of accounts that the City uses to track specific resources 
and spending for particular activities.  All of the funds of the 
City can be divided into the following categories:  
 
General Fund Type:  The General Fund Type is used to 
account for unrestricted revenues.  Revenues received by 
the City that have no legal or contractual restriction are 
placed in the various General Funds.  Appropriations may 
be made from the General Fund for any legal City activity.  
Revenues such as sales tax, property tax, and business tax 
are a few examples of General Fund revenues.  These 
revenues support such activities as Council, Mayor, City 
Clerk, City Manager, Economic Development, Fire, Parks, 
Police, and Public Works. 
 
Special Revenue Fund Type:  The Special Revenue Fund 
Type accounts for revenue that the City receives for a 
specific purpose.  The City receives a significant amount of 
revenue that is restricted as to its use.  The City assesses 
property and business owners’ fees to be used to provide 
specific benefits to the assessed property or business.  The 
City also receives grants and contracts that require specific 
performance.  Examples of this type of revenue are 
assessment districts, Community Development Block Grant, 
and various gas taxes. 
 
Capital Project Fund Type:  The Capital Project Fund Type 
accounts for funds that are either restricted or designated 
for capital projects. 
 
Debt Service Fund Type:  The Debt Service Fund Type is 
used to accumulate assets for the repayment of long-term 
debt.  Funds are transferred from the operating accounts of 
the various departments that benefit from the assets 
financed through the creation of the debt.  Some examples 
of debt service funds would be the Pension Obligation 
Bonds, Convention Center Exhibit Hall Expansion, and the 
Blosser Judgment Obligation Bonds. 
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Budget Policies—Continued 

 

Proprietary Fund Type:  Proprietary Fund Types operate 
as if they were private businesses.  There are two 
categories of Proprietary Fund types.  First, there are the 
Internal Service Funds that provide services to 
departments within the City.  These would include such 
funds as the Fleet Operating Fund and the Information 
Services Operating Fund. 
 
Second, there are Enterprise Funds.  These funds provide 
services to other governmental and non-governmental 
entities, including individuals and businesses.  Examples of 
some Enterprise Funds are the Water Fund, the Airports 
Fund, and the Convention Center Fund. 
 
Basis of Accounting 
 
The City adopts an annual operating and capital budget 
for General Fund, Special Revenue Funds, Debt Service 
Funds (except Financing Authorities & Corporations and 
City Debt Service), and Capital Projects Funds (except 
Financing Authorities & Corporations) and Proprietary 
Funds.  These budgets are adopted on the cash basis.  
Supplemental appropriations during the year must be 
approved by the City Council.  Budgeted amounts are 
reported as amended.  
 
Encumbrances, which are commitments related to 
executed contracts for goods or services, are recorded for 
budgetary control purposes in the Fund in which the 
expenditures will be incurred.  Encumbrance accounting is 
utilized for budgetary control and accountability and to 
facilitate cash planning and control.  Encumbrances 
outstanding at year end are reported as reservations of 
fund balances, as they do not constitute expenditures or 
liabilities. 
 
Each of the funds in the City’s budget has a separate cash 
balance position.  The cash reserve position is a significant 
factor evaluated by bond rating agencies assessing the 
financial strength of an organization.  Cash reserve 
amounts and trends, represent the continued ability of a 
City to meet its obligations and facilitate the requirements 
for a balanced budget.  
 
The Debt Service Funds pay expenditures related the 
City’s General Obligation debt.  Debt service payments on 
existing City debt are the first obligation of the Debt 
Service Fund.  Based on revenue estimates and assuming 
a constant property tax levy, the remaining resources of 
the fund may be used to assume debt obligations for new 
capital projects or pay for capital project expenses in the 
form of temporary notes which are retired in the same 
year (pay-as-you-go financing). 
 
 

Capital Projects Fund are used to account for the financial 
resources to be used for the acquisition or construction of 
major capital facilities other than those financed by 
proprietary funds and trust funds.  The City finances 
capital projects in a variety of ways: cash, general 
obligation bonds/notes, revenue bonds, and grants.  The 
debt service payments for General Obligation debt are 
spread either to the Debt Service Fund or the various 
enterprise and internal service funds, as appropriate. 
 
The financial statements of the City have been prepared 
in conformity with accounting principles generally 
accepted in the United States of America as applied to 
governmental agencies.  The City prepares its 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) in 
accordance with GASB 34.  The Basic Financial 
Statements include the government-wide financial 
statements that present an overview of the of the City’s 
entire financial operations, and the Fund Financial 
Statements that present the financial information of each 
of the City’s major funds, as well as non-major 
governmental, fiduciary, and other funds.  Governmental 
fund financial statements are reported using the current 
financial resources measurement focus and the modified 
accrual basis of accounting.  Revenues are recognized as 
soon as they are both measurable and available.  
Expenditures generally are recorded when a liability is 
incurred, as under accrual accounting.  However, debt 
service expenditures, as well as expenditures related to 
vacation, sick leave, claims and judgments, are recorded 
only when payment is due. 
 
Budget Development 

 
The preparation of the FY 2009 budget document is the 
result of a Citywide effort.  Each department is presented 
with an operating base budget that is used as the 
foundation for building their requests for the operations 
of their organizations.  All one-time expenditure 
increases are removed, except for those that are 
demonstrable and mandatory.  Employee services are 
calculated with current contractual salary increases 
agreed to in the memoranda of understanding with the 
various bargaining units.   Special projects and 
contingencies are excluded from the base unless 
mandated or other special circumstances apply.  
Interdepartmental charges, lease purchase, and debt 
service are loaded centrally by the Budget & 
Management Studies Division (BMSD).  
 



 

37 

 

Budget Policies—Continued 

 

 
 
In 2005, the Mayor’s Office staff, the City Manager’s Office 
staff, and key Departmental staff, with the assistance of 
the Pacific Institute, prepared a formal plan of action that 
will provide the guiding direction for the City of Fresno 
through the 21st century.  This plan contains the high level 
thinking of the vision, the set of values, and the key 
objectives that City staff will operate under.  The plan also 
contains specific key result areas, goals, and strategies 
that City Departments are accountable for accomplishing 
throughout the year.  These goals are the basis for 
prioritizing the limited financial resources that are 
available to the City each year.  For FY 2009, each 
department has built their respective operating and capital 
budgets around six Key Result Areas, using the goals and 
strategies contained within.  That is, every dollar 
budgeted has a specific purpose that, when employed 
within the strategic framework, contribute to Citywide 
goals.  From this budgeting exercise, departments were 
able to evaluate, prioritize, and refocus their activities and 
resource allocation so that as a City, we can move in 
unison towards our common goals. 
 
A five-year capital budget is required from all departments 
who work on capital projects.  The purpose is to give the 
Mayor and Council a tool to plan for the future, as well as 
to more realistically reflect the timing of many capital 
projects that take more than one year to complete.  All 
capital budgets are built in compliance with the City’s 
decision to use Project Costing to track the cost of doing 
business and associated revenues in either more detail, or 
in different categories than what a General Ledger-only 
accounting system would provide.  Project Costing uses 
structural elements that focus on activities including 
project types, activity types, and resource types.  Project 
costing is available to track cost and revenue detail by 
Business Unit defined activities and categories, and 
augments and expands General Ledger information; 
however it does not replace it.  
 
 

 Appropriation controls remain at the fund/organization 
level.  The information provided by Project Costing is 
intended as a management tool to provide more timely, 
detailed, and accurate information to the Mayor, City 
Manager, Council, and the public. 
 
Departments submit their requests to the City’s BMSD to 
be analyzed and reviewed.  Requests are evaluated based 
on Department specific activities, City funding resources, 
and the goals/strategies identified by each Department 
related to the impact on their perspective performance 
measures.  Decision support information is compiled and 
presented to the Budget Cabinet, which consists of 
Department Directors, the Assistant City Manager and the 
Budget Manager.  The cabinet discusses priorities and 
develops budget recommendations.  The 
recommendations are presented to the Mayor and City 
Manager in a series of review meetings comprised of the 
Mayor, Deputy Mayor, Mayor’s Chief of Staff, City 
Manager, Assistant City Manager, and the Budget 
Manager.  Upon final decisions of format and content, the 
Mayor’s Proposed Budget Document is printed and 
presented to Council for deliberation and adoption.  The 
Adopted Budget Document is prepared to include all the 
various changes approved by the Council. 
 
Revenue Estimates 
 
The methodology for calculating revenue estimates varies 
depending on the source of revenue; however, in 
general, considerable weight is given to historical trends 
combined with mitigating economic factors.  This is 
important because the unique composition of the Fresno 
economy differs from any other area in the state.  For 
example, the recession which hit the state in the late 
1980's did not hit Fresno until the early 1990's, and as a 
result, the economic recovery in the Valley lagged behind 
the rest of California. 

 
Sales tax revenues are the single largest revenue source 
to the City’s General Fund.  As such, it is important to 
forecast this revenue as accurately as possible, because 
even a single percent variation means a difference of 
$751,000 to the fund.   
 
Historical trends and the health of the local economy are 
primary measures for projecting this revenue.  
Management has employed an outside firm to verify that 
the City receives all of the sales tax revenue that is 
entitled, as well as provide an independent resource for 
forecasting.  Sales Tax revenue is estimated at $75.1 
million in FY 2009.  In the past few years, the City of 
Fresno has been reaping the rewards of a growing 
community.  The Sales Tax revenue for the last five years 
has grown an average of 4.2 percent annually.  However, 
the downturn in the economy has resulted in an 
immediate impact on Sales Tax revenue.  As such the FY 
2008 estimates for the revenue have been decreased by 
$8.5 million from the amended budget.    

 

Budget Development FY 2009 BUDGET CALENDAR 
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The monthly trends currently reflect flat growth in this 
revenue stream.  The Proposed Budget is built assuming 
that growth remains flat and is projected at the same level 
as current year estimates. 
 
The second largest revenue in the General Fund is 
property tax.  Property Tax has grown an average of 8.7 
percent over the last five years.  However, the market has 
changed substantially over the last year.  Property values 
on homes traded in the last three years have declined 
significantly.  Additionally, the County Assessor is 
expected to make wholesale reductions in the Assessed 
Valuations (AV).  Therefore, the Property Tax revenue is 
projected to grow by 3.0 percent from the current year’s 
estimate.   
 
Property Taxes saw substantial one-time and on-going 
revenue increases in FY 2007 due to: 
 
The County Assessor’s office completed updating the rolls 
resulting in increased Assessed Valuations (AV) beyond 
the expectations of the Schedule of Levies.  The AV for 
secured properties grew by nearly 14 percent from FY 
2006 to FY 2007. 
 
The County brought current the delinquent property tax 
apportionments.  Resulting in a distribution of two years in 
one period. 
 
Record homes sales resulting in greater than anticipated 
Supplemental Taxes.  The Supplemental Taxes estimates 
were adjusted down by 50 percent in FY 2008 budget and 
are not carried forward in the base revenue projections. 
 
In both FY 2005 and FY 2006, the State shifted 
approximately $4.7 million in Property Tax revenue to the 
Education Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF).  This 
revenue shift ended in FY 2007 per the Prop 1A 
agreement.  As a result, the City realized $4.7 million of 
additional Property Tax revenue in FY 2007.  This is a 
permanent shift back to our City. 
 
The third major source of revenue is Motor Vehicle in Lieu 
fees (MVLF).  When combined with sales and property 
taxes, the three account for nearly 71 percent of the City’s 
annual revenue.  Motor Vehicle License Fees are projected 
to be $41.9, million growing by 8 percent over the FY 
2008 Estimate.  Due to Prop 1A “Triple Flip” methodology 
the MVLF is now linked to Property Tax growth and is 
actually backfilled by Property Tax.  The revenue increase 
is based on the increase in AV’s between January 2007 
and January 2008.  This increase was over 9 percent 
during this time period.  However, there is currently a 
pending legal decision regarding the charging of 
administrative fees on this revenue.  Therefore, the 
amount budgeted is slightly conservative pending the 
outcome of this decision. 

 
 
 

Budget Administration  
 
The budget establishes appropriation and expenditure 
levels.  Expenditures may be below budgeted amounts at 
year end, due to unanticipated savings realized from 
Department operations.  The existence of a particular 
appropriation in the budget does not automatically mean 
funds are expended.  Due to the time span between 
preparing the budget, subsequent adoption by the 
governing body, as well as rapidly changing economic 
factors, all expenditures are reviewed prior to any 
disbursement.  These expenditure review procedures 
assure compliance with City requirements, and provide 
some degree of flexibility for modifying programs to meet 
the changing needs and priorities of the public.  
Therefore, Fresno City’s FY 2009 budget is a forward-
looking policy document which reflects a snapshot in time 
of the City’s strategies to best serve the public. 
 
Amending the Budget 
 
The Annual Appropriation Resolution (AAR) adopted each 
year by Council is the legal document that establishes 
spending authority to each City Department within funds. 
During the fiscal year numerous circumstances arise 
which make adjusting the adopted budget desirable or 
necessary.  This can arise when the Mayor or Council 
establishes a new policy or revises an old one, when a 
new source of funding for a project is obtained, when a 
department finds a need for something not included in 
the adopted budget, etc….  In general, an AAR 
amendment is required when an appropriation in any line 
of the AAR needs to be changed. 
 
Council approval (five affirmative votes) is required for 
the following proposed amendments to the AAR:  1) 
Transfer of an appropriation from one fund to another 
fund; 2) Increases or decreases in appropriations within a 
Department; 3) Any new appropriation. 
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The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada (GFOA) presented a Distin-
guished Budget Presentation Award to the City of Fresno, California for its annual budget for the fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 2007 – June 30, 2008. 
 
In order to receive this award, a governmental unit must publish a budget document that meets program cri-
teria as a policy document, as an operations guide, as a financial plan, and as a communications device. 
 
This award is valid for a period of one year only.  We believe our current budget continues to conform to pro-
gram requirements, and we are submitting it to GFOA to determine its eligibility for another award. 

Distinguished Budget Award 
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The City of Fresno is once again the proud recipient of the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) 
Distinguished Budget Presentation Award.  We believe this FY 2009 budget will also meet those high standards. 
 
This budget document is a reflection of the City’s business plan prepared embracing the Culture of Excellence 
values born from the New Normal criteria.  Departments prepared their budgets to align their operating and 
capital spending plans to achieve the Vision of: 
 
Fresno – A Culture of Excellence where People get the Best Every Day.  
 
Going into this budget cycle the leadership team knew that the current economic conditions, combined with other 
factors would make this a very challenging budget for the City of Fresno. We collaborated by utilizing the Cabi-
net process of bringing the Departments together to brainstorm on achieving an outcome that serves our customers, 
our employees and protects our fiscal stability.  Without fail, every person at the table unselfishly provided in-
formation and feedback to accomplish the goal of protecting resources devoted to public safety and sustaining 
essential services in all other areas.  The leadership of Assistant City Manager Bruce Rudd through these very 
long and intense discussions was integral to our success. The tireless dedication of the Directors and departmen-
tal budget personnel is highly valued.  All of the department personnel who embraced our Culture of Excellence 
and worked on the preparation of the material are commended for their commitment.  They are too numerous to 
mention here but all of the Administrative Managers, Management Analysts, Division Managers, Account 
Clerks, Secretaries, Data Base Administrator’s, Central Printing staff and others have earned a well-deserved 
thank you for your loyalty and perseverance.  
 
The Budget staff has once again excelled in their dedication to the preparation of this Budget.  They all have the 
characteristics of people who embrace responsibility:  1) they get the job done; 2) they are willing to go the extra 
mile; 3) they are driven by excellence; and 4) they produce regardless of the situation.  My greatest respect and 
special thanks must go to Jane Sumpter, Henry Fierro, Sharon McDowell, Pedro Rivera, Vicente Cantu, Scott 
Motsenbocker, Elida (Eli) Rubio and Ashley Aouate, the City’s Budget staff.  Unless you have been involved in 
the actual creation of the budget it is impossible to appreciate the countless hours, on both evenings and weekends, 
which these people and their families have sacrificed over last few months.  It is my great honor to be a part of 
this very professional team. 
 
Additionally, I would also like to acknowledge Michael Lima who unselfishly volunteered several hours with us 
checking documents to ensure quality.   
 
Finally, I want to thank Mayor Alan Autry, City Manager Andy Souza, and the Council members for their 
continued leadership and support in the planning and deliberations of this budget. 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
 
 

 
R. Renena Smith, Budget Manager 
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