' Fiscal Year 2008
Budget Update
June 7, 2007


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Today’s update will focus on:



Changes to the budget outlook since May 8th



Balancing the budget gap



What we know now about the Special Session of the Legislature



and



Suggested policy directions if we need to take further action   
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Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
The dramatic growth in the property tax base in the last four years was well above our normal patterns.  The average annual increase for the 16 fiscal years from 1987 to 2003 was about 5%.



We have now received the preliminary estimates of the Fiscal Year 2008 tax base from the Property Appraiser.

  

As we expected, the rate of growth in the tax base was much slower in 2006.  We had projected 6% growth in the countywide taxable value, and the Appraiser’s preliminary number is 5.8%.



We expect this more typical pattern to continue going forward.  In fact, next year could see a decrease in the tax base even if there are no changes in exemptions or other legislative action.



That is one reason why the State’s reaction to the current property tax problems should focus on the inequities in the current system rather than radical measures that will create new problems.     �


Changes in the Fiscal Year 2008

Budget Outlook since May 8
($ millions)

Resources (from $764.5M to $767.7M)

Increase Beginning Fund Balance based on FYQ7 year-to-date data $ 3.0
Adjust Property Tax revenue to new tax roll estimates (0.5)
Other revenues - net increase 0.7
Net Increase in Revenue Estimate 3.2

Expenditures (from $690.6 M to $679.8 M)

Adjust partial funding for Supervisor of Elections building 1.5
Add State-mandated funding for Voting Equipment (2007 legislation’ 2.6
Recalculate Tax Increment payments to cities (new tax roll data) 0.4
Reduce FRS Pension contribution formula (2007 Legislation) (0.6)
Recalculate Employee Health Contribution cost (0.7)
Sheriff's budget request reduction (14.0)

Net Decrease in Expenditure Estimate (10.8)



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
We have continued to refine our numbers as we approach the Recommended Budget.  Here are the differences between the numbers we presented on May 8 and our current situation.



The two most significant changes were:

We’ve increased our estimate of the fund balance we will have on hand at the beginning of Fiscal Year 2008 based on our revenues and expenditures through the first seven months of the current year.

The Sheriff has offered up a very large reduction in his 2008 budget that cuts $14 million from his original request.  That reduces the percentage increase in his budget to 2.7% over 2007.



Because of these and other changes, we have picked up $3.2 million in resources and reduced expected expenditures by $10.8 million.



***

Note:  Beginning FY08 fund balance estimate is higher mainly due to anticipated lower expenditures for Personal Services and Operating Expenses 



�


cal Year 2008 General Fund
STIMATES UPDATE ($ millions) *

May 8 June 7

Outlook Update
ng Fund Balance ez 140.2
4 roperty Taxes ** 451.7 451.2
Al Other Revenues 175.6 176.3
subtotal - Revenues 627.3 627.5
TOTAL RESOURCES 764.5 VAT .0
LESS: EXPENDITURES * (690.6) (679.8)
Estimated Ending Balance 73.9 87.9
Revenue minus Expenditures (63.3) (52.3)

* Includes Issues and ALL Requests received to date

** General Fund county-wide and MSTU property taxes only

Difference

3.0

(0.5)
0.7
0.2

3.2

10.8

14.0

11.0 -

Unfavorable = ()



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This slide compares the budget outlook that we presented on May 8th with the current outlook. The third column shows the differences.

The net result of the changes shown on the previous slide is that we are now anticipating that recurring expenditures will exceed recurring revenue by about $52.3 million dollars, the number in red at the bottom of the second column. That is $11 million better than the previous estimate.



***

In these slides we’re only looking at the General Fund – the countywide and MSTU property tax rates and revenue.  There are other important operations that are also funded by property taxes, and we’ll touch on those later in the presentation. 

�


ected Fiscal Year 2008
eral Fund Budget Gap

($ millions)
May 8 June 7
Outlook Update
le minus Expenditures: $ 633 $52.3
of Reserves:
‘Beginning Fund Balance ST $ 140.2
Target Ending Fund Balance $ 116.6 $116.6
(15% of Total Resources)
Target use of Reserves: $ 20.6 $ 23.6
Projected Budget Gap * $ 42.7 $ 28.7

* BEFORE LEGISLATIVE ACTION


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Although we attempt to have ongoing revenues cover all ongoing expenses, we can use reserves to help balance the budget.  We have to be cautious in doing that, because relying too much on reserves can lead to trouble in future years, in much the same way as using your savings account to pay bills at home. 



We anticipate that as we begin next fiscal year, we will still have reserves in excess of our policy target of 15%. So we can continue to draw down reserves in a reasonable amount next year.  We are assuming that we will use about $23.6 million of our reserves in that way. That’s $3 million more than on May 8th, because of our revised expectations of where we will end up in the current year.



The result of doing that leaves us with an updated budget gap of $28.7 million dollars, compared to $42.7 million on May 8th.



***

Note:  Because Florida Statutes require us to budget only 95% of our revenue, we are reasonably certain that if we budget to end up at that level, we will actually end up closer to the 18% level that we’d like to maintain as a high hazard coastal county.

�


Fiscal Year 2008 General Fund
PROPOSED PROGRAM CHANGES

Proposed

Requested

Change (a)
Recurring costs:
Facilities maintenance - Jail 1.2
Facilities maintenance - other 0.9
Medical Examiner DNA Lab (net) 0.2
Ridgecrest YMCA 0.4
Other BCC departments 0.2
Judiciary 0.1
Begin funding OPEB Liability 22.0
Non-Recurring Costs:
Housing Trust Fund (year 2 of 3) 10.0
State Mandated Voting Equipment 2.6
SRI Project (year 1 of 2) 3.0
TOTAL 40.6

Funding

0.7
0.2
0.4

5.0
2.6
3.0
11.9

C

Difference

(0.5)
(0.9)

(0.2)
(0.1)
(22.0)

(5.0)

(28.7)

(a) March Outlook assumed $42.5M for issues, including OPEB $22M,

Housing Trust Fund $10M, and SRI project $4M

(b) DNA Lab net cost assumes approval of new fees, including cremation fee
(c) use $15M of Employee Benefits Fund Balance to partially fund first year


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
As I promised on May 8th, we’ve developed a strategy to close the budget gap.



Our first step was to review all of the program changes that have been requested and determine what we could eliminate, scale back, or find other ways to pay for them.  The first column of numbers are what has been requested, the second are what I am recommending, and the third shows the differences.

{Review list}

The net result of these changes cuts expenditures by $28.7 million dollars.



***************************************************************************

Notes:

Medical Examiner total DNA lab cost is $974,000;  he has proposed $756,000 increased &  new fees to cover most of the cost:

Cremation fees @ $35 ($271,000);  Forensic Lab Fees @ $15 ($210,000); tissue bank ($180,000);  and Out of District/Tox Fees ($95,000).

The “other BCC departments” are Building/DRS and Emergency Communications.

�


mendations to Close the
ear 2008 General Fund
Budget Gap

($ millions)

Projected Budget Gap $ (28.7)
I

T

ed Program Changes 28.7
.

L

Remaining (Gap) / Surplus $
|

Points to consider:

e OPEB funding will need to be increased in future years
e Mandated Voting Equipment costs may be higher than estimated


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
If the Board accepts the changes outlined on the previous slide, that  closes the current $28.7 million budget gap.



Keep in mind that the numbers we’ve used thus far have assumed constant millage rates, and the resulting increased property tax revenues.  



In a moment we will look at some additional cuts we want to consider to reduce the millage rates and property taxes.



*********

Note:

There may be additional mandated costs that we can’t quantify right now, such as implementing the Anti-Murder bill and providing facilities for the State’s new Civil and Criminal Conflict Counsels.

 �


Legislative Update

Joint Select Committee on Property Tax Relief
and Reform met on June 4

Another Joint Committee meeting may be held
on June 11

Special Session scheduled to begin June 12
No consensus, formal action, or details yet

House Speaker / Senate President Proposal
announced June 1
— No cuts for School taxes set by State (40% of total)

— Not clear if or how cuts will also be required for
Special Districts


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Now let’s look at what the Legislature is considering.



The Senate and House were unable to reach agreement on the property tax reform proposals during the regular session.



A Special Session is scheduled to begin on June 12.



Last Friday, House Speaker Marco Rubio and Senate President Ken Pruitt released a letter that outlined their proposal for a solution.



There are no details available for this proposal, and at this point we don’t know whether any of it will be approved.  

�


gislative Update

ear 2008: Property Tax Revenue
(statutory)

— Mandated cuts for County (and Cities)

— Optional cuts: Formula based on percentage
of revenue increase in last 5 years

— Optional cuts can be overriden by
supermajority vote of Board


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
These next few slides outline what’s in the proposal by House Speaker Rubio and Senator Pruitt, and the other options that appear to be under consideration at this point.









***

Note:  Optional Cuts would be identified at four levels, 2 above and 2 below the “statewide average” percentage increase in revenue.  This average would be separately calculated for cities as a group and counties as a group. �


gislative Update

ar 2009 and later: Property Tax
e Caps (statutory) for County (and Cities)

Limit growth in revenues to growth in Personal

Income

— Caps can be overriden by supermajority vote of
Board


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
There would be limits on future increases in property tax revenue.�


Legislative Update

 Fiscal Year 2009 and later. Homestead
Exemption Changes (require Constitutional
Amendment)

— Save Our Homes replaced with new
Homestead Exemption based on a
percentage of the property’s value

— Percentages will be “tiered”

— Save Our Homes exemptions that exceed the
new formula will be “grandfathered” in



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
There have been many options discussed for restructuring the Homestead Exemption.  This is what’s in the Rubio/Pruitt proposal.



It appears that if the Legislature can agree on proposed changes that require a Constitutional Amendment, those changes will be presented to the voters on the January statewide ballot along with the Presidential Primary election.�


gislative Update

_ar 2009 and later: Other Possible
ption Changes (require Constitutional
endment)

— Non-Homestead Residential
g _ Commercial

— Low-Income Seniors

— Working Waterfronts

— Affordable Housing


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
The Legislature also may consider changes to some or all of these other categories of property. 



It’s interesting to note that the main problems with the current system, the inequities between residences that have the Save Our Homes exemption and the other categories, are being treated almost as an afterthought to the discussion of what to do.



And until the Legislature decides what all of these specific changes are, we can’t make a final determination of what we need to do for the 2008 Budget.



***

Note: A Monday e-mail from Speaker Rubio to his supporters said that non-Homestead residential, commercial, and industrial properties would also have percentage-based exemptions (and they would “try and provide” for the other categories) but those were not included in the Rubio/Pruitt letter. �


($ millions)

—Iscal Year 2008 Reductions for
2ntial Legislative Actions

T
I
EEE

4

"e FYO8 Property Tax Revenue to FY07 amount

“new construction (Roll-Back Rate)
F.:' ]

Quce Property Tax Revenue by 5% from Roll-Back

Reduce Property Tax Revenue by 10% from Roll-Back

Reduce Property Tax Revenue by 15% from Roll-Back

Reduction

$

$

$

$

(19.7)

(22.8)
(22.8)

(22.8)

Cumulative
Reduction
$ (19.7)
$ (42.5)
$ (65.3)
$ (88.1)


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This year, the Board has reviewed all of the service programs in the Budget during the Budget Information Sessions that began in April.



Those reviews, from a zero base,  also looked at which programs are mandatory, which  are Administrative, which are discretionary.  We provided the Board with a consolidated list of all those programs at our last meeting. For this meeting, we’ve prepared a list of potential reductions if departments were required to reduce their budgets 5, 10 or 15 percent. 



We have also previously presented a method for cutting the budget further if there are additional reductions required.  That method allocates the reductions based on how much flexibility we have to make adjustments.



Assuming we’ve solved the current budget gap, this slide shows the kinds of numbers we would be looking at if our property tax revenue is reduced by differing percentages.



The next few slides look at how cuts might be made under these conditions 

�


Recommendations to Reduce
General Fund Property Taxes to
the Roll-back Rate

($ millions)
Reductions Needed $ 19.7
Proposed Program Changes
Reserves adjustment (0.6)
Tax Increment Financing payments adjustment (0.4)
User fee increases (approx. 10% increase in revenues) (1.0)
Wage adjustment - classifieds - all but Sheriff (0% - 3%) (2.0)
Wage adjustment - exempts - all but Const'ls (0% - 3%) (0.5)
2% decrease in constitutionals and independents (6.5)
BCC non-direct service reductions (8.2)
Consolidation Efficiencies Target (0.9)

Total $ (19.7)



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
We don’t know what the Legislature will decide, but it seems likely that we will be required to reduce property tax revenue at least to the roll-Back rate. And even if there is no  mandate from the Legislature, the Board may want to reduce the millage anyway, as you did last year.



With that in mind, we’ve reviewed the reduction scenarios submitted by the departments and agencies and have developed a list of further cuts.  

This slide summarizes those reductions.



We want to have the least impact on direct services to the public.  That’s why my first priority was to reduce administration and support costs where possible, even if those cuts weren’t in the department’s suggested first level.   



We have a handout for the Board that presents these cuts in more detail.





 �


GENERAL FUND REDUCTION TARGETS

5% Scenario

451,200,000

estimated property tax revenue at current millage rates

DECREASE PROPERTY TAX REVENUE TO ROLL-BACK RATE
5% DECREASE IN PROPERTY TAX REVENUE BELOW ROLL-BACK RATE

TOTAL REDUCTIONS NEEDED

GENERAL FUND REQUESTS AFTER CLOSING GAP

Less:
Gen Gowvt Target (use of reserves)

Mandatory Target
Administrative Target
Constitutionals & Independents

Balance: Discretionary Target

Total Reductions

(19,700,000)

(22,800,000) *

(42,500,000)

REVISED GENERAL FUND TOTAL

FYO7 Original Budget

county-wide MSTU Total

89.4% 10.6% 100.0%
585,778,260 69,780,000 655,558,260

TARGET BASE Reductions
108,098,120 | 4.0% (3,863,670) (460,250) (4,323,920)
22,416,040 | 5.0% (1,001,500) (119,300) (1,120,800)
360,519,280 | 4.0% (12,885,770) (1,535,000) (14,420,770)
164,524,820 | 13.8% (20,287,690) (2,416,740) (22,704,430)
(38,038,630) (4,531,290) (42,569,920)
655,558,260

547,739,630 | 65,248,710 612,988,340
634,673,520
-3.4%

percentage reduction from FYO7 Budget

*

Decrease is calculated on FY07 budgeted property tax revenue



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
It’s entirely possible that we will need to cut even more.  This scenario assumes that we collect 5% less in property taxes in FY 2008 than the roll-back rate would produce. 



In all of our scenarios, Mandatory programs and the Constitutional Officers are cut less than the other programs.

******

Note: per Property Appraiser’s May estimates:

FY08    New construction – countywide:  $1.1 billion

		MSTU:     $ 200 million



Value of 1 mill (at 95%): 		  FY07	  FY08

Countywide			$ 71.9 M	$ 75.9 M

MSTU			$ 18.5 M	$ 19.5 M



		FY07    Roll-back rate     tax savings on $200k TAV 

Countywide millage	5.34	5.112	$ 42

MSTU millage	2.356	2.252	$ 20



�


GENERAL FUND REDUCTION TARGETS

10% Scenario

451,200,000

estimated property tax revenue at current millage rates

DECREASE PROPERTY TAX REVENUE TO ROLL-BACK RATE
10% DECREASE IN PROPERTY TAX REVENUE BELOW ROLL-BACK RATE

TOTAL REDUCTIONS NEEDED

GENERAL FUND REQUESTS AFTER CLOSING GAP

Less:
Gen Gowvt Target (use of reserves)

Mandatory Target
Administrative Target
Constitutionals & Independents

Balance: Discretionary Target

Total Reductions

(19,700,000)

(45,600,000) *

(65,300,000)

REVISED GENERAL FUND TOTAL

FYO7 Original Budget

county-wide MSTU Total

89.4% 10.6% 100.0%
585,778,260 69,780,000 655,558,260

TARGET BASE Reductions
108,098,120 | 8.0% (7,727,340) (920,510) (8,647,850)
22,416,040 | 10.0% (2,003,000) (238,600) (2,241,600)
360,519,280 | 8.0% (25,771,540) (3,070,000) (28,841,540)
164,524,820 | 15.6% (22,933,900) (2,731,970) (25,665,870)
(58,435,780) (6,961,080) (65,396,860)
655,558,260

527,342,480 | 62,818,920 590,161,400
634,673,520
-7.0%

percentage reduction from FYQ07 Budget

*

Decrease is calculated on FY07 budgeted property tax revenue



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This scenario assumes that we collect 10% less in property taxes in FY 2008 than with the roll-back rate.



At this level the cuts for mandatory programs and the Constitutional officers double compared to the 5% level.�


GENERAL FUND REDUCTION TARGETS

15% Scenario

451,200,000

estimated property tax revenue at current millage rates

DECREASE PROPERTY TAX REVENUE TO ROLL-BACK RATE
15% DECREASE IN PROPERTY TAX REVENUE BELOW ROLL-BACK RATE

TOTAL REDUCTIONS NEEDED

GENERAL FUND REQUESTS AFTER CLOSING GAP

Less:
Gen Gowvt Target (use of reserves)

Mandatory Target
Administrative Target
Constitutionals & Independents

Balance: Discretionary Target

Total Reductions

(19,700,000)

(68,400,000) *

(88,100,000)

REVISED GENERAL FUND TOTAL

FYO7 Original Budget

county-wide MSTU Total

89.4% | 10.6% 100.0%
585,778,260 69,780,000 655,558,260

TARGET BASE Reductions
108,098,120 | 10.0% (9,659,170) (1,150,640) (10,809,810)
22,416,040 | 15.0% (3,004,500) (357,910) (3,362,410)
360,519,280 | 10.0% (32,214,430) (3,837,500) (36,051,930)
164,524,820 | 23.1% (33,959,820) (4,045,410) (38,005,230)
(78,837,920) (9,391,460) (88,229,380)
655,558,260

506,940,340 | 60,388,540 567,328,880
634,673,520
-10.6%

percentage reduction from FYQ07 Budget

Decrease is calculated on FY07 budgeted property tax revenue



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
This scenario assumes that we collect 15% less in property taxes in FY 2008 than with the roll-back rate.



At this level we would have to cut over 20% from our discretionary programs, and more than that if the Constitutional Officers were not able to cut 10% from their budgets.�


Cuts In Other Operations Would be Required if
Property Taxes are Capped

TOTAL REDUCTIONS NEEDED

to Roll Back to below Roll-Back Rate by
Rate 5% 10% 15%

Countywide Services
Emergency Medical $(2,165,000) $(4,435,000) $(6,705,000) $(8,975,000)
Services (EMS)
First responders asked for increases of $9.2 M over the current $31.8 M

Health Department $ (231,000) $ (499,000) $ (767,000) $(1,035,000)
Mosquito Control $ (198,000) $ (428,000) $ (657,000) $ (887,000)
Pinellas Planning Council $ (64,000) $ (138,000) $ (213,000) $ (288,000)

Other Districts (example)
Public Library Cooperative $ (341,000) $ (719,000) $(1,098,000) $(1,477,000)

The Palm Harbor and Feather Sound Community Services Districts would also be cut.


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
We’ve been concentrating on the General Fund but it’s important to point out that there are other operations which would be hurt by property tax rollbacks.



Emergency Medical Services (ambulances and paramedics) and Fire Protection services are funded in part by non-General Fund property taxes. 

These taxes pay firefighters and paramedics, buy fuel for the fire trucks and ambulances, and keep the lights on in the fire stations.

EMS “first responders” (City Fire Departments and other special districts) have requested increases of $ 9.2 million over the current $31.8 million for FY08.  

Besides not funding these increases, the payments to the first responders would decrease if property tax revenues are reduced.**

The Health Department, our mosquito control operations, and public libraries throughout the county would also lose support that would probably reduce services. 



** Example:  St. Petersburg EMS could lose $4 million of it’s $10.7 million FY07 level funding in a 10% reduction (assuming no cuts to ambulance contract)



�


r Operations Would be Required if
perty Taxes are Capped

TOTAL REDUCTIONS NEEDED

I -

B

|| [T

Fire Districts

~ Belleair Bluffs
!ﬁearwater

: Dunedin
.~ Gandy

~ High Point
Largo

Safety Harbor
Seminole

South Pasadena
Tarpon Springs
Tierra Verde

$
$
$
$
$
$
Pinellas Park $
$
$
$
$
$
$

Total

to Roll Back to below Roll-Back Rate by

Rate 5% 10% 15%
(18,000) $ (34,000) $ (50,000) $ (66,000)
(167,000) $ (304,000) $ (441,000) $ (578,000)
(27,000) $ (70,000) $ (113,000) $ (155,000)
(2,000) $ (7,000) $ (11,000) $ (16,000)
(148,000) $ (293,000) $ (438,000) $ (582,000)
(75,000) $ (160,000) $ (246,000) $ (331,000)
(38,000) $ (83,000) $ (128,000) $ (173,000)
> $ (3,000) $ (14,000) $ (24,000)
(357,000) $ (681,000) $ (1,004,000) $ (1,327,000)
(25,000) $ (43,000) $ (61,000) $ (79,000)
(17,000) $ (39,000) $ (61,000) $ (83,000)
(64,000) $ (138,000) $ (212,000) $ (287,000)
(938,000) $ (1,855,000) $(2,779,000) $ (3,701,000)



Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Fire Districts would also be hit hard by rollbacks if they are required.



In the case of the Cities’ Fire and Rescue and Emergency Medical Services operations, they would lose funding from the countywide EMS tax and the Fire taxing districts in addition to being potentially affected by cuts to their own city property tax revenue. 





�


Budget Development Process

e June 215t budget worksession (tentative)

— Summarize budget impact from legislature
— Assess FYO08 vs. FY09 impact

» June 26" budget worksession

— Discuss recommendations to develop FY08 tentative
budget

« July 13t — Tentative budget distributed

— Balanced budget that attempts to incorporate the
impact of legislative changes


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�






�


Budget Development Process

e July 13t to July 237 - Make any changes to the
tentative budget that impact the TRIM millage
rates

e July 24t — TRIM information sent to Property
Appraiser

« August 13th — TRIM notices sent out to property
owners


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
We usually certify the millage rates in the Recommended Budget to the Property Appraiser to calculate the TRIM notices to property taxpayers.



If necessary, we could make changes to the proposed millage rates after we deliver the tentative budget on July 13 but before we need to give the Appraiser that information on July 24th.



As usual, the millage rates on the TRIM notices are the maximums – they can be reduced after that but not increased.  So the Board could make further reductions to the millage rate up to the time that the budget is finally approved in late September.�


Budget Development Process

« September 4th — 1st public hearing
— BCC adopts tentative FY08 millage rates & budgets

« September 18t — 2nd public hearing
— BCC adopts final FY08 millage rates & budgets



Next Steps

» Assess Options for Reductions below
Roll-Back Rate in General Fund
(countywide & MSTU)

» Continue to review other potential
reductions

— Other Property Tax Supported Funds
— Other Funds

* Monitor Legislative Action


Presenter�
Presentation Notes�
Here are the steps we are planning to take over the next two weeks. �


mellas
(ount

-

Citizens’ Comments
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