Brockton, Massachusetts
“City of Champions”
James E. Harrington — Mayor

May 5, 2009

Members of the City Council
45 School Street
Brockton, MA 02301

Ladies and Gentlemen:

In accordance with Chapter 44 of the General Laws, I hereby recommend the following annual
budget for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2010, with recommended appropriations totaling
$311,548,659. To meet these expenses, I recommend appropriations from the Estimated
Receipts — Ordinary Revenue of the Fiscal Year 2010 amounting to $253,939,472; from the
Fiscal Year 2010 Estimated Receipts — Enterprise Revenues, appropriations of $39,585,183;
from Certified Free Cash, appropriations of $14,490,670; from Water Enterprise Fund Retained
Earnings, total appropriations of $1,714,493; from Refuse Enterprise Fund Retained Earnings,
total appropriations of $1,152,744; from Renewable Energy Enterprise Retained Earnings, an
appropriation of $84,458; from the Recreation Enterprise Fund Retained Earnings, an
appropriation of $35,000; from Available Receipts Reserved for Appropriation of the Parking
Authority, total appropriations of $528,962; from Weights and Measures Fines Receipts
Reserved Funds, total appropriations of $17,627. I would request that these appropriations be
made in the manner as detailed on the attached form of budget order. Accompanying this budget
request is a letter from the City Auditor attesting to sufficient balances in Free Cash, Retained
Earnings, Water Enterprise Fund Retained Earnings, Recreation Enterprise Fund Retained
Earnings; Renewable Energy Retained Earnings, Refuse Enterprise Fund Retained Earnings, and
the Receipts Reserved for Appropriation accounts.

When I made my presentation on the State of the City in February, before I had received all of
the budget requests from the departments, I projected a potential deficit in FY2010 of $28
million for the General Fund. When the various city departmental budgets were complied in late
February, this deficit had shrunk to $25.6 million.

Since that time, I have worked to close this deficit to zero, and I have done so, with conservative
assumptions.

BROCKTON CITY HALL ® 45 SCHOOL STREET m BROCKTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02301
TEL: (508) 580-7123 FAX: (508) 559-7960
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Comparison of Change in City General Fund Budget

FY2009 TO FY2010
($ in Millions)

(Y= trend down; *=trend up) (+ = increase deficit; - = decrease deficit)

Category State of the City Department Head Mayor’s Budget
Projection Requests Submission
State Aid 1$7.5 (+) 187.5 (+) 138.8 (+)
City Personal Services t20() t43(+) V(1.5) ()
City Ord. Maintenance 1 0.75 (+) t 0.8(+) t 0.8(1H)
Health Insurance t35() t 34() v (1.6) ()
Debt Services t1.0(+H) 0 0
School Level Services* 1 8.0(+) t 8.0(+H) V(7. ()

Other Local Revenues
(Property Tax, Free Cash,

Etc.) 1.0 t 1.0() + 4.1(-)
Snow/Ice Deficits, State/

County Charges,

Reserves, Etc. 1 4.25 (+) 13.5(4H) t 4.7 (H)
Total Deficit $28.0 $26.5 $§0

* Mayor’s budget does not fund level services for schools

In examining the above trends, you will see that the estimate of reduced State Aid became worse
over time. My budget uses the amount of State Aid to the City contained in the House Ways and
Means budget. In all likelihood, this is the worst case, and the final State budget may be more
generous by several million dollars.

The change in the city personnel services from my “State of the City” estimated increase of $2.0
million to a requested increase as submitted by department heads of $4.3 million was as a result
of department heads requesting to fill vacancies. You will recall that in FY2009, there were 43.5
positions eliminated, 13 by outright layoff, then during the fiscal year I imposed a hiring freeze,
creating more vacancies. However, in my FY2010 budget, the department heads’ requested
increase of $4.3 million was transformed to a decrease of $1.5 million to department requests.
This reduction of $5.8 million resulted from refusing to fund currently vacant positions, not
funding new vacancies created by retirements in response to an offer of a one-time, non-
pensionable bonus of $10 thousand (15 employees accepted), then laying off of 26 additional
employees (as of 5/1/09) plus a further 20 layoffs (as of 7/1/09).
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As aresult the personnel services budget for FY10 is $1.5 million lower than it was in FY09.
Those budgets now add up to a total of about what they were back in FY2007, having grown by
only one-tenth of 1 percent in three (3) years. However, the work force is considerably smaller,
with reductions in almost every department, including Police and Fire.

The final Ordinary Maintenance increase was about the same as originally projected. Ihave
recommended increases for outside auditing expenses which will be required by new federal
funding, for property revaluation services required for tri-annual certification, and for snow and
ice removal. I’ve also provided appropriated funding of the state grant received to support
development in our 40R Smart Zoning sections of the City.

City, School and Retiree Health Insurance Costs were reduced in this budget by $1.6 million.
This expense had been projected to increase by $3.5 million, so the reduction represents a $5.1
million swing, which was a major contributor to reducing the projected deficit to zero. This was
made possible because an analysis of the balances in our health insurance trust fund led to the
conclusion that the reserves contained in that fund were adequate to help pay for a reduction in
health insurance rates of 5 percent rather than the projected increase of 8 percent.

The city has avoided the anticipated increase in debt service by postponing the permanent
financing of the city’s share of the construction costs of the Baker and George Schools until next
May. By then, we will have received the final payment of State Assistance based on final,
audited costs.

The level services budget for the school department would have required an increase of over $8
million, compared to FY09. This would have resulted from an increase in Net School Spending
of about $6.5 million and an increase in Non-Net School Spending of about $1.5 million.
Instead, my budget reduces Brockton’s Net School Spending by $5.2 million and Non-Net
School Spending by $1.7, and it reduces the appropriation to Southeast Regional by $0.2 million
(per that District’s budget request), from FY09 to FY10. For school costs, this equals a total year
to year reduction of $7.1 million. Rather than facing a year to year increase of $8.0 million, this
reduction represents a budgetary swing of $15.1 million, which is a major contributor to
eliminating the projected deficit. In determining the recommended level of support to the
Brockton Schools, the city accounted as Net School Spending the amount of $6.6 million in
estimated health insurance costs for retired school employees in FY2010, plus $1.8 million in
estimated un-reimbursed mandated school bus transportation, and a 5% reduction in Minimum
Local Contribution from FY09 to FY 10, allowed by the governor’s budget, which may not be
allowed in the final state budget. The total of these components is $10.1 million, contributing to
the lower Net School Spending appropriation. The lower Non-Net School spending
appropriation will mean fewer school buses and more students walking,.

The final two categories in the above exhibit primarily summarize the net effect of reduced local
receipts, increased property tax levy, increased state and county charges, the reserve for the
anticipated snow and ice deficit, and appropriations to the Stabilization Fund. The City projects
only a modest contribution of $350 thousand in increased tax levy from new growth, plus the full
use of the 2.5% increase. The city’s estimates for local receipts reflect the anticipated significant
reductions in investment earnings and motor vehicle excise taxes. However, the final amount of
Certified Free Cash was greater than earlier projections, and this allowed a recommended
increase to the Stabilization Fund of over $2 million. The city anticipates the need to raise about
$2.8 million in snow/ice deficit from FY2009. State and County charges are projected to
increase by about $500 thousand.
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Overall, the budget is conservatively constructed, and it demonstrates an actual reduction in year
to year spending in the General Fund, with the total of all General Fund appropriations down

about 3 percent compared to FY2009.

The Enterprise budgets have grown slightly, primarily due to infrastructure spending. These
budgets will require no rate increases other than those already approved last year.

Very truly yours,

mes E-Harringt
JEH/amw



CITY OF BROCKTON

MASSACHUSETTS
FINANCE DEPARTMENT
John A. Condon
Chief Financial Officer
City Hall
45 School St.
May 18, 2009 Brockton, MA 02301

508-580-7165
FAX # 508-580-7853

James E. Harrington, Mayor
Members of the City Council
City Hall

Brockton, MA. 02301

Members of the School Committee
Crosby Administration Building
Brockton, MA. 02301

Ladies and Gentlemen:

I am writing to provide commentary on the FY2010 budget recommendation submitted for the
City Council meeting of May 11, 2009 by the Mayor. By this letter I also hereby certify, in
accordance with Section 5 of Chapter 324 of the Acts of 1990, that it is my professional
opinion, after an evaluation of all pertinent financial information reasonably available, that
the financial resources of the city are no longer adequate to support the continuous
provision of the existing level of municipal services; the level of services which is being
financed by the FY2010 budget represents a significant reduction from the FY2009 level.
In addition, even this reduced level of FY2010 is not sustainable into FY2011 without a
significant infusion of new, permanent, discretionary revenues.

INTRODUCTION

The adverse budget trends which confront the city primarily consist of funding the: (1) rapid rate
of increase in health insurance costs; (2) cost of unfunded long term liabilities, such as deferred
capital and maintenance and the cost of employees after they retire, such as their pension and
health costs; (3) labor wage settlements needed to offset consumer price inflation; (4) loss of
revenue due to the continuing failure of the State to provide revenue assistance for the increasing
costs of municipal services. These trends are compounded by the relatively fixed nature of the
city’s cost structure, making cost management difficult and adequate revenues crucial. However,
state law severely restricts our local revenue options and limits our property tax revenues, and so
the city is overly dependent on state aid. There are other factors at play, but these are the primary
culprits which caused the reduction of services from FY2008 to FY2009 and now into FY2010,
and which also jeopardize the city’s ability to extend into FY2011 its present, reduced level of
services.
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We have seen over the past several years that the state has deeply curtailed its commitment to
mitigate the Proposition 2 % revenue restrictions by providing stable and sustainable revenues to
assist cities and towns to pay for increasing costs, other than for classroom education. Having
failed to provide direct, real revenue assistance for the municipal side of local budgets, the state
has compounded the problem by failing to provide municipalities with the means to solve their
revenue problems on their own. We may levy no taxes other than property taxes and boat and
automobile excise taxes, because the state will not allow it. Our property tax growth is legally
constrained in state law by an inflation index of 2.5% which is unrelated to actual cost inflation
trends.

Our fees for service are restricted to cost recovery. Even the governor’s proposal of the last two
years to allow a local option meals tax, and an expansion of the taxation of telecommunications,
so far has made no progress in the legislature.

We not only lack revenue flexibility, we also lack flexibility in cost management. Because many
of our costs are fixed in nature, they are not easily reduced without dire service consequences.
For example, more than 75 percent of the city’s spending in the General Fund is for costs which
either may not be reduced, such as schools, pensions, debt service, the tax reserve for
abatements/exemptions, and state and county charges, or costs which essentially are fixed for the
short term, such as insurance benefits costs for employees and retirees. Of the city-side salary
costs, which represent more than 17 percent of total General Fund expenditures, more than three
quarters are for police and fire department employees. This means that nearly 90% of the city’s
budget is comprised by costs which are fixed, or difficult to control, or which support essential
public safety services. The cost structures for other communities may differ in detail but not in
the basic elements, and that is why so many communities in recent years have been forced to
resort to Proposition 2Y: voter referenda in order to balance budgets and maintain services.

GENERAL FUND

The comments above are reinforced by the following tables. A helpful way of examining a large
budget, like that of the City of Brockton, with more than $279.9 million in spending for the
General Fund alone, is to focus on the major categories which have changed from one period to
the next, and then to explain those changes. If the city’s revenues from certain categories
decrease, or fixed costs increase, or the city undertakes new spending initiatives, then the
additional financing required must be funded by either increased revenues from other revenue
categories or by decreased spending for other purposes. The following table portrays these kinds
of changes in the General Fund on a “Sources and Uses of Financing” basis by broad revenue or
spending category. These changes are portrayed for the FY2010 proposed budget as compared to
the final FY2009 budget which existed at the time that the tax rate was set. Before examining
the elements in the tables, it is important to set the overall context. Although the tax levy and
“Free Cash” provided additional revenue, the loss of revenue from State Aid and Local Receipts
was even greater, and so total estimated revenues declined from FYQ9 to FY10 by $4,555,439.
Accordingly, the city was forced to cut total spending by an equal amount to compensate for the
net loss in revenue. This overall spending reduction had to be accomplished even as some
spending categories increased. All of this is summarized in the tables on the following page.
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CHANGES IN GENERAL FUND BUDGET, FY2009 TO FY2010
SOURCES OF FUNDS TO PAY FOR INCREASED SPENDING OR LOSS

OF REVENUE
Category $ Value of Change
Increased Tax Levy 2,823,087
Increase in appropriation of Free Cash 4,107,219

Decrease in Appropriation for Personal Services & Overtime 1,567,441
Decrease in Appropriations for Health Insurance + Benefits 1,608,301

Decrease in Total Appropriations to Brockton Public Schools

& S. E. Regional School District 7.094.969
Total Financing Sources $17,201,017

USES OF FUNDS FOR INCREASED SPENDING, DECREASED
REVENUE, AND OTHER REQUIREMENTS FOR FINANCING IN

GENERAL FUND
Category $ Value of Change
Decrease in Local Receipts Estimate $ 2,316,934
Decrease in State Aid 8,774,013
Net Increase in Appropriations for Goods + Services 493,863
Increase in appropriations to Reserves 2,217,715
Increase in Deficits Raised (Snow + Ice) 2,239,768
Increase in State/County Assessments 502,256
Increase in Snow/Ice Removal Appropriation for FY10 350,000
Net Increase for all other increases/decreases 306,468
Total Financing Requirements $17,201,017

These tables show that the city confronted about $11.1 million in state aid and local revenue
losses plus about $6.1 million in spending increases, creating about $17.2 million in financing
needs. Examine the “Uses” table above. The decrease in state aid reflects the House Ways &
Means budget and therefore was hoped to be the worst case. However, the Senate Ways and
Means budget, which only was published after the mayor’s budget was submitted, reduced
revenues to the city by an additional $2.6 million for Schools and $2.0 million for the municipal
side, compared to the House Ways & Means budget.
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Nonetheless, just as the final House budget provided nearly enough money to achieve the level
of the governor’s state aid proposal, after the House voted a sales tax increase, there is a
considerable chance that the full Senate will take revenue action to allow funding of state aid at
least at the level of the House Ways & Means budget, if not the full House budget. In that case,
the mayor’s revenue budget assumptions will stand. If the final revenue picture is worse than the
mayor’s budget assumes, we will present recommended spending reductions.

The lower estimate for local receipts mainly is being driven by lower expectations for motor
vehicle excise taxes and lower interest earnings. More than three-fourths of the additional
spending, ($4.75 million of $6.1 million) was directed to the combination of paying for the
FY2009 snow + ice deficit, increasing the FY2010 snow/ice appropriation, and adding to the
city’s reserves. From the perspective of spending, this is a conservative budget.

The $17.2 million financing requirement was paid for in part by spending reductions (60 Percent)
and in part by the increase in the tax levy and increased use of Free Cash, for total added revenue
of $6.9 million, or 40 percent of the total need. The lowered spending came from reducing city
staffing, reducing health insurance and other benefits costs, (net of unemployment cost
increases), and reducing total appropriations to the School Department and Southeast Regional
High School.

Here is another overview of the changes in the General Fund Spending FY09 to FY 10, which
shows the portion of the total spending in the General Fund as claimed by broad spending
categories.

Percent Share of General Fund Budget

FY09 FY10 Change in Share
City Personal Services/OT/Goods/Services 21.1% 21.0% -0.1%
Total Pension/Benefits 19.4% 19.2% -0.2%
Total BPS & Southeast Regional 49.6% 47.8% -1.8%
Debt Service 3.5% 3.5% 0
State & County Charges 1.8% 2.0% +0.2%
Snow & Ice Removal 0.6% 0.7% +0.1%
Prior Year Deficits Raised 0.2% 1.0% +0.8%
Additions to Reserves - 0.9% +0.9%
All Other Spending 3.8% 3.9% +0.1%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 0
Total Spending in $ Millions $284.3 $279.7

This shows that from FY09 to FY10, State and County charges, snow & ice removal budget,
prior year snow removal spending deficits, and additions to reserves all claimed a greater share of
the city’s spending. The largest share increases came from additions to reserves and deficits.
These increased shares came at the expense of city departmental budgets, the budgets for the two
school systems, and health insurance costs. Of this list, only the decreased share to health
insurance is a good story. In total, overall city spending in the General Fund decreased by 1.6%,
or the aforementioned $4,595,440. The largest share decrease was for school finance.
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The School Department’s Net School Spending budget was constructed with the following
assumptions. The School System is likely to receive a substantial amount of federal stimulus
money, but how much, when, and how it may be used are currently not fully known. Chapter 70
assistance was assumed to be level funded, per the budgets of the Governor, the House Ways &
Means, and the full House. The Senate Ways & Means budget contains $2.6 million less money
for Chapter 70 than the mayor’s budget assumes. The required local contribution to Net School
spending followed the amount established in the Governor’s budget, which reduced the amount
from FY09 to FY10. In calculating the anticipated Net School Spending costs contained in city
budgets, the City has followed the Home Rule petition adopted by City Council, which would
allow counting the cost of health insurance of retirees of the school system, worth about $6.6
million, plus the cost of mandated school busing costs not reimbursed by the State, worth about
$1.8 million. These various assumptions develop a required Net School Spending appropriation
for Brockton Public Schools of about $126.9 million. The mayor’s recommendation is for $127
million. This is less than the amount estimated by the school budget office as required for level
services funding by $11.7 million, and it is almost $5.2 million below level funding of the FY(09
amount. The Non-Net School Spending appropriation is also below level services by $3.5
million, and is $1.8 million below level funding. I strongly urge the City Council to fund the
School Committee’s budget as submitted by the Mayor, because the risk is much greater that the
city must ultimately appropriate more than it is that we’ve appropriated too much. The costs
associated with the home rule petition alone account for more than $8.0 million in risk, of which
only $2.0 million is provided by the reserve appropriation. To date, no action has been taken by
the Legislature on the petition, and prospects for approval are not bright.

The decrease in budget to Southeast Regional Vocation High School of $174 thousand is
consistent with the assessment required to be paid by the city according to the minimum local
contribution specified in the governor’s budget. However the School District Committee notified
the city in April that the District adopted a budget which, if approved by a majority of towns,
would result in an increase to the city’s assessment of $43,741, and the city would be required to
pay. At a minimum, we will owe what has been recommended to be appropriated.

The $1.6 million of decrease in budget appropriations for health insurance and other employee
benefits, including unemployment claims, was actually the net effect of several factors. The city
actually had to increase the unemployment line item, and as required by the federal government,
we also had to add a new line item to subsidize health insurance costs for laid off employees
(under COBRA). Ultimately, the federal government will reimburse the city for the subsidy.
These factors increased the budget by $1.7 million. However, the city’s health and dental
insurance budgets decreased by $3.3 million to give a net appropriation decrease of $1.6 million.
The health insurance decrease occurred because of five factors. First, the mayor required all non-
union employees to contribute 40 percent to the health costs of the then current array of plans.
Second, the mayor required current retirees (as of 4/1/2009), who were not Medicare eligible
and were enrolled in Master Medical to switch to the cheaper Blue Care Elect plan. Third, the
mayor required current retirees, as of 4/1/2009, who were Medicare eligible and receiving their
supplement to Medicare from Master Medical (Carve Out A + B) to switch to the cheaper Medex
plan. Fourth, the mayor required Harvard Pilgrim and BlueCross/Blue Shield to present new,
additional plans which were cheaper because the benefits were similar to the State GIC plans,
and these were presented to city unions as employee choice options or potentially, with union
agreement, the required option. Fifth, the mayor reduced the funding rates for all of the health
plans by 5 percent. This step was possible because an analysis of the Health Insurance Trust
Fund demonstrated that claims experience over the past three years was favorable compared to
the rates set to pay for the costs anticipated by the health insurance actuaries, and so we could
reduce rates to draw down the surplus in the Trust Fund (the city self-insures health insurance).
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The total of appropriations for Personnel Services, including Overtime, decreased by almost $1.6
million, but this figure is somewhat misleading. Based on the level services budget requests
submitted by budget managers, which would have funded many of the vacant unfunded
positions, which had previously been funded, the personal services budget would have increased
by $4.3 million. Accordingly, the mayor’s budget cut those departmental requests by nearly $5.9
million. The mayor’s budget brings the personal services budget to funding levels last seen in
FY2008. Over the past several years, over 115 previously funded positions have lost funding,
about 15 percent of the city’s workforce. You can see the extent of these positions in the
personal services sheets in the budget books.

About three-fifths of the total of lost positions are in the Police and Fire Department budgets,
including civilians in the police budget. More than one-third are actual firefighter positions.
However, the police and firefighter personal services budgets in total represent more than three-
fourths of the city’s total municipal personal services budget, so the proportionate force reduction
for public safety staffing totals was less than for the other city departments. Nonetheless, the
impact will be severe, especially for the fire service. Chief Galligan has informed the mayor and
me that the FY2010 level of funding is insufficient to maintain the current number of nine “in-
service” companies. His staffing has been reduced by forty-four positions over the past four
budgets. Accordingly, he will be closing Tower Company 1, located at Station 4 on Crescent
Street. This means that the city will then have two ladder companies in service.

The police budget results in 26 fewer positions from layoffs and attrition over recent budgets.
This city has included in the police budget about $400,000 to serve as a match if the city receives
grant funding for officers. The potential for grant funding from the federal or state governments
is currently unclear, and so are any funding restrictions or match requirements which may be
imposed. If in time it becomes apparent that the city will not receive federal or state grant
funding, the money set aside may be used to hire or recall additional officers at full city costs.
Obviously, in this case the number would be far fewer.

The budget reduction to the library system will result in the closing of the East and West
branches. Each of the branches was only open for twelve hours per week during FY09.

The growth in appropriations for goods and services results from several sources. There will be
additional costs for property revaluation services to be performed this year, additional costs for
outside audit services which will be required for the various federal stimulus and economic
recovery programs, and increases in the mayor’s budget to appropriate the 40R zoning incentive
grant from the state received as a result of the City Council’s approval of the special zoning
ordinances. The mayor’s budget also includes a recommendation for funding the Brockton 21*
Century Corporation at $250,000. This appropriation provides salaries and benefits primarily for
the staff performing general economic development, not for the project costs and administrative
and staff overhead paid by federal revenues which are funneled through the Building a Better
Brockton Corp. The appropriation also provides funding for insurance coverage and capital
upkeep of the Campanelli Stadium/Shaw’s Conference Center complex. These are important
functions provided by the Brockton 21% Century Corporation to the city, and I strongly urge your
approval.
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ENTERPRISE FUNDS

This category of budgets includes the Renewable Energy Enterprise Fund, the Refuse Enterprise
Fund, the Water and Sewer Enterprise funds, and the Park and Golf Enterprise of the Recreation
Commission. Of these, the Water, Sewer, and Refuse funds are fully self-supporting. The
Renewable Energy Fund is nearly self-supporting, with only a small subsidy of about $30,000
required for its outstanding debt. The Park & Recreation budget is subsidized at roughly 50
percent.

The Refuse Enterprise Fund is self supporting for FY2010, because about $953 thousand in
Certified Retained Earnings was available for appropriation to support the operating budget, and
$200 thousand for the purchase of a vehicle. This surplus resulted from the FY2008 operations.
The present fee structure is now about nine years old, and in a few years, the city will need to
increase the $280 annual fee to maintain revenue sufficiency.

The Recreation Commission is projected to generate about $821 thousand in fees for its own
support. This level of financing still requires additional support of about $836 thousand as
provided by subsidy from the General Fund. The subsidy breaks down about one-half between
service costs supported by direct General Fund appropriation to the Commission, and one-half
for park and recreation costs borne by the General Fund which the Recreation Fund lacks the
revenue to reimburse. I believe that this problem could be mitigated, if the Recreation
Commission wished to do so, because the golf course’s revenues are below its potential. The
Recreation Commission assigns too many of the most favorable weekend tee times to permit
holders, who are playing for only the price of the annual fixed fee for the permit. This strategy is
akin to a store selling its best inventory for its cheapest price. Even worse, that inventory (a
specific tee time on a specific day) is instantly perishable; it can’t be held in inventory for sale at
a higher price. Changing the tee time allocation to an auction, or raising the fee for preferred tee
time with a permit, would increase revenues.

The Recreation Enterprise fund lacks the money to make significant improvements to its parks,
ball fields, and the golf course, but modest improvements are funded, with a total of $35
thousand provided for golf course and $24 thousand for park projects. As in recent years,
support for after school programs has been eliminated. However, the support for a children’s
summer program has been continued.

Both the Water Enterprise Fund and the Sewer Enterprise Fund continue to receive the
substantial financial benefit which began ten years ago when a new twenty-year contract for
operations and maintenance took effect. It initially provided $3.0 million in annual budgetary
savings, and it continues to provide a modest amount of combined annual savings. The erosion
of the initial savings benefits derives from added costs for compliance with new regulatory
mandates, contracted inflation cost index increases, and higher electricity costs. Nonetheless, for
many years the savings had permitted both systems to undertake significant programs of capital
improvements without rate increases.

For both systems, additional capital investments have been and will be required, because the
infrastructure underground is old for both systems, and the treatment plants have seen many years
of service. For the sewer system in particular, the treatment plant required major upgrading, now
nearly completed, which was mandated by the regulators, and was also part of the recently
executed consent decree, which also required some collection system work. In order to finance
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the needed work, for the sewer system a phased rate increase was authorized, beginning in
January, 2005 and continuing through January 2010. As plant work nears completion, with
financing and adequate rates in place for the near future, we can turn our attention more intently
to the collection system order to continue to reduce extraneous flows from water inflow and
infiltration.

In the water system, the total capital appropriation of about $664 thousand leaves necessary
projects unfunded. Even with the rate increases effective July 1, 2004 and July 1, 2006, and the
major increase for July 1, 2008, the first of which represented the first increase in ten years,
annual revenues are not adequate to support the amount of capital spending needed. Many
requested capital projects were deferred, and others can only be undertaken if the city council
authorizes borrowing for various projects. These will require rate increases.

In the water system, in addition to capital requirements and operating cost inflation, the
water purchase contract for desalinated water will also require additional increases over
the next ten years as the city’s fixed commitment increases. I believe that this need also
should be anticipated now and a phased program for future rate increases should be
implemented. I urge the Water Commission to recommend such a program for increases,
and I recommend that the city council act to approve such a request. This action would
create a rate structure sufficient to support the water purchase contract, and also to help to
support the needed capital spending.

The final enterprise fund is the recently created Renewable Energy Fund. The purpose of this
fund is to budget and account for activities for renewable energy generation in Brockton. The
first such project is the creation of a solar energy plant on a prior Brownfield which is situated on
adjacent land parcels formerly owned in part by the city and in part by Bay State Gas Company.

In helping to finance this project, the city sold its parcel to Bay State Gas to create a single
parcel, and the city then leased the land back for a nominal fee after Bay State Gas conducted a
site cleaning. On the site, the city has constructed a solar energy generating facility, the cost of
which was financed by revenue from the land sale, by city borrowing, and grants. The
construction was completed during the fall of 2006. The cost of the plant’s operation is borne by
sale of the electricity produced as well as sale of “green energy” certificates, or REC’s.
Revenues are projected at $105 thousand, and retained earnings were almost $85 thousand; the
combination of these will offset the FY 10 operating costs and create a partial reimbursement of
city debt service, which is paid in the general fund for the $1.6 million borrowing. The City
applied for and received “Certified Renewable Energy Bond” status from the U.S. Treasury, so
annual debt payments consist of principal only at $100 thousand per year, with a tax credit
subsidy from the IRS to the bondholders replacing city interest expense. The fund reimburses
about $70 thousand of that cost to the city.
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I reiterate the critical importance of the adoption of water, sewer and refuse utility
rates which are adequate to maintain the self-sufficiency of these funds while also providing
needed capital investment. The General Fund cannot assume the financing burden for these
funds, which can and should be fully financed by the users. Given the extreme budgeting
pressures on the General Fund, I also recommend that the Recreation Commission take action on
golf user fees and other Recreation fees to ensure that the Recreation Enterprise Fund becomes as
self sufficient as is possible.

In addition to the critical need for the city to establish and maintain adequate rates in its
enterprise funds, [ want to turn to discussion of critical financing issues which confront the city.
I have discussed theses issues at length in previous budget commentaries, and so I will only
summarize the arguments here. My office retains copies of all of these annual budget
commentaries for anyone who may be interested.

The issues, which are deeply inter-related, fall into the following broad categories:
1. Lake of adequate, local revenue capacity for the General Fund
2. Over reliance on state aid.

3. Cost trends, especially in critical accounts such as health care, which exceed the city’s
capacity to generate financing.

4. Long term, unfunded liabilities related to both the future costs being incurred today
for employees and retirees, such as pension costs and health insurance costs after
retirement, and also to the deferral of capital spending..

In order to correct the first problem, the city will need to raise property taxes or obtain the
authority from the State, along with other communities, to impose additional taxes. This could
occur though the governor’s proposals to the legislature for local option meal taxes, or an
expanded property tax base for telecommunications, or a higher hotel/motel tax rate, or an
inflation index for property taxes which tracks a real cost inflation index. None of these is
mutually exclusive; probably all are needed.

The issue of dependency upon State Aid is integrally tied to the first problem. Moreover, a
compounding factor is not only that so much of our fiscal stability is determined by the state’s
largesse, but also that the state’s own revenue structure has significant volatility. The volatility
derives from the fact that almost all state tax revenues are very sensitive to economic conditions.
The capital gains tax in particular is deeply affected by the economy, and it has been a critical
part of the state’s operating, not capital budget. Equally important, the state’s revenues are
subject to political cross-fighting in annual appropriation. The acute problems encountered when
the state must distribute revenue slices from a shrinking pie are highly visible this year.

The third issue, of rapidly accelerating costs, is disturbing because the capacity to pay for these
costs is a function of both revenue diversity by source (for stability) and revenue adequacy as
well as cost management. Given the revenue constraints, controlling the cost base becomes more
critical to management. Here our authority is constrained by attitudes at the state level regarding
the proper amount of management autonomy to be granted to local officials. For example, we
lack the same management flexibility in controlling employee/retiree health care costs that the
state grants itself. With the same level of authority, we could significantly reduce the base costs



-10-

subjected to the inflation trend in health care costs for city taxpayers. It was that problem which
the mayor’s home role petition of last winter regarding health care attempted to attack, but it is
very unlikely that the petition will be approved. Even worse, there seems to be no appetite on
Beacon Hill to grant the management flexibility needed on a broad basis to all municipalities,
rather than just to Brockton, despite pressure from municipal officials, the Mass Municipal
Association, and the Boston Globe.

The final major problem is that of the escalating cost of delay in financing unfunded liabilities,
whether future pension costs, future health care costs, or future capital cost from deferred
maintenance. This problem cannot be solved unless progress is made in solving the first three
problems. We need more local revenue. We need more stable state aid. We need to gain the
management authority to better control health costs through less expensive benefit plans and
greater contributions to the costs by employees and retirees.

However, even with all of these in hand, we still must contend with the fact that huge, unfunded
liabilities have been allowed to accumulate, and they cannot be ignored. We may not be legally
compelled to take immediate action, but we should do so in order to exercise responsible
stewardship. We should all be aware that just as an investment fund can grow exponentially with
regular deposits and compounded interest, so can a future liability grow to a huge value from a
small early base, if left financially unattended. It is cheaper to pay today’s costs today, with
today’s revenues, than to defer the payment until it is unavoidable and more expensive. Today,
among the liabilities of pension, OPEB, and deferred capital spending, we have an approved
schedule only for paying down our pension liability. We have doubled our funded percentage in
15 years, although it was severely affected by last year’s investment performance. Nonetheless,
while significant progress has been made, the unfunded pension liability is still likely in excess
of $150 million. The actual value is pending actuarial revaluation to be performed this calendar
year. The so-called “Other Post Employment Benefit” (OPEB — mainly health cost) liability is
over $635 million as of June 30, 2008, and it is growing. That is nearly $0.8 billion in liabilities
related to personnel to be paid from future revenues. The city has no current plan nor the
financial flexibility necessary to fund the OPEB liability, nor even to manage its component
costs. However, the $635 million liability could be reduced to $345 million if we had the
revenues to pre-fund the liability, amortizing it over time, investing the proceeds of the
amortization funding. The added revenue in FY2010 to cover this would be about $11 million,
and it would grow slightly each year until full funding was accomplished. The liability could
also be significantly reduced by reducing benefit levels or increasing the retirees’ contribution to
health costs. Irecognize the political difficulty of these steps, but there really are no alternatives
to action. Right now we are acting on neither the revenue nor the cost control aspects.

In the city’s annual financial statements you can learn that the city has invested in capital assets
valued at $320.6 million, net of depreciation. The annual depreciation expense is in excess of
$6.5 million. Accordingly sound financial practice, the city should be allocating capital dollars

to reinvest in those assets at the rate at which they are being consumed. Annual depreciation
expense is a decent proxy for that yearly capital funding requirement, and we are not meeting it at
all for the non-utility assets, and only coming close for the utility assets. The reason for this is
lack of current revenues. While the Proposition 2 Y% law provides a referendum mechanism to
pay for annual capital spending or capital bonding, the city doesn’t use it. Without using it, I can
envision no way to meet the investment need in the current revenue structure. The cost to future
taxpayers of delay is great.

-11-



The City of Brockton is not alone in confronting the dilemma described by these four problems.
They are not beyond solution, but without fundamental policy and legal changes at the local and
state level, they loom as mighty obstacles to the city’s fiscal future and the preservation of the
services our citizens have come to expect.

Respectfully submitted,

/47 é M??
hn A. Condon
/ Chief Financial Officer

JAC/amw
Enc.
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[Flscal Year : 2007 Change 2008 Change 2009 Change 2010 j
Total Revenues $ 266,808,881 41% $ 277,707,372 24% $ 284,314,486 -16% $ 279,719,046
Total Expenditures $ 266,808,881 41% $ 277,707,372 24% % 284,314,486 -16% $ 279,719,046

NET $ - $ - $ - $ -

518/2008 10:48 AM City Of Champions FY10 Forcaster



|Fiscal Year : 2007 Change 2008 Change 2009 Change 2010 ]
Tax Levy $ 89,469,999 34% 8 92,506,749 42% % 96,381,005 29% § 99,204,092
Cherry Sheet 3 145,026,035 38% % 150,466,641 43% § 156,958,036 S56% 3§ 148,184,023
Local Receipts $ 21,086,875 05% $ 20,974,066 65% 19610606 -11.8% § 17,293,672
Reserves / Available Funds $ 11,225972  226% § 13,750,916 -174% % 11,364,838  32.3% § 15,037,259

TOTAL REVENUES $ 266,808,881 $ 277,707,372 $ 284,314,485 $ 279,719,046



FORECASTER

|Fiscal Year : 2006 Change 2007 Change 2008 Change 2009 Change 2010 Change |
Tax Levy $ 186,242,266 % $§ 59,469,999 s $ 92,506,749 a $ 96,381,005 = $ 99,204,082

Prior Year Levy Limit $ 83,169,795 aa § 86,241 428 4% 3 89,469,999 % § 92,776,521 % $ 96,443,017

Additional 2.5% 3 2,079,245 o $ 2,155,036 a% § 2,236,750 LT 2,319.413 a $ 2,411,075

Hokd Back [(émier @& & negative #: ] o% 5 (BA.O15) % 5 . % 8 (62.012) o% 5

New Growth 3 983,226 ™ § 1,162,450 a1 8 800,000 as% 3 1.347,083 TJa%  § 350,000

Overrides ] - > 8 = % $ i % : o L

Total Tax Levy $ BE6,242,286 4% % BD9,469,999 w $§ 92,506,749 a $ 96,381,005 m § 99,204,092

AME2000 10:50 AM

FY10 Forceater



FORECASTER

[Fiscal Year : 2007 - 2008 crange 2009 — 2010 |
Resolution Ald $§ 122275618 o § 12733741 5% $ 133,678,673 2% $ 129,533,978
Chapler 70 $ 117,298 166 5% 0§ 122,579,212 5% 3 126,909,020 0% $ 126,909,020
Addillonal Assistance $ 4,310,392 % $ 4,310,392 0% 8§ 4,310,392 0% $ -
Othar $ 652,080 1% § 447 507 % § 457 261 7% 3 624,958
Other $ 15,000 0% § - o 3 - % 3% -
Othar $ - 0% § - on § = 0% §
Education Offset ltems $ 70,536 “n $ 101,802 e $ 120,014 wn § 175172
Appreticaship S - o% S - o 3 . 0% $ z
Racial Equaity 3 - 0% 3 - o% 8 - 0% $ -
Lunch Program $ 70.536 4% $ 101,802 M § 105.014 1% § 116,494
EEQ § - 0% $ - % 0§ - 0% § .
School improvemanis $ - 0% 3 - e 5 - 0% §
Harace Mann 5 - 0%: % 0% @ - % § -
Minimum Teachars 5 - 0% § - % § - 0% $ -
Per Pupil Education Aid s - 0% 3 - e - o § -
Othar Offat s - 0% $ - % § 15,000 9% § 58,678
Other Offset $ - 0% § - 0% 5 - % $ -
Aid o Reduce Class Sze $ - 0% $ - 0% " N - % S -
Education Improvement Granl s 0% § - 0% § - 0% § a
Remadiation Asatgtance S - 0% S - 0% % - % $
Education Relmbursements § - 0% $ - I - o 3 -
School Transporiaton s - 0% $ i T - % $
Const. School 8 - 0% % - 0% 8 - % 3 -
Tuit Stale Wards s - 0% § - 0% § - 0% 8 -
Spes Recration $ - 0% § - 0% § - 0% § -
. Retived Teachers 3 - 0% $ . 0% % - 0% § -
Trans. Pupds $ o § - o & - % 5
Other Reimbursements H - e § - % § - 0% §
Cther Reimbursemants 5 - 0% s - 0% ) - 0% 3% -
Othar Reimbursaments $ - 0% 8 - 0% § - 0% $
General Government Offsets § 145,212 o 3 146,359 O 4 151,019 4% § 87,271
Water Pollution s - 0% $ - o % - [ 3 =
Public Librasias $ 146,212 0% ¥ 146,359 wm 3 151,019 42% § 87,271
Citer Offsel s - D % - % 5 - 0% § -
Cibhar Offaat s - 0% § - oh 0§ - 0% §
Cther Otfsel $ - 0% § - 0% $ - 0% §
Relmbursemeants $ 22,548,669 % $ 22,881,389 1% § 23,010,330 2% § 18,387,602
Add. Aid Library $ - % § - % § - oh  § -
Feg Litoary s - 0% 8 - 0% § . 0% £
Police Caresr $ 645,000 2% 8 660,000 8% 8 711,000 0% $
Cull. Shelfish s - L1 . - o% $ - 0% § -
Urban Renewal 8 - ™ § . % 0§ - % § -
Vaberans Benafils § 240,748 A% 0§ 150,644 5% % 226,754 87% § 424,742
Highway Fund $ - 0% 8 - 0% 8 - 0% § -
Addtional Highway $ - 0% 5 - 0% 8§ - % 3% P
Lodtary s 21,427 385 > § 21,748 886 A43% % 18,861,064 €% % 17,639,926
Haodd Harmieas lotterny $ - 0% § - % § 2.887.822 0% $ %
Urban Redavalopamant $ - s § - 0% $ - 0% $ =
Exmmptions : Vatarans etc. $ 117,230 0% 3§ 222,567 2% § 227905 2% § 322,530
Examptions : Eiderly 8 117,970 -16%  § 98,8094 4% $ 95,380 0% $ -
Shale Qwned Land 3 334 2% $ 37a 7% $ 405 % 3§ 404
Maals Tax § - 0% 3 - o $ - 0% % -
Rooms Tax $ 0% $ - % $ - 0% $ -
g - 1 TR - - o S - 0% § -

. Housing Supply Incentive Program

Tatal Cherry Shaet Ald $ 145,041,035 2% $ 150,465,641 4% § 156,958,038 4% § 148,184,023

51872009 10:50 AM Chy Of Champlons FY 10 Forcaster



FORECASTER

|Fiscal Year : 2007 Cilange 2008 — 2009 crangs 2010
Local Receipts $ 21,086,875 A% $ 20,974,086 7% $ 19,610,606 2% § 17,293,672
Motor Vehicle $ 6,410,000 3% B 5,605,000 % 9 5,270,000 2% $ 4,135,000
Other Excise $ 280,000 4% 5 240,000 3% 9% 295,000 2% 5 225,000
Penalties and Interest 3 1,375,000 8% % 1,480,000 0% $ 1,485,000 1% $ 1,320,000
Payments in Lieu 3 245,000 6% 3 230,000 » 3 235,000 €% % 220,600
Charges - Water $ - 0% 9 - % $ - 0% $ -
Charges - Sewer 3 - 0% 3 - 0% $ - 0% $ -
Charges - Hospital $ - 0% 3 - 0% 3 - % 9 -
Charges - Trash 3 - % 3 - 0% 3% - 0% $ -
Charges - Other 3 - 0% $ - 0% 3 - 0% $ -
Fees $ 325,000 6% 9% 345,000 % 3 320,000 5% $ 335,000
Rentals $ - 0% $ - 0% $ - 0% $ -
Dept. - Schools $ - 0% $ - 0% % - % % -
Dept. - Libraries 3 - 0% 3 - % $ - 0% $ -
Dept. - Cemetaries $ 125,000 %% 3 145,000 24% % 110,000 9% 3 100,000
Dept. - Recreation $ - % $ - o% 9% - % 9% -
Cable Franchise Fee $ - 0% $ - 0% $ - 0% $ 560,000
Licenses and Permits $ 1,085,000 B/ 0§ 1,515,000 3% I3 975,000 "% D 1,140,000
Special Assessments $ - 0% $ - 0% $ - 0% 9 -
Fines and Forfeits 3 685,000 3% % 595,000 5% $ 685,000 A2% 9P 600,000
Investment Income $ 2,070,000 2% $ 2,600,000 44% % 1,455,000 63% % 535,000
Miscellaneous $ 278,000 w% 3 390,000 1% 9 270,000 % % 250,000
Medicare D $ - % % 565,000 50% $ 900,000 2% 9 795,000
MSBA Reimbursements $ 3,396,932 2% $ 2,698,494 % $ 2,698,584 % $ 2,698,584
Enterprise Reimbursement $ 3,201,943 4% % 3,160,572 1% $ 3,497,022 1% $ 3,880,088
Medicaid Reimbursement $ 1,600,000 2% % 1,405,000 1% 8 1,415,000 -65% g 490,000

Total Local Receipts $ 21,086,875 2% $ 20,974,066 7% $ 19,610,608 2% $ 17,293,672
5/18/2000 10:50 AM FY10 Forcaster



FORECASTER

[Flscat Year: 2007 Change 2008 Change 2009 Change 2010

Free Cash $ 11,225,972 23% $ 13,759,916 A% $ 11,364,838 2% § 15,037,258
Free Cash $ 9,909,582 2% 3 10,109,582 % B 10,383,451 0% % 14,490,870
Stabilization Fund 3 959,500 224% 3B 3,109,670 % 9 - 0% 3 -
Overlay Surplus $ - % % - % 9% - 0% § -
Weights & Measures Citations 3 36,900 9% $ 44 000 57% % 68,901 4% 3 17,827
Reserved for Appropriation $ - % 3 - o% % - 0% S -
Teacher's Deferral 3 - 0% 8 - 0% i - 0% 8 -
Parking Authority Meter Reserves 184 3 172,012 65% $ 284,119 2% 3 353,674 29% 3 252,465
Parking Authority Garage Reserves 18B $ 147,978 4% 3 212,545 4% $ 348,812 21% % 276,497
Accumulated Library grant Transfer 3 - 0% $ - % % 210,000 % $ -
Recreation Enterprise Subsidy Adjusting Entry 3 - 0% S - % § - % % -
Cemetary - Sales of Lots & Graves Reserve Fund 3 - % § - 0% 9% - % 9 -
Adjustment for Parking Auth. Over spending FY03 $ - % 3 - 0% 3 - 0% $ -

ReservesgAvailable Funds $ 11,225,972 2% $ 13,759,916 1% $ 11,364,838 2% $ 15,037,259

518/2009 10:51 AM

City Of Champions

FY10 Forcaster



[Fiscal Year : 2007 Change 2008 Change 2009 Change 2010 |
Appropriations $ 259,976,781 40% % 270,377,213 22% $ 276,377,211 27% § 268,976,731
Government Assessment $ 4,716,860 55% 3 4,974,760 33% $ 5,140,616 98% § 5,642,872
Amounts To Be Raised $ 2,115,240 14% § 2,355,399 187% § 2,796,659 823% $ 5,099,443
Total Expenditures $ 266,808,881 $ 277,707,372 $ 284,314,486 $ 279,719,046

5/18/2009 10:51 AM City Of Champions FY10 Forcaster
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FORECASTER

Forecast for Fiscal Year: 2010

Fiscal Year : 2007 Change 2008 Change 2009 Change 2010
ANIMAL CONTROL $ 304,128 e 5 334,555 % $ 340,353 e 5 341,743
Personal Services - Other Than Qvertime s 245.073 12% 5 274,607 e 3 280,405 % s 281709
Personal Services - Overtime $ 15,300 1% 5 18,169 % $ 18,169 0% s 18,159
Ordinary Maintenance - Services ] 34,276 % s 33,000 o% H 33,000 % s 33,096
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods E] 9,478 7% 5 6,778 0% H 8778 0% 1 8778
Capital 5 1 0% 5 1 0% 5 1 o% s 1

4 - % 3 0% 5 % $
ASSESS0R $ 674,208 %e § 819,362 % $ 580,517 e 3 706,744
Personal Services - Other Than Overtime [ 637,127 % s 583,231 % s 548,335 -18% s 449,043
Personal Services - Overlime s o 5 - % s - 0% $ -
Ordinary Maintenance - Services $ 130,050 TE% 5 228,900 B% s 24,800 910% s 250,400
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods s 7,030 % ] 7.230 2% $ 7,380 0% 3 7.400
Capital ] 1 0% L] 1 0% s 1 % H 1
Capital - Proy/New Computer 5 0% 3 0% s o 5

5 % 3 0% $ 0% 3
AUDITOR 5 777,688 e § 824,894 % $ 757,503 % § 867,654
Personai Services - Other Than Overtime s 518,397 10% 5 §71.794 % § 534,603 by 3 545537
Personal Services - Overtime $ 10,000 5% H 9,500 % 3 9,500 0% $ 8,500
Ordinary Mainlenance - Services s 244 457 2% [ 238 568 -13% s 208 568 4% 3 307,785
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods 4831 0% H 4831 % ] 4831 0% ] 4831
Capital s 1 0% H 1 % s 1 0% 1 1

$ 0% 3 0% s - 0%  ;



AUDITOR - MAIL ROOM
Ordmary Mainlenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods
Capital

AUDITOR - TELEPHONE
Ordinary Maintenance - Services

5 Capital
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Ordinary Maiftenance - Goods

CEMETERIES

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Overtime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Mainienance - Goods

Capital

CITY CLERK

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Overtime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capital
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CITY COUNCIL

Personal Services - Other Than Overlime
Parsonal Services - Qvertime

Ordinary Mainienance - Services

Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Didirary Maintenancs - Out of State Travel
Capital

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capital

CONSERVATION COMMISSION
Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Servicas - Overtime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capital

CONSUMER ADVISORY
Ordinary Maintenances - Services
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COUNCIL ON AGING

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maimenance - Goods

Capital

Personal Services - Overtima

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Overtime

Crainary Mainlenance - Services

Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Ordinary Maintenance - Qut of State Trave!
Capial

DPW

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Overtime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services

Ordinary Mainianance - Goods

Salisbury River Cleanup

Snow Removal

Sweet Lighting

Solid Wasie Collection & Disposal Contract
Capital

DPW - SEWER ENTERPRISE
*=+ See Enterprise Fund Sheet
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DPW - WATER ENTERPRISE/COMMISSION
= See Emerprise Fund Sheet

DPW - RENEWABLE ENERGY
Ordinary Mairzanance - Services

DEVELOPMENT / INDUSTRIAL
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

FINANCE DEPARTMENT

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Ovartime

Ordinary Malntenance - Services

Qrdinary Maintenance - Goods

Ordinary Maintenance - Out of State Travel
Capiat

Liability insurances

FIRE DEPARTMENT

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Overtime

Ordinary Malntenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capital

Safling Overtime - per contract

BOARD OF HEALTH

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Ovartime

Ordinary Mainienance - Services
Ordinary Mainienance - Goods

Capital
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19,060,837
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284,141
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648263
6,650
85,850
35,350
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Law

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Overlime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Mainienance - Goods

Court Judgements

Workers Compensation

Liability Insurances

Capital

LIBRARY

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Ordinary Mainlenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capitat

Personal Services - Overtime

LICENSE

Personal Services - Other Than Qvertime
Personal Services - Qvertime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capital

I S T T T B N

H“““““

LA B SR

1,350,731
368,708

198,388

75,043
208,100
498,612

1,843,566
1424879
165,752
250,134

"

3,000

71,018
59223
4,500
1,290
6,005

1% .
7%
5%

3333

1,367,859
298,113
1,787
195,372
73,455
204,100
495,000

2,018,627
1,608,279
155,918
252,579

1

2,850

70,268
63427
4,275
1.290
1,265

$8339:880E

S T S T T T T N NPy

T T S R R

uwhuau“

1,499,114
404,118
1,787
iz
72,586
204,100
495,000

1,794,736
1,487,456
139,932
164,345

5

3,000

73,145
85314
5275
1,200
1,265

i ¥

P FIRFFIR

U’“““““.““

U L R R B

TP T I R Y

1,471,000
376,084
1,767

e Rt
72,608
204,100
495,000

1,509,216
1,307,379
124,490
184,348

1

3.000

77,888
69,838
5375
1290
1,268
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MAYOR

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Bus. & Econ, Deveioprnen

Cable Franchise Fee

Crdinary Maintenance - Out of State Trave!
Capilal

Diversity Commission

OM - Cuttural Aflairs

Personal Services - Overtime

Womans Commission

Personal Services - Other Than OT Human Resources
Pereonal Sarvices - Overime Human Resources

40 R Activily

Ordinary Mainlenance - Goods Human Resources

QOrdinary Maintenance - Out of State Trave!

PARK COMMISSION - PARK & GOLF
RECREATION ENTERPRISE FUND

Personal Servicas - Other Than Qverlime
Personal Services - Overlime

Ordinary Mainienance - Servicas
Ordirary Maintenance - Pro-Contract
Ondinary Maimenance - Goods

Capital

Pool Maintenance - East Side Opening
Playground tmprovements

Golf Course Improvements

Playground Summer Program

Afer School Programs

Expense Reimbursemant o General Fund

“““.ﬂ““mﬁn“““““ﬂ“

1,161,707
397,391
281,870

40,260
250,000

7.500

20,000

2,500
68,258

B9.495
1912

205,988

111.000
45,938

&3,050

2% 0
™

g ¥ #

=]
x

2353283 ¢

g §gg33shs

1,188,778
426,827
279270

39,280
250,000

7.500

2,500
20,000

2500
71,321

87.707
1.874

388,924

10%.450
109,068

$§3 343333 R% 3328t

2935

L]

FFRIIRIRE

“““ﬂlﬁ“““““““““ﬂﬂ“

ﬂ«““““ﬂ““““““

1,639,405
406,578
287,270

39,280

550,000
7500

2,500
20,000

2,500
73,758

87,707
1,874

517,370
77,120
105,000
132,150

A%

23833833838

EEEE

“ﬂ““ﬂhl‘““““ﬂ“

-TE%

17%

227

L T B B I N T R R R

2,040,353
254,607
81,270
250,000

550.000
5,000

333,410
51,897

0612
23,100
70,000

24,000

50,000
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PARKING AUTHORITY

Personal Services - Other Than Overime
Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Qrdinary Mairenance - Snow Remaval
Capital

General Fund Subsidy

Capital - Parking lot Improvements
Capital - Elevator Fire Repairs

Out of Siate Travel

Expense Reimbursement 1o General Fund

PERSONNEL DEPARTMENT
Persorial Services - Other Than Overtime
Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capital

Personal Services - Overtime

PERSONNEL - EMPLOYEE BENEFITS

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Ordinary Maintenance - Services

PLANNING BOARD

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Overtime

Ordinary Maintenance - Sanvices
Ordinary Maimienance - Goods

Capital

Capital - Purchase of Land

L I R R SO I B Y

“ . e L T R AT

oA oA A B A g

624,896
270,108
2400
58,205
11,100
11,000
150,000

110,992

179,807
148,859
13297
10,020

1

7,600

40,918,616
40,919,815

11,971

2% »

[
" ¥

35393333 8s

¥ 2

5%
-3%

%

288

3328838

U T T R N P

496,864
274,880
2,280
£3,000
10,525
11,000

43,485,845
43,485,545

11,208

9,765

A%

3333388 g3sggasegigss

FFR2IEE 22

L T T R T S T T R S R

LI I I B Y

““““

T I N I I S

702,486
304,327
2280

67 475
10,525
11,000
130,000

g g 938

' SEEEEE

$ 5332328

23: 2

23333838

H“ﬂ““ﬂu“"““lﬂ“

528,982
317,069
2,280
71,058
10,525
22,000

106,029

148,862
123,008
10,833
10,020

3,000

43,812,151
4382151

11,636

1270
9.785
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Servicas - Overiime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capital

Urban Self Help Grant Match

POLICE DEPARTMENT

Personal Senices - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Overtime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services

Crdinary Mainlenance - Goods

Capita!

Ordinary Maintenance - Out of State Travel

PUBLIC PROPERTY

Personal Sarvices - Other Than Overime
Parsonal Sarvices - Overtime

Ordinary Maintenance - Servicas

Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

NS5 - Extra Ord, & Ordirary Mainienance
Capiml

Manning Pool

Capdial - City Hall Renovations

Ordinary Mainiznance - Ouf of State Travel

BOARD OF ELECTION COMMISSIONERS
Personal Services - Other Than Overtime

Personal Services - Overtime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services

Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capital

““u“““lﬂﬂ““ umuaauu“ ““U“ﬂl"“

L B R T

173,012
141,741
270
28,800
2,100

1

17,416,037
15,703,574
B79.450
515,009
363813

1

4,000

2,389,699
1.747.030
35,770
300,851
158,237
150,000

3,000
47,425
3410

g EFFERY

§3 89

““ﬂ“ﬂ“ﬂ“

g §

&
®
L

# 7 ¥

FFEFRR

-3%
-15%

““”“ﬂ“““

““HHF“““““

O T T R TS

176,116
145,178

28,5a]
2100

17,684,886
15,855,789
$20,460

544 73T
328810
133,000

2,000

2,418,275
1,769,558
Bge
303372
159,353
150,000

467,000
415.114
2,850
46,125
2810

3

FFFEFF 22333 RFIRFIF R

PEREEEDL

3

gEERFI

T T R I R R T T BT T R L T T T T R

A B A B R g

118,124
67,203
250
28,550
2,100

4

18,311,501
16,490,203
904,650
584737
320910

1

2,000

2,421,880
1,768,997
25,058

07 381
158,353
150,000

382,814
341,028
2850
46125
2910

3T W
4%

g 3223

$ g3

333333258

gpgged

C T T T R

74,811
44,880
250
27,580
2100

2,285,041
1,554,932
41,068
209,577
158,363
150,000

4

70,000

364,358
312472
2,850
46,126
2910
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RETIREMENT
Contributory
Non-Contribulorny

TRAFFIC COMMISSION

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Oventime

Ordinary Maintenance - Sarvices
Ondinary Mainienancs - Goods

Capital

TREASURER / TAX COLLECTOR
Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Overtime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services

Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Medicare Tax

Capial

Raymond/Davis Energy Management Leasa
Quarterly Withhoiding Ady.

TREASURER'S DEBT SERVICE
Debt Service

VETERANS COUNCIL

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capital

“ L I T R I I L L I R R Y »oe e g

ﬂ“ﬂ““

9,334,887
9.232629
102.258

208,830
3nmz2
2,500
28,747
139,060

3,734,235
653,918

13,682,104
13,502,104

10,062
753
9,308

ﬁﬁg

$333s9u

2Fid 233 Fshev

33238

[E I T

L I B

L L R T T S

L T R

9,564,480
9,470.423
94,066

216,904
43,034
2375
30870
139,624

.

3,948,768
740,211
5,65

88,733
72458
2,430,000

;

612,000

14,507,638
14,507 638

8,878

9122

L
™
%

g g8

41

*

PR

" e R M E e e

L B ]

5,809,578
5713143
98,433

185495

2.500
43,170
139,624

3,514,658
741 101
4385
88,733
701,458
2,610,000

%

14,083,889
14,083,089

8,876
753
9122

g¥gg

223233

33§ F23zzgziyp

FEE R

LI I I Y

LL T A

9,783,674
9.709.073
74,601

186,485

2,500
43170
139,824
1

3,460,810
687,253
4365
88733

2,610,000

14,088,207
14,089,207

8,876
763
9422
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VETERANS SERVICES

Personal Services - Other Than Qvertime
Personal Services - Overtime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Qrdirary Maintenance - Goods

Capital

WAR MEMORIAL

Qrdinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods
Capital

Personal Serices - Overtime

WEIGHTS & MEASURES

Personal Services - Other Than Overtime
Personal Services - Qvertime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services

Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Ordinary Maintenanae - Qut of State Travel
Capital

SCHOOLS

Net School Spending pursuant to ch.70, ED relm act
Schi Comm. Spending which does fol qualily as NS5

Capial
Capital - School Construction

SOUTHEASTERN REGIONAL SCHOOL

Ordinary Mainlenance

L T T T T I T T R I T R R

@ N A o g

518,646
138,903
2,500
7.553

71,586
42,067
24,998

113,424
100,670
1,871
7,261
3521

130,680,346
123,473,765
7,206,581

2,268,567
2.269,567

2% .

5%
2%

2 %

‘EEEEREE 493998

FE 22

T ¥
™

Lo B

134 329
2,375
7.403

382285

T1.435
42,181
24,998

4,275

124,698
108,564
1.872
7,848
4513
1,800

134,972,186
127,222,105
7,750,000

2,419,680
2,419,680

2333838 3335333330 53333 338232

ERF R

T T T I I T T I T T C I I T TS

L A Y

612,505
140,431
2,375
7,403
362,295

1

71,435
42,161
24,598

4,275

133,228
115,728
1.872
a2

4 605
1,800

138,128,236
132,179,336
5,850,000

2,568,411
2588411

2FZ PR

$39:8

3388 33333 d

I R BT I R

R T A T I I T

éa - e » g

520,218
148,145
2278
7,403
352,295

74,315
43816
24,998

5,500

142,382
124,735
2,000
9221

4 605
1,800

131,208,177
127,000,000
4208177

2,414,501

2414501
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STABILIZATION FUND
Stabization Fund

SUPPLEMENTAL RESERVE FUND
(CH. 324 of e ACTS OF 1990)

PENSION OBLIGATION RESERVE FUND
Pansion Fund

PROCUREMENT

Personal Services - Other Than Ovenime
Parsonal Services - Overime

Ordinary Maintenance - Services
Ordinary Maintenance - Goods

Capital

Space Reserved for Future Use

Suppl. App. {Unapprop. Est. Receipts)

C R I T T I

105,774
105,774

95,326
90,000

775
4550

o ¥

R

<.

2 2E

<L
%

-14%

h“"ﬂ“““

384,551
364,551

183,241
193,241

98,246
93,030

§ 333332282 93¢ g 58 3§ §

8

150,872
150,872

104,288
99,070

665
4,550

1378% »
1379%

3333338 333

7

“(h““‘l““

2,219,202
2,219,208

149,378
148,379

77,914
72688

4,550
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Space Reserved for Future Use
Space Reserved for Future Use

Space Reserved for Future Use

Space Reserved for Future Use

L

[

0% »

0% e

TOTALS £ 259,976,781.00 4% s §  270,377,213.00 2% § 276,377 211.00 3%« §  268,976,731.00
Personal Services - other than Overtime $ 45,493,536.00 2% $ 47,267,445.00 2% $ 47,322,67T1.00 2% $ 45,787,907.00
Personat Sarvice - Qvayme $ 1,937,050.00 £% $ 1,906,633.00 1% $ 2,038,187.00 2% $ 2,005,510.00
Purthase of Services  $ 4,998,002.00 26% $ 5,144,325.00 4% $ 5,085,278.00 1% $ 5,644,695.00
Expenses $ 4,995,112.00 8% $ 4,962,021.00 8% $ 5,281,717.00 1% $ 5,216,163.00
Capital $ 150,031.00 -30% $ 183,030.00 -78% $ 31.00 -3% $ 30.00
Travel Out of State 3 7,502.00 -66% $ 42,801.00 64% $ 12,801.00 -20% $ 10,300.00
Pensiens $ 9,334,887 .00 £ $ 9,564,489.00 11% $ 9,809,576.00 0% $ 9,763,674.00
Debt Service $ 13,592,104.00 0% $ 14,507,638.00 15% $ 14,083,889.00 0% $ 14,089,207.00
Public Property - Net Schi Spndng Facility Maint. ~ § 150,000.00 35% $ 150,000.00 -47% $ 150,000.00 % $ 150,000.00
Treasurers Net School Spending $ - 0% $ 10.00 0% $ - 0% $ -
Schools - Direct Appropriations 1o the Schools $ 132,949,913.00 1% $ 137,391,875.00 4% $  140,717,647.00 5% $ 133,622,678.00
Empioyee / Refiree Insurances ] 40,919,615.00 8% $ 43,485,645.00 15% $ 45,420,452.00 -4% $ 43,812,151.00
Other Single Purpose Appropriations $ 4,310,704.00 6% $ 4,996,070,00 4% $ 5,321,969.00 ™% $ 5,710,129.00
Appropriations to Reserves $ 742, 774.00 99% $ 193,241.00 0% $ 150,872.00 1470% $ 2,368,587.00
Raymond/Davis Energy Mngmnt Lease $ 668,000.00 0% $ 612,000.00 0% $ - 0% $ -
TOTAL $ 269.576,781.00 2% $ 210,3TT.213.00 6% £ 276,377.211.00 -3% $ 2BB,976,731.00




FORECASTER

[Fiscal Year : 2007 Cnangs 2008 Change 2009 Change 2010 ]
COUNTY ASSESMENTS $ 118,859 % $ 123,309 % $ 126,392 % $ 133,227
County Tax 3$ 118,859 % B 123,309 % 3 126,392 5% § 133,227
County Hospitat 3 - 0% $ - 0% % % -
STATE ASSESMENTS $ 2,246,899 1% $ 2,280,399 1% $ 2,295,243 aw % 2,369,827
Special education $ 92,737 % 9 95,383 5% $ 90,502 50% $ 136,054
Audit of Municiple Accts $ - % $ - 0% 5 - 0% $ -
Supervision of Retirement Systems 3 - 0% 3 - % % - 0% $ -
Motor Vehicle Excise Tax Bills $ - 0% $ - 0% $ - 0% % -
Health insur., Elderly Government Retirees s 2761 20m% $ 8,472 0% $ - 0% % 6,101
Health insur., Retired Municiple Teachers $ - 0% $ - % $ - 0% 3 .
Masquito Control Projects 5 83,974 3w $ 86,884 % $ 88,919 2% 3 890,935
Air Poliution Control Dist. $ 19,410 5% $ 20,328 2% $ 20,692 2% 3 21,088
Metro Area Pianning Council 5 - % 3 - 0% $ - 0% % -
Old Colony Planning Council 3 27,249 2% % 27,774 2% % 28,243 2% $ 28.808
Parking Surcharges $ 233,740 % $ 220,560 we 9 241,680 % $ 226,200
Mass Bay Transit Authority $ - 0% $ - 0% 3 - 0% $ -
Boston Metro District 3 - 0% 3 - % 3 - 0% $ -
Regional Transit Authority $ 1,796,418 % $ 1,820,998 % 3 1,825,207 2% $ 1,858,941
Multi-year Repay. Program Adjustment $ - % % - % $ - 0% 3 .
Revaluation 3 - % 9 - 0% 9 - % 3 -
Energy Conservation Programs $ - 0% § - 0% $ - 0% $ -
Small Town Road Assistance Program $ - 0% 3 - 0% 3 - 0% % -

$ - 0% $ - 0% % - % % -
OTHER ASSESMENTS $ 2,010,046 2% $ 2,571,052 6% $ 2,718,981 5% $ 3,139,818
MWRA $ - o% % - 0% $ - 0% $ —
School Choice Sending Tuition $ 927,118 % % 296,152 0% $ 292,028 a% 3 986,280
Charter School Sending Tuition $ 1,414,594 1M1% § 1,574,800 10% 3 1,726,953 25% % 2,153,528
Prior Year Overcharges $ - 0% 8 - 0% $ - 0% $ '

GOVERNMENT ASSESSMENTTOTALS § 4372905 1% $ 4974760 3 $ 5140616 wox $ 5642872

§/1872003 11:03 AM City Of Champions FY10 Forcasler



[Fiscal Year : 2007 G 2008 Crarge 2009 — 2010 |
Other Amounts To Be Ralsed $ 2,115,240 1% § 2,355399  19% § 2,796,659 2% $ 5,089,443
Overlay Deficits $ - 0% $ 1,290 0% % - % $ -
Cherry Sheet Offsets 3 216,748 19% 3 248,161 % % 271,033 3% 9 262,443
G.F. Revenue Deficits & P.Y. Deficits $ - % % 171,133 2% $ 560,232 400% 3 2,800,000
Authorized Deferral of Teachers' Pay $ - % $ - % $ - 0% 3 -
Overlay 3 1,861,492 2% % 1,897,815 2% $ 1,928,394 % % 2,000,000
Supplemental Reserve $ - % % - % % - 0% 9% -
Other - Tax Title 3 37,000 0% % 37.000 % $ 37,000 % 3 37,000
Adjustments 3 - 0% 3§ - 0% % - 0% 3 -
Amounts To Be Raised $ 2,115,240 % $ 2,355,399 9% $ 2,796,659 2% $ 5,099,443

5/18/2008 11:03 AM

City Of Champions

FY10 Forcaster
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NICRETVIONARY SFEHDNGD - BEWER ENTERPRISE

thﬁll Year:

FY 2007 Crangs FY 2008

Crange

FY 2009

FY 2010

Total Revenues
Total Expenditures

NET

12676347 ™ 15,807 621
12676347 4% 15,807 B21

28%
2h%

18,211,501
18,211,501

17,582,107
17,582,107

CASCRETIOMARY SPENTING - WATER ENTERPRISE

FY 2008

Changy

FY 2009

Y 140

10,163,481
10,163,481

A%
41w

]
3

14,348,713
14348713

18,189,820
18,189,820

FY 2000

Charge

850,743
950,743

TR
183%

FY MG

7,789,318
7,789,318

125,400

125400  asom

P10 F oo



FORECASTER

]Fiscal Year: 2007 Chenge 2008 Change 2009 Change 2010

SEWER ENTERPRISE - Revenues $ 12676347 = _ . _

Revenues 5 12.602.521 =% 8 15,717.715 /T 4 15710870 ™% & 17,502,107

Available Funda - RE s 74,028 % H 90,106 ddiT 5 4D 822 0% 5

SEWER ENTERPRISE - Expenses $ 12876347 $ 17882107

1,010,097 5% 1.357.118

Farsonal Services - Othiar Than Overtime H § 1,068,522 12% H 1,187,768 14% H

Parsonal Sanvices - Overtime 5 110,000 o 8 +10.000 "% % 120,000 i S ¢ 180.000
Ordinary Malnenance - Services ] 1,818,745 13% s 2,081,335 1% ] 2411335 ™ H 2451238
Ordinary Mainlenancs - Goods H 22212 5% $ 238,212 [ . ] 238212 % 8 228212
US Filter Contract Fixed Fee s % § % s - % -

US Filter Contract Variable $ 220,821 % s 227 507 4% 8 21381 o s 22
Capital $ (1 S - [ S % &

Debt Service 5 3,902 862 % 8 8,350,387 ™ 5 5,917,878 % 5 8,750,480
Expense Reimbursament to General Fund 5 1173857 12% $ 1,516,338 1R § 1,176,138 2% 0§ 1,471,926
Capiaf from Retsined Earnings H T4 028 Z% 8 90,108 PYTC N 451,622 0% 3 -
Treatment Piant Rapidaim, ] 20556 ™ s 326,258 L 326,25 6% 3 347,015
Cther Contracted Servicas $ 2938071 % 5 3,117,1%0 » 3 3,182,930 % S 4,365,240
USF Contract F&P/REM L1 585,000 kT | 805 000 % 5 605,000 W% 5 835,666
Deficits 1o be Ramed 5 % 5 - 0% ] % E 174,328
Contractor Emery. Repairs 5 300,000 on ] 300,000 o 8 300,000 e T 200,000
Scada Coordinator $ . T - - o % 32,500 0% 8

G T T T N O T R YA

NET DPW Sewer Enterprise $ - o B - m $ - o % -

5M18/2008 11:04 AM Clty Of Champions FY10 Forcaster



|Fiscal Year : 2007 Chrarge 2008 Change 2009 Chang 2010

WATER ENTERPRISE - Revenues
Révenues
Awvalable Funds - R/E

9.017.283
1,148,118 %

WATER ENTERPRISE - Expenses 9,988 '$ 10,163,481 . $ 9,820
Parsonal Services - Other Than Overtime s 2,316,482 o T 2384210 2% s 2psagTe L 2,870,454
Peronal Services - Overtime s 257,000 1% 5 200,000 2% 8 335000 w8 395,520
Ordinary Maintenance - Services L1 1.267.150 ™ 3 1,351,440 % 5 1.378,782 i, T 1,375,742
Ordinary Mainienance - Gooda s 308383 e 8 28.T73 [ BT [ . 34773
System Rapair and Mainlenance 3 180279 - 163,183 F S 158420 0% 0§ -
EPA / DPA Mandales 1 200,000 R S 1 230,000 [ T 1 230,000 [T 1 230,000
Capital Project R/E L 1,742,085 3% 8 1,146,118 % 8 118,151 458% 3 84 500
Dabt Servica 5 /625 453 2% 8 1,420,403 20% s 1830225 a% 8 282213
Expensa Reimbursement to General Fund 5 1855231 -4 5 1,593,212 1% s 1,769,774 ™ § 1899570
Capial Water Comm £ - [ T { % 8 o% 0§
Other Contracied Services 3 - % H 0% 8 - [ T 1 52,427
Cepitsl Flant Projsct E * o 3 = % 5 - (1" r
Aquaria Fixed Charge H - o $ - 0% $ 2182.120 5% 3 3.349.800
Aquaria Vadable Charge $ - 0% s - 0% H 852 00% 5% 887,000
US Filler Contract REM 5 100,000 % 3 100,000 % s 100,000 111% 3 210,634
Capital from Operating Revenues 5 - % s - (i 260,591 0%
Capital Land Purchasa H - % 8 o% 5 - 0% ] -
Other Conracted Services R/E 3 54, 445 1% i 961,703 % 5 1,040 898 1% i 1,049,893
Issuance Costs $ 10,000 L T 1,000 0% 5 - o% 8
Walar Servica Variable Fee H 142,450 % 1 142,450 0% 5 % s 173,545
T T T T e e
NET - DPW Water Enterprise $ - o 3 - o, 9 - % % -

SMB/2009  11:04 AM City Of Champions F¥10 Forcaster



[Fiscal Year : 2007 Change 2008 — 2009 Crange 2010
RECREATION ENTERPRISE - Revenues  $  1,138849 .~ § 950,743 .- §$  BO5553 =~ § 821,227
Revenyes H 024,398 1% % 832,075 E T 805,552 %8 706.227
Available Funds - R/E H 214,551 -45% $ 118,688 % 3 - 0% s 35,000
Geaneral Fund Subsidy § - % $ - . S % 8 -
RECREATION ENTERPRISE -Expenses  § 1,138,949 . § = 950,743 = § 5,553 R S Lo
Personal Services - Other Than Overtime $ 715637 “% % 0,50 ™ 3 705,553 im0 8 518,859
Personal Services - Overtima s - % H o H % H 50,000
Ordinary Maintenance - Services s 85312 B 23,082 1 T | o 8 4250
Ordinary Malmenance - Pro-Contract 3 110,000 % 0§ 100,000 o § 100,000 ox 0§ 100,000
Qrdinary Maintenance - Goods 5 38,000 1% 8 18,714 o 8 [ T 75,000
Capital s o % - % 8 - (L

Poot Maintenance - East Sida Pool Opening H 0,000 o S 1 [ 1 - [

Playground Improvemts (Prev Naison) $ 50,000 (U 58,000 o 8 - 0% %

Golf Coursa Improvements (Frav Pigmad Improv) L1 50,000 21% 3 60,688 % 1 - % 5 35,000
Playground Summer Progmms. [ 20,000 L on 3 S

After Schoot Programs 3 LU [ - o §

Expense Reimbursemen to Generat Fund H [ T ™ 5 e $

DW Field Park Program $ 0% 0§ 0% 5 o 8

Hiatorie Land Grant Maich $ - [ on 5 % 3

Capitsl - Campelio Bath House 5 % § = [ S % 8

Capital from Retsined Eamings 5 D% S - 0% 8 - [ T

Capital - Excass Irrigation System Costs 1 % ] - % & - % 0§

Capitat - Refurbish Basebadl Fields 5 % $ e 5 % $

Capital - Buikd Soccer Fieids s % 8 % 5 % $

Capital - Fiedds Park Tower Repairs 3 % 0§ & % §

NET - Recreation Enterprise 5 - m 3 - o $ - o $ -

5/18/2009 11:04 AM City Of Champlons FY10 Forcaster



Fiscal Year : 2007 Changs 2008 Change 2009 Change 2010
REFUSE - Revenues ey ]

Riérvinusss. % %

Avadable Funds - F/E % % 1027161 AT% 8 855720 % 3 1,152,764

REFUSE - Expenses g i St 530

Personsl Servicon - Other Than Cwaitime s 358,790 w s O 443,204 1™ & 492,387
Parsonal Services - Chartime s 41,440 ™ § 41,440 ™ 8 44,160 ™ 8 45518
Ordinary Mainienances - Sarvices s 137.950 [ 138,450 ™% s 138,450 % 8 138,450
Oxcliruary Maintenance - Goods 5 54,000 > 1 55,000 S 55,000 1'% § 65,000
Waste Removal Cantrsc! 5 5,431,093 % 8 5415492 TL 5,654,635 A% 8 5,582 493
Wiste Rermowal Sontract trom R/E 5 825,707 1% § ol 551 A% 8 855,720 "% s 52,754
Capital Progscts from R/E s 49,454 anm 8 26,500 % S % & 200,000
Caprtat § 0% 8 - [ 1 on s -
Expenss Remmburkemen to Generd Fund H 297065 1% 11 301,024 5% 5 324,241 -4% H 1299

NET - Refuse Enterprise $ - m $ - o % - o $ -

5/18/2009 11:04 AM City Of Champions FY10 Forcaster



[Fiscal Year : 2007 Crange 2008 Change 2009 Change 2010

RENEWABLE ENERGY - Revenues T R
5 - 0%

$ 80,562 % H 195,000
Aviilahia Funds - RIE s - % $ 101,281 -17% H 54,458
x 3 - 0% - % 5

RENEWABLE ENERGY - Expense $ - = § 125400 s $ 181843 . 0§ 189,458

Orchangry Mainbenarcs - Services H - % H 120400 0% 131,843 2% H 88600
Expanss Resmbursemaenl s - 0% $ 5,000 % $ - % H 15,400
Expenss Reimburssment fom R/E s 0% 5 0% H 50,000 = 5 B4.458

NET - Renewable Enaergy Enterprise  $ - o 3 - S - o $ -

5/18/2008 11:04 AM City Of Champions FY10 Forcaster



$285,000,000.00

$284,000,000.00

$283,000,000.00

$282,000,000.00

$281,000,000.00 -+

$280,000,000.00 -

$279,000,000.00 !

$278,000,000.00

$277,000,000.00

TOTAL GENERAL FUND BUDGET

OFY20089 MEFY2010




CITY OF BROCKTON

. BUDGET CASH FLOW ANALYSIS
FY2009 L A
| ETax Levy
B Cherry Sheet Il
HLocal Recelpts |

I
OReserves / Avail, Funds |

‘| FY2010 mr el !
| | I Tax Levy

I
I

! O Reserves / Avall, FundsJ

|
' | mCherry Sheet \
’ Bl Local Receipts .

FY2009 FY2010

FY2009 WHERE THE MONEY COMES FROM FY2010 WHERE THE MONEY COMES FROM

Tax Levy $ 96,381,005 Tax Levy $ 99,204,092

Cherry 8heet $ 156,958,036 Cherry Sheet $ 148,184,023

Local Receipts $ 19,610,606 Local Receipts $ 17,203,672

Reserves /Avall. Funds $§ 11,364,838 Reserves / Avail. Funds § 15,037,259
. $ 284,314,485 $ 279,719,046




FY2009 WHERE THE MONEY GOES TO

State / County Charges

City P/S & OT

City O.M. Goods & Sarvices
Pansions

Debt Service

BPS & Sautheast Regionat
Employea / Ratires insurances
Appropnation o Reservas
Snow & Ice Appropriations

All Other Singie Appropnations
Deficits to be Raised

Other Amounts to be Raised

L R I R

CITY OF BROCKTON
GENERAL FUND SPENDING

_ FY09 WHERE THE MONEY GOES TO

3 State } County Charges

ECity P15 & OT

OCity O.M. Goods & Servicea
OPensions

M Debt Service

MBPS & Southeast Reglonal

B Employee / Retires Insurances
D Appropriation to Reaarves

H Snow & lce Appropriationa

H Al Other Single Appropriations
O Deficits to be Ralaod
[l Othar Amounts to be Raised

__FY10 WHERE THE MONEY GOES TO

O State § County Charges . ‘ '
ECity IS & OT
OCity O.M. Geods & Services |
OPensions

B Debt Service

OBPS & Southeast Regional

HEEmployee ! Retiree Insurances

O Appropriation 1o Reserves

ESnow & Ice Appropriations

EAIl Cther Single Appropriations
ODeficits to ba Ralsed |
B Other Amounts to be Raised ; |

5,140,616 State / County Charges
49 360 858 City PIS&OT
10,368,995 City O.M, Goods & Services
9,808,576 Pensions
14,083 800 Debt Service
140,867,847 BPS & Southeast Regional
45,420,452 Ermpitryes / Retirae Insurances
150,672 Appropriation o Reserves
1,850,000 Snow & (ce Appropriations
3,684,801 All Other Singte Appropriations
560,232 Deficita to ba Raised
2,236,427 Other Amounts to ba Raised
264,314,466

FY2010 WHERE THE MONEY GOES TO

5,842,872
47,793,417
10,860,850

9,783,674
14,089,207

133,772,678
43,812,154

2,368,587

2,000,000

3,720,458

2,800,000

2,200,443

W AP D BB M A

$ 279,719,046




CITY OF BROCKTON
SOURCES OF FUNDS TO PAY FOR INCREASED SPENDING OR LOSS OF REVENUE

' EBIncrease Tax Levy

B increase Approp. to Free Cash

| OPDecrease Approp. to PS & OT ‘

O Decrease Approp. For Heaith ins &
Benefits l

|
i
{

i [
| M Decrease Approp. to BPS & S.E. |
Regional |

|

Increasa Tax Lovy $ 2,823,067
Increase Approp. to Free Cash 1 4,107,219
Decrease Approp. to PS & OT $ 1,567,441
Dacrease Approp. For Health Ins & Beneflits $ 1,608,301
Decrease Approp. to BPS & S.E. Regional $ 7,084,968



CITY OF BROCKTON
REQUIREMENTS FOR FINANCING IN GENERAL FUND

—_— - N e e

Dincrease Approp. To Gooda & Services ]

||
Wincrease Approp. To Rezerves [ |

; Dincrease in Deficita to ba Raised Snowlice
Dincrease In State & County Charges

Mincrease in Snow/ice Approp. FY10

|
0O Decrease in Local Recelpts Estimate ‘
]

M Docrease in State Aid |

Increases/Decreanes

I
I
I
|
i
‘ !| B Net Increase for all othar
L

Increase Approp, To Gooda & Services $ 493,863
increase Approp. To Reaorvesa $ 2,217,716
Increasa In Deficits to be Raised Snowfce $ 2,239,766
Increase in Stste & County Cherges $ 502,256
Increasae in Snow/ce Approp. FY10 $ 350,000
Dacraase In Local Receipts Estimate $ 2,316,934
Decrease in State Ald $ 8,774,013
Net Increase for al) othar Increasea/Decreasea § 308,468

$ 17,201,017






