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City Council Work Session 
 

5:30 PM 
Council Chambers 

June 4, 2012 

ATTENDANCE:   
Mayor/Council

 

   (please check)    x  Hanel,    x Ronquillo,    x Cromley,     x Cimmino,   x  Pitman,           
x McFadden,     x Bird,     x Ulledalen,     x McCall,     x Astle,    x Crouch. 

ADJOURN TIME:

Agenda 
   8:40 

TOPIC  #1 Public Works 
PRESENTER Dave Mumford 

NOTES/OUTCOME  

 Dave Mumford:  reviews the staff organizational chart and recent personnel reductions 
and changes.  Described what Public Works does and some recent projects and programs.   

 Ronquillo:  question about letter to the editor about being charged at the landfill. 
 Dave:  old information, he was called and confirmed that he was not recently charged and 

will not be in the future.  Continues with presentation.  Reviewed Public Works service 
statistics.  Reported major revenue sources.  Public Works was removed from the General 
Fund several years ago and provides revenues to it.  Outlined operating cost increases.   

 Astle:  health insurance costs reduced by single provider contract this year? 
 Tina:  employee contributions didn’t increase but the city’s did. 
 Pitman:  looked at energy savings as part of the energy audit? 
 Dave: yes, ongoing changes.  Solar for some office building uses but can’t operate plants 

with it because there’s too much demand.  Methane generator will be improved at a new 
wastewater treatment plant.  Shifted money and employees from planned snow plowing 
to street maintenance and improvements.  Only about $200,000 more into streets than 
previous years, so not that much shifted.  Assessment increases include Arterial 
Construction Fee, Stormwater Fee and Street Maintenance District Fees; more frequent 
but smaller increases than if they changed less often.  Solid Waste billing process change; 
working with customers and landlords about the change. 

 McFadden:  billing software is flexible enough for all needs? 
 Dave: no, but can mitigate some of the problems.  Monthly billing will save money and 

allow smaller reserve to be carried in the Fund.  2011-2012 accomplishments include: 
streets, intersections, SIDs, downtown signals, zone 4 water reservoir, wastewater 
disinfection, and pipe replacement program.  Future considerations include Compressed 
Natural Gas (CNG) fleet changeover and the division is working with Montana Dakota 
Utilities (MDU) on it.   

 McFadden:  vehicles will refuel from gas that is withdrawn from the landfill?   
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 Dave: yes.  MDU will pay for the fueling system.  Plan to buy new CNG trucks with that 
capability and slowly move away from diesel.   

 Ronquillo:  used to use CNG for the MDU vehicles, but it didn’t work that well for small 
vehicles but it should work on garbage trucks.  Easier on the engines and cleaner exhaust.   

 Crouch:  other departments moving toward CNG? 
 Dave:  testing for big trucks, harder to implement with small vehicles.  Test on Solid 

Waste but willing to share the filling site. 
 Astle:  truck fleet replacement pace? 
 Dave: within 12 months plan to buy some new trucks and slowly change the whole fleet. 
 Bird:  green barrels?  Citywide? 
 Dave:  yard waste recycling.  Citizens need to request the barrels but not all areas of the 

city are being covered yet.  Will cover citywide by the end of June. 
 Cimmino:  slide 13 on snow removal; actual in 2010-2011 was $1.5 million; all costs 

included?  $745,000 actual for 2011-2012? 
 Dave: yes.  We budgeted one million and used $745,000.   
 Public comments: 
 Kevin Nelson, 4235 Bruce Avenue:  set some money aside to fix the fence posts at Grand 

and 32nd, or maybe at Shiloh?  Shouldn’t be a problem for property entry.  Set aside 
money from arterial fund for curbing on Grand Avenue from Will James School to 
Cancer Center.  Same on Central Avenue from 32nd to 29th.  Don’t want to see another 
Grand Avenue with incomplete street improvements.   

 
TOPIC  #2 Council  Budget Questions 
PRESENTER  Tina Volek 

NOTES/OUTCOME  
 Tina:  staff passed out information in response to questions from prior sessions.  Will 

answer additional questions now. 
 Ulledalen: at the last meeting, Tina said we’ll add $1 million to reserves, as we did last 

year. Why not use some of the money for deferred maintenance, especially in parks.  
Want it to be part of the discussion about how much to assess versus using reserves.   

 Tina:  accumulating reserves helps buffer for future emergencies and harder times.  Told 
by past Councils to not use reserves for operations. 

 Astle:  actually $2 million over past two (2) years. 
 Tina:  yes.   
 Pitman:  SID reserve fund; shouldn’t some portion of that stay available for city share of 

future SIDs?   
 Tina: bond counsel advised us to not keep the money in SID reserve; we will still have 

about 15% in reserve.   
 Astle:  developers have to install street improvements as they develop?  There will be 

new development near the Brewer Center on Central in the next 60-180 days. 
 Dave: yes, developers have to install curb, gutter, sidewalk and one lane of asphalt. 
 Bird:  only department that had a decline in General Fund was Parks.  Why did that 

budget decline from past years by 1.19%?  FY 12 expenses are estimated?  Why would 
we reduce the General Fund budget when we’re planning to spread PMD assessments in 
FY 13?   
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 Tina:  SBRs weren’t significant this year, positions will be funded by the PMD, operating 
costs are flat.  Improvements through the PMD.  SBRs for all improvements beyond base 
budgets, especially for labor saving or long term cost controls.     

 McFadden:  chip sealing in alleys – worst alleys in town parallel to Broadwater, Central 
and Grand Avenue on the west end.   

 Dave:  small amount of chip sealing, don’t know how much will be available, still trying 
to identify where they will be used. 

 Pitman:  maybe these are Priority Based Budgeting (PBB) issues, but can’t align true 
expenses and budget.  Example is giving water to parks and city hall.  Use CNG for MET 
buses, where fuel cost is an issue.  Is PMD part of this budget or is it a separate decision? 

 Tina:  can make a presentation at next week’s meeting regarding setting the assessment.  
Staff presentation on June 18th? 

 Ulledalen:  working on budget for regular parks and recreation expenses and also on 
PMD projects and assessments.   

 Cimmino: questionabout fund raising for Swords Park vault toilet.  BikeNet is organizing 
it.   

 Mike:  the vault toilet won’t need water; installation will be similar to the restrooms 
found in state parks or forest service campgrounds.   

 Bird:  policies on vacancy savings, use voluntary furloughs? 
 Tina: used voluntary furloughs in Planning and salary savings depends on the 

department.  Finance analyzes vacancy savings for General and Public Safety Funds.  
Public Works plans were discussed by Mr. Mumford.   

 Bird:  how does the city fund for long term employee cash out of sick and vacation when 
they retire? 

 Pat:  use a five (5) year average for vacancy savings and budget annually for anticipated 
retirement pay-out costs.   

 Cimmino:  savings from long term vacancies (police and Public Works).   
 Pat:  Police Department is moving money to property and liability, Finance and Public 

Works finance figured out what to budget for vacancies.   
 Bird:  when vacancy occurs, how much time between when a position is vacated and 

positions advertised?  Positions vacant 45-60 days? 
 Tina: a month.  About the right time for recruitment period.  Retirements don’t take that 

long to fill.   
 Ulledalen:  may need to cut in a year.  Are we perpetuating cutting expenses in Parks in 

favor of other departments?  Should we fund the park district when we continue shorting 
the park department in the General Fund?  Could we freeze the budget and solve the 
problem.  We need more innovation from departments, like we hear from Public Works.  
Need to knit all trends and practices together.  Not sure PBB will pull us out before we 
hit the wall.  Don’t have a lot of time to avoid hard budget decisions.   

 Tina:  2.5% wage increase was approved, so flat budget causes personnel reductions or 
reductions in other areas.  Position or personnel reductions are common in other areas of 
the city.  Careening toward a cliff is an overstatement and I may have contributed to it.  
Use PBB as a tool to shape future budgets.     

 Pat:  lots of moving parts.  One time cuts, cuts over several years, levies at 1% and levies 
at 2% are all currently being worked on. 
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 Pitman:  whether parks or other operations, don’t want to have this be the last chance for 
Council to ask or make changes.   

 McCall:  overview presentation talked about reserves requirements.  Would like to have 
the reserves requirements summary for all Council.   

 Astle:  don’t want to see parks or other departments lose or gain as a result of the park 
district.  City Charter says 74 mills in Section 1.02.  Ordinance #4278 referenced in the 
Charter is a 1980 ordinance.  If council adopted the ordinance, can’t council change it?     

 Ulledalen:  need policies in line with where we are.  Need to start working on public 
safety levy if we’re not going to lay off police and fire.  Having to spend money now for 
past annexations.   

 Public comments: 
 None 

 
TOPIC #3 Priority Based Budgeting 
PRESENTER Jon Johnson & Chris Fabian 

NOTES/OUTCOME  
 Tina: introduced the concept and introduced Jon Johnson and Chris Fabian.  No decisions 

tonight but issues will be back on the agenda June 18th.   
 Jon:  hope the process starts better conversations and guides you for many future years.  

Many cities are starting their second and third budget cycles.  Each one uses it differently 
– as it fits them.  ICMA is close to adopting this process as a best practice.  Hope it will 
be a lasting or sustainable budget process.   

 Chris:  described the process that Council and staff have been using since January.    
 Jon:  hope the process allows Council to discuss programs, not departments.  More 

programmatic discussions.  Describes program scoring process and peer review process.   
 McCall:  are the teams a mix of department representatives? 
 Jon: yes and try to make objective decisions.  Compliments staff for the work they did 

scoring programs and peer review.   
 Chris:  shows programmatic quartile groupings.  Program groups and total costs for each.   
 Jon: discusses the priority budget tool.  
 McCall:  what staff is being trained to use the software?   
 Tina:  department directors, Bruce, Pat and me. 
 Jon:  easy tool, excel, will be a web based program by the end of the year. 
 McFadden:  department directors can use what-if scenarios? 
 Jon:  set dollars and programs, but use filters to look at the information in different ways.   
 Bird:  allowed when discussing quartiles, to request that a program that you really like 

move to a higher quartile? 
 Jon: no, but discussion should happen about whether it should be kept even though it 

scores low, or it could be that results need to change or be defined differently.  Define 
programs so the results are clear to the community. 

 Cimmino:  Out of the 347 programs there are 64 programs in quartile 1; what are they?  
How much time did staff spend getting to this information?  Council has lots of catching 
up to do. 

 Jon: we’ll generate the list quickly and it will be shared with you.  Every department has 
some quartile 1 programs.  Five (5) months of work. 
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 Pitman:  emphasize that discussions need to happen about why programs scored where 
they did, not to change the scores. 

 Jon:  right.  Probably won’t see many programs that city wants to save regardless of low 
score, or city will question their results.   

 McCall: this tool is one that city should use ongoing not just about budget.  Example of 
Planning Department programs.   

 Ulledalen: how do we avoid getting occupied by topics that don’t matter to the general 
fund, public safety fund, planning, etc?  How will we decide qualitative or effectiveness 
issues?   

 Jon:  tool allows city to avoid talking about all funds and to focus on the ones where you 
need to.  Keep discussions on programs, including ones that aren’t getting done or being 
done poorly.   

 Astle:  will council see programs in quartile 4 and how each compared to others? 
 Jon:  will see quartile 4 programs but not how all programs in quartile 4 compare to each 

other.  A four (4) is a four (4), no matter how many points each program scored.  Show 
other filters. 

 Ulledalen:  are you seeing cities asking the tough questions about what programs really 
need to continue or continue at the level being offered.   

 Jon: yes.   
 Cromley:  have you seen any problem with evaluating quality or effectiveness in high 

quartile programs? 
 Jon:  cities are using the tool to talk about how high score programs are being done or 

could be done cheaper or more effectively.  Pick the big dollar programs and ask 
questions about how they’re provided and whether they could be improved.  Continues 
showing how the filters can be combined to show different perspectives. 

 Pitman:  where do you find the programs? 
 Jon:  will show you but discourage you from talking about programs yet – staff hasn’t 

been able to review the results yet. 
 Bird: access to you to facilitate? 
 Jon:  can help you run the program and show you how to use it. Compliment staff for 

their dedication to getting this done.  Think it will change the city. 
 Public comments: 
 None 

 
Additional Information: 

Comments on items not on the agenda:   
• Kevin Nelson, 4235 Bruce Avenue:  handed Tina information on EPA rules on noise and 

other similar material on the effect of noise in our neighborhoods.  Thanks to staff and 
Council who attended meeting today with the County Commissioners.  Commissioners 
said that 301 Orchard Drive complies with zoning.  There are city impacts even though 
the land is in the county.  Sand blasting removes everything that is on the steel and 
releasing it with the blasting media into the air.  Does the city have a responsibility to 
deal with the problems? 

• Cimmino:  Legal respond to whether city has authority to deal with the problems. 
• Brooks: short answer is no.  Neither responsibility nor authority. 
• Bird:  what is the address?   
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• Kevin:  345 Orchard Drive.   
• Brooks – it’s 301 Orchard Drive. 
• McFadden: is there equipment and technology that would help with the problem? 
• Kevin:  yes.  City requires conditions with special reviews, so technology must be 

available.  They could follow the city standards.  
• McCall:  have the health department and DPHHS or EPA been contacted? 
• Brooks: local health department can’t act.  Private nuisance action could happen. 
• Ronquillo:  manager attended Southwest Task force meeting and agreed to try to help 

with the problems.   
• Bird: lease or own? 
• Ronquillo: Five (5) year lease. 

 
 



Public Works Department 
FY 2013 Proposed Budget 



David Mumford, PE 
Public Works Director   

3 FTEs 

COMMERCIAL &    
METER DIVISION 

DISTRIBUTION & 
COLLECTION DIVISION 

ENGINEERING  
DIVISION 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
AFFAIRS 

FINANCE DIVISION 

SOLID WASTE   
DIVISION 

STREET/TRAFFIC 
DIVISION 

WATER TREATMENT 
PLANT 

WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT PLANT 

Vern Heisler, PE              
Deputy Public Works Director 

2 FTEs 

Public Works 
Department 

Jennifer Duray, CPA 
3 FTEs, 1 seasonal 

Boris Krizek, PE 
2 FTEs 

Scott Emerick, PE 
30 FTEs, 5 seasonals 

Dwile Weagel 
22 FTEs, 1 seasonal 

Debi Meling, PE 
23 FTEs, 2 seasonals 

Vester Wilson 
63.5 FTEs, 14 seasonals 

Bill Kemp 
45 FTEs, 10 seasonals 

Mike Rubich, PE 
25 FTEs, 4 seasonals 

Susan Stanley 
23 FTEs, 2 seasonals 

241.5 FTEs 
39 seasonals  

Change from FY 12 = reduction of 1 FTE 



Facilities in 34 Locations 
 Offices in 5 Locations 

 Water Treatment Plant 

 Wastewater Treatment Plant 

 15 Reservoirs 

 11 Pump Stations 

 Landfill 



 Maintain:   

  524 Roadway/123 Alley Miles 

 149 Miles of Storm Sewers 

 155 Signals 

 67 Street Light Districts 

 Manage $60 Million in Capital 
Projects Annually 

 Review, Permit, & Inspect 1,200 
Sites 

PWD At A Glance 

 Collect 256,400 Tons of Waste  

 Collect 50,000 Pounds in Household 
Hazardous Waste 

 Compost 6,653 Tons of Yard Waste 

 Serve 36,000 Solid Waste Customers 



 Perform 10,000 Feet of Pipe Bursting 
 Maintain 447 Water & 466 Sanitary 

Sewer Main Miles 
 Treat 5.8 Billion Gallons of Wastewater 

Annually 
 Serve 29,500 Water customers & 32,500 

Wastewater Customers 
 Treat 8.5 Billion Gallons of Drinking 

Water Annually 

PWD At A Glance (cont.) 

We Impact All Residents, Employees, & Visitors!!! 



Major Revenue Sources 
Administration Division: 

 Inner department cost allocations 
 

Solid Waste Division: 
 Landfill fees 
 Collection fees 
 

Street-Traffic Division: 
 Assessments (street maintenance, 

storm drain, and street light 
districts) 

 Charges for services 
 State reimbursements 
 

Water & Wastewater Divisions: 
 Water and wastewater fees 
 Water/wastewater utility service 
 System development fees 

Engineering Division: 
 Permit fees 
 Subdivision review fees 
 Private contracts 
 Charges for services 
 

Capital Project Funds: 
 State fuel tax 
 Special assessments (arterial, 

storm drain, and street 
maintenance) 

 Tax increment financing 
 CTEP grants 
 Sidewalk and SID assessments 

 



Public Works FY 13 
Budgeted Revenues - $92.8M 



Public Works FY 13 
Budgeted Expenses - $103M 



FY 13 Summary by Fund 
Total Revenues   $  92.8M 
Total Expenses   $103.0M 
Use of Cash   $  10.2M 



Public Works Has a Positive Impact on 
the General Fund 

General 
Fund 

$3,067,000* 

Cost 
Allocation 
Charges 

$1,029,000 

5% Solid 
Waste 

Franchise Fee 
$535,000 

4% Water 
Franchise Fee 

$840,000 

4% 
Wastewater 

Franchise Fee 
$565,000 

Lockwood 
Franchise 

Fee/Surcharge 
$28,000 

Landfill 
Methane Gas 

$70,000 

Budgeted Revenue from the General Fund in FY 13 = $0 

*Does not include free water, sewer, garbage, and assessments we provide to the 
Library, Transit, and General Fund Departments 



Operating Cost Increases 



Operating Cost Increases (cont.) 
Had to Compensate for Increases in Electricity, Health Insurance, 
Vehicle Parts, Charges from the General Fund, etc. that Exceed 
Annual Increases in Revenues: 

 Made Reductions in Capital Program 

 Cut Other O&M Items  

 Average Overall Increase in O&M only 2.3% per year since FY 09 

 Total O&M Change in FY 13 Budget from FY 12 Budget is $74,000 (< 0.3%) 



Lack of Snow in FY 12 Enabled Street/Traffic to Focus 
on Other Areas 

FY 11 FY 12

Budget 750,000$    1,000,000$ 

Actual 1,558,000$ 745,000$    

Difference (808,000)$   255,000$    

Snow Removal Budget

FY 11 

Actual

FY 12 

Estimated Variance

Gravel Roads/Alleys 4,523        7,475           2,953         

Landscaping/Walkways 7,208        10,360         3,153         

Miscellaneous Services 1,527        170              (1,357)        

Snow & Ice Removal 17,433      7,252           (10,181)      

Storm Maintenance 10,064      7,665           (2,399)        

Street Light Maintenance 4,113        3,100           (1,013)        

Street Repair/Paving 7,654        11,710         4,057         

Sweeping 10,999      11,890         892            

Traffic Control 4,204        15,980         11,776       

Total 67,722     75,602        7,881        

Street Traffic Labor Hours

Just as the FY 11 overage in snow removal was 
covered by reducing other tasks, the FY 12 savings 
was utilized by taking on additional tasks. 



FY 13 Proposed Revenue Increases 

FY 2012 FY 2013 $ %

Arterial Construction Fee 41.10$       42.14$    1.04$      2.53%

Stormwater Fee 36.10$       37.05$    0.95$      2.63%

Street Maintenance District Fees 92.02$       94.20$    2.18$      2.37%

Total Assessment Fees 169.22$    173.39$ 4.17$      2.46%

Average Annual 

Residential Rate Increase

Public Works Assessments: 

 Only Minor Increases to Keep up with Inflation 

 Average of 2.5% Increases Proposed (5% in SMD II) 



FY 13 Proposed Revenue Increases 

Other Fee Increases: 

 Solid Waste – No Increase if Billing is Changed from 
Assessment to Monthly Utility Bill 

 Water- No Change 

 Wastewater  
 Average Increase for Residential Household is $2.19 per Month 

 Rate Increase Approved at May 14, 2012 Council Meeting 

 ROW Permit Fees & Traffic/Site Plan Review Fees 
 Proposed Increase to Recoup 100% Cost of Services 

 Average Increase = $45/permit 

 Subdivision Review Fees 
 Currently Get an Annual Amount of $6,000 from Planning and 

Subsidized by General Fund 

 Propose Setting Fees at Level to Obtain 100% Cost Recovery for 
Engineering and Eliminate Annual Transfer from Planning & 
General Fund  



Significant Accomplishments in FY 12 
Completion of Several Road and Sidewalk Projects 

 Jackson Street Sidewalks Phase II 

 Moore Lane 

 Rimrock Road 

 6th Ave to Bench Connection 

 Overlays on 1st Ave North & 24th Street West 

 150 ADA Ramps Installed 

 Repaired Concrete Infrastructure for 200 Property Owners 



Significant Accomplishments in FY 12 
Traffic Improvements 

 Downtown Signal Project 

 32nd Street West Striping & Turn Lane 

 32nd & Broadwater Turn Lane 

 29th & Central Signal 

 Wicks & St. Andrews Traffic Signal 

 2nd & 3rd Ave N 2-Way Conversion 



Significant Accomplishments in FY 12 
 Completion of Zone 4 Reservoir 

 UV Disinfection Installed & Operational 

 More than 22,000 ft. of Water Pipe & 4,500 ft. of 
Sewer Pipe Installed 

 Began Operation of Milling Machine 

 Green Barrel Program Rolled Out by End of June 

 Progress Made in Developing Nutrient 
Standards 

 



Future Considerations 

 New Regulations for Nitrogen & Phosphorus Removal Are Coming 

 Need to Address Existing Storm Water Deficiencies 

 Continue to Seek Annual Rate Increases that Keep up With Cost 
Increases and Incorporate 100% Cost Recovery 

 Landfill Master Plan 

 Converting Solid Waste Fleet to CNG to Allow Low Cost Fill-Ups at 
the Landfill 

  

 



Public Works Department 
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Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Jon Johnson & Chrls Fabian

Resource Alignment Diagnostic Model Review
for the City of Billings, Montana

June 4th,2012
Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leading Communities to Fiscal Health and Wellness



Fiscql Heolth & Wellness
Billings, MT
Blue Ash, OH
Boulder, CO þyrs)
Chandler, AZ
Chesapeake, VA (zyrs)

Christiansburg, VA þ yrs)

Cincinnati, OH
Delray Beach, FL
Denver International Airport, CO
Douglas Counry NV
Fairfield, CA
Fort Collins, CO
Fort Lauderdale, FL

Grand Island, NE þyrs)
Green River, WY
Lakeland, FL (3 yrs)

Longmont, CO (¡ yrc)
Manitou Springs, CO
Mission Viejo, CA
Monterey, CA (, y"s)

Pasco County, FL
Placentia, CA
Plano, TX
Post Falls, ID
Queen Creek, AZ
Sacramento, CA
San fose, CA (, yrs)

Seaside, CA þyrs)
Thornton, CO (Fiscøl Health)

Tualatin, OR @iscal HeøIth)

Walnut Creek, CA þyrs)
Wheat Ridge, CO

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leadíng Communities to Fiscal Health and Wellness
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Fiscal Heølth 8. Wellness Highlighted by the
Afiisnce for Innovstion, GFOA, snd ICMA

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leading Communities to Fiscal Health and Wellness
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o Success

Allocate Resou rces Based on Prioritie

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leading Communities to Fiscal Health and Wellness
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. Using "Resource Alignment Diagnostic Tool"
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Community-Oriented
Results
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Preserves, protects ond restores
its naturol ønd historíc

resources to ensure their
ongoing use ønd appreciøtion

y residents and visitors alike

Provides, supports ønd partners
with the community to ensure

access to quality education ønd life-
long leørning opportunities for øll

Leisu re,
Cultural and Learn¡ng

Opportunities

Develops ønd enhances its
pørks, trails and recreation
føcilities, ensuring they øre
safe, ø ccessi ble, attrøctive

and well-maintøined

Pørtners with the
commanity to provide and

promote divèrie ond
afford a bl e op po rtu n iti es

thot focus on the arts,
cultural enrichment,

entertqinment .Provides ø variety of
recreation progrøms ahd

Ieisure time dctivities for øll
,øgsl l
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Governance Results
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Su ppo rts decisío n-mo ki ng with
timely and occurote short-term

and long-range o nolysis F oste rs p ri n ci p I e -ce nte re d
accessible and transporent
government by ensuring

a cco u nta bî lity, respo n si bí I ity,
trust and efficiency in oll

operøtîons

Attrocts and develops a high-
quality, engaged and productive

workforce

Honest,
Responsive
Government
(Governance)

Protects ond monoges its
fínonciol, human, physical ønd

technology resources

Delivers responsive and
coufteous service to its ínternal
dnd external customers, while
ensuring timely and effective

two-wøy communicatíon Provides assurdnce of
regutlatory ond potícy

compliance to mínimize and
mítígate risk

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leading Communitíes to Fiscal Health and Wellness
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ldenti Pro rqms crnd Services

Departments develop their
own program inventories
When defining programs, be
clear on the obiectives of
what inventory will be used
for
Not too big, not too small,
just right!
o Measure relative size based on

costs, people associated with
Program

. Departments and Divisiolìs =
too big

o Tasks - too small

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leading Communities to Fiscal Health and Wellness

General Administration Admínistrstion
Business Recruitment, Retention and

€xpansion

General Administration Administration Ceremonial

Seneral Administration Administrotion Citizen Engagement

General Administration Admínistrotíon Downtown Programs

General Administration Administrotion Intergovernmental Relat¡ons

General Administrat¡on Adm¡n¡strotion legislatlve Advocacy

General Administration Administrstion Special Projects

Parking
Administrative

Services
Parking Leased Office/Retail Space
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Results & Attributes
City of Billings' Results Bqsic Pro s rqm Attribute s

o Comprehensive, Orderly Growth and
Development

o Effective and Connected
Transportation Systems

. Involved, Engaged and United
Community

. Leisure, Cultural and Learning
Opportunities

o Preservation of Community
Resources

o Safe Community

. SustainableEconomic Development

o Honest, Responsive Government
(Governancê)

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leading Communities to Fiscal Health and Wellness

Ste 4: Score Pro ra sún,

o

a

o

o

Mandated to Provide the Program

Reliance on the City to Provide the
Program

Cost Recovery of the Program

Change in Demand for the Program



Simple Scoring ScäIä-

"High Degree"
of Relevance

"Lower Degree"
of Relevance
(still a clear
connection)

No Clear
Connection

"Degree" of Relevance to a Result

4 - Program has an essential or critical
role in achieving Result

3 = Program has a strong influence on
achieving Result

2 = Program has some degree of influence I
on achieving Result 

I

I = Program has minimal (but some) f
influence on achieving Result )

o = Program has no influence on achievin{
Result )

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leading Communities to Fiscal Health and Wellness 23



ldentify tt

lnfl uence on Al I of the Results and BPA's
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Peer Review Process
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o In Peer Review, the approach is "vertical" - looking øt
qll of the progrems that influence q Result

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leading Communities to Fiscal Health and Wellness
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ed on Prio
mmunr Oriented Proarqms
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Resource Alionment Diaonostic Tool

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
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L¡ve Demonstrat¡on of
Resource Alisnment

Diagnostic Model

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leading Communities to Fiscal Health andWellness 29



ank You !

Contact Information:

Center for Priority ßased Budg"ting
DenveÍ, Colorsdo

Ion fohnson, Senior Manager Chris Fabiarr, Senior Manq.ger

303-756-9o90, ext. 326

3o3-gog-go5z (ceII)

-j 
j ohnson@pbbcenter. org

303-756-9o9o, ext. 325

3o3-5zo-ry56 (ceII)

cfab ian @ pbb center. o rg

Center for Priority Based Budgeting
Leading Communities to Fiscal Health andWellness

w$rw.pbbcenter.org
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