
 
 

   
   

 
 
 
                   

                                                                  MEMORANDUM 
                     

 
 TO:  HONORABLE MAYOR & FROM:   Donna Hom     
                      CITY COUNCIL   
  
SUBJECT:  FY 2013-2015 Proposed Policy Budget          DATE:   June 12, 2013 
          ________________ 
City Administrator                          Date 
Approval         /s/ Deanna  J.  Santana   6/12/13______________ 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to transmit to the full City Council a fourth set of responses 
to questions raised by City Councilmembers regarding the Fiscal Year (FY) 2013-2015 Proposed 
Policy Budget. We have answered as many questions as possible; however, some questions still 
require more staff analysis, and as such, we will answer any remaining questions through 
additional supplemental memos. To the extent that any additional information becomes available 
on any of the below questions or questions in past supplemental memorandums, we will continue 
to update the City Council accordingly.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
General  
  
1) Provide information about the proposed Graphic Design Specialist Position.    
 
As a background, Graphic Design Specialist is currently vacant and was cut during the FY 2013-
15 Policy Budget development process.  However, legal counsel advised staff that the City will 
not be able to bring any graphic design work to outside vendors if the position is not fully 
funded.  Staff has requested $80,000 from the General Purpose Fund for portion of the position.  
The balance of the funding of $34,298 in year one and $37,072 in year two will come from the 
non-General Purpose Fund.   
 
2) Provide the base cost for each and every new/additional/add/delete/upgraded position in 
the Proposed Budget   
 
The detailed list of newly added and deleted positions in comparison with the Adopted Amended 
FY 2012-13 Policy Budget is displayed in Attachment A.  Please note that the cost to add 
positions and related saving from deleting positions reflect net salary savings/costs only (does 
not include benefits, pension, and overhead related costs). 
 
3) Of the nearly 1,400 Temporary Part-Time (TPT) employees, how many have been in 
their positions for the last two years? How much would it cost for the Administration to 
conduct an evaluation to determine which TPT positions should more logically and fairly 
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be classified as Permanent Part-Time positions? If half of the TPT positions were 
converted into PPT positions effective January 2015 (with commensurate benefits), how 
much would it cost the city in this two year budget cycle (and as on-going additional 
expenses going forward)? Given the City’s budget realities, how would the Administration 
recommend phasing in such a transition over time?  
 
Temporary Part-Time (TPT) employee counts change throughout the year.  Listed below are the 
counts by classification and by departments as of January, 2013.  As indicated below, most of the 
TPT are in Parks and Recreations followed by the Library.  Please note that the positions listed 
below are head counts, not full-time equivalent (FTE).   
 
 

DEPT   TITLE 
Count of 
EMP# 

Community Services 

Administrative  Assistant I, PT  1 

Crossing Guard, PT  6 

Custodian, PT  13 

Facility Security Assistant, PT  1 

Food Program Driver, PT  8 

Food Program Monitor, PT  8 

Lifeguard, PT  75 

Maintenance Mechanic, PT  2 

Park Attendant, PT  13 

Pool Manager, PT  14 

Recreation Aide, PT  159 

Recreation Attendant I, PT  82 

Recreation Attendant II, PT  6 

Recreation Leader I, PT  253 

Recreation Leader II, PT  56 

Recreation Specialist I, PT  62 

Recreation Specialist II, PT  36 

Recreation Specialist III, PT  12 

Sports Official, PT  54 

Stagehand, PT  1 

Van Driver, PT  9 

Water Safety Instructor, PT  24 

Community Services Total  895 

Fire Department 

Administrative  Assistant I, PT  1 

Fire Suppression Dist Inspect PT  5 

Office Assistant I, PT  1 

Office Assistant II, PT  4 
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Fire Department Total  11 

Library 

Librarian I, PT  52 

Librarian II, PT  11 

Librarian, Senior, PT  1 

Library Aide, PT  117 

Library Assistant, PT  62 

Literacy Assistant, PT  2 

Museum Guard, PT  7 

Library Total  252 

Planning & Building 

Administrative  Assistant I, PT  1 

Planning & Building Total  1 

Police Department 

Animal Care Attendant, PT  16 

Crossing Guard, PT  52 

Parking Control Technician, PT  52 

Police Department Total  120 

Public Works 

Custodian, PT  33 

Facility Security Assistant, PT  1 

Park Attendant, PT  55 

Public Works Total  89 

Grand Total  1368 

 
 
To assess how many TPT can be converted to permanent part time (PPT) positions, staff would 
need to assessment the operational needs of each department.  Furthermore, if the funding 
capacity is not able to absorb increase cost in personnel, reduction in other areas would have to 
be assessed.  Staff needs to examine this matter and formulate a work plan before committed to 
the timeline and magnitude of costs. As staff is fully engaged in labor negotiation, budget 
development, and fiscal year-end closing, it is more realistic to report back in late fall on this 
matter. There is no capacity at this time to do this analysis.  
 
Revenue 
 
1) It has come to my attention that Oakland has approximately 15,000 scofflaw drivers 
(those that qualify for booting), and an unused special camera for reading license plates 
sufficient to identify scofflaws. If the city were to maximize the use of this additional 
camera with necessary personnel, how much more additional revenue (beyond the $2 
million already identified in the proposed budget) could the city realize?  How much would 
it cost the City to set up an in-house booting program sufficient to identify additional 
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scofflaws beyond those identified by our current outside contractor? Would such an in-
house program more than pay for itself?  
 
The additional license plate reader is being employed as a component of the previously noted 
booting programs already accounted for in the budget. The $2 million reflected in the budget 
(revised to $2.5 million in an June 4 information memorandum) is due to the synchronization of 
boot eligible lists between Oakland and other jurisdictions. This revenue increase is independent 
of ongoing enforcement via booting.  
 
The following analysis demonstrates the impacts of adding additional boot crews. These 
estimates are over-and-above those assumed in the budget. There is a diminishing return to 
additional crews. The diminishing return is caused by a decrease in the number of vehicles 
eligible for booting as other crews will have already taken enforcement actions. The analysis 
assumes that booting crews are completely dedicated to boot parking enforcement efforts and are 
not routinely redeployed to address other traffic and vehicle concerns such as special events and 
abandoned automobiles. Further boot crews (and thus revenues) would not likely be available 
until FY 2014-15 due to the time required to hire a boot crews (2 police service technicians) and 
the requirements that these employees undergo background checks and receive required training.  
 

Conservative	Estimates	

No.	of	Crews	 Annual	Revenue	 Annual	Expense	 Annual	Net	Revenue	

1	Crew	 $														971,520		 	$													178,618		 	$																						792,902		

2	Crews	 $											1,700,160		 	$													357,235		 	$																			1,342,925		

3	Crews	 $											2,185,920		 	$													535,853		 	$																			1,650,067		

 
 
To view a copy of the June 4, 2013 information memorandum on the update on FY 2014-15 
Projected Parking Citation Revenue Estimates, please follow the below link: 
 
http://www2.oaklandnet.com/oakca1/groups/cityadministrator/documents/agenda/oak041383.pdf 
 
2) At what level will the residential parking permit fee be cost-recovery? 
 
Preliminary analysis suggests that the average residential parking permit fee ($19) would need to 
be raised to an average $104.50 to be cost covering (550% increase). This would represent an 
increase of roughly $925,000 in revenue assuming that the volume of permit seekers remained 
constant. However, it should be noted that this analysis is preliminary and a more rigorous cost 
recovery analysis would be required to ensure that any fee increases comply with Proposition 26. 
 
3) How much money would be saved/available if the schedules for Fund 1100 (Self-
Insurance Liability) and Fund 4100 (Equipment) are adjusted to reach a zero balance (or 
perhaps a $20,000 positive balance)?  Please provide a table with a detailed accounting of 
the currently scheduled repayment amount from each fund into 1100 and 4100, per year 
across each of their entire payment schedule.  In addition, please break down the current 
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1100 and 4100 negative balances in terms of the specific total amounts owed by other funds 
into each negative balance.  
 
In FY 2008-09, the External Auditor’s issued a material weakness finding on the Internal Service 
Funds (ISF) deficit because the City’s accumulated internal borrowings have reached $50.8 
million as of June 30, 2009.  The Auditor’s recommended “that the City monitor the progress of 
its restructured repayment plan very closely to ensure its feasibility.  If it is determined that the 
plan is not feasible and the City does not intend to or cannot recover the full cost of providing 
goods or services within a reasonable period of time, then the use of Internal Service Funds is 
no longer appropriate under GAAP and should not be used for financial reporting purposes” 
(refer to Attachment B).  The City has been able to maintain its repayment plan and in the FY 
2010-11 audit, the Auditors considered the repayment plan implemented.  BY the end of FY 
2012-13, the City will have reduced deficit from the high of $50.8 in FY 2008-09 to $31.4 
million (projected).  That is approximately $19.4 million in repayment to the ISF deficit. 
 
At this time, the City Administration considers the current repayment plan prudent and good for 
the long-term fiscal stability for the City.  As such, it is recommended that the City maintains the 
repayment plan.  It should be noted that if the City chooses not to continue with the repayment 
plan, the External Auditors will recommend for the City to discontinue the use of Internal 
Service Funds for financial reporting purpose because they would no longer be appropriate under 
GAAP (Generally Acceptable Accounting Principles).  For example, if this occurred in FY 2012-
13 with the ISF’s accumulated borrowing or deficit at the estimated $31.4 million, the General 
Purpose Fund (GPF) would have to absorb approximately 60% or ($18.84 million of the $31.4 
million) of the ISF’s deficit and hence would have to reduce GPF fund balance in one year 
instead of participating in the gradual repayment plan.   
 
Attachment C accounts for the detail accounting of currently scheduled repayment for Self-
Insurance Liability Fund (Fund #1100) and Equipment Fund (Fund #4100).  The City Council 
adopted the negative fund balance repayment plan in FY 2009-11 for 10 years.  It was projected 
by 2020-21, Fund #1100 will net zero.  However, expenditures have exceeded revenue in this 
fund since 2009.  As proposed in the FY 2013-15 Policy Budget, the fund balance of fund #1100 
is projected to be negative 1,904,953, and by 2020-21, the fund balance is projected to be 
positive $583,222.   
 
Of note, the Mayor’s Proposed Policy Budget includes three additional positions for the City 
Attorney’s Office from Fund #1100, which will cost the City $615,000 each year and it has not 
been factor into this fund’s expenditure.  Without changing the repayment plan, the fund is 
projected to be negative at the end of FY 2020-21 unless the City Attorney’s Office reduces 
outside counsel costs.  This fund has been in negative fund balance for at least the last ten years.  
The all-time high was negative $28 million. 
 
For the Equipment Fund (Fund #4100), City Council adopted the repayment plan in FY 2009-11 
to repay the negative fund balance back to zero by FY 2020-21.  The current proposed FY 2013-
15 Policy Budget projected the fund balance will be positive $754,388.  At the City Council’s 
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direction, staff can revise the repayment plan, and one option is to smooth the amount of 
$754,388 over four year. 
 
Of note, fund #4100 should have been paying for vehicle replacement and the amount has not 
been factored in the expenditure.  If we slow down the repayment, it will hinder the City’s ability 
to achieve the goal to include vehicle replacement in this fund. 
 
4) On p. D-61, regarding Miscellaneous General Purpose Fund (GPF) revenue. Please 
explain the fluctuations and overall decreases in revenues.  
 
The following table provides the major miscellaneous revenues in the General Purpose Fund 
by source. Please note that there are various other small revenues in this category that together 
amount to less than $200,000. The fluctuations are largely driven by the timing of one time 
revenues most notably sale of land and property.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5) On p. E-32 of the Proposed Budget, “Collections/Mandatory Garbage” (described on p. 
E-34 – Includes Business Tax & Code Enforcement) is shown as dropping from 13 to 11  
FTE from FY 12-13 to 13-14.  On p. E-33, “Collections/Mandatory Garbage” is shown as 
having a budget cut (expenditures dropping from 1,408,202 in 12-13 to 1,337,486 in 13-14)  
but also an expected revenue spike (158,600 in 12-13 to 264,591 in 13-14).  Why is a spike in 
collections revenue expected when FTE and expenditures are dropping?    Are there other 
uncollected collections amounts not handled by Collections/Mandatory Garbage?  
 
The revenue increase reflects revenue adjustments due to increases that were observed in prior 
year actuals—to clarify, the spike in revenue collections is not related to changes in staffing or 
expenditure levels.  
 
Any uncollected revenues that are subject to a lien process are not handled by Collections 
/Mandatory Garbage. False alarm fees and collections of parking citation revenues are also not 
handled by Collections/Mandatory Garbage, the latter are provided by ACS-Xerox, the City’s 
parking citations management contractor through methods including tax intercepts, DMV 
registration holds, and other processes.  
 
Public Works 
 

Audited  

Actuals 

Audited 

Actuals

Year End 

Projection

Proposed

Budget

Proposed

Budget

Five-Year 

Forecast 

Five-Year

Forecast

Five-Year

Forecast

FY 2010-11 FY 2011-12 FY 2012-13 FY 2013-14 FY 2014-15 FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18

Sales of Land/Property 4,470,000 $   31,391,518$   325,000$  -$  4,000,000$ -$   

Coliseum Revenue 136,666 $   165,408$   160,679$  165,408$  165,408$  165,408 $   165,408$  165,408$  

Billboard Revenue On Going - $   -$  -$  475,000$  475,000$  475,000 $   475,000$  475,000$  

Billboard Revenue One-Time -$   -$  -$  475,000$  -$  -$   -$  -$  

General Purpose Fund 

Miscellaneous Revenues 
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1) With respect to the enforcement of Illegal Dumping and Graffiti, is this work that 
civilian staff can do?  
 
At this time, staff is working to explore what options exist with respect to enforcement of illegal 
dumping and graffiti. Staff respectfully requests time to gather the appropriate staff to research 
best practices and come back to the City Council in the fall to report out on findings and 
potential options for the City Council to consider.  
 
Code Enforcement 
 
1) In the Proposed Budget, Code Enforcement’s FTEs are being reduced but Code 
Enforcement’s revenues are being projected to substantially increase.  Why are the 
revenues being projected to substantially increase when the staff assigned to generating 
that revenue is being decreased? 
 
The current fund balance in the Development Service Fund (2415) is negative by $2.0 million. 
The proposed budget has a budgeted surplus of $32,767 in FY13-14 and $905,587 in FY14-15, 
and that could be used toward paying back the negative fund balance (debt).  
 
The Proposed Budget, as presented in the published document, is by program. Our focus in this 
budget cycle is to balance the department budget by the overall fund 2415. Each of the programs 
in fund 2415 (i.e., Code Enforcement, Development Permit Inspection) is not necessarily 
balanced or cost covering; the overall fund 2415 is, however, balanced. Another reason for a 
decrease in FTEs for Code Enforcement is because we moved Code Enforcement staff to the 
Permit Counter to provide higher priority services.  
 
 
 
 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
   /s/ 
 DONNA HOM 
 Budget Director 
 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment A:  Add/Delete Positions since Adoption of FY 2012-13 
Attachment B:  Management Letter from External Auditor 
Attachment C:  Repayment Schedule for Funds # 1100 and 4100 
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