City of Franklin

 WISCONSIN

2017
Mayor’s Recommended

Annual Budget




CITY OF FRANKLIN, Wi

2017
MAYOR’S RECOMMENDED

 ANNUAL BUDGET

Stephen R Olson, Mayor
Aldermen:

Mark Dandrea, District 1
Dan M Mayer, District 2
Kristen Wilhelm, District 3
Steve F Taylor, District 4
Mike Barber, District 5
Susanne M Mayer, District 6

Prepared by Mark Luberda, Director of Administration

Paul Rotzenberg, CPA, Director of Finance & Treasurer



CITY OF FRANKLIN, WISCONSIN
2017 MAYOR’S RECOMMENDED BUDGET

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
Letter of Transmittal ..... ..o e i - xvi
Summary of Budget...........c.ooi 1
Official Budget Appropriation Units ... 7
Budget Process and Calendar ..o 13
Opportunities and Threats ......... e e e e L e e et e aena 15
Summary of Assessed ValUues. ... 17
Tax Levy and Tax Rate Information ...................... e h e e e et e s 18
Personnel Authorized Positions and Requests............cocoiiiiiiicccrmrrennennnnne 21
General Fund

REVEIUIES. ... o e e ee e ee e e e e ee e eeees 41
EXPEndilUrES. .. ..o e e 49

Departmental Budgets of the General Fund:

General Government:
T = o D U S PR 55
Aldermen ... e e e e er e r e e ann e 59
Municipal COoUM ... e e 63
City Clertk & Elections ..o e 67
Information ServiCes ...t 75
AdmINISTFation ... e SR 81
Finance & Audit..................... P 89
BT o | U 97
Legal SemViCEeS. .o 103
Municipal BUIldINgS.......oiiii i 107
10T TE = ot T PP 115
Unclassified and Contingency........ccoo oot 119
Public Safety:

POl . e e 123
Fire and Public Fire Protection..............cccoi o, 139
Building inSpection...... ... e 151

Sealer of Weights and Measures. ... 157




Public Works:
Engineering and PublicWorks............coooo o 161
HIGRWAY ..ot e e e et et 167
PAIKS ..ve et e e e 188
Street LIGhting ... 193
Weed Control ............. e ah e e e e e aa et e e e e e 197

Health & Human Services:
(=015 [l g (=0 |1 TSP 201
TN e Yot 070 0l i o] PO PR 211

Cuiture and Recreation
o Yo 1= | 10] 1 TUT PR 215
L Y Y0 £ R = 1T 219

Conservation and Development:

[P T oo T2 e TR USROS PPPRt 223
Economic Development ... 229
Transfers to Other Funds ... 235

Special Revenue Funds:

Library FUNd........ooooiin e e s e et e e 239
SOl VWAaSTE FUNG. ..ottt et e et v s e rma e e enere e cnarraa s e e 253
Sanitary Sewer Fund......... POt 257
Civic Celebrations............oo oo P 269
e Y T2 K-l F || S O PP 273
Grant Funds
=1 = Y RPN 276
200 oY= S PO 278
L0 1 1 1= ) P S PO 280
LY 12 P U 282




Capital Funds
Capital Outlay ............. PP OPPRPPP 301
Equipment Replacement....... ..o 329
Street IMPrOVEMENT...........iiiiii et 337
Capital Improvement...........o.iiiiirii e 351
DEVEIOPIMENT ... .\ it e 385
Utility Development ..., e e ee et 389
7Y 0 AoT= Y 1o - T U U P PSP PP PP 391
Tax Incremental Districts {TID).......cccrciiirmiamns o er e s a e vnuns 399
1 I SO O TP 405
L1 ST DU PP RPN 410
LI [ I T USRS PRSP 412

Internal Service Fund ............ S xmm e ermmn e n e mmm ek AN RA e e AR AR R ME KN KA AR EE s s EAN gk 419




This page left intentionally blank.




City of Franklin

Mayor's Recommended 2017 Budget
Letter of Transmittal — Summary Information
September 20, 2016

Honorable Mayor and Common Council:

INTRODUCTION: The Mayor's Recommended 2017 Budget proposes a financial plan
that maintains the status quo for departmental operations while reacting to and
incorporating initiatives that the Common Council has identified. To do so within a
period of limited growth and continued strict financial controls by the State requires
further constraining departmental expenditures. At the same time, actions that the
Common Council has taken, such as adopting a resolution for the creation of TID 5,
must be considered and incorporated as part of the financial plan for the year. This
Letter of Transmittal will identify these actions that drive the budget and will address
how these factors generate a budget with a series of opportunities and risks that must
be acknowledged. It will also show that a continuation of tax levy freezes cannot be
sustained without negatively affecting operations and reducing services.

2017 ANNUAL BUDGET - DISCUSSION AND OVERVIEW:

Municipal Property Taxes: A primary factor and City initiative that drives the 2017
budget is the City’s recent history of municipal property tax freezes that resulted in a
steady reduction in the municipal tax rate. The City last increased its total municipal
property taxes in 2013.

City of Franklin Municipal Property Tax Levy

Budget Change From Allowable
Year Prior Year increase
2013 $42 000 $128,942
2014 $0 $200,088
2015 $0 $280,973
2016 $0 $192,785
2017 $110,500 $110,863

The City has pursued this strategy while already in an enviable position relative to
municipal property tax rates among its peer communities, as shown in the following
table and as reported by the Wisconsin Taxpayers Alliance (based upon a category of
24 communities having between 30,000 and 150,000 individuals). At the same time,
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2015/16 Municipal Property Tax Rates Franklin has pursued initiatives
mon : that added an Economic
\ Development  Director, an
Information Technology
_ Director, a new Light
\ L Equipment Operator and, in

' 2014, funded a vacant Police
™~ Officer position that had been
r—— unfunded for a number of
! s years. Such a pattern of
\\* revenue constraint and
o — | operational expenditure growth,
L even Franklin’s very [limited
FFL PRI PSS PEF ST ELES growth, is not sustainable in the

SIS S long-term. As such, the
Mayor's Recommended 2017
Budget needed to reconcile these past actions while attempting to retain the progress
that was made fo the greatest extent possible.

400

Soarce: Monieipal Facks 2016 &

The lack of sustainability in continuing to freeze taxes has been realized in 2017;
therefore, the proposed budget does recommend incorporating the new allowable
property tax associated with new growth. The allowable municipal property tax increase
for Franklin attributable to the current year is .63%, which generates an additional non-
TID, property tax levy of $129,207. This amount, unfortunately, is further restricted by
the State which requires that the increase in the Public Fire Protection Fees resulting
from water rate increases must be reduced from the allowable property tax increase.
The net result is that the City's maximum allowable municipal property tax increase
attributable to this year is only $110,863.

In recent history, growth in municipal property tax levy allowable in any one year was
limited to the amount of growth in the equalized valuation for that year. This limitation
was a requirement by State statutes. The State recently modified that statute to allow a
municipality to recoup allowable property taxes that were forgone in a recent year
provided it is approved by a two-thirds vote of the Common Council. For 2017, the City
is able to reach back 2 years. The Mayor's Recommended 2017 Budget, however,
does not propose to undo the prior year's policy of property tax levy freeze. However,
not doing so did require, for example, that the Light Equipment Operator position which
had only been partially funded in 2016 be eliminated. The revenue from growth
aliowable in 2017 was insufficient to cover 2017’s demands and to fill the unfunded
portion of this 2016 initiative.

Property Tax Transfers Between Funds:; It is important to recognize that a primary
reason that the City has been able to continue to restrict or freeze new municipal
property taxes is that the City has transferred property tax revenue from allocations
supporting the Debt Service Fund to the General Fund and capital funds. The Debt
Service Fund relinquished $250,000 in property tax revenue since 2013, after having
given up $460,000 between 2007 and 2012. It is these transfers, in part, that have
helped to enable the levy increase to remain nonexistent or negligible since 2013.
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The Mayor's Recommended 2017 Budget does partially rely upon a continuation of this
strategy and reduces property tax support to the Debt Service Fund. Those funds then
supplement the property tax revenue increases in the General, Library, and Capital
funds. The remaining level of property taxes in the Debt Service Fund is necessary to
support the expenses of the fund, based upon outstanding and planned debt.
Therefore, after 2017, continued reliance by the General Fund on the transfer of
property taxes out of the Debt Service Fund is not possible.

It is worth noting that if debt issuance increases more than anticipated for future capital
projects, additional property tax support for debt service could be required. State
statutes do make an allowance for additional property tax increases above growth levels
as is necessary to support certain debt. Absent a willingness to increase municipal
property taxes for existing debt service obligations, this well has effectively gone dry for
aiding in balancing the General Fund after 2017.

Economic Development and TID 5:

Another major initiative the City has undertaken is work toward the creation of TID 5,
where there is discussion and study underway for the potential development of Baseball
Commons. The Common Council has already approved a resolution for the creation of
the TID, so the Mayor's Recommended 2017 budget incorporates the
appropriations and expectations of TID &’s creation and implementation.
Naturally, the implementation anticipates that a development proposal would eventually
occur within the District. This creates a nexus of both opportunity and risk, as
discussed above, within the recommended budget. The opportunity comes from
incorporating the policy action of the Commen Council, which wouid extend to
anticipating enhanced building permits generated by construction in the TID.

Although much of the development expenses are an expense of the TID, the building
permit related revenue associated with property in the TID for 2017, estimated at
approximately $210,000, is revenue to the General Fund. The assomated risk is that if
the anticipated TID does not proceed as contemplated by the fiscal analysis that
supported the Resolution, then revenues will fall short. In addition to the nominal
annual administrative services cost allocation of $9,220, the TID also helps support the
wages for the Director of Economic Development position. 17.5% of his wages and
benefits are allocated to the TID based upon an estimate of the amount of time he will
spend working on projects within that area. Similarly, the significant amount of
construction associated with the TID warranted continuing to retain the part-time
Building Inspector that has been in place throughout 2016,

Fund Balance Supported Activities: From a sustainability perspective, it is essential
that ongoing operating costs be supported by revenues that are also of an ongoing
nature. This ensures that the revenue remains in place for future years to support the
expenditure in future years. On the other hand, if an expenditure is of a one-time nature
and will not be repeated in the following year, then it is appropriate to fund it from a one-
time revenue source. As such, excess fund balance can appropriately be used fo fund
one-tfime expenditures. For Franklin, such a consideration is also appropriate because
the General Fund fund balance has experienced funding in excess of the adopted fund
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balance policy expectations. In fact, the fund balance in excess of adopted policy will
increase substantially in 2017 when a repayment from MMSD is received in early 2017.
A strategy, therefore, that applies existing fund balance to offset one-time expenses has
two benefits: it helps to address the excess fund balance situation and it helps to
address the operating budget by freeing up on-going revenues to support on-going
expenses.

The following expenses are proposed to be supported through a one-time use of
General Fund fund balance resources: :

< Anticipated Severance costs for likely retirements — by funding the severance
costs the positions can be filled more quickly to help ensure a maintenance of
overall productivity and service levels.
A potential refund of an omitted manufacturing property tax payment where the
firm is chalienging the state in the matter. If the State loses, property taxes
previously collected would need to be returned.
& Unusual Building Maintenance Costs. Important and significant buiiding
maintenance projects for the Police Department and the Fire Department totaling
approximately $68,000 are well out of fine of normal maintenance expenditures,
and the expense level can be eliminated the next year. Recognizing the potential
for increased maintenance needs in the future, the budget does include the first
year of a three-year plan to increase the total facilities maintenance budgets of
the Fire Department, Police Department, City Hall, and DPW by approximately
55%. As such, an additional appropriation of $20,100, an 18% increase over
2016's base budgeted level of $109,900, is anticipated fo carry forward into the
following year.
Economic Development Professional Fees. With a new director and new TID,
the budget anticipates $90,000 in possible Economic Development Professional
Fees, $65,000 of which is fund balance supported and $25,000 of which is
funded from ongoing revenue sources and would, therefore, remain available in
future years.
% (Note: See the following paragraph on pension contributions.)
< (Note: $1,400 of fund balance carryover for the Senior Travel Program is
included as the program operator recently provided a letter that indicated they
would under spend their 2016 allocation by that amount. That under spent
portion will be carried forward for their use in 2017.)

9,
L

.
&

Defined Benefit Pension Contribution: The annually required payment for the Defined
Benefit Pension Plan created an opportunity to reduce ongoing operating expenditures,
while enhancing our overall fiscal position. The Annual Required Contribution (ARC) is
the total amount the City pays to this pension fund, a significant component of which
comes from an actuarially determined cost of funding costs for prior years of service
that weren't fully funded at the time,* By using fund balance to reduce the outstanding
obligations from prior years, the City can reduce the ARC for the upcoming year and for
future years. In the end, this converts a one-time fund balance expenditure info an on-
going operating expense reduction.

*(in the past pensions were often funded on a pay-as-you-go
basis, while recent accounting rules require fully recognizing
each year's cost and, as a sort of “catch-up” process, also
recognizing a portion of the prior years' unrecognized costs )
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Importantly, it is also a wise fiscal strategy, the anticipated impact of which has been
confirmed by Principal, the plan administrator. The fiscal gain comes from the fact that
the actuary who determines the ARC (our annual payment) uses an annual interest rate
charge in the calculations of 7.25 percent, while the City is earning interest on the
General Fund fund balance at only about a 1percent rate. Therefore, by using fund
balance to reduce the ARG, it effectively eliminates a charge of 7.25 percent on the
balance that was paid off. The end result is an ongoing annual savings to the City of
between $100,000 and $123,000, with $67,000 to $82,000 in the General Fund. This
opportunity does not come without risk, as a poor performance by the pension fund
investment could reduce some of the anticipated future cost reductions. [Note: the total
ARC is split between the Sewer, Water, and General funds because that is where the
employees in this pension plan work. The General fund share is $674,200, with an
additional $162,900 each for Sewer and Water.] '

Park Development:  Another area where Common Council initiatives have forced
budgetary inclusion is in the area of Park Development. Earlier in 2016, the Common
Council adopted a policy that extended the time period to use certain, previously
collected Park Impact Fees, as opposed to refunding them to current property owners.
Given the full scope of the components of the Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan
(CORP), retaining the funding for implementation of the CORP was clearly in the best
interest of the City and its residents. :

That approved extension adds three years to the deadline for each of the amounts
collected. However, since adoption, 6 months has gone by with litle progress on
additional, CORP-anticipated projects. In order to help move projects along and ensure
that a lack of approved appropriations does not hold up progress, a wide range of the
projects anticipated by the CORP, totaling $4,963,555, have been set forth in the
budget. In all likelihood, all of the projects would not likely be approved in or completed
during 2017; nonetheless, the appropriations are set forth so that the City can re-
evaluate priorities and move forward. Significant use of Development Fund resources
(Impact Fees) supports the projects, along with the continued application of Capital
[mprovement Fund fund balance and landfill siting fees as primary matching revenues.
Borrowing could be considered and would be evaluated as needed, as projects move
forward. It is worth reminding everyone that each project would require Council
approval before any money could be spent on the project. Set forth in this manner, the
City is positioned to move forward with park projects identified in the CORP, consistent
with the policy initiative that started with the Common Council’s extension of the park
impact fee refention period.

CITY HALL REPAIRS AND REMODEL: The Mayor's Recommended 2017 Budget also
proposes $1.8 million for the remode! and repair of City Hall. Various components of
the project have been contemplated for a number of years. City Hall roof repairs,
. covering one section of the City Hall roof, were initially budgeted in 2014 for $210,000.
After further review, that was expanded in the 2015 budget to include $475,000 to do
both sections of the City Hall roof and $500,000 for remodeling of the City Hall
entrances and replacement of the decorative flashing/sideboards. As consideration of
design architects was underway, the 2016 budget process resulted in the Common
Council’s elimination of the remodeling portion of the project, as a result of trying to
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eliminate borrowing for 2016. Discussion at the time indicated that a combined, larger
project should be considered when the MMSD repayment was received in 2017,

The recommended budget, therefore, moves the City Hall remodeling and repair
project forward as contemplated by the Common Council during the 2016 budget
deliberations. The roof project is now at a critical point and will need to move forward
in 2017. Compounding the issue, however, two major rooftop HVAC units are in dire
need of replacement. Installed around 1993, they were estimated to have a 15-year life
by Johnson Controls in a 2006 study. Obviously, they have significantly surpassed that
estimated useful life. Maintenance and service issues have reached a critical point this
year. Until an engineering review is completed, it is difficult fo estimate the HVAC costs,
but $1.8 million has been incorporated for these main components discussed above. it
is worth noting that such a comprehensive project may wish to evaluate additional
interior remodeling and repairs to update and refresh the building. These could be
phased and additional resources included in 2018, but the roof replacement, HVAC
replacement, and exterior design components linking to the roof need to be completed
as soon as practicable. .

Waste Management Landfill Siting Fees: The stream of revenues to the City from the
Waste Management landfill, commonly referred to as the landfill siting fees, presents
another opportunity to the City, as well as carrying some potential risk. In recent years,
fandfill siting fees have been largely dedicated to support capital funds, as shown below,
with the Capital Improvement Fund receiving net amounts that remained after the fixed
allocations to the other listed funds.

Landfill Siting Fee Allocations

Capital Equipment | Street Capital General Total

Outlay Revolving Improvement | Improvement | Fund

Fund Fund Fund Fund
2010 - - - $300,000 | $150,000 $450,000
2011 | $100,000 | $150,000 $200,000 $80,448 - $530,448
2012 | $100,000 | $150,000 $200,000 $205,981 - $655,981
2013 | $100,000 | $150,000 $200,000 $281,726 - $731,726
2014 $67,000 | $100,000 $133,000 $504,004 - $804,004
2015 $67,000 | $100,000 $133,000 $623,473 - $923,473
2016 $67.000 | $200,000 $133,000 $588,954 - $988,954
2017 | $148,000 | $200,000 $133,000 $500,000 $50,000 | $1,031,000

{Note: There is a small revenue, $19,500, recorded fo the General Fund which is a reimbursement
payment to the City that offsets a matching expenditure in that same fund.)

The Mayor's Recommended 2017 Budget continues to significantly dedicate landfill
siting fees to the listed capital funds. As can be seen, however, a small allocation
amounting to $50,000 has been designated to the General Fund, as was previously
done prior to 2011. Given the potential, long-term access to the funding source,
dedication of some limited amount for ongoing expenses would not be unreasonable.
There is risk, however, since the landfill's operator is still awaiting a final WDNR
approval for the landfill expansion before the long-term revenue siream is finally
guaranteed. Nonetheless, an appropriately small allocation to the General Fund wouid
be a minor issue compared to the more significant impact on the capital funds. As such,
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despite some risk, the stability of the revenue and the anticipated growth was viewed as
an opportunity to aid in retaining current service levels without accessing the prior year
property tax allowances that the Common Council had previously determined not to
pursue.

Departmental Operating Expenses (Excluding Personnel and Capitat Outlay): [n addition to all
of the steps taken and described above, the City has also been very restrictive in
adjustments to non-personal services line items for operating departments. In fact, it is
fair to say that most departments have already experienced a reduction in
operating expenses support over the period where municipal property tax
collections have been frozen. Foliowing are some examples of this point.

% Together, Information Systems, Administration, Finance, and Auditor have
reduced non-personnel budgeted expenses nearly $18,000 since 2014 (around
3% of such 2017 expenses), despite Finance absorbing some additional
software/payroll related costs.

& Assessing has increased only because in 2016 the Common Council approved
eliminating a position and contracting the service out at a reduced cost and
moving to a more cost effective annual revaluation.

# Municipal Buildings has experienced over a $15,000 reduction, which is nearly
13% of their 2017 non-personne! budget.

4 The Police Department has absorbed a reduction of over $31,000 since 2014,
but that number should be adjusted for the $54,000 fund balance support in 2017
for one-time facilities maintenance projects. With that considered, the reduction
is over $85 000 or nearly 7.5% of their 2017 non-personnel operating expenses.

& The Fire Department non-personnel budget shows nearly an $80,000 increase
since 2014, buf almost $55,000 of that is for contracted services that directly
draw offsetting revenues. Another $14,000 is the fund balance supported
building maintenance repair discussed above. The result is a modest $10,000
(2.2%) increase for 2017 over the 4-year period.

4 Engineering, Highway, and Parks have fared no better reducing their operating
expense line items by $12,585 over that period.

% Building Inspection has back-tracked $8,830, nearly 30% of their remaining total.

The result is that to maintain a pattern of municipal property tax levy freezes,
Departments have generally experienced reductions in their operating expenses.
That is in addition to having o absorb cost increases that their line items may have or
will be subjected to in 2017 or since 2014. Such a pattern is simply not susfainable
if the City wishes to maintain current operations, With that kind of stagnation, it is
fair to conclude that additional cuts from operating expenses will likely have direct
effects on operations.

ADDITIONAL SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES OR ISSUES: In addition to the overall
perspective discussed above, the foilowing items represent other substantive items
influencing the Mayor's Recommended 2017 Budget.

< Revaluation: It is worth noting that the property revaluation will cause a shift in
how the total municipal property tax is distributed between property owners. This
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shift is based directly upon the real estate market conditions affecting properties
differently. A reduction in manufacturing property and personal property
valuations, as determined by the State, will simultaneously create an overlay that
sees the property tax burden shift from manufacturing properties to residential
properties. :

State Shared Revenues and State Controlied Revenues: State Shared Revenues
continue to fall, which includes general transportation aids. Expenditure Restraint.
payments will also fall as our tax levy freezes and constrained expenditures impact
the State's distribution formula. The State conirols the hotel motel tax via statute.
Their recent change in the statute will divert significant resources from the City's
general coffers. The hotel/motel tax was expecting to collect $260,000 in 2016,
but that is reduced to $174,358 in 2017.

Overpayment of Landfill Siting Fees: Waste Management has recently determined
that they had been overpaying for over a year as compared to the requirements of
the contract. Waste Management was prepared to collect the overpayment
through deductions in the monthly payments. City staff will bring forward a
proposal in the upcoming weeks to refund the overpayments in full from General
Fund fund balance and, thereby, allow the 2017 landfill siting fees to remain at
their full amount. The details are being worked out, and the item will go fo the
Finance Committee first, fime permitting. The Mayor's Recommended 2017
budget is premised upon the Common Council authorizing the repayment when
the complete details of the proposal is brought forward in the coming weeks.

Anticipated Un-spent Appropriations: Each year the City incorporates a negative
appropriation to effectively back-out budgeted expenditures that do not occur or
personnel vacancies that do occur. This.practice is intended to help ensure the
City does not “over tax” by collecting property taxes for expenditures that do not
occur. The strategy also gives operating departments greater flexibility to adapt to
fluctuations in line items between years. The flip side of this plan is that if all
appropriations are expensed, the City would find itself realizing the budgeted, but
unanticipated, deficit. For 2017, the Anticipated Un-spent Appropriations have
been left at the rate established by the Common Council within the 2016 budget:
$470,220. Achieving these reductions becomes more difficuit each year as the

budget line items are tightened and natural growth doesn’t occur. As such, it is

N7
0’0

very possible that any further cuts in operating line items will simply result
in falling short in meeting the necessary level of anticipated un-spent
appropriations. '

As presented to the Common Council during a recent discussion on overtime
usage, the budget process identified that the 2016 budget was shorted in
appropriations to cover three police officers. At the same time, an offsetting
reduction in OPEB coniribution requirements, as determined by a required
actuarial review, became available based largely upon the City's efforts in
managing health care costs. The added personnel appropriations and reduced
OPEB demands were both incorporated into the 2017 budget figures.
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Wisconsin Retirement System (WRS) retirement costs, all stemming from Police
and Fire Department positions, took a big bite out of the budget increasing by
approximately $228,000. The increase is generated by increases in applicable
WRS rates and the added charges for any additional Police and Fire wages, such
as 2017 raises per the approved labor contract.

Personnel Changes:

o The budget anticipates wage adjustments consistent with the recently adopted
Police Union labor agreement. Non-represented employee wage and salary
adjustments are planned for implementation mid-year, as was done in 2016,
so that the best figures are available as to the market adjustments made by
peer communities.

o Appropriations were not available for new positions, but a grant-funded
Coalition Coordinator and swapping Clinic Nurse hours for additional part-time
Sanitarian hours both occurred in the Health Department.

o Building permit fees from TID 5 construction are anticipated to fund the
retention of a part-time Building Inspector.

o The Light Equipment Operator partially funded in 2016 was eliminated
due to insufficient funding available to fill the gap built into the 2016 budget,
as previously noted above. (Note: The position had not yet been filled.)

Employee Benefits:

The Self Insurance Fund (Health Insurance) has seen health insurance premium
rates frozen or reduced for 4 years. A continuation of that trend is not possible
without a total overhaul of the health insurance sfrategy and coverages.
Stagnant rates are simply not sustainable in the health insurance market place.
Premium rates are anticipated to increase about 5%.

General Fund Contingency:

The General Fund anticipated a total contingency of $625,000. $125,000 of
which is funded and available for unexpected expenses that frequently occur
during the year. The remaining $500,000 is “Restricted Contingency.” Use of
the funds requires a new budget authorization and would use up fund balance.
The appropriation provides some emergency appropriations in the event of
special circumstances. [t also preserves space under and supports the City's
level of expenditures as calculated for the Expenditure Restraint Program.
Together, the restricted coniingency provides both short-term and long-term
benefits.

General Fund Fund Balance and Deficit:

The General Fund reflects a total deficit of $1,492,490, $500,000 is restricted
contingency, as discussed above. $318,300 are for one-time, fund balance
supported activities as discussed in detail above. The remaining $674,190
represents the General Funds portion of the payment to the Defined Benefit
Pension Plan as discussed in detail above. All of these actions combined would
return the undesignated fund balance to under 26 percent, which brings it back in
line with the policy as adopted.
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Tax Bill. Tax Levy, and Tax Rate implications

The foliowing breakdown reflects the tax levy recommendations by fund.

City of Franklin
Tax Levy Information

2016 2017 2016 2017
City Tax Rate Budget Budget Budget Budget
Components Tax Levy Tax Levy Tax Rate Tax Rate
Capital Outlay ' 437,100 444 300 0.1325725 0.1233426
Equipment Replacement 342,600 348,300 0.1039106 0.0966219
Street Improvement 693,500 704,900 0.2103386 0.1956881
Debt Service 1,500,000 1,300,000 0.4549502 0.3608944
Subtotal 2,973,200 2,797,500 0.9017718 0.7766170
Library Program ‘ 1,287,000 1,296,600 0.3903473 0.3599506
General Fund Program 16,248,800 16,525,400 4,9282631 45876346
Total 20,509,000 20,619,500 6.2203824 5.7242023
Prior Year Levy (20,509,000)  (20,509,000) 0.0357210 (0.0082434)
~ increase in Tax Levy - 110,500 6.2561034 5.7179588

Note: Table is based upon preliminary assessed valuations.
*The intent with this adjustment is to ensure that the State's equalization adjustments continue
to have only a nominal impact on the final reported tax rate from that which is reported herein.

The resulting City tax rate falls to $5.72 per $1,000 of assessed value, approximately
$.54 less than last year's City tax rate.

As discussed above, the State constrains aliowable tax levy growth. From a long-term
financing perspective, caution is again advised in waiving allowable tax levy
growth. Once the levy increase is waived in a given year, future years cannot as easily
recapture that full, allowable levy growth. There is a two-year look-back opportunity in
2017 to recapture a portion of the allowable levy growth not taken in a given year, but
after that any potential growth allowance not captured is lost. In the Mayor's
Recommended 2017 Budget, the Mayor did not recommend appropriating for the
additional allowable tax levy from the look-back allowance.

Assessed Valuation

The year 2016 is a reassessment year. The preliminary assessed value of
$3.602,161,325, exclusive of continuing TIF District values, increased from the prior
year by about 9.25%, principally the result of the revaluation but including new
construction or investment. The Board of Review is not complete at this time, so
adjustments to the valuation and resulting tax rates will occur. State Manufacturing
values, which have been estimated, are also not available at this time. When
information is available, the final assessment information may slightly change the
percentages and resulting estimated fax rates.
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SUMMARY DISCUSSION BY FUND

General Fund

The General Fund is one section of the City’s overall budget It is the largest segment of
the City’s total budget and includes the operating expenditures of City departments.
Most of the discussions above are items that reflect activity in the General Fund.

The recommended expenditure budget for 2017 is $25,897,313 and reflects an increase
of 1.3% from the 2016 budget. The initiatives itemized above generally all occur within
the General Fund, except those related to capital items. The recommended
expenditures are the requests of the departments as adjusted by the Mayor.

The actual General Fund tax levy revenue for 2016 is budgeted at $16,248,800. The
recommended General Fund tax levy for 2017 is $16,525,400. This increase of 1.7%
can be considered to come from a share of the total growth in the property tax levy
and/or from the transfer of levy out of the Debt Service Fund, as discussed above.

The budgeting philosophy remains that departments are to budget at an estimate of an
average year's exposure with the understanding that the departmenis will be able to
request additional appropriations from contingency or fund balance in a year in which
there are unigue circumstances or above average departmental needs for items such as
overtime costs, salt purchases, fuel, or claims against the City, etcetera.

Library Fund
The Library is requesting expenditure funding of $1,485,561, an increase of $51,590

(3.6%) from the 2016 adopted budget, in support of Library activities. Their spending
level is supported by property tax levy of $1,296,600, which is approximately an
increase of .75%. The intent was to allow the fund to grow at approximately the same
rate the State allowed the City’s total property taxes to increase (.63%). The Library
Board has expressed concerns, as reported by the Library Director, that the
classification and compensation study implementation has impacted their operations
more extensively since a number of the Library positions were those significantly under
market rate. The Library Board, therefore, requests additional levy to compensate for
that distinction. Given the years of freezing the levy, there was no additional levy fo
provide for this funding enhancement. The result is that the 2017 budget submitted by
the Library, when offset against revenues, reflects a reduction in the fund balance of
$64,914. 2017 would then be the third year in a row that the Libary Fund operated at a
deficit. With a projected end-of-2017 fund balance of under $300,000, the net
expenditure level is not sustainable.

Solid Waste Collection Fund

The Solid Waste Collection Fund receives revenue from user fees, Iandf Il tippage fees,
and recycling grants. Its expenditures include contract services for hauling solid waste
and weekend staffing from Public Works.

For 2017, the Solid Waste Collection Fund does not anticipate a user fee rate increase.
The number of participating households rises with new development. The hauler’s
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actual 2016 rate increase, which is tied to the rate of inflation, was much smaller than
anticipated in the 2016 budget. As inflation rates are still quite low, no further increase
in appropriations is needed for the hauler in 2017. Projected total revenues of
$1,621,400 are anticipated to be sufficient to continue to slowly grow the fund balance
to an appropriate level, because total expenditures are only at $1,550,306.

Sanitary Sewer FFund

The Sewer Fund receives its revenue primarily from user fees. Its expenditures are to
MMSD, salaries, benefits, capital assets, and other costs of maintaining and improving
the local sanitary sewer system. The Retained Earnings in this fund had increased over
the past several years, but most of those reserves were invested in the Waste Water
Building recently completed. Sewer rates are proportionally increased to cover any
MMSD increase and meet local operating costs of the fund. A total rate increase of 5%
is anticipated, which covers an MMSD rate increase of about 2.5% for 2017. This
adjustment reverses the rate reduction in 2016. The fund’'s budget does include the
purchase of a $240,000 camera and televising equipment.

Water Utility
Information is not availabie on the budget for the Water Utility at this time. The

approving body for the Water Utility is the Frankiin Board of Water Commissioners.
Information will be inciuded in the 2017 City of Franklin Annuai Budget Book.

Capital Outlay Fund
Capital assets are purchases of assets that are reasonably expected to last more than
one year and benefit multiple years. Included in this category are all new capital assets
and replacement capital assets that do not meet the criteria for inclusion in the
equipment replacement program and are not larger projects that are part of the Capital
Improvement Fund.

Expenditures of $738,868 are anticipated. This is slightly down from 2016, but remains
significantly up from 2013 and 2014 levels. Achieving the recommended level of
expenditures is made possible through the following actions:

< A $475,000 transfer to the fund from the General Fund that occurred in 2015, a
portion of which remains in the fund balance.

< 2016 and 2017 expenditures will use up a substantial amount of the fund
balance.

< 2017 also incorporates an additional $81,000 in landfill siting fees fo support the
expenditures.

%+ The video conferencing equipment approved for purchase in 2016 will not be
purchased. As such, the funds will drop to the fund balance at the end of 2016
and will be used in 2017 for higher priority items.

A 5-year projection shows the fund remaining with a fund balance generally around
$65,000. To maintain that fund balance, which is slightly lower than desirable by policy,
expenses will need to return to around the 2013 and 2014 levels, which is closer fo
$550,000 per year. There may be some challenge in doing so. In 2017, for example,
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department heads identified needs of $1.2 milion as compared to the initially
anticipated $550,000 target.

Although the Police Department remains the largest departmental user at nearly
$300,000, Information Systems received nearly $140,000 to ensure continued,
important network and security improvements that have been identified by the new
Director. A complete listing of approved items is included later in this document.

Equipment Replacement Fund

The Equipment Replacement Fund prowdes for the replacement of various types of
motorized equipment. New equipment is purchased by other funds. Replacement
equipment purchased is placed on a depreciation schedule in the year acquired.
Replacement is made based upon the estimated useful life of the equipment. Funding
from the tax levy and other sources should approximate the annual depreciation of the
replacement value attributed to the City’s total fleet based on estimated useful life.

For 2017, the Equipment Replacement Fund has the replacement of an ambulance, two
Building Inspection vehicles, and three Highway vehicles. Overali, this fund continues
to be underfunded and will need support in six years when expensive fire equipment
replacements are needed. It has not, however, been possible to further increase funding
given the recent history of property tax freezes.

Street Improvement Fund

The Street Improvement Program is a separate capital projects fund to give visibility to
street improvement activities. In general, subdivisions that developed during the 1990’s
residential growth period are aging. Those streets will need to be resurfaced in the
coming years. The Engineering Department has provided a “2017 lLocal Street
Improvement Program” prioritized listing which is included in the proposed budget
document. Sufficient funding is included to cover the first 6 of the 11 projects listed.

Revenue consists of Tax Levy support of $704,900 in 2017, an increase of 1.7%.
Landfill 'siting revenue of $133,000 continues to be incorporated for 2017. 2017 is not a
year of the biennial grant. In the short term, this fund is arguably underfunded as the
fund balance is falling to 15% of 2017 expenditures. In the longer term, the available
revenues are insufficient to fund all of the projects scheduled to be implemented in the
time frames projected. As such, existing road surfaces must exceed the anticipated
replacement life, repair and replacement cost-per-mile needs to decrease, or long-term
future appropriations will need to increase. As an example, the City has been spending
$900,000 per year, without any noticeable regression of the PASER ratings; however,
Engineering is requesting at least $1 million per year after 2017, which would deplete
the fund.

Capital Improvement Fund

The Capital Improvement Fund is a separate capital projects fund intended for larger
development projects. A Capital Improvement Plan is used fo project public
improvement needs for the coming years. The Capital Improvement Fund uses this
five-year forecast for planning purposes. ltems contained in the Capital [mprovement
Fund are financed with landfill siting fees, resources from other funds, and from the
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issuance of debt. The proposed 2017 amount would constitute the largest spending
plan in many years, largely because it is necessary to provide appropriations for the
potential development and infrastructure contemplated by the Common Council by their
action to adopt a resolution to create TID 5. The expenditure plan includes $24.9
million with $10.9 million to support Baseball Commons projects, $4.9 million for park
projects (funded, in part, by $2.9 million by park impact fees), $4.7 million in assessable
utility and infrastructure projects related to Baseball commons, $1.8 million for City Hall
repairs and remodeling, and $102,000 in Public Safety projects. Resources include $8.5
million in new borrowings if all projects are to occur.

As noted above, the parks project listing is very aggressive and extensive, but it can be
reasonably expected that not all projects will actually move forward during 2017. A -
broader array has been appropriated to aid in moving forward with use of the park
impact fees in furthering the intent of the CORP. The intent is to ensure that progress is
made in completing park development projects before the expiration of the park impact
fee retention extension that the Common Council adopted earlier in 2016. As such,
actual borrowing levels for the park projects will require further determinations as the
Common Council and Parks Commission work to move projects forward.

The five-year forecast would require an additional $11 million borrowing in 2018 to
support projects that year and would continue to anticipate $2 million every other year
thereafter. ‘

For internal control purposes, projects identified as “Approved” indicate Common
Council authorization for staff to proceed with action steps on the project, although
spending on said projects requires further Common Council authorization in advance.
For similar internal control purposes, projects identified as “Projects Pending Approval”
are part of the valid, total appropriation (once the budget is approved, of course) but
further direction is required from Common Council to authorize the direction and scope
of the project. Other than staff effort preparing such projects for the Common Council’s
approval fo proceed, resources are not to be spent on the project until the Common
Council designates the project as “Approved,” unless such spending is otherwise
directed by the Common Council.

Development Fund

The Development Fund provides resources from new development for infrastructure
needed to support that development. The primary revenues are impact fees. Impact
fees are being used to support Debt Service on the Police, Fire, Library and Drexel
Avenue infrastructure projects; although reduced development in recent years has
diminished the available resource. Park Impact fees had accumulated for some time,
and an extension for the retention period was approved by the Common Council in early
2016.

For 2017, $791,000 in impact fees are expected. An increase in fee collections is
expected related to the Baseball Commons development. Debt Service support of
$454 000 is appropriated; however, not all of these funds are likely to be available. $2.9
million in Park impact fees would be needed to support the park projects in the Capital
Improvement Fund if all projects were actually to occur in 2017.
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Debt Service Fund :

The property tax levy supporting the fund drops $200,000 to $1.3 million. The property
tax levy supporting this fund has fallen for a number of years, which has supported
operations in other funds of the City. The 2017 level, however, would constitute the
lowest property tax ievy level aliowable without levying a separate increase in the
property tax levy specifically to support debt. The City has not taken this step in the
past.

The City refunded $5.8 million in General Obligation debt in 2016, which will save debt
service costs over the next five years. The reduced Capital Improvement activity of the
last several years has also reduced the debt service costs; however, significant debt is
planned in the Capital Improvement Fund beginning in 2017.

Grant Funds

In Sept 2016, the City received a $125,000 Grant to work with the school district to
combat substance abuse. This 5-year renewabie grant will add to City services to fight
this public safety crisis. ‘

Budget Process

Staff works with the Mayor for months in developing a recommended budget for
presentation fo the Common Council. The ordinance provides that the Common
Council's Committee of the Whole review and make recommendations on the budget.
Staff will work with the Aldermen directly or through the Committee of the Whole review
process to ensure the Aldermen have the information necessary to review and consider
the Recommended Budget. Aldermen will be able to alter the budget that is submitted
to the public hearing by making a motion to recommend an amendment to the Mayor's
2017 Recommended Budget. Such a motion would require approval by a majority of
members of the Commitiee of the Whole. Absent any such action, the Recommended
Budget as submitted by the Mayor would be published for presentation at the public
hearing.

Conclusion

Many of the changes noted in the budget are outside of the City's control. The State’s
reductions in shared revenues, reduction of hotel/motel taxes, and levy limiis, for
example, significantly restrict the City’s options. In recent years, however, the City
has unilaterally implemented even stricter controls and has only levied new
additional municipal property taxes of $42,000 out of an allowable $802 788 since
2013. This amounts to just 5.23% of the allowable levy increase.

The constraint on the levy has been made possible through a variety of means, but
those options are largely used up, as evidenced by the following:

< The 2017 reduction in property tax support to the Debt Service Fund is the last amount that
can be safely transferred.

+»+ A significant general reduction in departmental operating expenses has occurred across the
board since 2014, so further cuts are not practicable without service reductions.

<+ Since 2014, there has been a significant restriction on the ability to add staff and productivity,
in fact, the partially funded DFPW worker had to be eliminated.
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<+ Landfill Sitihg Revenues had been designated fully toward capital requirements, but 2017
sees the re-institution of the use of some of these funds in the General Fund for operating
" support despite the need for enhancement of the capital funds.

++ Anticipated Un-Spent Appropriations were set by the Common Council in 2016 at over
$470,000, which figure cannot reasonably be increased without anticipating a deficit.

<+ Options to expand revenues are consirained because the State has expanded the list of
revenues that now force a reduction in the allowable municipal property tax levy or revenues
are already budgeted at appropriate ievels.

% Reassigning resources from other capital funds is not a realistic option given the long-term

fiscal needs of each of those funds.

As initially stated, the Mayor's Recommended 2017 Budget maintains the status quo for
departmental operations while reacting to and incorporating initiatives that the Common
Council has identified. In doing so, it has pushed the limits of what can be accompilished
within the constrained revenue pohc:les the City has pursued. At some point, existing
operations and existing revenues cannot be squeezed further. Normal, market growth
in the expenses for current operations have been absorbed in the budget through a
variety of means. Those tools are running out of steam. The risky position in which the
City has placed itself is that very little remains in the way of options if the City wishes to
pursue any service enhancements. More importantly and of much greater risk, simply
maintaining current operations and core services after 2017 may exceed the ability of
the City to fund or otherwise absorb the gradual, natural cost increases without re-
evaluating a willingness to fund those services through property tax increases.

The Mayor's Recommended Budget will be available for inspection at the City Clerk’s
Office and at the Library and will be posted on the City website on 9/21/2016.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark W. Luberda
Director of Administration
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Operating Funds:
General Fund
Revenue

Other Taxes
intergovermmental Revenue
Licenses and Permits
Fines, Forfeifures, and Penalties
Public Charges for Service
Intergovemmental Charges
interest Revenue
Miscellaneous Revenue
Transfers from Othar Funds

Total nan-tax levy revenue
Property Taxes
Total Revenue

Expenditures
General Government
Public Safety
Public Warks
Health and Human Services
Culture and Recreation
Conservation and Development
Contingency
Transfers Qut & Other Financing Uses
Total Expenditures
Fund Balance:
Beginning of Year
Net Change/Transfer from Fund Bal.
End of Year

Non-Spendable Fund Bal

L

Spacial Revenue Funds
Revenue
Property Taxes - Library
Reciprocal Borrowing - Lfbrary
+ .. fiscellaneous Revenue - Library
Library Auxiliary
Civic Celebrations
St Martins Falr
Donations
Grant
Solid Waste Coliection

Total Revenue

Expenditures
Library
Library Auxillary
Civig Celebrations
St Martins Fair
Donations
Grant
Solid Waste Colisction

Totat Expenditures

Net Revenue [Expenditures)

Fund Balance
Beginning of the Year
End of the Year
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City of Frankiin
2017 Mayor's Recommended Budget

SUMMARY OF CITY OF FRANKLIN REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES

2016 2016 2016 207 2017
2014 2015 Adopted Amended Estimate Dept Retjuest Recommsend Percent
Actual Actuat Budpef Budget {12 months) Budget ig Change
1,756636 $ 1,629,656 § 1,885,000 § 1,885,000 $ 1,834,000 § 1,770,558 1,785,658 -5.3%
2,538,187 2,775,349 2,321,200 2,321,200 2,326,900 2,348,900 2,350,400 1.3%
804,077 669,366 843,550 B43,550 739,870 787,000 1,048,365 24.4%
421,976 484,957 440,000 440,000 450,000 450,000 500,600 12.6%
1,423,186 1,544,611 1,544,975 1,544,975 1,448,900 1,551,750 1,642,750 6.3%
136,372 192,188 203,200 203,200 201,300 203,200 203,200 0.0%
290,132 238,562 205,200 205,200 216,500 220,000 220,000 7.2%
147,238 155,682 463,900 163,900 98,300 128,150 128,150 -21.8%
9,931 1} 0 0 4 0 1]

7,524,736 7,880,271 7,607,025 7,607,025 7,310,770 7,457,558 74879423 3.6%
16,217,272 46,230,066 18,248,800 16,248,800 16,250,600 16,414,300 1€,526,400 1.7%
23,742,008 24,120,337 23,855,825 23,855,825 23,561,370 23,872,458 24,404,823 2.3%

2,786,742 § 2,720,468 § 2,616,690 § 2,638,731 $ 2,937,000 § 2,762,104 2,696,662 34%
16,367,024 15,983,169 16,128,832 16,142,348 15,985,485 + 17,361,935 16,848,085 4.5%

3,560,384 3,046,339 3,612,002 3,695,043 3,857,355 3,688,618 4,215,378 18.7%

633859 633,388 684,191 884,181 650,666 704,826 £87,848 0.5%

186,949 201,798 191,811 143,911 184,434 234,885 188,981 2.6%

355,254 5E8,380 578,858 634,573 576,818 655,904 627,349 8.2%

0 )] £56,000 513,700 0 125,000 625,000 13.6%

0 550,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 0 0 ~100.0%

22,890,462 $§ 23,703,542 § 25,583,425 § 26,702,485 $ 25,291,738 § 25,533,372 25,897,313 1.3%
7,781,557 8,623,113 8,040,808 9,049,908 9,049,908 7,218,540 7,219,540
851,546 416,795 {1,707,600) (1,846,670} (1,830,368} {1,660,914) {1,492.490)

8,633,113 $ 9,045,808 & 7,342,308 % 1.203,238 $ 7,219,540 § 5,558,626 5,727,050

2,273,071 § 2,239,802 § 2,416,766 § 2,416,766 $ 2,198,618 § 2,198,616 75,000

1,240,000 § 1,240,000 § 1,287,000 § 1,287,000 H 1,287,000 $ 1,296,600 1,288,600 0.7%

101,087 84,951 78,000 78,000 78,000 90,000 90,000 15.4%
8,369 2,766 ] Q 8,500 8,500 8,500
77,281 65,808 54,150 80,654 85,000 68,750 69,750 28,8%
106,733 111,088 163,000 103,000 142,600 110,000 118,000 6.8%
37,042 48,360 §0,800 , 50,600 44,650 52,000 52,000 2.8%
43,054 35,248 20,500 20,600 59,550 30,825 306,825 50.4%
186,763 117,916 458,150 471,518 . 31,400 221,000 221,000 -51.8%

1,607,312 1,585,016 1,601,165 1,591,165 1,618,561 1,621,400 1,621,400 1.9%

3,407,611 3,282,264 § 3,642,565 § 3,682,434 $ 3,355,281 § 3,500,075 3,500,075 3.9%

1,318,644 1,391,247 § 1,423,971 § 1,445,668 $ 1,416,260 § 1,485,561 1,460,044 1.8%

93,178 75,578 91,900 143,403 87,200 69,750 68,750 -24.1%
112,057 108,506 123,389 123,388 137,886 104,695 104,509 -15.3%
47,887 50,518 50,736 50,736 44,467 51,968 51,845 2.2%
22,829 24,118 133,101 135,235 28,500 127,950 129,450 2.7%
177,388 133,136 525,350 538,715 30,800 277,334 279,446 -46.8%
1,579,236 1,540,457 1,533,551 1,533,551 1,641,328 1,550,457 1,650,308 1.9%
3,354,218 3,324,660 § 3,801,008 § 3,970,698 $ 3204441 § 3,667,615 3,646,320 B5,3%
56,393 {32,396) (249,433) {288,264) 80,820 {167,540} (145,245)
1,089,537 1,145,930 1,145,930 1,145,830 1,145,930 1,206,750 1,206,750
1,145,930 1,113,534 886,487 857,666 1,208,750 1,038,210 1,061,605
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Operating Funds:

Capital Expenditure Funds

City of Franklin

2017 Mayor's Recommendead Budgst

SUMMARY OF CITY OF FRANKLIN REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES

Equipment Replacement Fund. Capital Outlay Fund & Street Improvement Fund

Revenue
Property Taxes-Capital Outlay
Proparty Taxes-Equip Replacement
Property Taxes-Streef improvement
Total Prop Tax Levy - Capital
Intergovetnmeantal Revenue
Landfill Siting Revenue
Miscellaneous Revenue
Transfers from QOther Funds

Total Revenue

Expenditures
Capital Quttay-Equip Replacement
Capital Qutiay-Capital Outtay
Capltal Qutiay-Street Improvement

Total Expenditures
Fund Balance
Beginning of the Year
End of the Year

Debt Service Fund
Revenue
Property Taxes - Debt Service
Miscellaneous Revenue
Transfer fram Other Funds
Transfer from Special Assessments

Total Revenue
Proceeds from Borrowing
Expenditure
Debt Service *
‘nterfund Advances (Repayments)
d Balance
Beginning of the Year
Interfund advances *

End of the Year
Special Assessment Fund Balance

+  Excludes TIF Districts Debt service and intemal investment activity

Summary of Budgeted Funds {without Capital improvement and Development Funds):

Totat Revenue

Total Expendliures

Totat Tax Levy .
Parcant of Total Revenue

Assessed Value
Tax Rate
Tax Rate - Final

Tota} Fund Balance - {excl non-spendable}

82072016 11113 AM

2018 2016 2016 2017 2017
2014 2015 Adopted Amendad Estimata Dept Request Recommend Percent
Actual Actual Budget Budgst {12 montis) Budget Budget Changs
2016 2016 2016 mr 2017
2014 2015 Adoptad Amended Estimate Dept Reguest Recommend Percent
Actual Actual Budget Budget {12 months) Budgst Budget Change
$ 430,000 § 433,200 § 437,100 437,100 $ 437,100 444300 % 444,300 1.6%
337,000 339,500 342,600 342,600 342,600 348,300 348,300 1.7%
681,600 687,300 533,500 693,600 683,500 704,800 704,960 1.6%
1,448,600 1,460,000 1,473,200 1,473,200 1473,200 1,457,800 1,497,500 1.6%
77,354 8,131 70,000 70,000 67,000 0 0
300,000 304,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 481,000 20,3%
246,554 5,017 70,000 70,000 162,300 76,500 76,500 9.3%
5,395 500,000 1) 1] Q 0 3,500
$ 2,077,803 § 2,343,208 § 2,013,200 2,013,200 H 2,102,500 14974000 § 2,058,500 2.3%
$ 237,781 & 360,680 $ 655,000 656,000 H 650,000 650,000 $ 650,000 -0.8%
575,424 651,673 900,268 1,121,025 1,027,328 1,263,638 738,568 -17.9%
1,013,825 837,957 940,000 940,000 925,000 800,000 940,000 0.0%
$ 1,826,230 § 1,850,310 § 2,485,268 2,716,025 $ 2,602,328 2,813,636 $ 2,328,868 B8.7%
2,472,183 2,723,856 3,216,754 3,216,754 3,216,754 2716926 2,716,928
$ 2,723,856 % 3,216,764 § 2,734,686 2,513,828 $ 2,716,926 1,877,290 § 2446558
$ 1,600,000 $ 1,600,000 § 1,800,000 1,500,000 $ 1,500,600 1,300,000 $ 1,300,000 -13.3%
76 396 - - - - -
276,811 182,493 205,600 205,000 112,800 180,514 180,514 -11.8%
150,763 160,000 - - - 18,089 146,509
$ 1,977,650 § 1,862,850 % 1,705,000 1,705,000 $ 1,612,800 1,499,613 § 1,827,113 4.6%
$ 66,747 § - 8§ - - $ 5,924,202 - 5 -
L 5644 § 910,673 § 1,581,298 1,591,288 $ 1,565,466 1,488,883 $ 1,627,483 2.3%
1,062,000 1,075,000 - - £,948,789 . .
{2,088,712) {970,958) 1,258 1,258 1,268 22,747 22,747
1,075,000 - - - . - -
$ (870,958) § 1258 § 114,980 114,968 ] 22,747 22307 § 22,387
$ 546,237 § 506,026 % 506,026 506,026 $ 402,315 383,216 $ 255,716
$ 31,205,172 & 31,638,699 § 31,216,680 31,268,459 $ 30,631,931 WadE 446§ a1.590.81 1.2%
28,983,554 28,788,185 33,541,988 33,980,516 32,807,762 33,514,588 33,496,264 0.1%
20,508,000 20,508,000 20,508,000 20,508,000 20,510,800 20,608,000 20,619,500 0.54%
65.7% 84.8% 65,7% 65.6% BT.0% 66,5% 66,3%
3,258,448,900 3,297,064,200 3,287,064,200 3,602,161,326 3,602,161,325 8.3%
§5.284 $6.220 §6.220 $6.694 §5.724 -B.0%
$6.295 $6.256
9,805,106 11,647,677 9,177,710 8,779,082 9,369,661 6,682,122 9,438,225 2.8%
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City of Franklin

2017 Mayor's Recommended Budget

SUMMARY OF CITY OF FRANKLIN REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES

2016 2M6 2016 2017 2017
2014 2015 Adopted Amended Estimate Dept Request Recommend Parcent
Operating Funds: Astual Actual Budgst Budget {12 months) Budnet Budget Change
Sanitary Sewer Fund
Revenue
Charges for Services $ 3,268,246 § 3,343,542 § 3,376,800 § 3,378,800 $ 3,271,600 § 3,444,360 $ 3,444,360 1.9%
Miscellansous Revenue 59,845 23,756 £,000 3,600 3,500 3,500 3,600 »30.0%
Total Revenue $ 3,328,082 § 3,367,208 § 3,382,800 § 3,382,300 s 3,275,100 § 3,447,860 $ 3,447,860 1.8%
Expenditures
Operations and Malntenance $ 2,738,632 % 2,884,650 % 3118213 § 2,582,020 $ 2,862,544 § 3,183,291 s 3,134,500 0.5%
Capttal Qutlay & Other 173,617 29,971 170,000 170,600 170,000 170,000 170,000 0.0%
Transfers to Other Funds 85,400 96,600 86,750 96,750 96,750 98,750 99,750 31%
Total Expendiiures [ 3,008,549 % 3,011,229 § 2,384,953 § 2,848,770 $ 3119284 & 3,463,041 $ 3,404,250 0.6%
Net Revenue {Expenditures) $ 319,543 § 356,077 § (1,163} § 533,630 $ 155,806 % {15,181} 43,610
Retained eamings
Beginning of the Year 2,660,848 2,864,465 1,537,810 4,637,810 1,537,810 1,670,616 1,670,616
Transfer to invested in Capital {115,926) {1,682,732) {52,200) {53,200) {23,000} {271,000) (271,000}
End of the Year $ 2,864,465 % 1,537,810 § 1,483,447 § 2,018,140 [ 1,670,616 § 1,384,435 § 1,443,226
Interfund Advance 2,198,616 2,198,616 2,198,616 2,198,616 2,198,616 2,198,618 0
Capital improvement Fund {One time projects):
Revenue :
Landflif Siting Revenue $ 504,004 $ 623473 § 488,000 % 498,000 $ 348,000 $ 444,000 $ 500,000 0.4%
* Miscellaneous Revenue {2,302) 4 881 10,193 70,193 70,200 85,000 5,000 -82.8%
Other Financing Sources 756,567 657,300 2,120,853 2,120,953 1,375,000 16,528,196 15,130,435 §42.4%
Total Revenus $ 1,268,259 § 1285454 § 2680148 % 2,689,146 [ 1,783,200 § 47,058,196 $ 15635438 481.4%
Proceads from Borrowing $ 1,962,660 $ - % 250,000 $ 950,000 $ - 12,250,000 % B,330,000
Expenditures
Capital Owfay $ 1,564,246 § 1,571,218 § 3775259 & 4,375,858 $ 2,308,147 $ 30,285,726 $  24,895211 559.4%
Fund Balance ’
Beginning of the Year 318,928 1,875,601 4,875,801 1,975,601 1,689,836 1,173,889 1,173,889
End of the Year $ 1,975601 § 1,680,836 $ 1,838,388 § 1,238,882 $ 1,173,888 § 196,358 $ 244113
2Me6 2016 2016 2017 2017
2014 Adopted Amended Estimate Dept Raquest Recommend Percent
. Actual Budget Budget {12 months) Budget Budget Change
Develooment Fund {impact Fees)
~ ~venue
.... npact Fees $ 683,227 § 413877 § 585000 § 585,000 $ 641,000 $ 791,000 % 791,000 35.2%
nterest, Investment & Dther Revenue 161,685 63,882 36,334 36,324 £5,000 36,618 36,618 0.8%
Total Revenue 844,892 477,858 621,334 621,334 696,000 827,618 827,618 3%
Expenditures
Transfer to Debt Service 226,811 182,494 455,617 455,617 112,800 454,450 454,450 £0.3%
Transfer to Capital Improvement 1,488,810 607,208 420,953 420,953 250,000 3,289,946 2,891,185 586.8%
Other - 6,752 15,000 518,321 155,000 805,000 505,000 3266.7%
Total Expenditures 1,726,721 798,548 831,570 1,394,891 517,800 4,248,396 3,850,635 331.9%
Fund Balance
Baginning of the Year 5,052 168 4,170,338 3,851,853 3,851,663 3,851,853 4,029,853 4,029,853
Toti End of the Year $ 4,170,338 % 3,851,653 § 3,581,417 % 3,078,086 $ 4,026,853 § BOB,075 $ 1,008,836
Utlilty Development Fupd
Revenue '
Spec A it & G tion Fees § 305,685 § 180,595 $ 234,350 § 234,350 $ 161,662 § - 162,100 $ 162,100 -30.8%
Investment & Other Revenue 65,710 53,977 59,650 589,550 £1,000 44,400 44,400 -25.6%
Tota! Revenue 371,405 234,573 284,000 294,000 212,662 206,500 208,500
Expenditures
Transfer fo Gapital Improv - Water 430,375 - 250,000 250,000 - 450,000 450,000 80.0%
Transfer to Capital Improv - Sewer - - 250,000 250,000 - 450,000 450,000 80.0%
Other 12,037 - - - - - -
Tota! Expenditures 142,412 - 500,000 500,000 - 800,000 800,000
Fund Balance
Beginning of the Year 443,438 672,431 &72,431 672,431 807,004 1,118,666 1,118,866
End of the Year : [3 672431 § 807,004 $ 466421 § 466,431 $ 1,119,666 § 426,166 § 426,166

9/20/2018 14:13 AM

Paul Retzenbery




Operating Funds:

Tax Incremental District #3
Revenue
Taxes
intergovemmentat Revenue
Investment & Other

Total Revenue

Expenditiures
Capital Outlay
COther
Prineipal
Interest
Totat Expenditures
Net Revenues
Loan Proseeds

Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balanze

Interfund Advances Due
Tax Incremental District #4

Revenus

Taxes

Intergovemnmental Revenue

investment & Qther

Total Revenua
Expenditiures

Capltal Outlay

Other

interest

Total Expendifures
Net Revenues

sginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance

Interfund Advances Due
Tax incrementat District #5
Revenue
Taxes
intergovernmental Revenue
Investment & Gther

Total Revenue

Expenditiures
Capltal Outiay
Other
Principal
Interest
Total Expenditures
Net Revehues

Loan Proceeds
Transfers In
Transfers Qut

Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance

Interfund Advances Due

£/20/2016 11,13 AM

City of Frankfin
2017 Mayor's Recommended Budget

SUMMARY OF CITY OF FRANKLIN REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES

2016 2016 20186 2017 2017

2014 2018 Adopted Amended Estimate Dept Request Recommend Percent
Actual Actual Budget Budget {12 months) Budget Budget Change
3 1,572,188 § 1,681,577 § 1,708,000 $ 1,708,000 % 1,730,642 § 1,300,000 $ 1,300,000 -23.9%
407,508 421,710 420,000 420,000 420,000 326,000 464,300 10.6%
274,012 148,311 3,000 3,000 15,000 3,000 3,000 0.0%

2,253,718 2,249,588 2,131,000 2,131,090 2,165,642 1,628,000 1,767,300
330,265 1,439,981 1,205,000 3,525,289 2,348,140 - - -100,0%
42,482 11,420 13,020 13,020 13,020 12,720 12,720 -2.3%
9,695,000 20,000 650,000 650,000 650,000 1,675,000 1,675,000  157.7%
325,740 129,705 108,418 108,418 98,084 58,561 74,575 -31.8%

10,363,487 1,601,118 1,977,438 4,287,727 3,110,244 1,746,281 1,762,285

(8,109,768} 648,482 153,562 (2,166,727 (844,602) {118,281) 5,008

2,284,249 . . - - . .

5,173, 498 347,978 996,460 996,450 896,460 51,858 51,858

$ 247,978 & 896,460 % 1,160,022 § {1,170,267) $ 51,858 § (66,423) _§ 56,863

s 3,350,000 § 1,700,000 § 550,000 % 550,060 $ 550,000 § 550,000 $ §50,000
$ 972,728 § 1,101,081 § 1,202,000 % 1,292,000 $ 1,380,500 $ 1,083,500 § 1,079,000 A6.5%
24,620 19,631 19,000 19,000 18,000 16,260 46,200 “14.7%
906 404 . . 4,500 19,200 10,200 #DNO!

908,254 1,124,116 . 1,311,000 1,511,000 1,403,400 1,118,900 1,114,400

83,760 18,278 - 8,300 - - -
8,585 12,487 40,856 44,155 11,870 17,585 8,078 ~T7.8%
59,504 14,695 5,415 5415 $20 - - A00.0%

153,249 45,461 46,270 58,370 12,890 17,555 S475

845,008 1,075,655 1,284,730 1,252,630 1,390,510 4,401,345 1,106,325

(2,058 B77) {1,213,872) (138,216) {138,216} {138,216} 1,252,284 1,252,284

$ (1,.213,872) & {138,217 & 1,126,514 § 1,114,414 $ 1,262,294 § 2,353,639 $ 2,357,619

$ 1,238000 § 238,000 $ - 8 - $ - ¢ - H -

$ -

10,949,250 10,949,250

285,883 285,883

126,775 128,776

. - - - 11,361,908 11,361,808

- - - - {11,361,008) {11,361,908)

14,575,000 11,575,000

§ - $ - % B $ - 8 213,002 & 213,082

Paul Rotzenherg




Operating Funds;

intemal Service Fund

Self Insurance Fund
Revenues
Medical Insurance Premiums
Dental insurance Premiums
investment income
Total Revenues

Medical Claims
Prescriptioin Drug Claims
Stop Loss Premiums

Al other costs

Dental Claims

Total Expenditures
Nef Revenues [Expenditures)

Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance

82072016 11:13 AM

City of Franklin
2017 Mayor's Recommended Budget

SUMMARY OF CITY OF FRANKLIN REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES

2016 2016 2016 2017 2097
2014 2015 Adopted Amended Estimats Dept Request Recommend
Actual Actual Budgat Budget {12 months) Budgef Budget Change
216 2016 2018 2017 2017
2014 2015 Adopted Amended Estimate Dept Request Recommend
Actual Actual Budget Budget {12 months} Budpet Budget
3,101,601 § 2,988,826 % 2804133 $ i 2,804,139 $ 2,805,000 % 3,000,600 $ 3,000,600
163,200 160,794 173,600 173,500 173,500 177,400 177,400
116,803 68,204 56,004 56,004 56,054 35,000 35,000
3,381,604 3,218,014 3,033,643 3,033,643 3,034,554 3,213,000 3,213,000
1,823,825 1,842,015 2,875,000 2,875,000 2,275,000 2,118,200 2,119,200
288,780 T 325,370 0 0 0 335,000 335,000
540,788 589,964 675,000 675,000 675,000 635,900 635,900
203,268 284,172 310,076 310,076 245,120 330,500 330,500
182,173 154,782 170,300 170,300 167,800 170,300 170,200
3,047,834 3,196,303 4,030,376 4,030,376 3,362,820 3,690,800 4,182,400
333,770 21,711 [896,733) (986,733) {328,366) (377,800) (269,400)
3,108,401 3,440,171 3,461,882 3,461,882 2,461,882 3,133,516 3,133,516
340171 _§ 3,451,882 § 2,466,143 § 2,465,148 $ 3,133,516 § 2755616 § 2184116
5 Paul Rotzenberg

Percent

7.0%
2.2%
-37.5%

-26.3%
-5.8%

6.6%
0.0%
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City of FrankEn
Official Budget Apprapriation Units
Summary - 2017 Mayor's Recommended Budget

2016 208 2037 Change
2014 2015 Adopted Amended 2016 Dept 2017 fo Pryr
Actfual ActugL Budgst Budget Estimate Regquast Mayor's Rec  Adopted

General Fund
Ravenue:

Property taxes

Other taxes

Cable TV Franchise Fee
Utllity tax equivalent

$16,201,001  $15,221,503  $16,246,800  $16,248,800  $16,240,000  $16,414,900  $16,525,400 1.7%
215,276 267,008 285,000 285,000 204,600 205,658 205,658  -27.9%
508,767 526,750 500,000 500,000 500,000 15,000 530,000 §.0%

1,046,864 1,044,450 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,060,000 1,050,000 1,060,000  -4.5%

Total tax revenue

intergovernmentat
Licenses and permits
Penalties and forfeltures
Charges for services
intergovernmental charges
interest revenue
Miscellapeous ravenue
Transfers from other funds

17,972,908 18,089,722 18,133,800 18,133,800 18,084,600 18,186,458 18,310,958 1.0%

2,536,187 2,775,349 2,321,200 2,321,260 2,326,900 2,346,900 2,350,400 1.3%

804,077 669,366 843,550 843,550 739,870 787,000 1,049,365 ~ 24.4%
421,976 484,957 440,000 440,000 450,000 450,000 500,000 13.8%
1,423,188 1,544,611 1,544,875 1,644,976 1,448,900 1,561,780 1,642,760 6.3%
136,372 192,188 203,200 203,200 201,300 203,200 203,200 0.0%
290,132 238,662 205,200 205,200 240,500 220,000 220,000 7.2%
147,238 155,582 163,840 163,900 29,300 128,150 128,150 «21.8%
9,931 ] o o L Q ] 0.0%

Total non-tax revenue

Total revenue
Transfer from fund balance

6,768,100 6,060,616 5,722,025 6,722,026 5,476,770 6,667,000 6,093,865 6.5%

23,742,008 24,120,337 23,856,825 23,865,826 23,561,370 23,872,468 24,404,823 2.3%
0 o o & L} Q o 0.0%

Total revenue & fb transfer

Expenditures:
Mayor - Personnel Services
Other Services, Supplles, etc
Aldermen - Personnel Services
Other Services, Supplies, Etc
Munleipal Sourt - Personnel Services
Gther Services, Supplles, Etc
Clerk - Personnel Services
Other Services, Supplies, Etc
Eiectlons - Personne! Services
Other Services, Supplies, Ete
Information Services - Persannel
Other Services, Supplles, Etc
Adminlstration « P [ Sarvices
Other Services, Supplies, Etc
Finance - Personnel Services
Other Services, Supplies, Etc
independent Audit
Assessor - Personnel Services
Other Services, Supplies, Etc
Legal Services
Muntclpal Bulldings - Personnel Servi:
Other Services, Supplies, Etc
Insurance
Unclassified

23,742,008 24,120,337 23,855,825 23,356,826 23,561,370 23,872,468 24,404,823 2.3%

18,500 18,512 18,508 18,508 18,508 18,508 18,508 0.8%

Sub tota) General Government Person
Contingency
Anticipated Un-spent appropriations

4,973 5,883 8,000 8,040 5,490 8,000 7,600 -6,3%
47 451 47,487 47,471 47,471 47,471 47,471 47,41 0.0%
21,926 21,865 29,500 29,500 23,550 3,260 3,260 2.6%

168,786 170,811 181,161 184,451 183,350 193,237 191,308 5.6%
49,194 51,662 47,150 47,150 38,530 47,150 47,150 0.0%
293,014 283,677 268,641 288,641 278,328 308,763 303,582 5.2%
24,340 29,628 31,080 31,0014 26,800 28,000 28,000 -8.7%
42,462 15,613 35,548 35,648 42,453 15,748 31,100 A12.5%
22,350 5,686 25,600 25,600 17,600 8,600 9,600 -62.6%
o 10,033 147,756 117,756 405,803 121,583 120,433 2,3%
333,123 348,904 364,789 369,188 349,740 364,789 363,067 -0.5%
275,323 280,594 285,588 255,888 281,128 367,437 290,983 1.8%
126,424 118,935 167,045 176,748 133,520 151,366 143,015 -8.8%
398,530 411,369 £16,636 416,636 7,212 425,938 418,528 0.7%
53,175 83,062 98,929 98,929 91,976 143,680 96,725 -2.2%
28,136 33,285 31,810 31,810 29,835 36,500 36,500 14,7%
53,014 54,206 66,300 18,200 9,625 0 o -100.0%
163,141 146,697 188,100 223,200 230,800 222,376 222378 18.2%
367,077 316,005 340,226 340,225 316,860 341,532 337,532 -0,8%
35,864 55,525 95,800 95,500 84,018 94,227 126,685 32.2%
141,396 132,972 113,505 113,505 102,954 119,465 118,468 5.2%
107,748 51,980 106,908 105,908 100,400 23,576 93,675 A1.6%
1,839 325 2,500 2,600 0 82,500 82,500 3200.0%
2,718,774 2,682,211 3,086,850 3,108,351 2,937,600 3,232,324 3,166,682 2.8%
87,968 28,257 650,000 513,700 0 125,000 625,000 13.6%
o [} 470,220 470,220 0 -470,220 ~478,220 0.0%

Total General Govemnment

Palite Department - Personnel Service
Other Services, Supplies, Etc

Fire Department - Personnel Services
Other Services, Supphies, Ete

Publlc Fire Protection

Bullding Inspaction - Personnel Servic
Other Services, Supplies, Etc

Waights and Measures

2,788,742 2,720,468 3,166,630 3152431 2,937,600 2,887,104 3,321,662 4,8%

7,630,602 8,064,445 7,360,563 7,950,563 7,384,011 8,481,982 8,406,876 5.7%

1,056,270 947,668 1,082,650 1,085,370 984,800 1,186,158 1,145,626 6.8%
5,324,562 6,563,662 5,608,357 5,809,357 6,568,752 6,191,847 6,708,093 1.8%
438,473 428,977 434,600 434,600 409,155 448,000 475,100 0.9%
266,165 260,763 273,200 273,200 279,500 273,200 283,900 3,9%
628,409 686,664 736,312 736,312 726,787 760,600 T93,060 10%
25,743 24,389 34,550 35,344 25,050 33,860 29,750 A13.8%
6,800 €,600 7,600 7,600 7,604 7,600 7,600 2.0%

Total Public Safaty

9/20/2016 [Time]

15,367,024 15,983,168 16,126,832 16,142,346 15,985,465 17,361,935 16,048,096 4.5%

7 Paul Rozanberg



City of Franklin
Officlai Budget Appropriation Units
Summary - 2017 Mayor's Recommanded Budget

2016 2018 2017 Change
2014 2015 Adopted Amended 2016 Pept 217 to PrYr
Actual Actual Butdget Budget E Refuest Mayor's Rec  Adopted
Enginearing - Personnel Sarvises 578,865 497427 603,481 803,481 579,479 605,610 828,338 4.3%
Other Services, Supplies, Etc 28,079 21,298 26,290 46,347 16,465 25,820 21,820 =-13.7%
Highway - Personnef Services 1,723,563 1,600,964 1,818,785 1,818,765 1,764,330 1,887,641 2,411,673 32.5%
Other Services, Supples, Etc 917,808 613,71 791,697 §23,680 734,381 833,697 792,797 0.1%
Solld Waste Collection L] 0 ] o 390,000 L] L] 0.0%
Street Lighting 301,194 306,315 358,700 386,700 360,700 321,000 344,800 -3.3%
Weed Contral 19,876 7,863 15,050 18,050 12,000 156,060 15,054 0.0%
Total Public Works 3,560,384 3,048,239 3,612,003 3,606,043 3,857,358 3,688,618 4,215,378 16.7%
Health Department - Personnel Servici 536,166 538,696 576,741 876,741 553,966 597,336 584,568 1.4%
Other Services, Supplies, Etc 65,215 62,761 68,950 68,950 60,200 £9,090 68,790 0.2%
Animal Canfrol 33,688 30,941 38,600 33,500 36,600 38,500 34,500 ~10.4%
Tota! Health & Human Services 633,959 633,308 84,191 584,191 650,666 704,928 687,848 0.5%
Recreation 36,749 42,386 44,000 46,000 43,100 45,400 45,400 =1.3%
Parks - Personne! Services 126,267 134,162 118,261 118,264 114,054 147,260 109,358 -1.4%
Other Services, Supplies, Etc 22,593 25,260 29,650 29,650 27,280 42,225 41,726 40.7%
Total Culture and Recreatlon 166,999 201,798 191,911 193,914 184,434 234,885 196,881 2.8%
Planning - Parsonnel Services 316,037 326,358 332,469 332,469 326,540 344,008 338,919 1.9%
Other Services, Supplies, Ete 33,110 53,017 61,200 61,200 438,300 61,350 60,850 -0.6%
Econ Dev - Personnel Sarvices L} 37,600 130,689 130,689 120,228 128,348 103,380 -20.8%
Other Services, Supplles, Eic 6,207 154,405 55,500 10,215 87,750 124,200 124,200 123.8%
Tatal Gonservation/develapment 355,354 568,330 579,858 634,673 576,818 655,904 627,349 8.2%
Transfers to other funds 0 550,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 o 1] 0.0%
Total expenditures . 22,880,462 23,703,642 25,563,425 26,792,495 25,391,738 25,533,312 25,397,313 1.3%
Net Change 851,546 416,795 -1,707,600 -1,846,870 -1,830,388 -1,669,514 -1,442,490
Beglinning General Fund balance 7,781,567 8,833,113 4,049,908 9,049,308 9,049,908 7,219,540 7,219,540
Ending General Fund batance 8,633,113 9,049,908 7,342,308 7,203,238 7,219,640 5,568,826 6,727,050
Fund Balance as a percent
of total expenditures 7% 38.18% 28.72% 28.03% 28.43% 21.77% 22.11%
Special Revenue Funds
Revenues
{ ibrary Fund - Tax Levy 1,240,000 1,240,000 1,287,000 1,287,000 1,287,000 1,296,600 1,296,600 0.7%
Retipracal Borrowing - Library 101,087 84,961 78,000 78,000 78,000 80,000 80,060 16.4%
Misc Revenue - Library 8,369 2,766 - - 8,500 8,600 8,600
Auxillary Library 717,251 65,808 54,160 80,664 85,000 69,750 69,760
Solid Waste Collection - Fees 1,168,087 1,172,063 1,17%,91§ 1,178,815 1,198,181 1,203,200 1,203,200 2.40%
Mis¢ Revenue - Solid Wasfe 439,225 442,947 411,250 411,260 420,400 418,200 418,200 1.7%
Total Revenues 3,034,019 2,975,664 3010316 3036818 3,077,061 3,086,260 3,086,250 25%
Expendltures
Library - Personnel Services 839,520 910,009 961,081 961,084 948,880 1,012,141 982,694 2.2%
Other Services, Supplies, Etc 479,124 481,338 472,890 484,688 467,380 473,420 477,420 140%
Auxiltary Library 93,178 75,579 91,900 143,403 87,200 9,750 69,750
Solid Waste - Personnef Services 19,024 19,172 23,669 23,668 21,828 13,456 13,305 -43.8%
Other Services, Supplies, Etc 1,560,201 1,521,268 1,508,882 1,609,882 1,519,500 1,537,004 1,537,001 1.8%
Total Expenditures 2,991,087 3,007,383 3,069,422 3,122,623 3,054,768 3,106,768 3,080,070 0.7%
Net Revenues (Expenditures) 42,962 {28,732) {49,107} {86,804) 22,273 {18,518) 6,130
Fund Balance
Beginning of the Year 770,599 813,561 842,370 642,370 770,598 792,872 792,872
End of the Year 813,561 784,829 553,263 558,566 782,872 773,364 799,052

9/20/2018 [Time] 8 Paui Rotzenberg




City of Franklin
Official Budget Appropriation Units
Summary - 2017 Mayor's Recommended Budget

2016 2016 017 Change
2014 2015 Adopted Amended 2016 Dept 2017 to BrYr
Actual Actual Budget Budget Estlmate Request Mayor's Rec  Adopted
Sanitary Sewer Fund
Revenues
Metered Sales 3,234,824 3,303,446 3,346,800 3,346,800 3,239,600 3,412,380 3,412,360 2.0%
Other Ravanue 93,268 63,862 37,000 37,000 35,500 35,600 35,600 -4.1%
Total Revenues 3,328,092 3,367,298 3,383,800 3,383,800 3,276,100 3,447,860 3,447,860 1.9%
Porsonnel Services 436,274 466,652 454,927 454,927 445,944 466,141 453,560 1.8%
Other Sorvices, Supplies, Ete 2,873,276 2,563,834 2,830,036 2,930,036 2,673,350 2,996,900 2,940,700 0.4%
Total Expenditures 3,008,545 3,020,486 3,384,963 3,384,963 3,419,294 3,463,041 3,404,250 0.6%
Net Revenue {Expenditures) 318,543 346,012 {1,163} {1,163} 155,808 {15,181} 43,610
Net interest Incoms {Expense) - 9,285 - - - - -
Invested In Capltal Assets (115,928) (1,682,732} {63,200} [53,200) {23,000 {271,000) {271,000}
Net Change in Retained Eamnings 203,817 {1,326,655) {64,383) {54,263) $32,806 {286,18%) {227,390)
Beginning Retalned Eamings 2,660,848 2,364,466 1,637,810 1,537,810 1,537 810 1,670,616 1,670,616
Ending Retained Earnings 2,864,465 1,837,610 1,483,447 1,483,447 1,670,616 1,384,435 1,443,226

Capital Expenditure Funds - Capital Outlay, Equipment Replacement, Street Improvement

Revenue
Property Taxes-Capital Qutlay 430,000 433,200 437,100 437,100 437,100 444,300 444,300 1.6%
Property Taxes-Equlp Replacemet 337,000 339,500 142,600 342,600 342,600 348,300 348,300 1.7%
Property Taxes-Sireet Improveme) 681,600 887,300 693,500 £93,600 893,500 764,900 704,800 1.6%
ntergovernmental Revenue 77,354 8131 74,000 70,000 67,000 - -
Landfill Siting Revenue 300,000 300,000 400,000 400,008 400,000 400,000 481,000 20.3%
Miscellaneous Revenue 246,554 76,077 74,000 70,000 162,300 16,500 76,500 9.3%
Transfers In from Other Funds 6,385 500,000 - - “ - 3,500
Total Revenue 2,077,903 2,343,208 2,013,200 2,013,200 2,102,500 1,974,000 2,088,500 2.3%
Capital Outlay-Equip Replacement 237,781 360,560 655,000 655,000 650,000 650,000 660,000 ~0.8%
Capital Qutlay-Capital Outlay 575,424 661,673 900,268 1,121,025 1,027,328 1,263,636 738,868 -17.8%
Capltal Outtay-Street Improvament 1,013,025 837,957 840,000 940,000 925,000 §00,000 940,600 8.0%
Total Expend|tures 1,826,230 1,850,310 2,495,268 2,716,025 2,802,328 2,813,636 2,328,868 £.7%
Nef Capital Revenues (Expendltures) 251,673 452,898 -482,068 -702,825 499,828 -839,638 -270,368
Beginning Fund Balance 2,472,183 2,723,866 3,216,764 3,216,754 3,216,754 2,716,926 2,716,926
Ending Fund Balance 2,723,866 3,218,754 2,734,686 2,613,928 2,718,926 1,877,290 2,446,558
DEBT SERVICE FUND
Revenus
Property Taxes 1,600,000 1,600,000 1,500,600 1,540,000 1,500,000 1,300,000 1,300,000 13.3%
Miscellaneous Ravenue 6 396 1] 0 ] ] 1]
Other Financing Source;
Transfer from Other Funds 226,811 182,493 205,000 205,000 112,800 180,514 180,514 ~11.9%
Transfer from Speclal A 150,763 100,000 Li] 0 )] 18,088 146,599
Total Revenue 1,977,850 1,882,889 1,705,000 1,705,000 1,612,800 1,499,813 1,627,113 ~4.6%
Proceeds from Borrowing 66,747 [ a [1] 5,924,202 ] a
Debt Service * 915,644 910,672 1,591,298 1,591,298 1,665,466 1,489,963 1,627,463 2.3%
Refunded Debt 5,948,788 '
interfund Loan Payments 1,062,000 1,062,001 ] 1] ] - “
Beginning of the Year (2,699,712} {970,958) 1,258 1,258 ,268 22,747 22,747
Interfund advances {Pay 5) 2,137,009 2,137,002 - -
End of the Year {970,859 1,258 114,860 114,980 22,747 22,387 22,397
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND
Revenue
Landfill Siting 504,604 623,473 498,000 488,000 348,000 444,000 500,000 0.4%
Miscellaneous 430,673 4,881 505,000 505,000 5,000 2,295,000 1,295,000 166,4%
Other (Grants, Impact Fees, efc) 623,682 657,300 1,686,146 1,686,146 4,440,200 14,318,196 13,840,438  720.8%
Total Revenues 1,258,259 1,286,454 2,689,146 2,689,145 1,793,200 17,058,196 16,636,436
Expenditures
Capital Outlay 1,564,246 1,571,219 3,775,359 4,375,858 2,309,147 30,286,726 24,895 211 559.4%
Nei Revenues {Expenditures) ~305,987 -286,766 -1,088,213 -1,686,709 -515,947 -13,227,530 -9,269,776
Debt Proceeds 1,962,660 ¢ 450,000 950,000 L} 12,250,000 8,330,000
Beginning Fund Balance 318,828 1,976,601 1,688,836 1,689,836 1,689 338 1,173,889 1,473,889
Endlng Fund Balance 1,975,601 1,668,838 1,563,623 853,127 1,173,888 196,358 244,113

91202016 [Tims] Paul Rotzanberg



Clty of Franklin
Officlal Budget Appropriation Units

Summary - 2057 Mayor‘s R ded Budg-ef.
2018 2016 2017 Change
204 20186 Adopted Amended 2018 Dept 2017 to Pryr
Actual Actual RBudget Budget timat R Mayor's Rec  Adopted
DEVELOPMENT FUND
impact Feas 683,227 443,877 535,000 585,000 641,000 791,000 791,000 368.2%
Other Income 161,665 63,882 38,334 36,334 55,000 36,618 36,818 0.8%
Total Revenues 844,892 477,859 621,334 621,334 696,000 827,618 827,618
Transfer to Debt Service 226,811 182,494 455,817 455,617 112,800 454,450 454,450 0.3%
Ti fer to Capital Impro t 1,489,910 607,299 420,953 420,953 250,000 3,289,946 2,891,185 526.8%
Other 0 5,752 515,000 518,321 156,000 508,000 £06,000
Total Expenditures 1,726,721 796,645 1,391,570 1,394,891 517,800 4,249,396 3,350,636
Net Revenues {Expenditures} -881,829 -318,686 =770,236 -773,857 178,200 -3,421,778 -3,023,017
Beginning Fund Balance 5,062,168 4,170,338 3,851,653 3,861,663 3,851,653 4,029,853 4,028,853
Ending Fund Balance 4,170,339 3,851,653 3,084,417 3,078,098 4,028,853 608,075 1,006,836
UTILITY DEVELOPMENT FUND
Water Revenues $ 147,411 % 73,500 § 105,250 § 105,250 § 76,600 § 77,100 77,100 -26.7%
Sewer Revenues 158,284 107,098 129,100 129,100 76,062 85,000 B5,000 -34.2%
Other Revenues 65,710 53,977 50,650 59,650 61,000 44,400 44,400 ~26.8%
‘Total Revenues 374,405 234,673 294,000 284,000 212,662 206,500 206,500 -29.8%
Water Transfars Out 130,378 L] 250,000 250,000 0 450,000 460,000 B80.0%
Sewer Transfers Out ) L] 250,000 250,000 1] 450,000 450,000 B80.0%
Other Expendltures 12,037 4 o 4] ] 0 [
Total Expenditures. 142,412 1 §00,000 §00,000 o 900,000 400,000 BO.0%
Net Revenue {Expenditures} 228,993 234,573 ~206,000 «206,000 212,682 -693,500 -693,500
Beginning Fund Balance 443,438 672,431 907,004 907,004 807,004 1,118,666 1,119,668
Ending Fund Balance $ 672431 $ 907,004 % 70,004 & 701,004 § 4,19688 & 426,166 426,166
TID #3
Revenues
Taxes $ 1,672,198 § 1,881,677 $ 1,708,000 § 4,708,000 $ 1,730,642 § 1,300,000 1,300,000 =23.9%
intergover tal R 407,508 421,710 420,000 420,000 420,060 325,400 464,300 10.6%
Investment & Other 274,012 146,311 3,000 3,000 15,000 3,000 3,000 0.0%
Total Revenue 2,253,718 2,249,596 2,131,000 2,131,000 2,165,642 1,628,000 1,767,300 “A71%
Expendituras
Capital Outlay 332,347 1,439,991 1,205,000 3,526,289 2,348,140 [ [
Other 56,151 11,420 1a,620 10,620 13,020 12,720 12,720 20.8%
Principal 9,695,000 26,000 50,000 650,000 650,000 1,675,000 1,675,000 167.7%
Intarest 326,740 129,705 108,418 109,418 98,084 58,561 74,575 -31.8%
Total Expenditures 10,409,238 1,801,116 1,874,938 4,296,227 3,110,244 1,746,284 1,762,295 -10.8%
Net Revences (8,155,520} 648,482 156,082 (2,164,227} (944,602) {118,281} 5,006
l.oan Proceeds 3,496,080 - - - - - -
Transfers in - - - - - - -
Transters Qut
Eeginning Fund Balance 5,173,498 347,978 394,460 998,460 996,460 51,858 51,858
Endlng Fund Balance $ 514,058 % 896,460 § 1152622 § [1,167,767) § 51,8568 § {66,423} 56,863
Interfund Advances Dite 3,350,000 1,700,000 550,000 560,600 £60,000 550,000 550,000
TID #4
Revenues
Taxes $ 972,728 $ 1,101,081 § 1,292,000 § 1,282,000 § 1,320,800 1,083,600 1,078,000 -16.5%
intergovernmental Ravenue 24,620 19,631 15,000 19,000 18,000 16,260 16,200 -14,1%
Investment & Gther 406 404 o 0 4,600 19,260 18,200  #DIVIO]
Total Revenue 998,254 1,421,118 1,311,000 1,311,600 1,403,400 1,#18,900 1,114,400 -16.0%
Expenditures
Capital Outlay 83,760 18,278 o §,800 4} :] 0
Other 9,585 412,487 40,8566 44,1585 11,870 17,656 8,075 -17.8%
Princlpal (1] 1 [ bl 0 ] a
Inferest 69,904 14,695 5415 5,415 920 L] ]
Total Expenditures 163,24% 45,481 46,270 68,370 12,880 17,555 4,075 -80.4%
Net Revenues 845,005 1,076,665 1,264,730 1,252,630 1,390,610 1,101,345 1,105,325
{van Procesds ] 1 Q 0 0 ] [}
Beginning Fund Balance {2,058,877) 11,213,872} {138,216} (138,216) (135,21 8) 1,252,204 1,252,284
Ending Fund Balance $ {1,213,872} § [(138216) § 1,126,514 $ 1194,414 $ 1262294 $ 2363630 § 2,357,819
4,238,000 238,000 0 0 0 [

Interfund Advances Due

5/20/2016 [Time}
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ity of Frankiin
Officlal Budget Appropriation Units

Summary - 2017 Mayor's Recommanded Budget

TID #5

Revenues
Taxes
inferge

Investment & Cther
Total Revanue

dndt 03

Expend|tures
Capltal Outlay
Other
Principal
Interest

Total Expenditures

Net Revenues

Loan Proceeds
Transfers In
Transfers Out

Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance

Interfund Advances Due

INTERNAL SERVICE FUND {75)
Seif Insurance

Madicat Premium

Dental Premiums

Investment [ncome

Total Revenue

Medlcal Ctalms
Prescriptioin Drug Claimns
Stop Loss Premiums

All other costs

Dental Cialms

Restricted Contingency
Total Expendituras

Net Revenua [Expenditures)

Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance

ST MARTIN'S FAIR FUND
Revenue
Charges for Services
Donatlons
nterest & Investment Income

Total Revanue
Public Safety Costs
Cther Costs

Total Expenditures

Net Revenue {Expenditures)
‘Transfers n

Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Baiance

CIVIC CELEBRATIONS FUND
Revenue
Charges for Services
Donations
Interest & Investment Income

Total Revenue

Public Safety Costs
Other Costs

‘Fotal Expenditures
Net Revenue (Expenditures}
Transfers In

Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance

©/26/2018 [Time]

2M6 218 2047 Changs
2014 2015 Adopted Amended 2016 Pept 2017 toPryr
Actual Actual Budget Budget Estimafe Retpuost Mayor's Rec  Adopted
$ - ] “
0 0
0 0
<] -] o L] 0 0
10,949,250 10,949,250
286,883 285,683
0 [1}
126,776 126,776
0 [} 3 0 11,361,308 11,381,808
] 4] ) L] -11,361,508 11,561,808
14,675,000 11,575,000
] - 3 -3 -3 - % 243,092 § 213,092
] <] a L 0
$ 3,101,801 $ 2988926 § 1,804,138 § 2,804,438 § 2805000 $ 3,000,600 % 3,000,600 70%
163,200 160,794 173,500 173,500 173,600 177,400 177,400 2.2%
116,803 68,294 56,004 56,004 546,064 35,000 35,000 -37.5%
3,381,504 3,218,014 3,033,643 3,033,643 3,034,554 3,213,000 3,213,000 5.9%
1,823,825 1,842,015 2,876,000 2,875,000 2,275,000 2,119,200 2,119,200 -26.3%
288,780 325,370 0 0 i 335,000 326,000
549,788 589,964 675,000 675,000 675,000 635,900 635,900 -5.8%
202,985 264,172 310,076 310,076 245,120 330,500 320,500
182,173 164,782 170,300 170,300 167,850 170,300 170,300 0.0%
] 0 1] ] ] 0 591,600
3,047,661 3,198,303 4,030,376 4,030,376 3,362,920 3,690,900 4,182,400 3.8%
334,043 21,711 -996,733 -9396,733 -328,366 -377,900 ~969,400
3,108,401 3,440,171 3,461,882 3,461,882 3,461,882 3,133,516 3,133,516
$ 3440444 § 3461882 § 2465148 § 2465149 % 3,933,516 § 2765616 § 2,164,116
$ 25,592 § 37610 § 36,400 % 36,100 § 30,150 § 37,400 $ 37,400 3.8%
450 750 3,600 3,500 3,600 3,600 3,600 2.9%
] 0 o [} L] 0 L]
26,042 38,360 29,600 39,600 33,650 41,000 41,000 3.5%
34,361 37,920 34,336 34,338 30,267 35,568 35,445 2%
13,636 12,668 16,400 16,400 14,200 16,400 16,400 0.6%
47,887 50,518 50,738 50,736 44,487 51,968 51,845 2.2%
-21,845 -12,158 -11,136 1,136 10,817 -10,968 -10,845
11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000 11,000
709 11,654 -12,712 -12,848 -12,712 12,629 12,628
H {11,654) § {12712) $ (12,848) $ {12,984) § {12,528) § {12,497) % {12,374}
$ 73,158 § 77,390 § 70,000 § 70,000 § 408,600 $ 77000 § 77,000
20,575 20,699 26,000 20,900 20,000 20,000 26,000 0.0%
] 0 [} 0 ] L ]
83,733 . 98,089 90,000 90,000 129,600 97,000 97,000 T.8% -
25,487 25,459 27,08% 27,089 25,604 26,795 26,709 -1.4%
£6,560 24,046 96,300 98,300 112,282 77,800 Tt,800 -18.2%
112,057 109,606 123,389 123,389 137,886 104,695 104,509 -16.3%
-18,324 11,416 =33,389 -33,389 -8,286 7,695 -7,50%
13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 13,000 ] 13,000
51,476 46,162 AT,738 47,736 47,736 £2,450 52,450
s 46,162 § 47,736 % 27,347 § 27,347 § 52450 § 44,856 § 7,941
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City of Franiin
Official Budget Appropriation Units
Summary - 2017 Mayor's Recommended Eudget

972042015 [Time]

DONATIONS FUND
Revenucs
Police
Flre
Health
Other
Interest & Investment income

Total Revenues

Expenditures
Police

Fire

Heaith

Other

Total Expenditures
Net Revenves (Expenditures}

Beginning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Bajance

GRANT FUNDS
Revenues
Poilce
Fire
Other
Health

Total Grants

Expenditures
folice

Fire

Qthar

Health

Total Expenditures
Net Revenues

Beghnning Fund Balance
Ending Fund Balance

2018 2016 2017 Change
2014 2018 Adopied Amended 201 Dept 2017 to Pryr

Actual Actual Budget Budget Estimate Request Mayor's Rec  Adopted
34,234 14,452 16,000 15,000 13,000 20,000 20,000 33.3%
1,140 6,308 6,600 5,500 2,500 4,125 4425  .25.0%

1,465 184 ¢ 0 E00 0 0

5,600 14,674 1] o 43,850 6,700 6,700

5 [ ] 2] 0 0 0
43,084 35,248 20,600 20,500 58,650 30,825 30,826 50.4%
14,863 14,464 92,804 95,035 19,500 87,750 BY,750 -5.5%
2437 3,247 9,600 9,600 §,000 9,600 9,600 0,0%
395 383 B 600 &00 640 600 0.0%

134 5,554 [} 0 500 30,000 1,500
22,829 24,118 103,101 105,236 26,500 127,950 129,450 25.6%

20,226 11,130 -B2,601 84,738 33,050 -97,125 -98,625

102,323 - 122,648 133,678 133,678 133,678 166,728 166,728

$§ 122548 $ 133678 § 51,077 % 48,943 § 166,728 § 89,603 % 668,103
4,987 14,995 5,000 5,000 4,500 £,000 5,000 0.0%
5,840 8,704 8,500 8,500 8,000 5,000 5000 41.2%
76,414 32,845 340,000 340,000 18,800 1] 0 -i00.0%
99,522 60,372 104,650 118,015 [ 211,000 211,000  101.6%
186,763 117,916 458,150 471,815 31,400 221,006 221,000  -51.8%
4,987 14,995 5,000 8,000 4,500 &,000 5,000 0.0%
5,217 3,797 7,400 7,400 7,400 5,000 5000 -324%
78,61% 31,916 340,000 340,000 18,306 4] 0 100.0%
BY,56% 82,429 172,850 186,315 a 267,334 269,446 56.8%
177,388 133,136 525,380 538,716 30,800 277,334 279,446  -46.8%

9,375 -16,220 67,200 -67,200 800 -56,334 58,446

165,846 175,221 160,001 160,001 160,004 469,604 160,601

$ 7522t §  1e0,001 § 92801 % 2,801 § 150801 § 104267 § 102485
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Budget Process and Calendar

Pursuant to Section 13-2.A. of the Municipal Code of the City of Franklin, each year, the
Mayor presents a budget timetabie to the Common Council no later than March 1st, for
review and approval by the Common Council. Each year, the Mayor, with the assistance
of the Director of Administration, Director of Finance and Treasurer, and all other
department heads, is responsible for the preparation of the Mayor's Recommended
Annual Budget, presenting a financial plan for conducting the affairs of the City for the
ensuing calendar year, and submits it o the Committee of the Whole for its review and
recommendation. Upon its review of the Recommended Budget, the Committee of the
Whole submits its proposed budget to the Common Council for review and approval.

The annual budget includes:

» Expenses of conducting each department and activity of the City for the ensuing
fiscal year and corresponding items for the current year and last preceding
fiscal year, with reasons for increase and decrease recommended as compared
with appropriations for the current year.

« An itemization of all anticipated income of the City from sources other than
general property taxes and bond proceeds, with a comparative statement of the
amounts received by the City from each of the sources for the last preceding
and current fiscal year.

« An itemization of the amount of money to be raised from general property taxes,
which, with income from other sources, will be necessary to meet the proposed
expenditures.

« Any other information required by the Council and State law.

As required by law, the Common Council holds a public hearing on the proposed budget
before final approval.

After approval of the annual budget by the Common Council, the amount of the tax to
be levied or certified and the amounts of the various appropriations and the purposes
thereof cannot be changed except by a two-thirds vote of the entire membership of the
Common Council. Notice of such amendment is to be given by publication within 10
days thereafter in the Official City Newspaper.

No money is to be drawn from the treasury of the City or any obiigation for the
expenditure of money be incurred except in pursuance of the annual appropriation in
the adopted budget or when changed as authorized. At the close of each fiscal year,
any unencumbered balance of an appropriation reverts to the general fund and is
subject to re-appropriation. Appropriations may be made by the Common Council, to be
paid out of the income of the current year, for improvements or other objects or works
that will not be completed within such year, and any such appropriations continue until
the purpose for which it was made have been accomplished or abandoned.
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The 2017 Budget Time line included a schedule as follows:

September 20, 2016

September 20, 2016

October 4, 2016

October 6, 2016

Qctober 11, 2016

October 20, 2016

October 18, 2016

October 27, 2016

November 1, 2016

November 15, 2016

November 15, 2016

Distribution of the Mayor's Recommended Budget to the
Common Council

Common Council meeting agenda includes a
presentation overview of the budget and major budget
initiatives. Alderman identify additional materials or
information needed for the October 3 budget
discussions

Committee of the Whole reviews Mayors Recommended
Budget

Regular Common Council meeting, may continue work
begun during the Committee of the Whole.

Alternate day for additional Committee of the Whole
meeting and Budget Discussion

Preparation of Public Hearing Notice

Regular Common Council Meeting available for
discussion of any budget topic as may be needed

Publication of Preliminary Budget and Public Hearing
Notice

Committee of the Whole meeting available for
discussion of any budget topics as may be needed

Public Hearing on the Proposed 2017 Budget

Common Council Meeting to Adopt 2017 Budget
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Opportunities and Threats That Could Impact Frankliin
and Current and Future Year Budgets

Opportunities

Frankiin's history of strong property value growth, its location relative to significant transportation
corridors, and past successful TID developments suggests that the community could again see strong
development numbers if sufficient market-ready and market-attractive parcels become avaiiable.
Continue the receipt of landfill siting fees beyond 2018 by assisting Waste Management in receiving
necessary approvals to expand in the north area of landfill which could extend landfili siting fees for
many years.

Consolidation of similar services with neighboring communities.

Billing 100% of the fire protection charges to the water utility customers instead of the current practice
of 50% to the property tax fevy and 50% to the utility customer — in 2017 Public Fire Protection
forecasted at $271,000.

Establishing a property tax equivalent from the Sewer Service Fund that would provide the equivalent
of property taxes on the sewer service assets similar to the amounts charged to the Water Utility
(requires state law change}.

Level of City tax rate is below comparable Milwaukee County communities.

Completion (2013) of the Ryan Creek Sewer Interceptor opens significant new areas of the City to
future development, expands the potential for Highway 36 corridor deveiopment, and represents the
largest area of undeveloped land in Milwaukee County.

infrastructure design requirements on new development that resuit in longer lasting infrastructure
components, reducing demand for replacement costs.

Technology enhancements in the government functions that increase productivity of service providers
— i.e. tablets that permit in field updates to infrastructure maintenance.

Utility monitoring that identifies lost water earlier and avoids losing water to the environment.

Synergies with other communities in transporting potable water across Franklin for delivery to points
west or south.

New natural conservation recreation areas as a result of MMSD and Waste Management agreements
improve quality of life for our constituents.

Threats
Current lack of sufficient growth in the value of non-residential properties.

Lack of developed and ready business park parcels will stop high-value, non-residential growth and
possibly lose existing businesses.

Lack of single-family developed lots limits the growth needed for service sector development.

Lack of population density fimits “quality of life” developments.

15



Continued efforts by the state to reduce aids to municipalities. For example, the proposed 2015-16
State Budget contained language to eliminate personal property tax payments by businesses and fo
remove the State’s contribution to local governments for matching Exempt Computer Aids. Both are
large revenue sources to the Gity. The proposals failed but received significant consideration.

The 2015-16 State Budget fimited the amount of Hotel tax that can be used for General Fund
purposes starting in 2017.

Municipal property tax levy increases are limited to the larger of new construction growth or 0%. 2013
State budget inclusion in the levy limit of user fees (Public Fire Protection Charges) for services
formerly provided for through the tax levy.

State restrictions on locat control and decision making can affect expenditures, revenues, services,
and alternatives.

Structural deficits in the Capital funds caused by revenue reductions without lasting expense
reductions or by increased demands and needs.

Demands on and for program and operating expenditures:

» Potential for large increases in annual health care costs and the impact of national healthcare
reforms on the City’s group pian.

Development of the Park plan could strain available financial resources.

Potential cost of a large scale Emerald Ash Borer control program.

Seed capital for sewer build out in Southwest Sewer District.

Continued changes to the paramedic contract may cause program changes and increased
personnel and training costs.

Any sunset of fandfill siting revenues will restrict resources in the Capital Funds.

Lack of growth, current state restrictions, and other threats could cause reductions in staff and/or
Services.

The inter-relationship of multiple threats can magnify problems while limiting solutions. For example,
the State maintaining levy limits require new growth and development, which is itself at risk.

‘Cord cutting’ and the impact on the $500,000 of annual cable TV tax revenue.
Aging workforce, with the potential for loss of intellectual capital upon retirement. .

Continued unchecked rate increases in cost of water.

The Cormmon Council may wish to modify this list with additional opportunities or threats prior fo the
pubklic hearing.

Updated August 23, 2016
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City of Frankiin
Tax Equalization Ratio
2017 Budget

Preliminary
Prior to Board of
Review
Preliminary
2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 Inc (Bec)

Assessed Value TID Out 3,265,477,000 3,297,064,200 3,602,161,325 9.25%

Assessed Value TID In 3,364,592,800 3,396,543,100 3,705,408 625
Equalized Value TID Out 3,473,233,200 3,622,081,700 3,629,055,600 3.04%

Percentage Change 1.41% 3.04%
TID 3 Increment 72,785,000 72,829,200 55,256,200 -24.13%
TID 4 Increment 43,675,900 54,274,300 44,691,300 -17.66%
Total - TID In Equalized Value 3,589,694,100 3,649,185,900 3,729,003,100 2.19%
Assessment Ratfio 93.72823% 93.07674% 99.36730%
City Tax Levy - TID Out 20,509,000 $ 20,509,000 $ 20,619,500 0.54%
Equalized Rate TID Out 0.005804873 0.005822877 0.005681781 -2.42%
Percentage Change -1.39% -2.42%

Tax Levy - TID In 21,196,687 $ 21248125 § 21,187,380
|Tax rate on Assessed Value 6.2999263 6.2561034 57179589 $ (0.538)
-8.60%

Equalization Difference 0.0193738 0.0357210 (0.0062434)
Expenditure Restraint Equalized Tax Rate 0.0008049 0.0008230 0.0006818

Impact on Expenditure Restraint Aids

-9.05%
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City of Franklin
2016 Tax Rate
Change Impacts

Assessed Value - TID Qut
Assessed Value - TID In

Equalized Value - TID Out
Equalized Value-TID In

Proposed Levy

Change in Levy
1,000
2,000
5,000
10,000
20,000
30,000
43,000

{1,000)
{2,000)
{5,000}
{10,000}
{20,000}
{30,000)

3,602,161,325
3,705,409,625

3,629,055,600
3,728,003,100

20,619,500

20,620,500
20,621,500
20,624,500
20,629,500
20,639,500
20,649,500
20,662,500

20,618,500
20,617,500
20,614,500
20,609,500
20,599,500
20,589,500

Preliminary
Preliminary

Egualized Value

Rate TiD Out

5.6817812

5.6820568
5.6823323
5.6831590
5.6845368
5.6872923
5.6500478
5.6836300

5.6815057
5.6812301
5.6804035
5.6790257
5.6762702
5.6735146

Tax Levy TID Out
21,187,380

21,188,407
21,189,435
21,192,518
21,197,655
21,207,931
21,218,206
21,231,564

21,186,352
21,185,325
21,182,242
21,177,104
21,166,829
21,156,554
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Assessed Value
Tax Rate -TID In
5.7179589

5.7182362
5.7185135
5.7193454
5.7207320
5.7235050
5.7262781
5.7298831

5.7176816
5.7174043
5.7165723
5.7151858
5.7124127
5.7096396

Change .
0.0002773
0.0005546
0.0013865
0.0027731
0.0055462
0.0083192
0.0119243

-0.0002773
-0.0005546
-0.0013865
-0.0027731
-0.0055462
-0.0083192



