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The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States and Canada (GFOA)
presented a Distinguished Budget Presentation Award to Maricopa County, Arizona for
its annual budget for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2001. In order to receive this
award, a governmental unit must publish a budget document that meets program criteria
as a policy document, as an operations guide, as a financial plan, and as a
communications device.

This award is valid for a period of one year only. We believe our current budget
continues to conform to program requirements, and we are submitting it to GFOA to
determine its eligibility for another award.
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Maricopa County Mission Statement

The mission of Maricopa County is to provide regional leadership
and fiscally responsible, necessary public services to its residents so
they can enjoy living in healthy and safe communities.

Strategic Priorities

Provide regional leadership in critical public policy areas in a
fiscally responsible manner.

Minimize the burden on the property taxpayer through rate
reductions.

Healthy community and solvent healthcare system.

Safe community through a streamlined, integrated criminal justice
system.

Provide regional leadership for a regional transportation system.
Land use will be planned, managed and funded responsibly; Luke
AFB will be preserved.

Maricopa County will continue to improve its positive public image
based on results achieved.

Approved by the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors — February 21, 2001
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Budget At A Glance

Introduction

For the past 9 years, Maricopa County’s Office of Management and Budget has received the
Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) Distinguished Budget Presentation Award. This
award is presented to government entities that meet certain criteria in the presentation of their
budget. This “Budget At A Glance” section is designed to provide the lay person with a broad view
of the contents included in the FY 2002-03 Maricopa County budget, its processes, issues and
anticipated outcomes. Document sections are cited in order to guide the reader to more in-depth
information and explanation of the drivers of Maricopa County’'s operating budget and capital
improvement program.

Policy Document

Organization-wide Financial and Programmatic Policies and Goals

Maricopa County’s long-term organization-wide goals and policies are provided in Maricopa
County’s mission statement and strategic priorities found below. Other references are included in
the Transmittal Letter, the Executive Summary under Policies & Their Budgetary Impact, the
Managing for Results section, the Capital Improvement Program, the Financial Forecast, the
Departmental Budget Schedules under mission, goals, issues and mandates, while the actual
policies are included in the Attachments section.

Maricopa County Mission Statement: The mission of Maricopa County is to provide regional
leadership and fiscally responsible, necessary public services to its residents so they can enjoy
living in healthy and safe communities.

Strategic Priorities:

» Provide regional leadership in critical public policy areas in a fiscally responsible manner.

« Minimize the burden on the property taxpayer through rate reductions.

» Healthy community and solvent healthcare system.

» Safe community through a streamlined, integrated criminal justice system.

» Provide regional leadership for a regional transportation system.

» Land use will be planned, managed and funded responsibly; Luke AFB will be preserved.

» Maricopa County will continue to improve its positive public image based on results achieved.

Maricopa County’s goals are long-term and address the entire organization, such as the long-term
impacts of revenue shortfalls, including the significant drop in recurring state shared sales tax, and
long-term financial planning and operations issues. The County’s policies apply to financial matters
as well as programmatic (service delivery) concerns over a multi-year time frame, such as the
Managing for Results Policy and the Reserve and Tax Reduction Policy, both of which are
excerpted below.

Managing for Results Policy: All Maricopa County departments will participate in the Maricopa
County Managing for Results system and shall comply with this policy. This policy establishes a
framework that integrates planning, budgeting, reporting, evaluating and decision making for all
Maricopa County departments. This framework is called Managing for Results, a management
system that establishes the requirements to fulfill the County’s Mission and Vision of accountability
to its citizens.

Xii



__ _ Planning for Resul Managing for Results is cyclical and ties
Decision Making Blanning for Results
P SR perforrr_lance to all that we _do. The
- Performance Targets =P . siacgic -Goals Managing for Results cycle is outlined on the
« Adjust Allocations If Required * Operational - Results Chart at |eft

« Operational/Process Improvement + Family of Measures per Activity
* Employee Performance Plans

Reserve and Tax Reduction Policy: This
Evaluating Results policy establishes the guidelines for the
- Performance Audit Managing maintenance and use of any reserve fund
« Employee Evaluations H .
B For Results balances. The policy provides for budgetary
o @i SEy T stability, debt reduction and, ultimately,
‘ stabilization and reduction of tax rates when
B Resuil Deliver o 1oy o possible. During times of economic
. . - _ye
R o cesulis Services . o mance Budget downturn, the policy may be used to stabilize
« Data Verified “ .g . .
o AGHIEIS 5, (TGRS * Resource Allocation the general fund until appropriate long-term

+ Baselines & Benchmarks gg’t’s"t budgetary adjustments are made.

« All Customers Included

Budgeting for Results

Further, the purpose of the policy is to
demonstrate a commitment to the maintenance and, when possible, reduction of the tax rate while
ensuring that Maricopa County remains financially stable and accountable to the citizens.

Short-term Financial and Operational Policies That Guide Budget Development

Maricopa County’s short-term financial and operational policies guide the development of the
budget for the upcoming year. These policies provide the tools for building a structurally balanced
budget, ensuring that the fiduciary obligations as stewards of public monies are met. The policies
deal with a wide range of areas that provide financial safeguards and policy direction on such
matters as lump sum budgeting, budget development, reserves and tax reduction, and internal
charges and indirect cost allocations. These policies may be found in the Transmittal Letter, the
Executive Summary under Policies & Their Budgetary Impact, the Managing for Results section, the
Capital Budget, the Departmental Budget Schedules under mission, goals, issues and mandates,
while the actual policies are included in the Attachments section. Several short-term policies that
reflect the financial and operational development of the budget for the upcoming year follow.

Budgeting for Results Accountability Policy: The purpose of the Budgeting for Results
Accountability Policy is to provide departments with the flexibility in managing their allocated public
resources to achieve program results, while upholding accountability for spending within legal
appropriations. This policy seeks to strengthen budget accountability and ownership at the
department level. The program encourages departmental staff to save resources and be creative in
the delivery of services. Departments are held responsible for bottom-line performance and absorb
unanticipated cost increases and revenue shortfalls. This approach to budgeting can help the
County cope with new fiscal challenges and improve the quality of County services.

Vehicle Replacement Policy: The purpose of this Policy is to provide County Departments/Special
Districts with guidelines so that existing vehicles can be replaced in a timely and cost-effective
manner.

Funded Position Policy: The purpose of the Funded Position Policy is to establish guidelines for
adding, deleting and changing positions so that all authorized positions are fully funded on an
annualized basis, and that any filled or vacant position that becomes unfunded or under-funded is
either fully funded or deleted.

Goals and Objectives of Organizational Units-Departments

Maricopa County’s organizational units consist of 62 departments, including special districts, each
of which has a strategic plan that integrates planning with budgeting and performance
measurement to achieve Maricopa County’s mission and strategic priorities. Every department has

Xiii
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a mission, vision (optional), strategic priorities, issues, programs, activities, and services, all of
which may be found in the Departmental Budget Schedules section under mission, goals, issues,
key performance measures, and mandates.

Some departments have long-term results-oriented goals (descriptions of anticipated
accomplishments or results as opposed to descriptions of functions and activities, e.g., recycle 20%
of community’s solid waste stream). For example, the Assessors Office has a long term goal for the
timely and accurate identification of property owners that is 99.5% consistent with recorded
documents and is updated within 30 days of a recorded change. The Elections department has a
goal of reducing the number of candidates fined to less than 10% of the total filing. The Maricopa
County Supreme Court has a goal to hold individuals accountable and ensure the integrity of the
court through monitoring: 100% of probate cases requiring audits and financial accounting within a
two year cycle; 80% of court-supervised defendants to comply with pretrial release conditions; 18%
of cases complying with court collections orders. All of these goals describe long-term anticipated
results.

But the majority of County department goals are more short-term in nature due to the demands of
regulatory agencies, compliance to new state statutes and court rules, increases in unfunded
mandates, and the rapidly changing demographics that affect justice and law enforcement,
healthcare and the environmental arenas. It is not practical to establish long-term goals in areas
where regulations are continually changing. For example, Proposition 411, which could be brought
to the citizens for approval on November 5, 2002, would extend the jail tax to operate new jails; 3
Arizona Supreme Court issues, i.e., Rule 18 that deals with speedier trials for complex cases, Rule
15 regarding the disclosure of evidence, and The Ring Case, dealing with verdict determination by
jurors; the mandated increases in acute healthcare contributions due to Proposition 204, the
mandate to increase Maricopa County’s contributions for the Arizona Long Term Care System,
expenditure increases for the County court order for the seriously mentally ill population, and the
residual from the county’s medical eligibility mandate. All of these will have an immediate impact on
the County.

Alarming portions of the County’s revenue sources are committed to satisfying unfunded mandates.
The lack of funding and ability to keep up with a growing population base poses potential threats to
public health and safety. Mandated services drive Maricopa County’'s strategic planning process,
operating policies and financial structure. For example, Maricopa County’'s total budgeted
expenditures increased $321 million or 12% from FY 2001-02, and mandated expenditures alone
increased by $541 million or 41% over the same period of time. General Fund mandates represent
97.8% of the General Fund budget. Maricopa County’s General Fund budget increased 8.6% from
FY 2001-02, and mandated expenditures increased by 20.8% over the same period of time. The
significant growth in mandated expenditures within the FY 2002-03 budget placed heavy burdens
upon management to meet new unfunded mandates and to ensure adequate funding of essential
services while maintaining a minimum level of service on existing mandates.

Any attempts to set long-term goals for departments that are continually affected by short-term
changes in the way they do business do not make sense.

Every department within Maricopa County has quantifiable short-term objectives, (e.g., open two
new recycling drop-off centers by December xxxx), that are linked to the County’s goals as
established in it's mission and strategic priorities. Through the strategic planning process review
annually, every department is required to have goals that are linked to the County’s strategic
priorities. The majority of County department goals are short-term. This information may be found
in the Departmental Budget Schedules section under department mission, goals, issues, key
performance measures, and mandates. Examples follow that show the relationship of department
goals to the Maricopa County strategic priorities, and a strategic plan sample of the mission, several
goals and key results measures for the Criminal Justice Facilities Development Department.

XV



Maricopa County Strategic Priorities/Goals:

» Safe community through a streamlined, integrated criminal justice system.
e Healthy community and solvent healthcare system.

Department Goals for the Maricopa County Superior Court:

« By December 2003, the Court will provide speedy and fair justice in case processing as follows:
1) 95% of cases shall be disposed in compliance with established trial court standards; 2) case
terminations shall equal or exceed case filings; 3) pending case inventories shall be reduced by
3%.

e To prevent delay in judicial decisions by December 2003, 90% of needs assessments and
evaluative reports will be made to judges within guidelines adopted by the court.

Department Goals for the Criminal Justice Facilities Development Department:

e Construct on schedule and within budget 3,139 adult detention beds of the required custody
classification and all necessary support facilities at a downtown location and the Durango
Complex by the end of FY 2004.

» Construct on schedule and within budget a Parking Structure with 985 parking spaces and a
Forensic Science Center and laboratory facility by the end of FY 2003.

Department Goals for the department of Health Care Mandates:

e By January 1, 2007, reduce average annual litigation judgments/settlements rate by 7% over
the 1998 rate.

+ By January 1, 2007, increase amounts written off by providers in the claims resolution process
by 20% of full-billed charges while experiencing no percentage increase in payments.

Department Goals for the Medical Examiner:

» Improve service to families and other agencies by completing cases within established
timeframes by FY 2003, i.e., 90% of cases closed in 45 days and 100% in 90 days.

e By June 2002, implement additional procedures to better secure drugs taken into custody,
strengthen security measures taken for valuables, increase the accuracy rate of initial data entry
on admission records to 90%, and free investigators and transporters from the office to go to
scenes and provide time for investigators to complete necessary follow-up contacts on
investigations.

Strategic Plan from the Criminal Justice Facilities Development Department

The mission of the Criminal Justice Facilities Development Department is to provide programming,
design and construction management services to Maricopa County so that it can fulfill the mandate
of the November 1998 jail tax initiative, thereby ensuring that there is adequate jail space to
incarcerate the growing population of dangerous offenders.

Goals Include:

» Construct on schedule and within budget, 3,139 adult detention beds of the required custody
classification and all necessary support facilities at a downtown location and the Durango
Complex by the end of FY 2004.

» Construct on schedule and within budget, 388 juvenile detention beds and all necessary support
facilities at the Durango Complex and the Southeast Regional Facility including expansion of
juvenile court facilities at the Durango Complex by the end of FY 2004.

X X X X

a0ue|9 V 1V 18bpng



I Y X Xp Xp

(D)
(&)
(-
©
O
<C
o
<C
)
€b)
(@)
©
-]
(a A

Example program with key results:
Program Name: Adult Detention Construction

Program Purpose:  The purpose of the Adult Detention Construction Program is to provide
construction management services for Maricopa County so that facilities to house an additional
3,139 jail beds can be constructed on time and within budget, thereby ensuring that there is
adequate jail space to incarcerate the growing population of dangerous offenders.

FY 00 FY 01 FY 02 FY 03
Key Results: Actual Actual Actual | Projected
Percent 4th Avenue Jail Construction project
completion 5 16 38 91
Percent_Lower Buckeye Jail Construction project 4 13 50 96
completion

FY 2002-03 Budget Priorities And Issues

The Transmittal Letter articulates budget priorities and issues for all funds, including significant
priority changes from FY 2001-02, and the factors that led to those changes. These priorities and
issues are highlighted by headings in the Transmittal Letter, such as the heading: Budget
Priorities, Impacts from the State of Arizona, The Capital Improvement Program; Mandated
Health Care; Maricopa Integrated Health System; Detention Operations; Employee Benefits
and Other Concerns, etc. Fiscal Year 2002-03 budget priorities are provided in the Attachments
section. Priorities and issues are also summarized in the first paragraph of the Transmittal Letter.
Excerpts from one of those issues contained in the Transmittal Letter that explain the State of
Arizona impacts to Maricopa County’s budget follow.

The State of Arizona mandated the largest single area of increase (4.1%) to the Maricopa County
budget is implied. State cost shifts and other state mandated health care account for 45% of the
total budget increase, equaling nearly $91 million. No merit or market salary increases for county
employees have been programmed into the budget. Again, only 1.9% of the 12.3% overall increase
from FY 2001-02 is relevant discretionary spending.

Revenues for fiscal year 2001-02 are projected to be below budget, with the significant drop
occurring in state shared sales tax. Based on this information, the Office of Management and
Budget prepared a conservative budget based on pessimistic revenue projections.

The State of Arizona faced a $930 million budget shortfall for fiscal year 2002-03. What does that
have to do with Maricopa County government? Well, Maricopa County is an administrative delivery
system of services for state government. 96.8% of our General Fund functions are mandated by
state or federal government. We depend on state government for the majority of our revenues
including: state-shared sales tax and vehicle license tax, which make up 49.2% of our general fund
revenues. The State also has the ability to provide less state-aid for programs than in past years.
These cost shifts and state-aid cuts had a tremendous impact on our 2002-03 budget.

Approximately twenty million dollars of our budget-balancing quandary is a result of the state
budget impacts. The issues fall into two categories: mandated health care issues and criminal
justice issues. In the criminal justice area, adult probation costs that were previously primarily paid
for by the State are being redirected to counties. $3.2 million for the cost of probation officers and
related costs will be absorbed into the County budget. Fill-the-Gap grant funds that were given to
the counties 3 years ago to help speed-up criminal court case processing are being substantially
reduced. Maricopa County must find another way to fund these positions and related costs that
total $1.8 million. Finally, the State is requiring Maricopa County to pay $1.3 million toward the cost
of imprisonment of persons sentenced to terms of less than one year.
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The Budget As A Financial Plan

Fund Structure and Appropriations

An overview of Maricopa County’s fund structure, including the basis for budgeting and accounting,
and all funds appropriated by Maricopa County and their descriptions, may be found in the
Executive Summary, Summary Schedules and Attachments sections.

Appropriation levels are established on a departmental basis and lapse annually. Transfers during
the year from the contingency account to a department’s budget require approval of the Board of
Supervisors. Budgeted amounts are reported as originally adopted or as adjusted by allocations
from reserves (contingency) or as amended by authorization from the Board of Supervisors. All
funds subject to appropriation are described in the Executive Summary section. Examples of funds
appropriated, with their description follow.

Fund 100 - General Fund: The General Fund accounts for all General Revenues of Maricopa
County. It tracks all the general government functions of Maricopa County.

Fund 215 - Emergency Management: Emergency Management Fund is classified as a Special
Revenue Fund. Monies are used for disaster planning and training.

Fund 220 - Drug Diversion Fund: The Drug Diversion Fund accounts for the drug court program
established by the presiding judge of the superior court under authority of ARS 13-3422. in
cooperation with the county attorney for the purpose of prosecuting, adjudicating and treating drug
dependent persons who meet the criteria and guidelines for entry into the program that are
developed and agreed on by the presiding judge and the prosecutor. Funding is provided by the
imposition of a fine and the payment of fees by the drug dependent person.

Fund 378 - Mesa Subordinate Debt Account: On April 1, 1996, the City of Mesa Municipal
Development Corporation issued $10 million of Revenue Bonds Series 1996B on behalf of the
Stadium District. The Stadium District entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with the
City of Mesa. Pursuant to the terms of the IGA, the District will, as certain specified revenues
become available in the future, repay the City an amount equal to the debt service associated with
the Series 1996B bonds, plus certain expenses. This fund was established to record the
distributions to Mesa for the reimbursement of debt service.

Fund 675 - Self-Insurance Trust: This fund supports the comprehensive insurance/self-insurance
program, which provides protection of County assets and employees by means of a Trust Fund.
Personnel skilled in loss control, claims and litigation, and workers’ compensation work together to
avert risk and conserve the human and financial resources of Maricopa County.

Revenues, Expenditures, and Other Financing Sources & Uses

The Summary Schedules section provides a single consolidated overview of all resources and
expenditures budgeted for all funds, as well as summaries of all major revenues and expenditures
by fund, type, category, and department. Maricopa County’s budget is annual, not biennial,
therefore summaries of revenues and other resources, and of expenditures are provided for a three
year timespan, including the prior year actual, current year budget, estimated current year actual,
and proposed budget year.

Major Revenue Sources, Trends, and Underlying Assumptions

The major revenue sources for all funds are identified below and further described in detalil,
including charts and tables, in the Summary Schedules section. For major tax-based revenues,
economic forecasting models are applied. The following chart lists the major revenue sources for
the County and district budgets.
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MAJOR REVENUE SOURCES

* Property Taxes + Tax Penalties & Interest » Sales Taxes

* Licenses and Permits + Grants * Other Intergovernmental

 Paymentsin Lieu of Taxes + State Shared Sales Tax * Shared Highway User
Revenue

» Shared Vehicle License e Other Charges for Services ¢ Internal Service Charges

» Patient Service Revenue * Fines & Forfeits * Interest Earnings

» Miscellaneous Revenue e Gain on Fixed Assets » Transfers In

A sample of the major assumptions underlying the primary property tax levy for the budget year are
provided below, including the basis for the estimate and associated trends.

The FY 2002-03 budget process began with the update of the 10-year financial forecast, which is
based on current economic trends. For major tax-based revenues, economic forecasting models
are applied. The forecast predicts slower growth in primary net assessed value; assessed value
growth due to market changes and new construction are projected to subside to lower levels after a
drop in FY 2004-05 due to the delayed impact of the 2001-2002 recession. Estimated growth rates
are conservative; market and growth estimates are based on local historical trends. However,
assessed value could very well experience lower or no growth if the State Legislature makes further
changes in the property tax system.

The Board of Supervisors is committed to keeping tax rates affordable for our constituency.
Despite the worst financial conditions in a decade, the Board indicated a desire to keep the overall
property tax rate flat. The overall tax rate, including the special districts, is $1.5448 per $100 of
assessed valuation. Since fiscal year 1991-92 the rate has been held flat or reduced.

The FY 2002-03 Budget includes an estimated primary property tax levy (excluding Salt River
Project) of $277,949,612, an increase of $25,273,389 (10%) from the FY 2001-02 adopted primary
levy. This increase is due to 7.5% growth in net assessed value, of which nearly four-fifths is due to
new construction; the remaining increase on existing property is partly attributable to the impact of
biannual property valuation by the County Assessor. Because of biannual assessment, this year's
increase in net assessed value partly reflects increases that would have been realized last year if
properties had been re-valued annually. After several years of relatively high growth in net
assessed value, forecasts indicate a downward trend in annual growth rates over the next five
years. Net assessed values tend to lag behind the general economy.

The primary property tax may be used to support any type or level of service within the legal
purview of the County, and therefore is the major revenue source for the County General Fund.
The County also levies secondary property taxes that are levied for a specific purpose, i.e. the
Flood Control District, Library District and Debt Service.

Revenue trends for the FY 2002-03 budget are discussed for each of the major revenue sources
and enhanced with graphics. An example is provided below, with full detail, including charts and
tables, found in the Summary Schedules sections.
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State Shared Sales Tax Collections | Listed at left are the actual State Shared Sales Tax
Fiscal Year General Fund | collections for the last nine fiscal years, Projected totals for
1992-93 $176,925,962| FY 2001-02, plus the budget for FY 2002-03. State shared
1993-94 209,588,061| sales tax collections have suffered most from the economic
1994-95 215,015,368| recession. Prior to this year, state shared sales taxes were
1995-96 231,009,128 budgeted for the upcoming fiscal year at the midpoint
1996-97 242,352,311 between the “pessimistic’ and “most likely” forecast
1997-98 257,643,630 scenarios. Following this strategy, the FY 2001-02 budget
1998-99 279,812,954 assumed revenue growth of 4.5%, about half the annual
1999-00 309,009,200 growth seen over the previous five years; nonetheless,
2000-01 322,429,593 actual collections are projected to be only 1% higher than
2001-02* 325,653,889 FY 2000-01, a budget shortfall of around $16 million. Given
2002-03** 335,423,506 continuing economic uncertainty, the FY 2002-03 budget for
the General Fund is based on the “pessimistic” forecast of

* Projected Actual 3% growth ($10 million) over FY 2001-02 projected actual
** Budget collections. FY 2002-03 budgeted revenue, even with this

growth, will still be less than the amount originally budgeted for FY 2001-02.

Fund Balances for All Funds

All fund balances potentially available for appropriation, including those funds carrying a zero
balance, changes in fund balances, beginning and ending fund balances, and variance commentary
may be found in the Summary Schedules section. Schedules are provided that list fund balance
designations, the estimated beginning fund balances, projected revenues, expenditures and
appropriated fund balance for the upcoming fiscal year, and resulting estimated fund balances at
the end of FY 2002-03. “Beginning Fund Balance” represents resources accumulated within each
fund as of the start of the fiscal year, based on actual and projected revenues and expenditures for
prior fiscal years. For budgeting purposes, fund balances are Unreserved/Undesignated, which
means that estimated unreserved fund balances are reduced by amounts designated for other
purposes.

Narrative discussions showing anticipated fund balance declines during FY 2002-03 are provided in
the Transmittal letter. Both short-term and long-term consequences are addressed. A portion of
that discussion is provided below.

The County has been setting aside monies in the general fund to operate the jails since fiscal year
1999-2000. In fiscal year 2001-02, over $51.7 million in the general fund operational capacity (fund
balance) was budgeted. The funding was being diverted to our “pay-as-you-go” capital program
(fund balance) until the operational capacity was needed when the detention facilities opened in
fiscal year 2003-04. This conservative fiscal strategy appeared to have great potential for solving
the issue without going back to the voters to continue the jail tax. However, this approach has been
derailed with the recessionary cycle, Maricopa Integrated Health System losses and the state
budget impacts imposed on Maricopa County (over $20 million). The fiscal year 2002-03 budget
will only retain $21.1 million of the $51.7 million (fund balance) that was dedicated in the current
fiscal year.

This reality has brought the County back to the state legislature during the 2002 session to ask for a
continuation of the dedicated sales tax for detention facilities. House Bill 2313, passed by both the
senate and the house, was sent to the Governor on May 16, 2002, and was later signed. The
Board of Supervisors is considering sending this item to the voters on the general election in
November. The existing tax is expected to expire in 2007. Maricopa County would like to have
guarantee from the voters that the jail sales tax will continue, before appropriating operating
expenditures from the detention sales tax funding source which will sunset. Without this assurance,
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the County could open new detention facilities with the detention sales tax that expires, and then
have to shutdown the facilities once this tax ends.

The Capital Budget

The Capital Projects section specifically includes the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) policy,
budgeted capital expenditures, a specific listing by fund of all capital projects for which
appropriations are made, and a brief description of each major capital project, an example of which
follows.

Project Title: Forensic Science Center
Managing Dept: Criminal Justice Facilities Development
Project Narrative

This project will result in an approximately 62,000 square foot Forensic Science Center located
south of Jefferson Street between 7th and 8th Avenues in downtown Phoenix. The three-level
building, with one below grade level, is affixed to the Jefferson Street Parking Structure, completed
in 2002. The new facility will house autopsy suites, labs and administrative offices.

Project Cost Summary

The total budget for this project is $19.2 million with $15.9 million expended through FY 2001-02.
The FY 2002-03 budget is $3.3 million. Construction began in 2001 with completion in 2002.

Prior Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year4 Year5b 5-Year Total
Years FY 02-03 FY 03-04 FY 04-05 FY 05-06 FY 06-07 Total Project
Programming/Design/Lanc $ 1,870,331 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 1,870,331
Construction 12,403,910 2,662,639 - - - - 2,662,639 15,066,549
Other Costs 1,633,278 665,659 - - - - 665,659 2,298,937
Project Total $15907519 $3.328298 $ - $ - $ - $ - $3.328.298 $19.235817

Funding Summary
This project is funded 100% from the County Improvements Fund (Fund 435).
Operating Cost Summary

Operating costs associated with the facility are budgeted by the user department in conjunction with
the Facilities Management Department. The Forensic Science Center is scheduled for completion in
FY 2002-03. The estimated operating costs upon completion in total $482,162.

Current Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Year FY02-03 FY03-04 FY04-05 FY05-06 FY06-07
Current Operating Costs
Personal Services $ 18,256 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Supplies & Services 89,000 - - - - -
Subtotal $ 107,256 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Post Construction Operating Costs
Personal Services $ - $ 13,104 $ 13,497 $ 13,902 $ 14,319 $ 14,748
Supplies & Services - 469,058 483,130 497,624 512,552 527,929
Subtotal $ - $ 482,162 $496,627 $511,526 $526,871 $542,677

Net Impact $  107.256 482,162 $496.627 $511.526 $526.871 $542.677
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Performance Impact
Strategic Goal(s) Addressed:

» Construct on schedule and within budget a Parking Structure with 985 parking spaces, and
» A Forensic Science Center and laboratory facility by the end of FY 2003.

Key Performance Result Measure(s):

» 9% Forensic Science Center Construction project completion as compared to budget.

Associated Impacts of Capital Spending

The Capital Improvement Program section and the Summary Schedules section describe if and to
what extent capital improvements or other major capital spending will impact Maricopa County’'s
current and future operating budget. The focus is on reasonably quantifiable additional costs and
savings (direct and indirect), and other service impacts that result from capital spending.

Future operating costs related to new facilities constructed or acquired through the CIP are carefully
considered before project commitments are made. This is a particularly important budgetary
consideration with the new jail and juvenile detention facilities. It is the County’s philosophy and
policy that new capital projects will be undertaken only if future operating revenues are reasonably
estimated to be sufficient to support associated future operating costs. Operating costs associated
with new facilities are budgeted by the user department in conjunction with the Facilities
Management Department. Estimated operating costs, as well as anticipated savings in lease costs
and operating costs of facilities to be replaced, are factored into the County’s Financial Forecast.

Some new facilities, particularly jails and juvenile detention centers, will also require significant
additional staffing to operate. Additional staffing requirements for operating the FY 2002-03 new
facilities follows:

NEW FACILITY OPERATING COSTS
STAFFING SUMMARY - FY 2002-03

Salary/
FTE Benefits Costs
Forensic Science Center 035 $ 12,600
New Administrative Services Facility Parking 2.35 75,205
Downtown Property Development/Acquisition 25.00 841,240

Total Projects Opening FY 2002-03 27.70 $ 929,044

Savings associated with permanent fixes to long-term maintenance problems and replacements are
included in the Capital Improvement Program section. One example of a permanent fix to a long-
term maintenance problem is the replacement of boilers in the Security Center Building. This
project involves the replacement of two of the three existing boilers in this facility. Their condition is
very poor, they are outdated (vintage 1929 and 1961), and they do not comply with current boiler
code requirements. This project will ensure the proper operation of the facility in the cooler months
and will lower operating costs by an estimated $10,000 per fiscal year. The FY2003 budget for this
project is $400,000.

Operating impacts and savings are also quantified. One example is the Durango Juvenile
Probation Building project, which is necessary because Juvenile Probation’s existing facility located
in Durango, building 1704, is in need of asbestos and lead paint abatement, and HVAC system
replacement. Juvenile Probation employees require temporary office space while building 1704 is
under-going abatement and renovation. This project is for the temporary office space only in
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building 1916, located at 3345 West Durango Street in Phoenix. Completion of this project will
allow Juvenile Probation to be temporarily relocated during the abatement and renovation of
building 1704. Upon completion of the renovations to building 1704 and its reoccupation by
Juvenile Probation, this facility will be used as swing space for other departments in similar
situations and for future expansion space as approved by the Facilities Review Committee. The
FY2003 Budget for this project is $720,000. The cost to construct a new facility is estimated at
$1,449,184, a saving of $729,184.

Debt Service

A description of Maricopa County’'s debt service policies, financial information regarding current
debt obligations, including the relationship between current debt levels and legal debt limits, and the
effects of existing debt levels on current and future operations is contained in the Debt Service
section.

The chart below shows the County’s overall net debt:

DIRECT AND OVERALL NET DEBT
MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA

Audited Audited Projected Projected
OUTSTANDING DEBT 6/30/00 6/30/01 6/30/02 6/30/03
General Obligation $79,595,000 $58,205,000 $39,350,000 $20,000,000
Less: Amount avail. for Retirement 0 0 0 0
of General Obligation Debt
Capital Lease - General Long Term
Debt Account Group (GLTDAG) 18,121,511 14,225,356 11,353,090 8,828,270
Certificate of Participation 17,222,210 13,575,119 9,804,315 5,808,084
(GLTDAG)
Lease Revenue Bonds (GLTDAG) 104,355,000 91,558,756 78,031,179
Direct Net Debt $114,938,721 $190,360,475 $151,066,161 $112,667,533
Overlapping Debt (1) 5,159,228,001 | 4,999,831,866 | 5,000,000,000 | 5,000,000,000
Overall Net Debt $5,274,166,722 | $5,190,192,341 | $5,152,066,161 | $5,112,667,533

The Arizona Constitution, Article 9, Section 8, states that a County may become indebted for an
amount not to exceed fifteen percent of taxable property.

The following table represents the County’s outstanding general obligation indebtedness with
respect to its constitutional general obligation debt limitation.

2000-01 Constitutional General Obligation Bonding Capacity
Maricopa County, Arizona

2000-01 Secondary Assessed Valuation $ 20,877,715,546
15% of Secondary Assessed Valuation $ 3,131,657,332
Less: GO Bonded Debt Outstanding (58,205,000)
Plus: GO Debt Service Fund Balance 0
Unused Fifteen Percent Borrowing Capacity $ 3,073,452,332

The debt policies include: Administration of Policy, Use of Debt Financing, Method of Sale,
Competitive Sale, Negotiated Sale, Use of Bond Insurance, Arbitrage Liability Management,
Selection of Professional Services, Continuing Disclosure of County Financial Information, Maturity
Structures, Ratings, and Modification of Policies and the Reserve and Tax Reduction Policy that
discusses debt incurred.
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Basis of Budgeting

The County is required by Arizona law to prepare and adopt a balanced budget annually for the
General, Special Revenue, Debt Service, Enterprise and Capital Projects Funds. Arizona law
further requires that no expenditure shall be made or liability incurred in excess of the amounts
budgeted except as provided by law.

The County prepares its budget on the same modified accrual basis of accounting used to record
actual revenues and expenditures in the Governmental funds in the fund-based financial statements
as detailed in the Executive Summary section. An explanation of the basis of budgeting for all
funds is essentially the same as the Basis of Accounting.

Appropriation levels are established on a departmental basis and lapse annually. Transfers during
the year from the contingency account to a department’s budget require approval of the Board of
Supervisors. Budgeted amounts are reported as originally adopted or as adjusted by allocations
from reserves (contingency) or as amended by authorization from the Board of Supervisors. The
County budgets for Governmental Fund types on a basis consistent with generally accepted
accounting principles (GAAP), with the exception of the following types of transactions:

e Capital Lease Transactions
e Bond Issuance Transactions
* Arizona Long-Term Care System Refund

Operations Guide

Organization Structure

Maricopa County’s organizational structure is by department. All programs, activities, and services
that comprise those organizational units are fully identified and described in the Departmental
Budget Schedules section.

Managing for Results

Managing for Results provides the tools necessary to determine and apply objective methods that
measure progress toward accomplishing the County’s mission and strategic priorities, as well as
department program goals and objectives. See the Departmental Budget Schedules section for
mission statements, vision (optional), major goals, issues, key programs, activities, services, and
mandate details.

Planning for Results

Through the Planning for Results process of the Managing for Results cycle, performance is
measured, which focuses on results and accomplishments. Key performance measures focus on
output and efficiency that support services. Services, in turn, support department programs. For
more information regarding Planning for Results and the key performance measurements for each
department, see the Managing for Results section.
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Organization Charts

An organization chart for all of Maricopa County government is provided below. Detailed
organization charts are provided throughout the Departmental Budget Schedules section, including
the one that follows.

| | .
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Personnel

A key element in position control is the historical tracking of funded positions and their full-time
equivalent (FTE) status. A trend view of FTE levels puts into perspective the prior year's staffing
(and consequently service) funding decisions. The chart below represents a ten-year historical look
at the County’s FTE levels. FTE’s reflect the hours budgeted for part-time positions converted to an
equal number of full-time positions (based on a standard of 40 hours per week.)

X X X X

Budgeted FTEs
FY 1993-94 FY 1994-95 FY 1995-96 FY 1996-97 FY 1997-98 FY 1998-99 FY 1999-00 FY 2000-01 FY 2001-02 FY 2002-03
Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimate Adopted
ADULT PROBATION 643.00 740.00 775.69 851.00 937.00 949.00 1,045.00 1,120.50 1,167.00 1,174.00
ANIMAL CARE & CONTROL 116.00 114.00 113.00 120.00 125.00 135.00 130.00 146.00 141.00 130.50
APPROPRIATED FUND BALANCE - - - - - - - 1.00 - -
ASSESSOR 622.00 300.00 308.00 297.00 334.00 329.00 325.00 326.00 322.00 321.80
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CLERK 7.00 10.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIST 1 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.00
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIST 2 4.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIST 3 4.00 3.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 3.50
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIST 4 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS DIST 5 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 3.50
CALL CENTER - - - 10.00 20.00 20.00 32.00 33.00 33.00 33.00
CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER 189.00 72.00 100.00 106.00 70.00 64.00 62.00 67.00 64.00 64.00
CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 563.00 653.00 606.04 596.25 589.00 596.00 599.00 620.00 649.00 677.00
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 13.00 12.00 12.00 10.00 11.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00
CONSTABLES 28.00 25.00 28.00 26.00 27.00 29.00 29.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
CONTRACT COUNSEL - - - - - - - - 7.83 8.41
CORRECTIONAL HEALTH 139.00 26.00 133.00 135.78 165.00 177.00 223.00 220.40 244.65 265.83
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 30.00 14.00 11.00 12.00 13.00 15.00 13.00 16.00 15.00 14.33
COUNTY ATTORNEY 563.00 600.00 676.71 737.30 742.00 796.00 831.00 850.00 830.92 821.25
COUNTY COUNSEL - - - - - - - - 76.33 86.50
CRIMINAL JUSTICE FACILITY DEV - - - - - - 4.00 6.00 6.00 7.00
ELECTIONS 61.00 57.00 57.00 57.00 55.00 53.00 54.00 54.00 54.00 54.00
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 14.00 12.00 13.00 14.00 14.00 14.00 14.00 15.00 15.00 15.00
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 63.00 151.00 229.00 238.60 245.00 272.00 267.00 266.75 284.25 273.50
EQUIPMENT SERVICES 78.00 60.00 64.00 63.00 65.00 60.00 60.00 62.00 63.00 63.00
FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 183.00 139.00 219.00 183.40 158.00 158.00 184.00 196.50 219.50 239.00
FINANCE 80.00 70.00 57.00 53.00 49.00 46.00 42.00 36.00 35.00 43.00
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 257.00 244.00 240.00 240.00 241.00 222.00 222.00 222.25 222.50 223.50
GENERAL GOVERNMENT - - 1.00 7.00 7.00 1.00 11.00 9.00 1.00 1.00 w
HEALTH CARE DELIVERY SYSTEM 2,786.00 3,718.00 2,974.75 2,630.50 2,099.00 1,812.00 1,766.00 3,013.25 3,040.21 3,326.01
HEALTH CARE MANDATES - - 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 46.00 78.00 34.00 C
HEALTH PLANS 826.00 372.00 378.00 377.50 444.00 361.00 353.00 345.70 361.73 357.47
HOUSING 60.00 64.00 63.00 64.00 63.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 Q
HUMAN RESOURCES 129.00 73.00 100.00 96.00 81.00 82.00 79.00 81.00 65.37 65.50
HUMAN SERVICES 207.00 301.00 273.00 256.00 286.00 281.00 295.00 287.00 309.00 360.00 @
INDIGENT REPRESENTATION 320.00 327.00 357.34 349.19 421.00 459.00 446.00 466.25 - - (D
INTEGRATED CRIMINAL JUST INFO - - - - - - - 1.00 13.80 14.00
INTERNAL AUDIT 8.00 10.00 9.00 8.00 10.00 12.00 16.00 15.00 16.00 16.00 ﬁ
JUDICIAL MANDATES - - - - - - 36.00 - - -
JUSTICE COURTS 197.00 211.00 236.02 228.75 244.00 294.00 280.00 287.01 293.01 299.06 >
JUVENILE PROBATION 502.00 539.00 538.00 540.00 589.00 679.00 794.00 784.00 794.00 862.50
LEGAL ADVOCATE - - - - - - - - 51.89 51.34 H
LEGAL DEFENDER - - - - - - - - 67.56 69.00
LIBRARY DISTRICT 96.00 121.00 134.48 126.66 134.00 146.00 143.00 118.00 116.00 135.50 >
MANAGEMENT & BUDGET 22.00 19.00 23.00 22.00 21.00 22.00 24.00 18.00 20.00 18.00
MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 90.00 75.00 53.00 53.00 47.00 38.00 39.00 38.00 39.00 40.00
MEDICAL ELIGIBILITY 332.00 335.00 336.31 337.50 342.00 263.00 298.00 292.50 291.50 0.00 G)
MEDICAL EXAMINER 15.00 27.00 44.00 45.50 47.00 50.00 52.00 54.00 62.00 62.00
PARKS & RECREATION 85.00 78.00 72.89 76.84 77.00 74.00 80.00 86.50 96.50 103.00 —
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 61.00 54.00 55.00 54.00 66.00 65.00 93.00 108.00 106.00 107.00 m
PUBLIC DEFENDER - - - - - - - - 423.27 430.46
PUBLIC FIDUCIARY 41.00 36.00 37.00 41.00 37.00 33.00 33.00 35.00 34.00 35.00 3
PUBLIC HEALTH 510.00 504.00 507.09 503.25 460.00 441.00 479.00 459.24 469.39 522.71 O
RECORDER 65.00 66.00 65.00 63.00 66.00 65.00 69.00 69.00 69.75 69.75
RESEARCH & REPORTING - - 12.00 14.50 14.00 8.00 7.00 34.50 9.50 6.75 m
RISK MANAGEMENT 32.00 18.00 12.00 12.00 19.00 19.00 19.00 19.00 20.00 19.00
SHERIFF 1,970.00 1,858.00 2,053.00 2,108.00 2,188.00 2,235.00 2,428.00 2,482.50 1,022.45 1,007.50
SHERIFF DETENTION - - - - - - - - 1,448.05 1,472.50
SOLID WASTE 51.00 50.00 31.00 45.00 19.00 17.00 18.00 18.00 13.00 12.00
STADIUM DISTRICT * 9.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 8.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 26.00 35.00 29.00 28.00 29.00 29.00 29.00 30.00 30.00 30.00
SUPERIOR COURT 595.00 617.00 668.40 677.60 764.00 819.00 873.00 910.20 953.00 979.00
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 50.00 107.00 39.00 42.00 45.00 41.00 42.00 42.00 40.00 42.00
TOTAL COMPENSATION - - - - - - - - 15.00 15.00
TRANSPORTATION 536.00 495.00 500.00 511.00 522.00 512.00 511.00 511.50 509.00 478.75
TREASURER 74.00 109.00 75.00 66.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00 64.00
Total 13,354.00 13,543.00 13,354.72 13,166.12 13,099.00 12,963.00 13,622.00 15,117.55 15,524.96 15,751.43
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Within each department, positions may be budgeted from a variety of funding sources. In general,
as discussed earlier in this document, the General Fund covers the bulk of Personnel Services, with
monies from Special Revenue, Capital Project, Enterprise and Internal Service funds covering the
rest. A chartis included in the Personnel Plan section detailing this.

Countywide staffing from FY 2001-02 to FY 2002-03 increased by 226.5 full-time equivalents
(FTE’s), or 1.5%. Significant changes in staffing levels from FY 2001-02 to FY 2002-03, including
variance explanations, are provided by department at the end of the Personnel Plan section.

Communications

Summary information, including an overview of significant budgetary issues, trends, and resource
choices, is integrated within the Transmittal Letter. Summary information designed to provide the
lay person with a broad view of the contents included in the FY 2002-03 Maricopa County budget,
its processes, issues and anticipated outcomes is presented in this Budget At A Glance section.
Complete budget summary data, trends and variance commentary, along with an overview of
Maricopa County’s fund structure may be found in the Executive Summary, Summary Schedules,
Capital Projects, and Financial Forecast sections.

Other Planning Processes

The Maricopa County budget process is closely tied to the Managing for Results system that
integrates strategic planning with budgeting and performance measurement (see the Managing for
Results section for details behind this successful planning process). Another planning process
identified within the budget document is Budgeting for Results that integrates performance based
budgeting with the development and update of strategic plans. The Budgeting for Results
Accountability Policy provides for the control of the budget at the department level. The Reserve
and Tax Reduction Policy provides for long-term financial stability and low, sustainable tax rates
through responsible use of non-recurring resources, appropriate and minimal use of debt, and
maintenance of reserve funds. This policy sets budgetary and financial guidelines regarding the
reduction of taxes. The Reserve and Tax Reduction Policy demonstrates a commitment to the
maintenance and, when possible, reduction of tax rates while ensuring that Maricopa County
remains financially stable and accountable to the citizens.

Detail regarding Maricopa County’s other planning processes and their effects upon the budget,
including those mentioned above, (i.e., Managing for Results, Budgeting for Results Policy,
separate Budgeting for Results Accountability Policy, and the Reserve and Tax Reduction Policy),
and the Vehicle Replacement Policy, General Government Policy, Policy for Administering Grants,
Performance Management Process, Funded Position Policy, New Position Establishment Policy,
Position Funding Policy Guidelines, Requests for Additional Funding (Results Initiative Requests)
process, Use of the Jail Excise Tax process, and the Capital Improvement Plan processes may be
found in the Executive Summary, Managing for Results, and the Attachments sections.

Budget Processes

A full description of the process for preparing, reviewing and adopting the budget for the coming
fiscal year is provided in the Executive Summary section, including the procedures for amending
the budget after adoption. This budget document is also available on the Internet at:
http://www.maricopa.gov/budget/default.asp.

A separate capital budget process is described in the Capital Improvement Program section. A
direct relationship exists between Maricopa County’s capital and operating budgets. Operating cost
estimates are the anticipated annual costs to operate facilities and improvements upon completion
or acquisition. Capital projects completed generally require additional operating budget resources
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for upkeep, maintenance, security and other costs associated with additional acreage, mileage or
square footage.

There are two budget calendars included in this document. There is a Budget Process Timeline
that provides a general guideline for developing the budget and supplements the budget process
narrative in the Executive Summary section. The actual Budget Calendar used for developing and
adopting the FY 2002-03 budget may be found in the Attachments section, along with the
Budgeting for Results Policy Guidelines.

Communicating with Charts and Graphs

Charts/tables and graphs are used throughout the budget document to highlight financial and
statistical information. Detailed narrative interpretation is provided when the message conveyed by
the charts and graphs are not self-evident. Charts/tables and graphics are integrated with
narratives to illustrate essential information throughout this budget document, particularly when
communicating policy information, trends and impacts upon the budget. The County At A Glance,
Personnel Plan, Mandates, and Departmental Budget Schedules sections contain the most
charts/tables and graphs.

Revenue and Expenditure Classifications

Narrative, tables, schedules, and matrices show the relationship between different revenue and
expenditure classifications (e.g., funds, programs, organizational units) in the Summary Schedules
section. Maricopa County’'s fund structure, or relationship between the County’s functional units
and its financial structure is explained in the Executive Summary section, (i.e., the reader is able to
learn the relationship between functional units and the entity’s financial structure).

Revenue and expenditure information is cross-classified into other formats, which may be found in
the Summary Schedules section. Some of these formats include the cross-classification by major
revenue classifications across funds, by major objects of expenditure across departments and by
funds across departments.

Table of Contents

A Table of Contents is provided at the beginning of this document. It is very comprehensive for a
document of this size and allows the reader to quickly locate information. A sample is provided
below.

Personnel Plan

Introduction 111
Highlights 111
Personnel Costs & Savings 117
Attrition & Vacancy Rates 120
Employee Retention 124
New Directions 128
Position Control 129
Budgeted FTE Summary 130
Glossary

A glossary is provided in a section at the back of the budget document. The glossary defines
technical terms related to finance and accounting as well as terms related to Maricopa County. The
glossary is written in simple language, specifically for the non-technical reader. Several examples
follow.
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Demand Measure: A measure of the number of total units of service or product anticipated to be
demanded or needed by the customer. Examples include, number of residents eligible for job
training or number of building inspection applications received.

Personal Services: A category of expenditures within the budget that includes salaries, benefits,
temporary help, special pay, overtime, and salary adjustments.

Fund: A fund is used to account for revenues and expenditures with a specified purpose.

Family of Measures: A set of the four categories of performance measures that are used to
measure the performance of an activity. The categories of measure are result, output, demand and
efficiency.

Acronyms used in this document are defined in the Glossary section, with examples below.
GAAP: Generally Accepted Accounting Principles.
MCSO: Maricopa County Sheriff's Office.

ISF (Internal Service Fund): A proprietary fund that accounts for the financing of goods or services
provided by one department to other departments on a cost-reimbursement basis like a business.

The County and Community It Serves

Statistical and supplemental data that describes Maricopa County and the community it serves,
including other pertinent background information related to the services provided may be found in
the County At A Glance section. This section also provides statistical information that defines the
community such as demographics (e.g., population, composition of population, and land area).

Supplemental and other pertinent information regarding Maricopa County and the local community
and economy (e.g., major industries, employment, building permits issued, healthcare services
provided, and maps) are located in the County At A Glance section and Transmittal Letter.

The FY 2002-03 Annual Business Strategies Document

This document is formatted and printed in such a way as to enhance understanding and utility to the
reader’s needs. Page formats are consistent, each showing the current section of the document in
the margin, the page number at the bottom, and the department name at the top of each page in
the Departmental Budget Schedules section. Large bold headings identify what is being presented,
and the use of “(continued)” on the top of pages is added when deemed essential, and, when
related information is split between pages.

Although this document is large, as is the County it represents, the information presented is vital to
a full understanding of the Maricopa County, its budget, budget processes, mandates, impacts, and
the citizens it serves. The level of detail presented in this document is done so at the request of
management, Elected Officials, and the citizens of Maricopa County.

This “Budget At A Glance” section is provided so that the lay reader may quickly obtain a
comprehensive understanding of all that is contained herein. The table of contents helps the reader
locate information quickly within the document.

Charts and graphs are provided throughout the document with sufficient information as to be easily
understood by the casual reader. Changes in type sizes and styles are avoided in this document.
The entire document utilizes consistent type styles and sizes for headings, body text and graphics,
the use of which adds to the overall presentation and comprehension of the data provided. See the
County At A Glance, Personnel Plan, Mandates, and Departmental Budget Schedules sections to
view the areas containing the most charts and graphs.
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County Administrative Officer's Transmittal Letter

To: Don Stapley, Chairman, District 2
Fulton Brock, District 1
Andrew Kunasek, District 3
Max W. Wilson, District 4
Mary Rose Garrido Wilcox, District 5

The 2002-03 fiscal year budget for Maricopa County is being presented as a creative solution to a
very tight budget year. The total budget is $2.465 billion (with Special Districts). Discretionary
spending outside of the health care system amounted to an overall increase of only 1.9%.
Expenditure increases driven by patient volume in the Maricopa Integrated Health System
generated an additional 2.4% increase, offset by patient-generated revenues. Unavoidable
increases for health, dental and other insurance costs added another 0.6% growth in total spending.
The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) accounts for almost $72 million, or 3.3% of the total
budget variance. The CIP is being funded with cash and proceeds from the voter-approved sales
tax for detention facilities, and will reduce operational costs by cancellation of leases into the future.
The State of Arizona mandated the largest single area of increase (4.1%). State cost shifts and
other state mandated health care account for 45% of the total budget increase, equaling nearly $91
million. No merit or market salary increases for county employees have been programmed into the
budget. Again, only 1.9% of the 12.3% overall increase from FY 2001-02 is relevant discretionary

spending.

Maricopa County’s response to the September 11" attacks and the economic slowdown that
resulted has been both innovative and fiscally sound. Prompt, decisive action was taken by the
Board of Supervisors and County government. The economic downturn placed a heavy burden on
Maricopa County. The Board of Supervisors took all appropriate action to maintain a structurally
balanced budget.

On October 15, 2001, budget-balancing guidelines were instituted. These guidelines encouraged
departments and offices to reduce spending, and continue to provide high quality services at a
reduced cost. The actions taken included: a reduction in travel, reduced capital outlay, voluntary
expenditure reductions, and revenue enhancements. This cooperative method of budget balancing
has been quite successful, and is preferable to the arbitrary method of choice used in most
jurisdictions — across the board percentage reductions. Not only were we able to balance the 2001-
02 budget, but create positive camaraderie that is seldom seen during budget alerts.

Revenues for fiscal year 2001-02 are projected to be below budget, with the significant drop
occurring in state shared sales tax. In December, the Board of Supervisors ratified the Elected
Officials, the Judicial Branch, and appointed department directors’ voluntary budget reductions.
Those reductions resulted in an $11.8 million mid-year adjustment to Maricopa County’s budgeted
expenditures and a $3.5 million increase in department revenue projections.

Impacts from the State of Arizona

The State of Arizona faced a $930 million budget shortfall for fiscal year 2002-03. What does that
have to do with Maricopa County government? Well, Maricopa County is an administrative delivery
system of services for state government. 96.8% of our functions are mandated by state or federal
government. We depend on state government for the majority of our revenues including: state-
shared sales tax and vehicle license tax, which make up 49.2% of our general fund revenues.
Solutions to many issues that we face, require us to ask for authority from the State Legislature.
When the state is facing a budget shortfall, they often look to local governments, primarily counties,
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to pick up more costs. The State also has the ability to provide less state-aid for programs than in
past years. These cost shifts and state-aid cuts had a tremendous impact on our 2002-03 budget.

Approximately twenty million dollars of our budget-balancing quandary is a result of the state
budget impacts. The issues fall into two categories: mandated health care issues and criminal
justice issues. Maricopa County spends approximately 35.7% of our General Fund budget or
$345.8 million on health care costs. These unavoidable cost transfers from the state must be
absorbed in our budget plan. They include: $6.5 million increased contribution for the Arizona Long
Term Care System, a $4.0 million expenditure increase for mental health restoration to
competency, a $200,000 reduction in county health care grants, and a small positive gain of $1.1
million for the Maricopa Medical Center.

In the criminal justice area, adult probation costs that were previously primarily paid for by the State
are being redirected to counties. $3.2 million for the cost of probation officers and related costs will
be absorbed into the county budget. Fill-the-Gap grant funds that were given to the counties 3
years ago to help speed-up criminal court case processing are being substantially reduced.
Maricopa County must find another way to fund these positions and related costs that total $1.8
million. Finally, the State is requiring Maricopa County to pay $1.3 million toward the cost of
imprisonment of persons sentenced to terms of less than one year.

Budgeting For Results

Budget preparation for fiscal year 2002-03 utilized similar techniques to those established during
the 2001-02 budget alert. Budget Guidelines established by the Board of Supervisors on January
14, 2002, outlined the need for base budget reviews, which reduces expenditures, encourage no
additional project funding requests, and emphasized keeping service levels high. Maricopa County
prides itself in providing high quality services at a low cost. Base budgets throughout the County
were reduced by $22.8 million, while keeping service levels constant.

We continue to be the fastest growing, large County in the United States. On April 30, 2002, the
headline in the Arizona Republic was, Valley has growing Pains, Maricopa County services to be
strained”. The article confirmed that Maricopa County is the fastest growing in the nation, according
to Census Bureau figures. Interestingly, Maricopa County's population is larger than that of 21
states. It also is quoted as affirming, “That means the county faces state-sized demand for needs
as varied as roads, affordable housing, schools, parks and social services, needs that most officials
agree will require more money than is available.” County officials acknowledge this but set a goal
of completing a budget, which maintains current service levels, while cutting expenditures. This
outcome was achieved.

Econometric predictions declare
that in fiscal year 2002-03, a slow .
recovery pﬁf)cess will | begin. Major General Fund Revenue Trend
Based on this information, the
Office of Management and Budget | s7oo.00000
prepared a conservative budget $600.000,000
based on pessimistic revenue l

projections, as the graph at right $500,000,000 4
shows. Major revenue growth for | so0.000.000
2002-03 will be $20.5 million. $300.000.000
However, base budget expansion

will  be $28.5 milion for | %]
unavoidable increases, such as $100,000,000
the Maricopa County contribution . - .

tO the Arizona Long Term Care FY 97-98 ‘ FY 98-99 ‘ FY 99-00 ‘ FY 00-01 ‘FYOl-OZPROJ‘ FY 02-03
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System, employee health and dental benefit costs, general election expenses, and the county court
order for the seriously mentally ill population. This required an immediate adjustment to
departmental base budgets to remain in balance, before state funding cost shifts and funding
reductions.

Budgeting for Results was used as the conduit for our discussion during this budget development
cycle. All funding requests focused on the program outcomes that would be achieved for the
dollars invested. Alignment with countywide strategic goals and departments strategic plans was a
catalyst to reaching budget recommendations. All of this detailed project information will be tracked
and evaluated in the next fiscal year. Result information will be made available to our citizenry.

Managing For Results

In fiscal year 2000-01, Managing for Results became a reality in Maricopa County. All departments
participated in an intensive strategic planning process and have been tracking performance
measures and progress towards strategic goals all year. County management and the Board of
Supervisors utilize this information to make decisions throughout the year. The performance
information is tracked quarterly and available on the county’s website: www.maricopa.gov.

Participation in the Managing for Results
process is ongoing. It ties performance to Decision Making Planning for Results
all that we do. Employees are connected < Future Demand - Vision & Mission
« Performance Targets - ’ + Strategic - Goals

« Adjust Allocations If Required * Operational - Results
« Family of Measures per Activity

to the process through the development of
the  strategic plan, reporting on

* Operational/Process Improvement

performance measures, with their own r ~Employee RerolEiEaERiE
performance plans which align with that | BN AEETeEzCaIS
department’'s strategic plan, and finally, e ALt Managing
through  their annual performance * Employee Evaluations For Results
appraisals. The County is working on a | [RSSSSSRI or
gain-sharing plan that wil reward ‘ _
employees for achievement of results and Deliver ~ Budgeting for Results
for saving money within their department. | R eV 1 Rt
The cycle utilized is outlined at right. e m S ey ol

. ollec
To demonstrate a department example | [Pacelines & Bencimerss Data

have included an excerpt from the most

recent quarterly report for the Transportation department. The complete strategic report is available
on the County’s website.

Department Mission:

The mission of the Department of Transportation is to provide a quality transportation
system to the travelers in Maricopa County so they can experience a safe, efficient and
cost-effective journey.

Department Goal # 2:

By 2005, MCDOT will increase the safety and capacity of the existing transportation system
while reducing congestion by decreasing the accident rate and increasing the capacity on
county maintained roadways by 5%.

Quarter 3: MCDOT completed construction of intersection improvements at SR303L and
Indian School Road, the first of three interim intersection improvements along SR303.
Completed four new traffic signals at intersections of Ellsworth Road and El Mirage Road.
Award contract to upgrade traffic signal controllers at 27 locations occurred.
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Program Name and Purpose: Operate and Maintain Transportation Systems

The purpose of the Operate and Maintain Transportation Systems program is to provide
roadway upkeep and traffic flow management to the travelling public so that they can have
safe trips on smooth, cost effective roads.

Activity Name and Purpose: Incident Management

The purpose of Incident Management activity is to provide emergency and event traffic
control services to travelers so that they experience safe and minimal delays during the
incident/event.

Key Results Measures: % of responses by Response Team within 30 minutes to the
scene:

Projected — 98.0%

Quarter 1 — 100.0%

Quarter 2 — 96.7%

Quarter 3 — 75.0%

Outputs: # of incidents/events requests
Projected — 96 Full Year
Quarter 1 — 21
Quarter 2 — 27
Quarter 3 — 24

Efficiency: $ cost per response made by Response Team
Projected — $572.00
Quarter 1 — $605.66
Quarter 2 — $537.99
Quarter 3 —$400.78

As you can see, there are a wide variety of details available to the public on the performance of a
department, at the highest level to the lowest detail. We hope that this information will evolve over
time and will become more and more useful as this initiative progresses. As more information is
gathered, trends will be presented and more analysis will follow.

Government Performance Project

Maricopa County was selected as one of 40 counties in the United States to participate in the
Government Performance Project in 2001. The Government Performance Project has been in
existence since 1996. Under the auspices of The Pew Charitable Trusts, the Maxwell School of
Citizenship and Public Affairs of Syracuse University has rated the management capacity of local
and state governments and selected federal agencies in the United States. Maxwell School’'s Alan
K. Campbell Public Affairs Institute administers the project, called the Government Performance
Project (GPP). GPP is a comprehensive survey of the effectiveness of core government
management activities. The survey reviews the following areas: financial management, capital
management, human resources, managing for results, and information technology. It is the most
in-depth survey ever completed on counties.

Maricopa County was one of two counties in the nation to receive their highest grade, A-.
Governing Magazine is quoted as stating, “Over the past six years, the county has undergone a
startling reformation . . . There has emerged a focus on team-building, a results orientation and a
system of incentives and disincentives to keep spending in line. The county now awards its
departments enormous freedom to make spending decisions, retain savings and offer personal




rewards to employees.” This accurately portrays the environment that we strive to achieve. Below
is how our grades were awards in the various categories.
4 Financial Management A-
* M Government v Capital Management B+
M B Performance| v Human Resources B+
B B Project 4 Managing for Results A-
v Information Technology A
Property Tax Rate
The Board of Supervisors is
committed to keeping tax rates
affordable for our constituency. A Property TaX Rate Trend
Strategic goal adopted by the Board W Primary O Debt Service HFlood Control D Library

last year addressed this issue. This
was reiterated in the budget
guidelines the Board approved in
January 2002. Despite the worst
financial conditions in a decade, the
Board indicated a desire to keep the
overall property tax rate flat. The
overall tax rate, including the special
districts, will include a recommended
flat rate of $1.5448 per $100 of

assessed valuation. Since fiscal year 28 3 3 85 3 8 8583 3 3 8 8
1991-92 the rate has been held flat or g2 2 2 8 & 2 3 £ ¢ 5 28 3 g 2 g
reduced. The graphical illustration “Recommended

shows a 15-year historical perspective on this issue.

Budget Priorities

For FY 2002-03, the Board of Supervisors had a very simple approach to budget development —
keep base expenditures the same or lower than the current year. Revenues were budgeted very
conservatively, and no requests for additional funding were to be submitted. The only items that
have been given consideration for funding beyond last year's base are those that the Board of
Supervisors considers critical or emergency in nature. These items have primarily been
replacement of local grants, mandated items (primarily from the State of Arizona), and funding new
facilities that are opening. Without increasing funding to replace local grant cuts, service levels
would be decreased. Funding to utilize new facilities coming on-line, have received adequate
resources to begin operations. And finally, expenditure allocations were made for mandated costs
and cost shifts that the State of Arizona has passed onto County residents.

Budget Reductions

The Office of Management and Budget worked very closely with Elected, Judicial Branch, and
Appointed departments to reduce base budgets. Departments and Offices have cooperated and
been very supportive of the approach taken by the Board of Supervisors. Many departments took
significant reductions in their expenditure budget either through the voluntary reduction in
December of 2001 or during the fiscal year 2002-03 budget development process. | want to take
this opportunity to thank all of the Elected Officials, Department Directors, and Judicial Officers who
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unselfishly accepted reduced funding levels and still vowed to continue the same level of service to
our citizens.

New Facilities to Begin Operations

In fiscal year 2002-03, four new facilities will be brought into service. These new facilities have
been paid for with cash accumulated over the past four years, a result of the Board’s conservative
pay-as-you-go approach to capital spending. These facilities have been paid for with General Fund
dollars and the designated Jail Transaction Privilege Tax. Each facility is expected to provide better
service and will be a community asset for years to come.

The first facility to become operational is the Northwest Regional Court. This new regional court will
expand Superior Court services and will be a located at the Surprise City Services Complex. The
City of Surprise has worked in cooperation with Maricopa County to locate this much needed court
facility to the northwestern section of the valley. Court services that will be provided there include
the adjudication of civil, family and probate cases. The cost to finance and operate this new facility
will be $944,465, and operation of this facility will begin in July 2002.

The next facility that will open will be the Forensic Science Center and new administrative parking
structure. This facility’s opening is planned for the Fall of 2002, and will replace an existing building
that was built in the 1960s. The antiquated and dysfunctional building that is now housing this
important County mandated function will be demolished once vacated. The new 62,000 square
feet, three-story building will house autopsy suites, labs, and administrative offices. Operating costs
associated with the new facility will be $482,162 in fiscal year 2002-03, along with $74,251 for new
staff and associated costs. In conjunction with the opening of this building, an 8-level, 985 space
parking structure will also open. The operating costs for this element of the structure is $196,394 in
the first year.

The Detention Capital Projects will open two new facilities in fiscal year 2002-03. The adult
detention operations will open the Central Services building in January 2003. The Central Service
building will consist of laundry, stores warehouse, food factory, and the central plant. This building
is 183,000 square feet, and the operational costs associated with it will be $3,263,516 in FY 2002-
03 (partial year) to $3,700,047 in FY 2003-04. This building will begin providing support services to
existing jails during fiscal year 2002-03, and will expand to new detention facilities in the coming
years, as new jails come on-line.

The Juvenile Detention program will open an innovative and important new building in January of
2003. The Juvenile Residential Treatment Center will be located at the corner of Durango and 35"
Avenue. This single-level, 28,000 square foot structure will provide 48 treatment beds for juveniles.
Since 60% of juveniles that enter the detention system has substance abuse issues, this new
service is expected to have measurable results for the community, such as:

* Reducing the waiting time for juveniles to receive substance abuse treatment (currently
averaging 4-6 months); and

* Increasing the likelihood of juveniles remaining free of illegal substances, therefore
increasing the likelihood that they will successfully complete their term of probation.

The Capital Improvement Program

One of our most innovative fiscal policies is our pay-as-you-go capital financing plan for our general
fund Capital Improvement Program (CIP). In order to ensure that the County continues cash
funding, the Board reduced the CIP from a five-year $238 million plan to the current $158.7 million
CIP (including projects completed to date). This reduction was necessary due to our strained
economic circumstances and the unanticipated state funding shifts that occurred during the 2002




legislative session. This fiscal discipline explains Maricopa County’s ability to remain solvent and
healthy during even the most difficult financial conditions. The reduction in the Capital Improvement
Program was primarily achieved by scaling back the Downtown Administrative Service Building
from $141.5 million to $50 million. The County is now investigating the possibility of purchasing an
existing facility or building a much lower cost and sized building on our established site.

In accordance with the Reserve and Tax Reduction Policy, the Board of Supervisors authorized
annual debt service payments on the General Government CIP plan of $18.3 million. The County
issued “certificates of participation”, (COPS, a financing instrument) in June 2001. The COPS will
be repaid with the CIP cash reserve fund balance noted above. The cost of financing will be offset
by interest earned on the CIP cash reserve fund balance account. This fund balance also serves
as a rainy day contingency fund, and has reserves for our Maricopa Medical Center's accounts
receivables, general fund cash flow, operating losses in the Maricopa Integrated Health System,
and other major building maintenance issues. This approach will provide the greatest fiscal
flexibility and will result in the lowest cost option for our taxpayers. Maricopa County is projected to
accumulate full funding for the CIP by the end of fiscal year 2001-02.

General Fund and special revenue Anticipated Date of Completion

pl'OjeCtS that are COﬂtI n u|ng from |ast Facility FY 2002-03_FY 2003-04 FY 2004-05 FY 2005-06 FY 2006-07

Downtown Property Development/Acquisition

year include: the forensic science |raciies mainenance Facilty
center, new administrative parking |"oreneic Science Center

Justice Courts

Structure, infrastructure for a New |New Administration Services Facility Parking
Sheriff's Training Academy

admi'niStrative bUIIdIng, Security Southeast Courtroom Buildout
building tenant improvements, |4t Avenue Jai

Buckeye Hills Shooting Range

human services campus and the |gecions Facily
public health building. New projects |Juvenie burango

Juvenile Mesa

that have been added to the CIP are |LowerBuckeye 3ail

Public Health Clinic

downtown property Sheriff's Property & Evidence Warehouse
acquisition/development the Environmental Services Facility
. . ! Human Services Campus
Buckeye Hills shooting range, the |securiy suiding
3] H NE (Scottsdale) Regional Center TBD
Sherlff S property and eVIdence NW (Surprise) Regional Center TBD
Warehouse, elections faC|||ty, and  |Southeast Regional Property Acquisitions TBD

W (Avondale) Regional Center TBD

land acquisition for three regional
centers (contingent upon land sales.)

Our adult and juvenile detention facilities are being funded by a 1/5 of a cent Jail Excise Tax (sales
tax) approved by the voters in November 1998. These taxes will sunset after 9 years or when $900
million is raised. The 2002-03 CIP fund for these programs is $252 million and $525.6 million for
the 5-year CIP. Projects underway include: 4th Avenue jail, Jackson Street garage, Lower Buckeye
jail, Sheriff's training facility, Durango and Mesa juvenile detention facilities, Facilities Management
Department’s Maintenance Facilities, and the Southeast courtroom build-out.

Public works departments, Transportation and the Flood Control District, continue to have the
largest Capital Programs in Maricopa County. The Department of Transportation utilizes a planning
process that employs intergovernmental cooperation and prioritization based on an established list
of ranking criteria. These include: safety, land use, traffic volume, cost/benefit, joint sponsorship,
and bonus points for a variety of items. Fiscal year 2002-03 capital improvement expenditures for
the Department of Transportation will be $84.3 million, with a 5-year projection of $334.7 million.

The Flood Control District also utilizes a collaboration model to plan and prioritize projects. Their
multi-step decision process is intended to implement previously approved fiscal policies from the
District’s strategic plan. Potential CIP projects are identified through Area Drainage Master Plans or
agency requests. Issues that are considered through the prioritization process include: agency
priority, master plan elements, hydrologic significance, protection, environmental quality, area-wide
benefits, project cost, partnership participation, operational and maintenance costs and
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responsibilities. In fiscal year 2002-03, the CIP budget for the Flood Control District will be $48.7
million, with the 5 year CIP plan of $257.6 million.

The Maricopa Integrated Health System is not budgeting any CIP in the coming year due to lack of
a funding source.

Mandated Health Care

Health Care issues are front and center in Maricopa County. Costs for providing these mandates
continue to grow at a very quick pace. One of the reasons for this is the increased cost for the
acute care and long-term care programs. These programs are operated at the state level but
funded in part or largely by county government. Maricopa County is responsible for funding a large
portion of the State of Arizona's acute care program called the Arizona Health Care Cost
Containment System (AHCCCS) and long-term care program called Arizona Long Term Care
System (ALTCS). Increases in AHCCCS contributions will be $3.0 million in 2002-03 due to
Proposition 204 mandates.

The ALTCS contribution is more problematic. In 1997, the Arizona State Legislature passed
legislation to assist counties with the double-digit growth being experienced in the long-term care
plans, by sharing the growth 50-50 in future years. This important legislation was touted as saving
many of the smaller counties from bankruptcy. (Prior to this legislation, counties paid 100% for the
cost of the long-term care system.) In exchange, the urban counties, Maricopa and Pima, would
give-up the monopoly they had on providing these services to the long-term care population, and
would compete for the business with the private sector. This privatization of the system resulted in
a reduction in bottom-line profits for Maricopa’s long-term care health plan from $25.4 million to
$15.7 million in the first full-year of operations. Maricopa County’s market share is now 69.1%,
rather than the 100% prior to the deal. As part of the budget-balancing plan by the state, the
agreement to share the growth has been rescinded. In fiscal year 2002-03, Maricopa County will
have an increased contribution of $13.6 million from the General Fund, which has been budgeted.
Only half was anticipated. This has been a serious fiscal blow.

Maricopa County is dealing with residual from our medical eligibility mandate, which existed prior to
October 2001. Now our pending claim resolution/litigation pool has reached $318 million. Litigation
costs and potential adverse court decisions could have a devastating impact on our financial health.
Maricopa County officials will do all they can to protect taxpayer funds by aggressively defending
against claims the County believes are not eligible under state statutes.

In the aftermath of September 11", Maricopa County has recommitted to protecting our community
from bio-terrorism through our public health department. In fiscal year 2001-02, the Board of
Supervisors approved a $38,465 emergency response program that will ensure our preparedness
in the event of a public health crisis. This funding was continued in the 2002-03 budget at an
annualized level of $313,876. Maricopa County is committed to protecting the health and safety of
our community, and this program will focus on the infectious disease aspect of a threat. Grant
funding in the amount of $3 million will be used to supplement this new program.

Maricopa Integrated Health System

Maricopa Integrated Health System (MIHS) has not required a County general fund subsidy,
despite the turbulent health care market, until very recently. In fiscal year 2001-02, the County
general fund will transfer $11.7 million dollars of its fund balance to MIHS to offset the cash
depletion that has occurred in the last 18 months. In addition, a $4.1 million operating loss is
anticipated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 2002 on a full accrual basis, and the system is
projected to lose $5.3 million in FY 2002-03. This unfortunate dwindling of resources is putting a
strain on all county services, but is not unexpected in a recessionary environment. During




recessions, more families and individuals depend on the County integrated health system to provide
uncompensated health care services. The unemployment rate and lack of employer-provided
health insurance during difficult times has a very detrimental impact on our system. MIHS will
continue to investigate ways to lessen the burden by instituting an "Ability to Pay Program”, seeking
state and federal assistance, and looking for ways to cut costs and increase revenues.

Meanwhile, the County is reserving funds for the health system to ensure that if deficits continue,
the government can weather the storm. A total of $53 million is reserved in the General Fund fund
balance for the Maricopa Integrated Health System in fiscal year 2002-03.

Detention Operations

The fiscal difficulties that we are experiencing could have ramifications for our expanding detention
programs. In November of 1998, the voters of Maricopa County approved a dedicated sales tax to
build and operate adult and juvenile detention facilities. When this measure was originally brought
to the state legislature, the County and the citizen committee asked for a continuing sales tax. The
recommendation was to have a 1/3 of a cent tax that would be reduced after construction of the jails
to a lesser amount for operation of the jails/juvenile detention facilities. The Legislature rejected
that measure, and instead approved a measure to raise 1/5 of a cent tax for 9 years or until $900
million was obtained. This strategy was, and still is problematic, since the County may not be able
to absorb the operational costs within its general fund resources.

The County has been setting aside monies in the general fund to operate the jails since fiscal year
1999-2000. In fiscal year 2001-02, over $51.7 million in the general fund operational capacity was
budgeted. The funding was being diverted to our “pay-as-you-go” capital program until the
operational capacity was needed when the detention facilities opened in fiscal year 2003-04. This
conservative fiscal strategy appeared to have great potential for solving the issue without going
back to the voters to continue the jail tax. However, this approach has been derailed with the
recessionary cycle, Maricopa Integrated Health System losses and the state budget impacts
imposed on Maricopa County (over $20 million). The fiscal year 2002-03 budget will only retain
$21.1 million of the $51.7 million expenditure appropriation that was dedicated in the current fiscal
year.

This reality has brought the County back to the state legislature during the 2002 session to ask for a
continuation of the dedicated sales tax for detention facilities. House Bill 2313, passed by both the
senate and the house, was sent to the Governor on May 16, 2002, and was later signed. The
Board of Supervisors is considering sending this item to the voters on the general election in
November. The existing tax is expected to expire in 2007. Maricopa County would like to have
guarantee from the voters that the jail sales tax will continue, before appropriating operating
expenditures from the detention sales tax funding source which will sunset. Without this assurance,
the County could open new detention facilities with the detention sales tax that expires, and then
have to shutdown the facilities once the this tax ends.

Human Services Campus

Maricopa County is working on an innovative program with other community leaders to provide
coordinated services for the homeless and at risk populations in our region. In April 2001, the
Board of Supervisors asked county administration to facilitate the development of a multi-agency
and services campus for this population. The 2002-03 budget includes $1.71 million of funding that
the county is contributing to this important function. An action plan has been developed that
addresses facility planning and campus design, a center-based delivery system, capital
development and financing, and integration of the campus with other regional planning efforts.
Major services that have been identified to be housed on the campus include: Andre’ House of
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Arizona, Central Arizona Shelter Services, Maricopa County HealthCare for the Homeless Program,
Northwest organization for Voluntary Alternatives Safe Haven, St. Joseph the Worker, and St.
Vincent de Paul. These organizations provide food, temporary shelter, health care, clothing,
counseling, education, and job readiness training. This important project will have a lasting effect
on the community. We are glad to be a part of this first step towards ending homelessness in our
county.

Employee Benefits and Other Concerns

Maricopa County has experienced three consecutive years of over 20% increases in its medical
health insurance premiums for its employees. The County is in the process of bidding these
services and may have a new provider in January of 2003. Based on projections made by our
health benefit consultants and actuaries, we have projected as much as a 30% increase in these
premiums beginning in January 2003.

I am not recommending any general salary increase for employees in the coming year. However, |
will be recommending that the Board of Supervisors fund the employee portion of the health benefit
increase, consider one-time gain-sharing incentive plans, and provide more paid-time-off for County
employees based on performance. | hope that these initiatives will help to maintain morale during
these financially lean times.

Conclusion

The Board of Supervisors deserves great praise for continuing their conservative budgeting and
fiscal policies in a very difficult year. They have set sound priorities, avoided tax increases, and
have maintained service levels. | want to thank the Elected Officials, Judicial Officers, and
Appointed Department Directors for working very collaboratively with the Office of Management and
Budget to develop a results-oriented annual plan to present to our citizenry.

Sincerely,
DR/ AW
David R. Smith

County Administrative Officer

On July 22, 2002, the Board of Supervisors approved the 2002-03 Final Budget, with changes from
the Tentative Budget, including the Flood Control, Library, and Stadium Districts, in the amount of
$2,464,915,690. General Fund and Detention Fund revenue and expenditures were reduced to
reflect revised revenue collection forecasts. As a result of the reduction in Detention Fund revenue,
the fund transfer from the Detention Fund (operating) to Capital Projects was reduced
commensurately. This action required a corresponding change to the Eliminations budget. Special
revenue fund revenue and expenditures increased overall, due to additional grants and fee
revenue. Enterprise fund revenue and expenditures were increased to accommodate expansion of
the Obstetrics Ward at the Health Care Delivery System. Adjustments were made to the Stadium
District's Debt Service, Special Revenue, and Eliminations funds as a result of bond refinancing.
The Final Budget expenditures, which are subject to the expenditure limit, do not exceed those in
the published estimates adopted by the Board of Supervisors on June 17, 2002.




Executive Summary

Summary of Significant Accounting Policies

The accounting policies of Maricopa County conform to generally accepted accounting principles
applicable to governmental units adopted by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board
(GASB). During the year ended June 30, 2002, the County implemented GASB Statement No. 34,
as amended by GASB Statement No. 37, which prescribes a new reporting model consisting of
both government-wide and fund financial statements. The County also implemented GASB No. 38,
which prescribes new and revised note disclosure. A summary of the County’s more significant
accounting policies is presented.

Basis of Presentation

The basic financial statements include both government-wide statements and fund financial
statements. The government-wide statements focus on the County as a whole, while the fund
financial statements focus on major funds. Each presentation provides valuable information that
can be analyzed and compared between years and between governments to enhance the
usefulness of the information.

Government-wide statements — provide information about the primary government (the County)
and its component units. The statements include a statement of net assets and a statement of
activities. These statements report the financial activities of the overall government, except for
fiduciary activities. They also distinguish between the governmental and business-type activities of
the County. Governmental activities generally are financed through taxes and intergovernmental
revenues. Business type activities are finances in whole or in part by fees charged to external
parties.

The statement of activities presents a comparison between direct expenses and program revenues
for each function of the County’s governmental activities and segment of its business-type activities.
Direct expenses are those that are specifically associated with a program or function and, therefore,
are clearly identifiable to a particular function. The County allocates indirect expenses to programs
or functions. Program revenues include:

» Charges to customers or applicants for goods, services, or privileges provided,
* Operating grants and contributions, and
» Capital grants and contributions, including special assessments.

Revenues that are not classified as program revenues, including internally dedicated resources and
all taxes, are reported as general revenues.

Generally, the effect of interfund activity has been eliminated from the government-wide financial
statements to minimize the double counting of internal activities. However, charges for interfund
services provided and used are not eliminated if doing so would distort the direct costs and program
revenues reports by the departments concerned.

Fund-based financial statements — provide information about the County’s funds, including
fiduciary funds and blended component units. Separate statements are presented for the
governmental, proprietary, and fiduciary fund categories. The emphasis of fund financial
statements is on major governmental and enterprise funds, each displayed in a separate column.
All remaining governmental and enterprise funds are aggregated and reported as nonmajor funds.
Fiduciary funds are aggregated and reported by fund type.
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Proprietary Fund Operating Revenues, such as charges for services, result from transactions
associated with the fund’s principal activity in which each party receives and gives up essentially
equal values. Nonoperating revenues, such as subsidies and investment earnings, result from
transactions in which the parties do not exchange equal values. Revenues generated by ancillary
activities are also reported as nonoperating revenues.

The County reports and budgets for the following major governmental funds:

The General Fund — is the County’s primary operating fund. It accounts for all financial resources
of the general government, except those required to be accounted for in another fund.

The Transportation Fund — Plans and implements an environmentally balanced multi-model
transportation system. Operations are funded through highway user tax.

The Flood Control Fund — Provides flood control facilities and regulates floodplains and drainage
to prevent flooding of property and endangering the lives of people in Maricopa County. Operations
are funded by a secondary tax levy.

The Jail Operations Fund — Established under the authority of propositions 400 and 401, which
were passed in the General Election of November 3, 1998. These propositions authorized a
temporary 1/5 cent sales tax to be used for the construction and operation of adult and juvenile
detention facilities.

The General Obligation Fund — To account for debt service on all various purpose general
obligation bonds. Funding is provided by the County’s secondary property tax revenues, which may
be used only for debt service.

The County Improvement — To account for the debt service on the Lease Revenue Bonds, Series
2001, for $124,855,000. Funding is provided by transfers from the General Fund.

The Jail Construction Fund — Accounts for the proceeds associated with the temporary 1/5 of one
cent Sales Tax approved by voters in the General Election of November 3, 1998. The proceeds are
for the construction and operation of adult and juvenile detention facilities.

The County Improvement Fund — Accounts for capital projects funded through the issuance of the
Lease Revenue Bonds, Series 2001, for $124,855,000.

The County reports the following major enterprise funds:

The Maricopa Health Plan Fund — Is an ambulatory health care plan operated by Maricopa
Managed Care System (MMCS). MMCS contracts with the Arizona Health Care Cost Containment
System (AHCCCS) which provides monthly capitation revenues based on MCHP plan enroliment.

The Medical Center Fund — The Maricopa Medical Center provides quality, cost competitive health
care and health professional education to assure the health security of individuals, families, and the
community.

The Arizona Long-Term Care System (ALTCS) Fund — Is a managed care, long term care plan
operated by Maricopa Managed Care Systems (MMCS). Chronically ill and physically disabled
patients receive medical services as a result of an annual contract with AHCCCS.

The County reports the following fund types:

The internal service funds — account for automotive maintenance and service,
telecommunications services, printing and duplicating services, insurance services, self insured
employee benefits, and warehouse services provided to County department or to other
governments on a cost reimbursement basis.

The investment trust fund — accounts for pooled assets held and invested by the County
Treasurer on behalf of county departments and other governmental entities.




The agency funds — account for assets held by the County as an agent for the State and various
local governments, for the property taxes collected and distributed to the State, local school
districts, community college districts and special districts.

Basis of Accounting

The government-wide, proprietary, and fiduciary fund financial statements are reported using the
economic resources measurement focus and the accrual basis of accounting. Revenues are
recorded when earned and expenses are recorded at the time liabilities are incurred, regardless of
when the related cash flows take place. Property taxes are recognized as revenue in the year for
which they are levied. Grants and donations are recognized as revenue as soon as all eligibility
requirements imposed by the provider have been met.

Governmental funds in the fund-based financial statements are reported using the current financial
resources measurement focus and the modified accrual basis of accounting. Under this method,
revenues are recognized when measurable and available. The County considers all revenues
reported in the governmental funds to be available if the revenues are collected within 60 days after
year-end. Expenditures are recorded when the related fund liability is incurred, except for principal
and interest on general long-term debt, claims and judgments, compensated absences, and landfill
closure and postclosure care costs, which are recognized as expenditures to the extent they are
due and payable. General capital asset acquisitions are reported as expenditures in governmental
funds. Proceeds of general long-term debt and acquisitions under capital leases are reported as
other financing sources.

Under the terms of grant agreements, the County funds certain programs by a combination of
grants and general revenues. Therefore, when program expenses are incurred there are both
restricted and unrestricted net assets available to finance the program. The County applies grant
resources to such programs before using general revenues.

The County’s business-type activities and enterprise funds of the County follow FASB statements
and Interpretations issued on or before November 30, 1989; Accounting Principles Board Opinions;
and Accounting Research Bulletins, unless those pronouncements conflict with GASB
pronouncements.

Basis of Budgeting and Budgetary Control

The County is required by Arizona law to prepare and adopt a balanced budget annually for the
General, Special Revenue, Debt Service, Enterprise and Capital Projects Funds. Arizona law
further requires that no expenditure shall be made or liability incurred in excess of the amounts
budgeted except as provided by law.

Appropriation levels are established on a departmental basis and lapse annually. Transfers during
the year from the contingency account to a department’s budget require approval of the Board of
Supervisors. Budgeted amounts are reported as originally adopted or as adjusted by allocations
from reserves (contingency) or as amended by authorization from the Board of Supervisors. The
County budgets for Governmental Fund types on a basis consistent with generally accepted
accounting principles (GAAP), with the exception of the following types of transactions:

» Capital Lease Transactions
* Bond Issuance Transactions
e Arizona Long-Term Care System Refund

The activity in the law Library, Sports Authority, Probate Programs, Regional Schools, and
Taxpayers’ Information Funds is not specifically budgeted, but is presented as separate funds in the
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR).
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Budget Process

Introduction

Maricopa County’s fiscal year begins July 1 and ends the following June 30, coinciding with the
State of Arizona’s fiscal calendar. The Maricopa County budget process is closely tied to the
strategic planning process, forming a continuous cycle of planning-budgeting-evaluation. The
following timeline details the basic budget process.

Budget Process Timeline

July September November January March May

Activity August October December February April June
10 Year Financial Forecast developed
based on economic trends
Departments update Strategic Plans and
draft Results Initiatives due
OMB develops Budgeting for Results
guidelines
Board of Supervisors approve Budgeting
for Results Guidelines
OMB establishes expenditure levels and
prepares budget instructions for
departments to use in budget preparation
Budget kick-off meetings held; budget
targets, guidelines, policies, and other
documentation distributed; training
provided
Internal Service Fund (ISF) cost estimates
submitted to the OMB
Departments prepare budget requests
Five Year Capital Improvement Program
developed and approved by the Board of
Supervisors
Departmental budget requests received
OMB reviews budget requests
The Deputy County Administrator (DCA)
reviews appointed departments’ budgets
and negotiate budgets with Elected
Officials and Judicial Branch
Elected Officials and Judicial Branch
budget requests presented to the Board of
Supervisors
OMB consolidated the County's Tentative
Budget
County Administrative Officer presents
Tentative Budget to the Board of
Supervisors
Board of Supervisors approves Tentative
Budget
Public meetings held in Supervisorial
Districts to solicit public comment
Final Budget is adopted by the Board of
Supervisors
Property tax rates are approved by the
Board

The Annual Budget Process presented below is an example of the general tools that guide the
budget process. It is intended to enhance the reader’s understanding of the entire budget process.
This overview does not replace the actual FY 2002-03 and FY 2003-04 budget processes that
follow, or the actual FY 2002-03 budget calendar provided in the Attachments section of this
document. Each year, certain circumstances, such as delays in the State of Arizona's budget
approval process, may impact and alter certain dates.

Annual Budget Process

Financial Forecast Developed: The annual budget process begins in July of each fiscal year
when the Office of Management and Budget develops a financial forecast. The forecast assists in
both short and long range financial planning. This forecast provides a conservative estimate of the
County’s fiscal condition through the next ten years given realistic economic trends, current Board
policies and existing laws. The forecast does not incorporate anticipated policy changes, spending
priorities, or proposed new revenue sources. The resulting forecasts include revenues,
expenditures and ending fund balances beginning with the current fiscal year for major funds.

Strategic Plan Updates: Departments review their strategic plans to ensure that the services they
provide are accurately and fully represented in the plan, and that performance measures are
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meaningful. If necessary, departmental strategic plans are updated. See the Managing for Results
section for details behind this process.

Draft Results Initiatives Request (RIR) Submitted: RIR’s must be drafted and submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget for departments requiring funding above the budget base to
support a program, activity and strategic goal identified in the strategic planning process. Results
initiatives address mandates, demands for service caused by demographic changes, new
programs, or expansion of existing programs. Results initiatives must clearly relate to the
department’s mission and be supported by relevant performance measures.

Budgeting for Results Guidelines Developed and Approved: The Office of Management and
Budget develops annual budget guidelines for the Board of Supervisors’ approval. These are broad
directives that provide guidance to departments regarding base submissions, requests for additional
funding, capital project budgeting, and compliance with various Board policies. The Guidelines are
influenced by current economic conditions and the financial forecast.

Expenditure Levels Established: The Office of Management and Budget develops base-level
expenditure targets for each department and fund based on current year appropriations.
Adjustments are made for one-time expenses, and annualizations of mid-year budget adjustments.
Expenditure levels are right-sized as necessary to ensure that they do not exceed available
resources.

Budget Instructions Prepared and Disseminated: The Office of Management and Budget
prepares budget targets and detailed instructions for departmental budget submissions.
Instructions provide methodologies for budgeting revenue, personnel expenses, capital projects,
and capital purchases, as well as technical guidance for entering budget requests into the budget
system.

Budget Kick-Off Meetings Held, and Associated Materials Distributed: The budget season
officially begins with Budget Kick-Off Meetings, at which the Office of Management and Budget
introduces the budget guidelines for the upcoming year. These meetings address changes to the
budget process, as well as introduce the schedule for the budget season. Submission instructions
are provided to departments, as is information about recent updates or changes to the budget
system.

Internal Service Fund Costs Estimates Submitted: The Total Compensation, Materials
Management, Equipment Services, Risk Management, and Telecommunications departments
provide the Office of Management and Budget with estimates on the cost of services for the
upcoming fiscal year. This information is compiled by the Office of Management and Budget, and
distributed to departments Count-wide so that they can adequately budget for internal services.

Budget Requests Prepared: Departments must submit budget requests for revenue and
expenditures that are consistent with the targets provided by the Office of Management and Budget.
Any proposed increases to expenditure levels must be submitted as a Results Initiative Request.
Departments must submit supporting documentation on revenues and expenditures for each of their
distinct funds, and allocate budgets according to elements of their strategic plan. Capital projects
funds must also be allocated by specific capital projects. In addition, detailed base budgets and
Results Initiative Requests must be entered into the budget system.

Five Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Submitted and Approved: Departments involved
in capital construction must prepare and submit a five year budget for every project, and indicate
how the project contributes to their strategic plan. This information is analyzed and compiled by the
Office of Management and Budget, and presented to the Board of Supervisors for their review and
approval.

Budget Requests Submitted: Departments typically have several weeks during which to develop
their requested budget. Base budget requests, Results Initiative Requests, and supporting
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documentation are submitted to the Office of Management and Budget in both hard copy and
electronic form.

Budget Requests Reviewed: The Office of Management and Budget analyzes base budgets and
Results Initiative Requests in the context of available resources, Board of Supervisors’ priorities,
and performance, as defined by each department’s strategic plan. Budget requests are analyzed at
the object-code level for every fund and strategic plan element. All funds must be structurally
balanced, and all positions must be fully funded.

Deputy County Administrator Reviews and Negotiates Budgets: After analyzing requested
budgets, the Office of Management and Budget prepares budget recommendations for the Deputy
County Administrator's review. The Deputy County Administrator reviews and approves budget
recommendations for appointed departments, and negotiates with elected officials and Judicial
Branch departments to reach budget agreements.

Budget Requests Presented: Elected officials and the Judicial Branch departments have the
opportunity to present their requested budgets to the Board of Supervisors. This provides an
opportunity to highlight significant issues, and discuss any Results Initiative Requests that may
have been submitted.

Tentative Budget Consolidated: Upon finalization of budget recommendations and agreements,
the Office of Management and Budget consolidates the budget for the entire County. This includes
verifying that all fund transfers are budgeted appropriately, balancing the Eliminations budget, fine-
tuning the General Government and Appropriated Fund Balance budgets, verifying that all entries
have been made correctly in the budget system, and creating consolidated reports. These tasks
culminate in the creation of a tentative budget document.

Tentative Budget Presented and Adopted: The Deputy County Administrator presents the
tentative budget to the Board of Supervisors, highlighting significant changes in revenues,
expenditures, and overall structure. The presentation also includes an overview of issues facing
the County, such as changes in benefits or retirement rates, State statutes impacting County
operations, and econometric trends. The Board of Supervisors may choose to change the tentative
budget, or adopt it as recommended.

Public Meetings Held: Each Supervisor may hold a public meeting in their district to elicit citizen
feedback on the tentative budget. An overview of the budget is presented by the Office of
Management and Budget, followed by a question and answer period. These meetings are
advertised in local papers.

Final Budget Adopted: The Office of Management and Budget consolidates the final budget,
including any changes requested by the Board of Supervisors. The final budget is presented to the
Board of Supervisors during a public hearing by the Deputy County Administrator for their adoption.

Property Tax Rates Approved: Maricopa County levies primary property taxes based on
assessed valuations of personal and real property. Each year the primary tax levy limit is computed
by the Assessor’s Office and is confirmed by the State Property Tax Oversight Commission. The
County also levies secondary property taxes for specific purposes, namely the Flood Control
District, the Library District, and Debt Service.

Fiscal Year 2002-03 Budget Process

The FY 2002-03 budget process began with the update of the 10 year financial forecast, which is
based on current economic trends provided to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) by its
contracted economist. This became the cornerstone for revenue projections for FY 2002-03. In the
Fall of 2000, all County departments developed new strategic plans and performance measures
based on a standardized format for use during FY 2001-02 (see Managing For Results Section and




Managing For Results Policy in the Attachments section). Very few strategic plan updates were
needed during the FY 2002-03 budget planning process.

With the events of September 11th and a general downturn in the economy, Maricopa County’s
Board of Supervisors took action in October 2001 to deal with a forecasted structural imbalance in
the FY 2001-02 budget. A budget balancing plan was approved which called for voluntary budget
reductions and strategies for revenue increases. The Office of Management and Budget reviewed
the department balancing plans, which led to a 45 day delay in the FY 2002-03 budget development
schedule.

On January 14, 2002, the Board of Supervisors approved the updated budget guidelines (see
Budgeting For Results Policy Guidelines in the Attachment section) that incorporated the initiatives
found in the Managing For Results Policy. OMB then developed the departmental expenditure
levels (budget targets) and the instructions departments would use in developing their budget
requests.

Budget kick-off meetings were held in mid-January with departments. Budget targets and related
instructions were distributed and budget system training was provided to requesting departments.
Internal Service Fund (ISF) cost estimates submitted to the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) were distributed to departments.

The Office of Management and Budget received departmental budget requests in mid-February and
reviewed them through the end of March. The Deputy County Administrator (DCA) reviewed the
appointed departments’ budgets and began the budget negotiation process with the Elected
Officials and the Judicial Branch beginning in mid-March through mid-April. Elected Official and
Judicial Branch budget requests were presented to the Board of Supervisors on March 18, 2002.

Due to the delayed outcome of the State of Arizona’s budget approval process, the Office of
Management and Budget consolidated the County's Tentative Budget much later than usual. The
County Administrative Officer presented it to the Board of Supervisors on June 17th, with approval
by the Board that same day. Due to the delayed budget calendar, public meetings that were
scheduled in all Supervisorial Districts were cancelled. The statutory budget hearing was held on
July 22, 2002, and the FY 2002-03 Final Budget was adopted by the Board of Supervisors that
same day. The property tax rates were later approved by the Board on August 19, 2002.

Fiscal Year 2003-04 Budget Process

The FY 2003-04 budget process will be similar to that of a normal budget year. Beginning in July
2002, a update of the 10 year financial forecast will begin. This process, in conjunction with other
revenue forecasting based on economic trends, will be the cornerstone for revenue projections for
FY 2003-04.

The Office of Management and Budget will begin developing the Budgeting For Results Policy
Guidelines (budget guidelines), which the Board of Supervisors will approve by early November
2002. Following this Board action, expenditure budget targets will be developed and budget kick-off
meetings will be held with departments. Budget instructions, policies, and necessary
documentation will be distributed, as well as, training on the budget preparation system will be
provided to departments. The Office of Management and Budget will receive departmental budget
requests by mid-February and will review them through the end of March. The Deputy County
Administrator (DCA) will then review the appointed departments’ budgets and begin the budget
negotiation process with the Elected Official and the Judicial Branch. This process is expected to
last through mid-April.

Through early May, the Office of Management and Budget will consolidate the County's Tentative
Budget, which includes the maximum expenditure limits. The County Administrative Officer will
present the preliminary budget to the Board of Supervisors in mid-May, and the Board is slated to
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approve it a week later. Public hearings will be scheduled in the Supervisorial Districts through mid-
June to solicit public comment.

The FY 2003-04 Final Budget is scheduled for adoption by the Board of Supervisors in June 2003.
The property tax rates, which must cover the expenditure total in the approved annual budget, are
scheduled to be approved by the third Monday in August 2003.

Statutory Requirements

The Maricopa County budget adoption process is guided by various Arizona statutes. According to
A.R.S. 842-17101, “On or before the third Monday in July each year the governing body of each
county and incorporated city or town shall prepare: 1. A full and complete statement of the political
subdivision's financial affairs for the preceding fiscal year. 2. An estimate of the different amounts
that will be required to meet the political subdivision's public expense for the current fiscal year
entered in the minutes of the governing body and containing the items prescribed by section 42-
17102. 3. A summary schedule of estimated expenditures and revenues that shall be: (a) Entered in
the minutes of the governing body. (b) Prepared according to forms supplied by the auditor
general."

A.R.S. 842-17102 states, “A. The annual estimate of expenses of each county, city and town shall
include: 1. An estimate of the amount of money required for each item of expenditure necessary for
county, city or town purposes. 2. The amounts necessary to pay the interest and principal of
outstanding bonds. 3. The items and amounts of each special levy provided by law. 4. An amount
for unanticipated contingencies or emergencies. 5. A statement of the receipts for the preceding
fiscal year from sources other than direct property taxes. 6. The amounts that are estimated to be
received during the current fiscal year from sources other than direct property taxes and voluntary
contributions. 7. The amounts that were actually levied and the amounts that were actually collected
for county, city or town purposes on the primary and secondary property tax rolls of the preceding
fiscal year. 8. The amounts that were collected through primary property taxes and secondary
property taxes levied for the years before the preceding fiscal year. 9. The amount that is proposed
to be raised by direct property taxation for the current fiscal year for the general fund, bonds,
special assessments and district levies. 10. The separate amounts to be raised by primary property
tax levies and by secondary property tax levies for the current fiscal year. 11. The amount of
voluntary contributions estimated to be received pursuant to section 48-242, based on the
information transmitted to the governing body by the department of revenue. 12. The maximum
amount that can be raised by primary property tax levies by the county, city or town pursuant to
article 2 of this chapter for the current fiscal year. 13. The amount that the county, city or town
proposes to raise by secondary property tax levies and the additional amounts, if any, that the
county, city or town will levy pursuant to the authority given to the governing body by the voters at
an election called pursuant to article 5 of this chapter. 14. The property tax rate for county, city or
town purposes for the preceding fiscal year for the primary property tax and the secondary property
tax. 15. The estimated property tax rate for county, city or town purposes for the current fiscal year
for the primary property tax and the secondary property tax. 16. The expenditure limitation for the
preceding fiscal year and the total amount that was proposed to be spent for the preceding fiscal
year. 17. The total expenditure limitation for the current fiscal year. 18. The amount of monies
received from primary property taxation in the preceding fiscal year in excess of the maximum
allowable amount as computed pursuant to article 2 of this chapter. B. The estimate shall be fully
itemized according to forms supplied by the auditor general showing under separate headings: 1.
The amounts that are estimated as required for each department, public office or official. 2. A
complete disclosure and statement of the contemplated expenditures for the current fiscal year,
showing the amount proposed to be spent from each fund and the total amount of proposed public
expense. C. The total of amounts proposed in the estimates to be spent shall not exceed the
expenditure limitation established for the county, city or town.”




According to A.R.S. 842-17103, “A. The governing body of each county, city or town shall publish
the estimates of expenses and a notice of a public hearing and special meeting of the governing
body to hear taxpayers and make tax levies at designated times and places. B. The estimates and
notice shall be published once a week for at least two consecutive weeks after the estimates are
tentatively adopted in the official newspaper of the county, city or town, if there is one, and, if not, in
a newspaper of general circulation in the county, city or town. C. If a truth in taxation notice and
hearing is required under section 42-17107, the governing body may combine the notice under this
section with the truth in taxation notice.”

A.R.S. 842-17104 states, “A. The governing body of each county, city or town shall hold a public
hearing and special meeting on or before the seventh day before the day on which it levies taxes as
stated in the notice under section 42-17103. Any taxpayer may appear and be heard in favor of or
against any proposed expenditure or tax levy. B. If a truth in taxation notice and hearing is required
under section 42-17107, the governing body may combine the hearing under this section with the
truth in taxation hearing.”

The budget is adopted per A.R.S. §42-17105, “A. After the hearing on estimates under section 42-
17104 is concluded, the governing body shall convene in a special meeting and finally determine
and adopt estimates of proposed expenditures for the purposes stated in the published proposal. B.
The adopted estimates constitute the budget of the county, city or town for the current fiscal year.
C. The total amounts that are proposed to be spent in the budget shall not exceed the total of
amounts that were proposed for expenditure in the published estimates.”

Beginning with the Fiscal Year 1997-98 budget process, A.R.S. 842-17107, otherwise know as the
“Truth in Taxation” legislation went into effect, which states that, “A. On or before July 1, the county
assessor shall transmit to the county, city or town an estimate of the total net assessed valuation of
the county, city or town, including an estimate of new property that has been added to the tax roll
since the previous levy of property taxes in the county, city or town. If the proposed primary
property tax levy, excluding amounts that are attributable to new construction, is greater than the
amount levied by the county, city or town in the preceding tax year in the county, city or town: 1.
The governing body shall publish a notice that meets the following requirements: (a) The notice
shall be published twice in a newspaper of general circulation in the county, city or town. The first
publication shall be at least fourteen but not more than twenty days before the date of the hearing.
The second publication shall be at least seven but not more than ten days before the date of the
hearing. (b) The notice shall be published in a location other than the classified or legal advertising
section of the newspaper in which it is published. (c) The notice shall be at least one-fourth page in
size and shall be surrounded by a solid black border at least one-eighth inch in width. (d) The notice
shall be in the following form, with the "truth in taxation hearing - notice of tax increase" headline in
at least eighteen point type:

Truth in Taxation Hearing

Notice of Tax Increase

In compliance with section 42-17107, Arizona Revised Statutes, (name of county, city
or town) is notifying its property taxpayers of 's (name of county, city or town) intention
to raise its primary property taxes over last year's level. (name of county, city or town)
is proposing an increase in primary property taxes of $ or %.

For example, the proposed tax increase will cause 's (name of county, city or town)
primary property taxes on a $100,000 home to increase from $ (total taxes that would
be owed without the proposed tax increase) to $ (total proposed taxes including the tax
increase).

This proposed increase is exclusive of increased primary property taxes received from new
construction. The increase is also exclusive of any changes that may occur from property tax levies
for voter approved bonded indebtedness or budget and tax overrides.
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Executive Summary

All interested citizens are invited to attend the public hearing on the tax increase that is scheduled
to be held (date and time) at (location).

2. In lieu of publishing the truth in taxation notice, the governing body may mail the truth in taxation
notice prescribed by paragraph 1, subdivision (d) to all registered voters in the county, city or town
at least ten but not more than twenty days before the date of the hearing on the estimates pursuant
to section 42-17104. 3. In addition to publishing the truth in taxation notice under paragraph 1 or
mailing the notice under paragraph 2, the governing body shall issue a press release containing the
truth in taxation notice. 4. The governing body shall consider a motion to levy the increased
property taxes by roll call vote. 5. Within three days after the hearing, the governing body shall mail
a copy of the truth in taxation notice, a statement of its publication or mailing and the result of the
governing body's vote under paragraph 4 to the property tax oversight commission. 6. The
governing body shall hold the truth in taxation hearing on or before the adoption of the county, city
or town budget under section 42-17105. B. For purposes of this section, "amount attributable to new
construction" means the net assessed valuation of property added to the tax roll since the previous
year multiplied by a property tax rate computed by dividing the primary property tax levy of the
county, city or town in the preceding year by the estimate of the total net assessed valuation of the
county, city or town for the current year, excluding the net assessed valuation attributable to new
construction.”

Tax rates are set according to A.R.S. 842-17151, which states that, “A. On or before the third
Monday in August each year the governing body of each county, city, town, community college
district and school district shall: 1. Fix, levy and assess the amount to be raised from primary
property taxation and secondary property taxation. This amount, plus all other sources of revenue,
as estimated, and unencumbered balances from the preceding fiscal year, shall equal the total of
amounts proposed to be spent in the budget for the current fiscal year. 2. Designate the amounts to
be levied for each purpose appearing in the adopted budget. 3. Fix and determine a primary
property tax rate and a secondary property tax rate, each rounded to four decimal places on each
one hundred dollars of taxable property shown by the finally equalized valuations of property, less
exemptions, that appear on the tax rolls for the fiscal year and that when extended on those
valuations will produce, in the aggregate, the entire amount to be raised by direct taxation for that
year. B. The governing body of a county, city, town or community college district shall not fix, levy or
assess an amount of primary property taxes in excess of the amount permitted by section 42-
17051, subsection A, paragraph 7 or section 42-17005 as determined by the property tax oversight
commission. C. Within three days after the final levies are determined for a county, city, town or
community college district, the chief county fiscal officer shall notify the property tax oversight
commission of the amount of the primary property tax levied.”

Budget Adjustment Process

Any department requesting an adjustment to its budget must do so via a written request which must
be approved by the Board of Supervisors. According to A.R.S. §42-17106, “A. Except as provided
in subsection B, a county, city or town shall not: 1. Spend money for a purpose that is not included
in its budget. 2. Spend money or incur or create a debt, obligation or liability in a fiscal year in
excess of the amount stated for each purpose in the finally adopted budget for that year, except as
provided by law, regardless of whether the county, city or town has received at any time, or has on
hand, monies or revenue in excess of the amount required to meet expenditures, debts, obligations
and liabilities that are incurred under the budget. B. A governing body may transfer monies between
budget items if all of the following apply: 1. The monies are available. 2. The transfer is in the public
interest and based on a demonstrated need. 3. The transfer does not result in a violation of the
limitations prescribed in article 1X, sections 19 and 20, Constitution of Arizona. 4. A majority of the
members of the governing body votes affirmatively on the transfer at a public meeting.”




If approved, the requesting department must prepare and submit a completed budget adjustment
per the instructions provided by the Office of Management & Budget for processing. The Office of
Management & Budget is responsible for verifying the budget adjustment for accuracy and
appropriateness on a timely basis. The Budget Analyst, after appropriate analysis is performed,
authorizes the adjustment be made. The Office of Management and Budget is responsible for
inputting the budget adjustments into the financial system. The Department of Finance is
responsible for the final, electronic, approval of the budget adjustment in the financial system.

Programmatic Budgeting

Maricopa County has been budgeting based on program since the early 1990’s, but has recently
revised that process through a “Managing for Results” template. It provides a shift in the focus of
financial planning from resource allocation (input) to service results (output). This budgetary policy
is a focus which seeks to relate the consumption of financial resources to services provided. It
allows for the modification of activities based on the prioritization’s of strategic goals and objectives,
as defined by departmental strategic plans, and reflects the financial conservatism of our
community. A major benefit of activity based budgeting is the ability to track program performance.
Department directors develop budget requests based on program priorities. The involvement of
service providers in the budget process ensures that priorities remain focused on the delivery of
services to the community. By focusing on the service needs of County residents, and by
developing strategic plans that take a systematic approach to meeting those needs, Maricopa
County is better able to act as a steward of the public funds.

Through the Managing for Results initiative, Maricopa County has standardized how it will budget
and report financial figures. In FY 2001-02, PAS (Program/Service/Activity) codes were developed
to track expenses at this level. Beginning in FY 2002-03, the budget was developed and
expenditures will be reported utilizing this new standardized PAS codes. Expenditure reporting is
then aligned directly with department’s strategic plan programs and performance measures.

Policies and Their Budgetary Impact

Introduction

Since the financial turbulence of FY 1993-94, Maricopa County has reached financial recovery and
stability. Over the past few years, a set of systems and policies have been developed and adopted
to ensure that the fiduciary obligations as stewards of public monies are met. The policies deal with
a wide range of areas that provide financial safeguards and policy direction to the organization on
matters such as lump sum budgeting, budget development and reserves and tax reduction. In
recent years, many of these policies have been updated to incorporate the new Managing for
Results philosophy. A discussion of these policies, which includes their intent and their applicability
to the budget process or financial management, is included on the following pages. Copies of all
these policies can be found in the Attachments section.

Budgeting For Results Accountability Policy

Background

On June 13, 1994, the Board of Supervisors departed from tradition and approved a tentative
budget which called for a lump sum allocation of authorized expenditures for all departments. While
budgets are built by identifying expenditures and revenues by distinct categories and programs,
budgets are controlled at the department/fund level. This policy is updated and adjusted annually. In
May 1997 and later in December 2000, the Board of Supervisors amended this policy in order to
meet the challenges of the implementation of a broad-band compensation system and Managing for
Results. Funding is allocated to departments on an annual basis.
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Executive Summary

Intent

According to A.R.S. 842-17106, the County may not incur expenditures in excess of the amounts
appropriated by the Board of Supervisors in the annual budget. The purpose of the Budgeting for
Results Accountability Policy is to provide departments with the flexibility in managing their
allocated public resources to achieve program results, while upholding accountability for spending
within legal appropriations. This policy seeks to strengthen budget accountability and ownership at
the department level. The program encourages departmental staff to save resources and be
creative in the delivery of services. This approach to budgeting can help the County cope with new
fiscal challenges and improve the quality of County Services.

Main Provisions

Funding is allocated to departments on an annual basis. Departments are required to submit a
monthly (calendarized) revenue and expenditure plan. This serves as the basis for the annual
appropriations in the financial system. Departments are held responsible for bottom-line
performance and absorb unanticipated cost increases and revenue shortfalls. Departments have
the authority to adjust their monthly revenue and expenditure budgets, but adjustments are
restricted to the same funding source, e.g., General Fund. Once a department exceeds (or is
projected to exceed) their budget allotment, full controls may be implemented and the financial
system will prevent payments from being generated.

Personnel costs account for a large portion of the budget. By taking a lump sum approach,
adequate funding for all established positions becomes crucial. Therefore, all positions must be fully
funded. Any positions not funded in a department’s budget submission are eliminated per the
Funded Positions Policy, which was also adopted by the Board in May 1997. (See the Attachments
section for a copy of this policy.)

Expenditure and revenue variance reviews are conducted with departments on a monthly basis by
the Department of Finance. This process includes participation by the Office of Management &
Budget to insure accurate estimates, identify savings, and assist in preparing the following year’s
budget target. Departments are allowed to retain and carry forward savings achieved by cost cutting
that does not decrease service levels within a fiscal year. Any savings with a service level impact
must be approved by the Board of Supervisors.

Budgeting For Results Policy Guidelines

Background
Developed each year, these guideline serves as the "umbrella” document for the next year's budget
development process. It alludes to, and reinforces points from other policies.

Intent

Provide policy direction to the departments in the development of their budget submissions.
Maricopa County’s budget process provides for responsible management of taxpayers’ resources,
while insuring that funds are directed towards achieving results at all levels. Budgetary decisions
are based on performance information that describes the cost or efficiency of producing an activity
and the results achieved for customers. This is accomplished by structuring the accounting and
budgeting systems according to the structure of departments' strategic plans.

Main Provisions:

General

The Board of Supervisors must understand and be aware of all fiscal impacts due to programs
needs in order to make sound budgeting decisions. Therefore, specific guidelines were developed
addressing several key areas that in the past may or may not have been surfaced. For example,

* New programs are not to be instituted without Board of Supervisors approval.




* New, unfunded, or underfunded program mandates from the state or federal government must
be critically reviewed by the Director or Program Manager to identify fiscal impact and funding
solutions.

* Full cost recovery is to be attempted for all programs and services. And,

» Organizational and financial structural changes are to be made prior to budget kick-off.

Revenues

Traditionally, User Fees had been inconsistently established. The revenue policy section focuses
attention on the adoption and review of those fees and charges. User Fees for all operations will be
reviewed and set to attempt to recover up to, but not greater than 100% of costs; market rates and
charges for comparable services for similar services will be considered.

Expenditures

The expenditure section communicates how budget targets are established and what adjustments if
any will be made to those targets. Carryover items will not be budgeted without Board of Supervisor
approval. Expenditure targets will be based on calendar year end current positions, revised budget
supplies and services plus full-year impacts of any adjustments, and revised budget capital outlay.
Turnover savings will be applied to submitted budgets based on current turnover rates (which can
be negotiated with Office of Management & Budget and approved by the County Administrative
Officer.)

Internal Service Fund and Cost Allocation

This section establishes the process to determine the charges for services and directs the
departments to budget (according to those charges) for any discretionary services they may
require. The Department of Finance will determine and charge the various funds for central service
cost activities based on a full cost allocation methodology (and will include the base level service
charges from Facilities, Materials, and Corporate Business Technology).

Capital Improvements

Capital improvement program policy direction provides for the adequate and orderly replacement of
facilities and major equipment from current revenue where possible, the funding of the
organization’s own maintenance needs, and reviewing and gaining approval on carryover projects
prior to the consideration of new requests.

Reserve and Tax Reduction Policy

Background

In August 1996, the Board of Supervisors adopted this policy which established the guidelines for
the maintenance and use of any reserve fund balances. Reserve funds, which are defined as the
difference between fund assets and fund liabilities. A reserve fund balance that is determined to
exist during any fiscal year will be budgeted for the next fiscal year according to priorities
established by this policy.

Intent

The policy provides for budgetary stability, debt reduction and, ultimately, stabilization and reduction
of tax rates when possible. During times of economic downturn, such as an unexpected decrease in
revenues or unavoidable increase in expenditures, the policy may be used to stabilize the general
fund until appropriate long-term budgetary adjustments are made. However, every attempt will be
made to forecast economic changes and manage finances in the new environment without
expenditure of reserves or an increase in taxes. Reserves above the base level determined to
ensure financial stability should be used to retire debt in advance of maturities.

Further, the purpose of the policy is to demonstrate a commitment to the maintenance and, when
possible, reduction of the tax rate while ensuring that Maricopa County remains financially stable
and accountable to the citizens.
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Executive Summary

Main Provisions:

Reserves

The Board of Supervisors will maintain an unreserved fund balance for the County. At the close of
each fiscal year, the status of the unreserved fund balance and outstanding debt in light of revenue
projections and other economic considerations is determined and the County Administrative Officer
will recommend to the Board of Supervisors a target unreserved balance for the coming fiscal year.
The County Administrative Officer also recommends retention of proceeds from the sale of major
County assets in the event of liabilities related to those assets.

The County Administrator Officer's recommendations may include any of the following:

» Fiscal stabilization by supplementing revenues during economic downturns.

* Reduction of cash flow borrowing.

* Funding of one-time capital purchases with cash.

» Retiring outstanding long and/or short term debt.

* Funding outstanding liabilities associated with major assets that were formerly owned by the
County.

Tax Reduction

The County, will strive to set the county-wide tax rate at current or lower levels, unless otherwise
mandated by a vote of the citizenry or legislative enactment. The Board of Supervisors may reduce
tax rates when, according to reasonable estimates, the tax reduction is sustainable for the
foreseeable future; when the recurring revenue is in excess of the recurring expenditures and the
projections of the recurring revenue based on the proposed tax rate (after the tax reduction is
made) must at least equal expenditures; when the County's reserve balance is sufficient to ensure
against cash-flow borrowing and unexpected economic changes; when attempting to reduce short-
term debt in advance of due dates, therefore, eliminating recurring short term debt; and when
possible, attempts have been made to fund one-time capital purchases with cash rather than
incurring further debt.

County Judicial Branch

In FY 2002-03, Adult Probation, Justice Courts, Juvenile Probation and Superior Court will be
known as the "Judicial Branch", and considered as one appropriation. Any and all appropriations in
the "Judicial Branch" appropriation can be moved between any and all “Judicial Branch”
departments by Fund, as requested and approved by the Presiding Judge, without any further
Board approval.

Indigent Representation

In FY 2002-03, Contract Counsel, Legal Advocate, Legal Defender and Public Defender will be
known as "Indigent Representation", and considered as one appropriation. Any and all
appropriations in the "Indigent Representation” appropriation can be moved between any and all
“Indigent Representation” departments by Fund, as requested and approved by the County
Administrative Officer, without any further Board approval.

Structurally Balanced Budget

The FY 2002-03 Budget includes one exception from the provision of the Budgeting for Results
Policy Guidelines that requires structurally balanced budgets (recurring revenues fully support
recurring expenditures). Specifics on the exception is as follows:




Library District: The Library District (Fund 244) budget includes $425,561 of operating
expenditures above the operating revenue level. These operating costs are related to the
establishment of the Northwest Regional Library opening in the summer of 2002. The Library
District entered into a ten-year Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with the City of Surprise to
operate the new library. The Library District will use fund balance to offset operating costs during
the ten-year period. After the expiration of the IGA, the City of Surprise will fund the operating costs
of the library.

Interfund Loan to Detention Capital Projects Fund (455)

The Board of Supervisor’s approve and authorize the use of funds by the Detention Capital Projects
Fund, (Fund 455), from the County Improvement Debt Service Fund, (Fund 320). The Debt Service
Fund has an unreserved fund balance, which may be used temporarily to cover a projected cash
deficiency in the Detention Capital Projects Fund. This transaction will not impact the County's
ability to make future debt service payments. A projected cash flow deficiency in the Detention
Capital Projects Fund is due to construction spending occurring at a faster pace than the collection
of the Jail Excise Tax. The cash deficiency is expected for the period January 2003 through May
2004, and should not exceed $55 million.
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Economic Development, Non-Profits, Agricultural Extension

and Accommodation Schools

A.R.S. 811-254 authorizes the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors to appropriate up to a
maximum of $1.5 million for contributions to non-profit organizations for economic development
activities. A.R.S. 811-254.04 allows the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors to appropriate and
spend public monies for and in connection with economic development activities. A.R.S. §3-126
authorizes the Board of Supervisors to appropriate funds based on a request submitted to them by
the Agricultural Extension Board for extension work that will benefit Maricopa County. The Board of
Supervisors is authorized by A.R.S. 815-1001 to appropriate funding for Accommodation Schools.
As illustrated in the table below, the FY 2002-03 Budget includes a total of $4,625,580 in funding for
these issues.

I Y X Xp Xp

Agency FY 2002-03

Supported Program Final Budget
Greater Phoenix Economic Council Economic Development Action Plan $ 659,776
Phoenix Chamber of Commerce Bid Source Program, APTAN 165,000
Greater Phoenix Convention & Visitors Bureau Convention & Tourism Destination Marketing 250,000
Maricopa County Sports Commission Enriching Our Community Through Sports 25,000
Western Maricopa Enterprise Zone Economic Development Support 15,000
Collaboration for a New Century Improving the standard of living for the community by working with issues 25,000

concerning children, housing, and health care
International Genomics Consortium To put Maricopa County in the forefront of the bio-industry 1,000,000
Human Services Campus Helping Others to Help Themselves 1,710,804
Total Economic Development Funding $ 3,850,580
Central Arizona Shelter Services (CASS) Emergency Shelter $ 180,000
Total General Non-Profit Funding $ 180,000
University of Arizona Cooperative Extension Maricopa County Cooperative Extension $ 230,000
Total Agricultural Extension Funding $ 230,000
Maricopa County Regional Schools Maricopa County Regional Schools $ 365,000
Total Accommodation School Funding $ 365,000
Grand Total Im
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Summary Schedules

Consolidated Revenues and Expenditures by Category -
FY 2002-03 Adopted Budget

X X X X

CONSOLIDATED REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY - FY 2002-03 ADOPTED
MARICOPA COUNTY & DISTRICTS
GENERAL SPECIAL DEBT CAPITAL INTERNAL
FUND REVENUE SERVICE PROJECTS ENTERPRISE SERVICE SUB-TOTAL __ ELIMINATIONS TOTAL FUNDS
Unreserved Beginning Fund Balance $ 73,444,803 $ 98,926,018 $ 104,372,577 $ 119,500,384 $ 7,975,989 $ 76,704 $ 404,296,475 $ - $ 404,296,475
REVENUES
PROPERTY TAXES $ 277,949,612 $ 55,164,478 $ 19,565,638 $ - $ - $ - $ 352,679,728 $ - $ 352,679,728
TAX PENALTIES & INTEREST 8,000,000 - - - - - 8,000,000 - 8,000,000
SALES TAXES - 101,691,796 5,500,800 - - - 107,192,596 - 107,192,596
LICENSES AND PERMITS 428,970 25,533,818 - - - - 25,962,788 - 25,962,788
GRANTS - 179,602,824 - - 3,784,279 - 183,387,103 - 183,387,103
OTHER INTERGOVERNMENTAL 7,181,221 48,057,758 - 31,578,721 110,327,599 499,012 197,644,311 - 197,644,311
PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 6,929,684 323,478 359,306 - - - 7,612,468 - 7,612,468
STATE SHARED SALES TAX 335,423,506 - - - - - 335,423,506 - 335,423,506
STATE SHARED HIGHWAY USER REV - 77,933,792 - - - - 77,933,792 - 77,933,792
STATE SHARED VEHICLE LICENSE 101,980,938 6,682,872 - - - - 108,663,810 - 108,663,810
OTHER CHARGES FOR SERVICES 18,518,283 29,776,878 - - 40,648 6,833,576 55,169,385 (2,600,000) 52,569,385
INTERNAL SERVICE CHARGES - - - - - 45,633,576 45,633,576 (45,633,576) -
PATIENT SERVICE REVENUE 52,848 2,819,664 - - 666,619,585 - 669,492,097 (72,066,024) 597,426,073
FINES & FORFEITS 10,718,820 2,312,633 - - - - 13,031,453 - 13,031,453
INTEREST EARNINGS 12,001,580 2,506,966 7,166,188 540,500 5,608,808 1,156,954 28,980,996 - 28,980,996
MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE 2,595,685 30,115,977 - 8,009,500 2,412,026 516,156 43,649,344 - 43,649,344
GAIN ON FIXED ASSETS 50,000 230,000 - - - - 280,000 - 280,000
TRANSFERS IN 109,627,487 123,286,664 1,376,476 259,880,069 40,305,228 - 534,475,924  (534,475,924) -
Revenues Subtotal $ 891,458,634 $ 686,039,598 $ 33,968,408 $ 300,008,790 $ 829,098,173 $ 54,639,274 $2,795,212,877 $(654,775,524) $ 2,140,437,353
Total Sources _$ 964,903,437 $ 784,965,616 $ 138,340,985 $ 419,509,174 $ 837,074,162 $ 54,715,978 $ 3,199,509,352 $(654,775,524) $ 2,544,733,828
EXPENDITURES
PERSONAL SERVICES $ 258,496,946 $ 276,998,848 $ - $ 7932 $ 167,468,045 $ 7,090,778 $ 710,062,549 $ - $ 710,062,549
SUPPLIES & SERVICES 453,252,111 176,005,856 - 3,000 523,030,785 45,225,850 1,197,517,602 (120,299,600) 1,077,218,002
CAPITAL OUTLAY 20,306,839 19,697,025 43,680,899 497,894,394 9,859,127 776,235 592,214,519 - 592,214,519
TRANSFERS OUT 138,286,587 132,145,785 200,000 - 126,978,376 893,165 398,503,913 (534,475,924) (135,972,011) |
Expenditures Subtotal $ 870,342,483 $ 605,834,813 $ 43,880,899 $ 497,905,326 $ 827,336,333 $ 53,986,028 $2,898,298,583 $(654,775,524) $ 2,243,523,059
Appropriated Beginning Fund Balance $ 94,560,954 $ 125,844,378 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 220,405,332 $ - $ 220,405,332
Total Uses $ 964,903,437 $ 731,679,191 $ 43,880,899 $ 497,905,326 $ 827,336,333 $ 53,986,028 $3,119,691,214 $(654,775,524) $ 2,464,915,690
Estimated Ending Fund Balance $ (0) $ 53286425 $ 94,460,086 $ (78,396,152) $ 9,737,829 $ 729,950 $ 79,818,138 $ - $ 79,818,138
Total Uses and Ending Fund Balance $ 964,903,437 $ 784,965,616 $ 138,340,985 $ 419,509,174 $ 837,074,162 $ 54,715,978 $ 3,199,509,352 $(654,775,524) $ 2,544,733,828

P
-
3
3
Q
=
<
W
)
=
D
Q.
=3
D
wn




Consolidated Revenues and Expenditures by Category -
FY 2001-02 Revised Budget

CONSOLIDATED REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY - FY 2001-02 REVISED
MARICOPA COUNTY & DISTRICTS

I Y X Xp Xp

GENERAL SPECIAL DEBT CAPITAL INTERNAL

FUND REVENUE SERVICE PROJECTS ENTERPRISE SERVICE SUB-TOTAL ELIMINATIONS TOTAL FUNDS
UNRESERVED/UNDESIGNATED
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE $ 48,034,750 $ 73,314,815 $ 124,439,800 $ 252,488,959 $ 63,717,447 $ (23,603,619) $ 538,392,152 $ - $ 538,392,152
REVENUES
PROPERTY TAXES $ 252,676,223 $ 54,969,126 $ 20,071,906 $ - $ - $ - $ 327,717,255 $ - $ 327,717,255
TAX PENALTIES & INTEREST 8,000,000 - - - - - 8,000,000 - 8,000,000
SALES TAXES - 108,747,791 - - - - 108,747,791 - 108,747,791
LICENSES AND PERMITS 375,000 23,217,491 - - - - 23,592,491 - 23,592,491
GRANTS - 184,801,132 - - 6,195,413 - 190,996,545 (1,000,000) 189,996,545
OTHER INTERGOVERNMENTAL 6,323,629 48,984,775 - 53,592,097 51,161,908 - 160,062,409 - 160,062,409
PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 6,391,210 346,801 402,033 - - - 7,140,044 - 7,140,044
STATE SHARED SALES TAX 341,524,693 - - - - - 341,524,693 - 341,524,693
STATE SHARED HIGHWAY USER REV - 81,000,000 - - - - 81,000,000 - 81,000,000
STATE SHARED VEHICLE LICENSE 92,868,667 7,200,000 - - - - 100,068,667 - 100,068,667
OTHER CHARGES FOR SERVICES 18,058,818 27,038,021 - - - 7,243,940 52,340,779 (3,582,344) 48,758,435
INTERNAL SERVICE CHARGES - - - - - 39,975,892 39,975,892 (39,975,892) -
PATIENT SERVICE REVENUE 93,044 1,241,801 - - 613,702,400 - 615,037,245 (91,299,912) 523,737,333
FINES & FORFEITS 10,333,814 2,849,615 - - - - 13,183,429 - 13,183,429
INTEREST EARNINGS 12,000,000 1,711,008 5,507,546 3,159,979 8,817,643 1,120,000 32,316,176 - 32,316,176
MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE 3,057,006 25,058,357 - 8,008,000 3,215,800 744,992 40,084,155 - 40,084,155
GAIN ON FIXED ASSETS 50,000 240,000 - - - - 290,000 - 290,000
TRANSFERS IN 54,050,489 108,275,343 89,156,576 180,926,011 39,412,150 471,820,569 (471,820,569) -

Revenues Subtotal $ 805,802,593 $ 675,681,261 $ 115,138,061 $ 245,686,087 $722,505314 $ 49,084,824 $ 2,613,898,140 $ (607,678,717) $ 2,006,219,423

Total Sources_$ 853,837,343 $ 748,996,076 $ 239,577,861 $ 498,175,046 $786,222,761 $ 25,481,205 $ 3,152,290,292 $ (607,678,717) $ 2,544,611,575

EXPENDITURES
PERSONAL SERVICES $ 251,064,412 $ 268,861,713 $ - $ 10,571,682 $143,429,866 $ 6,891,043 $ 680,818,716 $ - $ 680,818,716
SUPPLIES & SERVICES 346,325,760 182,772,626 - 22,149,710 523,199,722 39,066,843 1,113,514,661 (135,858,148) 977,656,513
CAPITAL OUTLAY 22,215,494 39,434,622 49,836,268 387,314,141 2,058,553 649,890 501,508,968 - 501,508,968
TRANSFERS OUT 119,713,543 108,572,858 - 6,000,000 69,956,164 1,111,470 305,354,035 (471,820,569) (166,466,534)
Expenditures Subtotal $ 739,319,209 $ 599,641,819 $ 49,836,268 $ 426,035533 $738,644305 $ 47,719,246 $ 2,601,196,380 $ (607,678,717) $ 1,993,517,663
Appropriated Beginning Fund Balance $ 100,795,360 $ 101,091,257 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 201,886,617 $ - $ 201,886,617

Total Uses _$ 840,114,569 $ 700,733,076 $ 49,836,268 $ 426,035,533 $738,644,305 $ 47,719,246 $ 2,803,082,997 $ (607,678,717) $ 2,195,404,280

UNRESERVED/UNDESIGNATED
ENDING FUND BALANCE

@

13,722,774 $ 48,263,000 $ 189,741,593 $ 72,139,513 $ 47,578,456 $ (22,238,041) $ 349,207,295 $ - $ 349,207,295

Total Uses and Ending Fund Balance $ 853,837,343 $ 748,996,076 $ 239,577,861 $ 498,175,046 $786,222,761 $ 25481,205 $ 3,152,290,292 $ (607,678,717) $ 2,544,611,575
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Consolidated Revenues and Expenditures by Category -
FY 2001-02 Adopted Restated Budget

CONSOLIDATED REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES BY CATEGORY - FY 2001-02 ADOPTED
MARICOPA COUNTY & DISTRICTS

X X X X

GENERAL SPECIAL DEBT CAPITAL INTERNAL

FUND REVENUE SERVICE PROJECTS ENTERPRISE SERVICE SUB-TOTAL __ ELIMINATIONS TOTAL FUNDS
UNRESERVED/UNDESIGNATED
BEGINNING FUND BALANCE $ 48,034,750 $ 73,314,815 $ 124,439,800 $ 252,488,959 $ 63,717,447 $ (23,603,619) $ 538,392,152 $ - $ 538,392,152
REVENUES
PROPERTY TAXES $ 252,676,223 $ 54,969,126 $ 20,071,906 $ - $ - $ - $ 327,717,255 $ - $ 327,717,255
TAX PENALTIES & INTEREST 8,000,000 - - - - - 8,000,000 - 8,000,000
SALES TAXES - 108,747,791 - - - - 108,747,791 - 108,747,791
LICENSES AND PERMITS 375,000 22,547,491 - - - - 22,922,491 - 22,922,491
GRANTS - 172,188,587 - 748,000 9,897,659 - 182,834,246 (1,000,000) 181,834,246
OTHER INTERGOVERNMENTAL 13,565,019 45,095,688 - 52,844,097 - - 111,504,804 - 111,504,804
PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 6,391,210 346,801 402,033 - - - 7,140,044 - 7,140,044
STATE SHARED SALES TAX 341,524,693 - - - - - 341,524,693 - 341,524,693
STATE SHARED HIGHWAY USER REV - 81,000,000 - - - - 81,000,000 - 81,000,000
STATE SHARED VEHICLE LICENSE 92,868,667 7,200,000 - - - - 100,068,667 - 100,068,667
OTHER CHARGES FOR SERVICES 15,954,567 26,977,271 - - 19,955,502 6,061,596 68,948,936 (2,400,000) 66,548,936
INTERNAL SERVICE CHARGES - - - - - 39,770,634 39,770,634 (39,770,634) -
PATIENT SERVICE REVENUE 93,044 1,241,801 - - 595,311,060 - 596,645,905 (92,049,912) 504,595,993
FINES & FORFEITS 10,333,814 2,787,615 - - - - 13,121,429 - 13,121,429
INTEREST EARNINGS 12,000,000 1,711,008 5,507,546 3,159,979 431,700 914,120 23,724,353 - 23,724,353
MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE 2,965,158 24,138,254 - 2,008,000 11,592,501 466,475 41,170,388 - 41,170,388
GAIN ON FIXED ASSETS 50,000 240,000 - - 9,242 - 299,242 - 299,242
TRANSFERS IN 8,154,989 101,938,425 89,156,576 178,826,011 39,412,150 417,488,151 (417,488,151)

Revenues Subtotal $ 764,952,384 $ 651,129,858 $ 115,138,061 $ 237,586,087 $676,609,814 $ 47,212,825 $ 2,492,629,029 $ (552,708,697) $1,939,920,332

Total Sources _$ 812,987,134 $ 724,444,673 $ 239,577,861 $ 490,075,046 $740,327,261 $ 23,609,206 $ 3,031,021,181 $ (552,708,697) $2,478,312,484

EXPENDITURES
PERSONAL SERVICES $ 258,222,152 $ 262,674,977 $ - $ 4,371,682 $141,709,951 $ 6,736,350 $ 673715112 $ - $ 673,715,112
SUPPLIES & SERVICES 314,455,957 171,210,001 - 32,173,962 498,389,576 38,633,701 1,054,863,197 (135,220,546) 919,642,651
CAPITAL OUTLAY 21,163,840 36,493,856 49,836,268 378,422,535 28,612,761 841,973 515,371,233 - 515,371,233
TRANSFERS OUT 119,376,625 106,472,858 - - 24,060,664 1,111,470 251,021,617 (417,488,151) (166,466,534)
Expenditures Subtotal $ 713,218,574 $ 576,851,692 $ 49,836,268 $ 414,968,179 $692,772,952 $ 47,323,494 $ 2,494,971,159 $ (552,708,697) $1,942,262,462
Appropriated Beginning Fund Balance $ 99,768,560 $ 101,746,508 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 201,515,068 $ - $ 201,515,068

Total Uses $ 812,987,134 $ 678,598,200 $ 49,836,268 $ 414,968,179 $692,772,952 $ 47,323,494 $ 2,696,486,227 $ (552,708,697) $2,143,777,530

UNRESERVED/UNDESIGNATED
ENDING FUND BALANCE $ - $ 45846,473 $ 189,741,593 $ 75,106,867 $ 47,554,309 $ (23,714,288) $ 334,534,954 $ - $ 334,534,954

Total Uses and Ending Fund Balance $ 812,987,134 $ 724,444,673 $ 239,577,861 $ 490,075,046 $740,327,261 $ 23,609,206 $ 3,031,021,181 $ (552,708,697) $2,478,312,484
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Sources of Funds

Sources of Funds FY 2002-03
$2,464,915,690

Miscellaneous & Interest

2.96% Fund Balances

13.16%
Property Taxes, Penalties
& Interest
- 14.63%
hsmes Taxes
4.35%
\State Shared Sales Taxes
13.61%

State Shared Vehicle
License Taxes
4.41%

Patient Revenue
24.24%
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Uses of Funds

Public Safety
32.40%

Education

0.07%

Uses of Funds FY 2002-03
$2,464,915,690

Culture & Recreation
1.18%

General Government
16.63%

Highways & Streets
5.38%

Health, Welfare &
Sanitation
44.35%

X X X X
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Reconciliation of Expenditures FY 2001-02 Adopted to
FY 2001-02 Adopted Restated Budget

FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02
Adopted Adopted/ $ %

Fund Budget Restated Variance Variance
General Fund $ 813.0 $ 813.0 $ - 0.00%
Special Revenue Funds 699.1 678.6 20.5 2.93%
Debt Service Fund 49.8 49.8 - 0.00%
Capital Projects Fund 301.0 415.0 (114.0) (37.87%)
Enterprise Funds 692.8 692.8 - 0.00%
Internal Service Funds 47.3 47.3 - 0.00%
Eliminations (459.2) (552.7) 93.5 (20.36%0)

$ 2,1438 $ 2,1438 $ - 0.00%

Special Revenue Funds:

$ 56.0 Transfer of MCDOT Capital Projects from Special Revenue Funds to Capital Project
Funds
(46.0) Fund Transfer from MCDOT Operating to CIP Fund
58.0 Transfer of Flood Capital Projects from Special Revenue Funds to Capital Project
Funds

(47.5) Fund Transfer from Flood Control Operating to CIP Fund

$ 20.5 Total Special Revenue Fund Variance

Capital Projects Funds:

$ (56.0) Transfer of MCDOT Capital Projects from Special Revenue Funds to Capital Project
Funds
(58.0) Transfer of Flood Capital Projects from Special Revenue Funds to Capital Project
Funds

$ (114.0) Total Capital Projects Fund Variance

Eliminations

$  46.0 Fund Transfer from MCDOT Operating to CIP Fund
47.5 Fund Transfer from Flood Control Operating to CIP Fund

$ 935




Reconciliation of Expenditures FY 2001-02 Adopted Restated
to FY 2001-02 Revised Budget

FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02

Adopted/ Revised $ %
Fund Restated Budget Variance Variance
General Fund $ 813.0 $ 840.1 $ (27.1) (3.33%)
Special Revenue Funds 678.6 700.7 (22.1) (3.26%)
Debt Service Fund 49.8 49.8 (0.0 (0.08%)
Capital Projects Fund 415.0 426.0 (11.0) (2.66%)
Enterprise Funds 692.8 738.6 (45.8) (6.62%)
Internal Service Funds 47.3 a47.7 (0.4) (0.89%)
Eliminations (552.7) (607.7) 55.0 (9.95%)

$ 2,1438 $ 2,1954 % (51.6) (2.41%)

General Fund:
$ (45.9) Re-institution of Dispro. Share by State of Arizona
9.8 Department Voluntary Reductions
8.3 Transfer of Medical Eligibility to the State of Arizona
0.7 Transfer Exp. Authority to New EDMS fund
$ (27.1) Total General Fund Variance

Special Revenue Funds:
$ 0.1 Judicial Branch Voluntary Reductions
(4.0) Net Change in Judicial Branch Grants
0.1 Elected Official Voluntary Reductions
(0.7) Transfer General Fund authority to Special Revenue for new EDMS fund
(3.6) Net Change in Elected Official Grants
1.1 Appointed Voluntary Reductions
(9.2) Net Change in Appointed Department Grants
(0.1) Animal Control Outsourcing of Animal Licenses
(0.2) Increase Associated with High Volume of Permits Reviewed by Planning and
Development
(0.1) Increase in Correctional Health's Contract with MCMA
(6.0) Prepayment of Stadium District Loan
(0.3) Law Enforcement for Stadium District
(0.2) Stadium District World Series Expenses
(0.3) Increase in Library District's IGA with City of Surprise
0.8 Other Adjustments
0.5 Flood Control Voluntary Reduction
$ (22.1) Total Special Revenue Fund Variance

Capital Projects Funds:
$ (2.1) Transfer from SCAAP Funds to Capital Projects Fund for Homeless Campus
3.1 Budget Reduction to Acquire Southeast Regional Property
(12.0) Prepayment of Stadium District Loan
$ (11.0) Total Capital Projects Fund Variance

X X X X
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Reconciliation of Expenditures FY 2001-02 Adopted Restated
to FY 2001-02 Revised Budget (Continued)

Enterprise Funds:
$ (45.9) Re-institution of Dispro. Share by State of Arizona
0.1 Voluntary Reductions
$ (45.8) Total Enterprise Fund Variance

Internal Service Funds:
$ 0.8 Voluntary Reductions
(1.2) Cigna Performance Payments and Co-Pay Reimbursement
$ (0.4) Total Internal Service Fund Variance

Eliminations:
$ 0.3 Maintenance of Effort Adjustment for Compensation Increases
1.2 Cigna Performance Payments and Co-Pay Reimbursement
0.2 Reprographics Mid-Year Adjustment
2.1 Transfer from SCAAP Funds to Capital Projects Fund for Homeless Campus
45.9 Re-institution of Dispro. Share by State of Arizona
6.0 Prepayment of Stadium District Loan
(0.7) Reduction in Health Care Mandates Payments to MIHS
$ 55.0 Total Eliminations Variance

I Y X Xp Xp
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Reconciliation of Expenditures FY 2001-02 Revised to
FY 2002-03 Adopted Budget

FY 2001-02 FY 2002-03

Revised Adopted $ %

Fund Budget Budget Variance  Variance

General Fund $ 840.1 $ 9649 $ (124.8) (14.9%)
Special Revenue Funds 700.7 731.7 (31.0) (4.4%)
Debt Service Fund 49.8 43.9 5.9 11.9%
Capital Projects Fund 426.0 497.9 (71.9) (16.9%)
Enterprise Funds 738.6 827.3 (88.7) (12.0%)
Internal Service Funds 47.7 54.0 (6.3) (13.2%)
Eliminations (607.7) (654.8) 47.1 (7.8%)

X X X X

$ 21954 $ 24649 $ (2695)  (12.3%)

$ Variance % of Total % Variance

Breakdown of Source of Change

Non-Recurring $ (72.8) 27.0% -3.3%
Recurring (196.7) 73.0% -9.0%
$ (269.5) 100.0% -12.3%

Breakdown of Recurring Increases & Decreases:
Mandated or Non-Discretionary

State Budget Impacts $ (69.3) 35.2% -3.2% @p)
Mandated Health Care (Aside from State Cuts) (19.8) 10.1% -0.9% -
Employee Health, Dental & Retirement (8.7) 4.4% -0.4%
Risk Management Costs (4.6) 2.3% -0.2% 3
(102.4) 52.1% -4.7% 3
Discretionary
Results Initiative Requests (New Facilities) $ (22.6) 11.5% -1.0% m
Operating Budget Reductions 21.3 -10.8% 1.0% Q
General Government - Contingencies, etc. (32.3) 16.4% -1.5%
MIHS Volume Increases (52.2) 26.5% -2.4% @p)
All Other Operating Increases & Decreases: (8.5) 4.3% -0.4% (@)
$ (94.3) 47.9% -4.3% -
(D
$  (196.7) 100.0% -9.0% o
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Reconciliation of Expenditures FY 2001-02 Revised to
FY 2002-03 Adopted Budget (Continued)

GENERAL FUND ONLY:

Non-Recurring $ 3.8 -1.4% 0.2%
Recurring (128.6) 47.7% -7.1%
$  (124.8) 46.3% -6.9%

Breakdown of Recurring Increases & Decreases:
Mandated or Non-Discretionary

I Y X Xp Xp

State Budget Impacts $ (71.3) 57.1% -3.9%

Mandated Health Care (Aside from State Cuts) (18.5) 14.8% -1.0%

Risk Management Costs (1.4 1.1% -0.1%

Jail Tax MOE/Base and Above Base (19.6) 15.7% -1.1%

Employee Health, Dental & Retirement (5.1) 4.1% -0.3%

Primary/General Election (4.2) 3.4% -0.2%
$ (120.1) 96.2% -6.6%

Discretionary

Results Initiative Requests (New Facilities) $ (6.1) 4.9% -0.3%

Operating Budget Reductions 9.2 -7.4% 0.5%

General Government - Contingencies, etc. (24.7) 11.8% -0.8%

Ann. Impact of FY 02 RIR's, Mid-Year Adjustments 6.9 -5.5% 0.4%
$ 4.7) 3.8% -0.3%
$ (124.8) 100.0% -6.9%

General Fund:

$ Variance Description

$ (4.9) Increased Health/Dental Benefit Premiums

(0.2) Retirement Contributions

(4.2) Primary/General Election Costs

(9.8) Jail Excise Tax Maint. of Effort-Base

(3.4) Other Mandated Health Care

(7.8) ALTCS Contribution Increase-Base

4.3 Ann. Impact/FY 2001-02 Dept. Vol. Reductions

(0.9) Annualized Impact of Mid-Year Adjustments

(1.4) Risk Mgmt. & Other Internal Service Costs

(0.2) Ann. Impact of FY 2001-02 Results Inititative Req.

4.9 Department Base Budget Reductions

(6.1) Results Initiative Requests (see schedule)
(55.9) State Mandated Dispro. Share Program Increase
(15.4) State Cost Shifts (see schedule)

(7.3) Other Health Care Mandates (see schedule)

(9.8) Detention Fund-Above Base Maint. of Effort
(14.7) Other General Government (see schedule)

8.0 Appropriated Fund Balance (see schedule)

$ (124.8) Total General Fund Variance

Summary Schedules




Reconciliation of Expenditures FY 2001-02 Revised to
FY 2002-03 Adopted Budget (Continued)

Special Revenue Funds:

$ Variance Description
$ (3.5) Increased Health/Dental Benefit Premiums
(0.1) Retirement Contributions
4.6 Annualized Impact of Mid-Year Adjustments
(1.4) Risk Management & Other Internal Service Costs
7.7 FY 2001-02 Non-Recurring Expenditures
2.8 Transportation Zero-Base Budget Reductions
1.1 Ann. Impact of FY 2001-02 Results Inititative Req.
(16.5) Results Initiative Requests (see schedule)
2.0 State Cost Shifts (see schedule)
9.2 Base Reductions
(1.3) Health Care Mandates (see schedule)
(17.6) General Government (see schedule)
(12.4) Appropriated Fund Balance (see schedule)
(11.1) CIP Fund Transfers
5.5 Stadium District Bond Refinancing
$ (31.0) Total Special Revenue Fund Variance

X X X X

Debt Service Funds:

$ Variance Description
$ 4.5 Reduction in Gen. Obligation Bond Debt Service
0.2 Reduction in COP Debt Service
1.2 Stadium District Bond Refinancing
$ 5.9 Total Debt Service Funds Variance

Capital Project Funds:

$ Variance Description
$ (19.0) Jail/Juvenile Detention CIP (See CIP Schedule)
(45.7) General Government CIP (See CIP Schedule)
(28.3) Transportation CIP (See CIP Schedule)
9.2 Flood Control District CIP (See CIP Schedule)
(1.1) Library District CIP (See CIP Schedule)
13.0 Stadium Dist. - Bank One Ballpark Final Payment
$ (71.9) Total Capital Project Funds Variance
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Reconciliation of Expenditures FY 2001-02 Revised to
FY 2002-03 Adopted Budget (Continued)

Enterprise Funds:

$ Variance Description
$ (4.7) Maricopa Health Plans (See Commentary)
0.1 Solid Waste Base Decrease
(55.9) State Mandated Dispro. Share Program Increase
(27.3) Maricopa Medical Center (See Commentary)
0.9) Results Initiative Requests (see schedule)
$ (88.7) Total Enterprise Funds Variance

Internal Service Funds:

I Y X Xp Xp

$ Variance Description

$ (0.7) Self-Insured Health & Dental Benefits
(4.6) Risk Management Claims
0.5 Equipment Services - Budget Rightsizing
(1.5) Increased Telecommunications Costs

$ (6.3) Total Internal Service Fund Variance

Eliminations:

$ Variance Description
$ 55.9 State Mandated Dispro. Share Program Increase
75.0 Net Inc. in Other Fund Transfers (see Schedule)
(60.2) Appropriated Fund Balance Transfers
(1.1) Increase in Payments to Benefits Fund
5.7 Increased Internal Service Charges
1.6 Inc. in Health Care Mandates Payments to MIHS
(26.0) Decreased MIHS Internal Payments
5.2 Employer-paid Health Premiums to MHP
(1.0) Elimination of Ryan White Pass-through to MIHS
1.5 Increase in Flood Control District CIP Transfer
1.1 Increase in Library District CIP Transfer
10.6) Decrease in Stadium District Fund Transfers/Bond Refinancing
$ 47.1 Total Eliminations Variance
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Consolidated Revenues by Fund Type / Department

CONSOLIDATED REVENUES BY FUND TYPE/DEPARTMENT/FUND

Requested vs Adopted vs
FY 2000-01 FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02  FY 2001-02 Proj. FY 2002-03 Revised FY 2002-03 Revised
Actual Adopted Revised Act Requested Variance % Adopted Variance

TOTAL FUNDS
JUDICIAL BRANCH
110 ADULT PROBATION $ 41,293,138 $ 45500,837 $ 45500837 $ 38,796,579 $ 39,687,051 $ (5,813,786) -13% $ 41,973,567 $ (3,527,270)
240 JUSTICE COURTS 12,947,634 12,887,438 13,152,938 13,076,872 13,509,012 356,074 3% 13,903,399 750,461
270 JUVENILE PROBATION 15,469,643 15,616,143 19,308,384 15,100,620 19,869,273 560,889 3% 19,090,565 (217,819)
380 SUPERIOR COURT 8,138,682 10,600,909 10,600,909 9,405,276 11,026,709 425,800 4% 10,088,373 (512,536)

Subtotal $ 77,849,097 $ 84,605327 $ 88,563,068 $ 76,379,347 $ 84,092,045 $ (4,471,023) 5% $ 85,055,904 $ (3,507,164)
ELECTED OFFICIAL
120 ASSESSOR $ 123,543 $ 100,000 $ 133,669 $ 133,669 $ 133,669 $ - 0% $ 133,669 $ -
160 CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 12,196,071 11,257,872 11,257,872 13,148,284 11,269,956 12,084 0% 12,669,956 1,412,084
190 COUNTY ATTORNEY 9,186,846 10,917,081 11,096,823 9,874,362 10,298,498 (798,325) -7% 10,041,568 (1,055,255)
210 ELECTIONS 2,694,759 792,500 1,333,041 1,369,318 2,085,000 751,959 56% 2,085,000 751,959
250 CONSTABLES 620,092 509,872 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 - 0% 1,100,000 -
360 RECORDER 12,702,760 10,374,639 11,871,181 14,291,107 10,380,388 (1,490,793) -13% 11,644,388 (226,793)
370 SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 112,299 113,000 113,000 106,074 153,050 40,050 35% 153,050 40,050
430 TREASURER 5,747 6,000 6,000 5,340 5,686 (314) -5% 5,686 (314)
500 SHERIFF 7,369,889 7,641,265 10,147,979 8,645,035 8,235,901 (1,912,078) -19% 9,154,572 (993,407)
510 SHERIFF DETENTION 22,373,841 25,539,384 26,425,349 24,411,750 24,235,847 (2,189,502) -8% 24,789,111 (1,636,238)

Subtotal $ 67,385,847 $ 67,251,613 $ 73,484914 $ 73,084939 $ 67,897,995 $ (5,586,919) -8% $ 71,777,000 $ (1,707,914)
APPOINTED DEPARTMENT
150 EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT $ 693,294 $ 897,964 $ 897,964 $ 1,211,608 $ 666,659 $ (231,305) -26% $ 666,659 $ (231,305)
170 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 7,862,321 15,871,627 15,871,627 11,627,114 15,861,375 (10,252) 0% 15,861,375 (10,252)
180 FINANCE 8,326,228 8,154,989 8,154,989 8,218,001 7,837,842 (317,147) -4% 7,866,687 (288,302)
220 HUMAN SERVICES 25,339,404 26,975,193 26,975,193 27,027,814 29,685,927 2,710,734 10% 29,599,739 2,624,546
230 INTERNAL AUDIT - - - 241 75 75 75 75
260 CORRECTIONAL HEALTH 87,743 72,913 72,913 81,985 65,151 (7,762) -11% 1,056,052 983,139
280 MEDICAL ELIGIBILITY 1,683,119 8,482,366 411,195 1,013,155 - (411,195) -100% - (411,195)
290 MEDICAL EXAMINER 368,963 420,000 420,000 411,771 420,000 - 0% 420,000 -
300 PARKS & RECREATION 4,246,127 4,163,081 4,163,081 4,297,050 4,260,819 97,738 2% 4,419,867 256,786
310 HUMAN RESOURCES 74,241 157,450 157,450 87,478 157,450 - 0% 115,511 (41,939)
340 PUBLIC FIDUCIARY 863,930 830,000 850,000 820,000 850,000 - 0% 850,000 -
350 TOTAL COMPENSATION 3,757,350 6,061,596 7,243,940 6,762,614 6,833,576 (410,364) -6% 6,843,576 (400,364)
390 HEALTH CARE MANDATES 32,856,318 93,044 45,988,544 45,959,900 45,948,348 (40,196) 0% 101,813,648 55,825,104
400 CRIMINAL JUSTICE FACILITY DEV 103,032,316 84,726,011 84,726,011 84,726,011 99,126,011 14,400,000 17% 98,138,712 13,412,701
440 PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 9,687,983 8,335,000 8,335,000 9,090,916 8,335,000 - 0% 8,490,000 155,000
460 RESEARCH & REPORTING 730,184 316,192 316,192 502,331 440,000 123,808 39% 440,000 123,808
470 GENERAL GOVERNMENT 1,153,168,937 939,880,590 942,317,508 834,543,094 901,478,518 (40,838,990) -4% 980,085,552 37,768,044
480 APPROPRIATED FUND BALANCE 2,707,200 103,117,791 103,117,791 103,329,899 102,679,095 (438,696) 0% 101,691,796 (1,425,995)
490 MANAGEMENT & BUDGET 20 - - - - - - -
520 PUBLIC DEFENDER 1,317,694 1,499,749 1,690,775 2,152,548 2,050,423 359,648 21% 1,672,519 (18,256)
540 LEGAL DEFENDER 50,150 84,200 104,200 101,973 104,500 300 0% 104,500 300
550 LEGAL ADVOCATE - 29,686 69,686 49,127 50,842 (18,844) -27% 50,842 (18,844)
560 CONTRACT COUNSEL - 100,000 205,000 248,109 248,109 43,109 21% 248,109 43,109
600 HEALTH PLANS 403,123,162 408,034,795 408,034,795 424,988,446 431,732,097 23,697,302 6% 431,738,882 23,704,087
640 TRANSPORTATION 96,550,231 176,220,600 176,220,600 136,548,118 173,657,609 (2,562,991) -1% 173,657,609 (2,562,991)
660 HOUSING 17,028,129 11,429,508 11,429,508 11,429,507 11,435,848 6,340 0% 11,435,849 6,341
670 SOLID WASTE 5,028,906 4,186,500 4,186,500 4,258,371 4,715,000 528,500 13% 4,280,698 94,198
700 FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 410,229 1,636,550 1,636,550 1,936,550 1,159,054 (477,496) -29% 1,159,054 (477,496)
730 MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 1,024,820 725,517 980,775 980,775 980,775 - 0% 980,775 -
740 EQUIPMENT SERVICES 8,686,392 9,200,000 9,200,000 8,874,324 9,200,000 - 0% 9,200,000 -
750 RISK MANAGEMENT 20,640,633 20,033,616 20,518,013 20,575,557 24,500,384 3,982,371 19% 24,500,384 3,982,371
760 TELECOMMUNICATIONS 13,652,713 11,219,096 11,219,096 13,494,659 11,498,706 279,610 2% 13,201,539 1,982,443
790 ANIMAL CARE & CONTROL 5,649,430 6,877,384 7,146,766 6,976,962 8,149,907 1,003,141 14% 9,763,754 2,616,988
860 PUBLIC HEALTH 30,225,911 38,514,035 46,519,794 33,207,071 37,300,702 (9,219,092) -20% 37,262,716 (9,257,078)
880 ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 16,964,844 17,199,688 19,234,287 17,848,715 17,579,818 (1,654,469) -9% 17,437,846 (1,796,441)
900 HEALTH CARE DELIVERY SYSTEM 264,668,687 269,005,582 314,901,082 335,592,222 339,211,377 24,310,295 8% 398,331,106 83,430,024
980 ELIMINATIONS - (498,899,287) (547,869,307) (472,906,550) (507,051,350) 40,817,957 % (602,949,306) (55,079,999)

Subtotal $2,240,507,609 $1,685,653,026 $1,735,447,518 $1,686,067,466 $1,791,169,647 $ 55,722,129 3% $ 1,890,436,125 $ 154,988,607
MARICOPA COUNTY $2,385,742,554 $1,837,509,966 $1,897,495,500 $1,835531,752 $1,943,159,687 $ 45,664,187 2% $ 2,047,269,029 $ 149,773,529
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT $ 65590586 $ 79,435207 $ 79435207 $ 75,464,028 $ 71,029,399 $ (8,405,808) -11% $ 71,031,854 $ (8,403,353)
LIBRARY DISTRICT $ 9,748,997 $ 10,764,068 $ 10,604,125 $ 10,633,129 $ 10,463,345 $ (140,780) -1% $ 11,074,969 $ 470,844
STADIUM DISTRICT $ 17628910 $ 12,211,091 $ 18684591 $ 17,558579 $ 11,061,501 $ (7,623,090) -41% $ 11,061,501 $ (7,623,090)
TOTAL MARICOPA COUNTY AND
DISTRICTS $2,478,711,046  $1,939,920,332 $2,006,219,423 $1,939,187,488 $2,035,713,932 $ 29,494,509 1% $ 2,140,437,353 $ 134,217,930
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Consolidated Revenues by Fund Type / Department (Continued)

CONSOLIDATED REVENUES BY FUND TYPE/DEPARTMENT/FUND

Requested vs Adopted vs
FY 2000-01 FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02  FY 2001-02 Proj. FY 2002-03 Revised FY 2002-03 Revised
Actual Adopted Revised Act Requested Variance % Adopted Variance

GENERAL FUND
JUDICIAL BRANCH
240 JUSTICE COURTS $ 11955505 $ 11,976,438 $ 11,976,438 $ 12,009,607 $ 12,270,520 $ 294,082 2% 12,633,446 $ 657,008
270 JUVENILE PROBATION 21,983 32,600 32,600 24,574 32,600 - 0% 18,000 (14,600)
380 SUPERIOR COURT 390,074 260,000 260,000 273,579 293,132 33,132 13% 293,132 33,132

Subtotal $ 12,367,563 $ 12,269,038 $ 12,269,038 $ 12,307,760 $ 12,596,252 $ 327,214 3% 12,944,578 $ 675,540
ELECTED OFFICIAL
120 ASSESSOR $ 123,543 $ 100,000 $ 133,669 $ 133,669 $ 133,669 $ - 0% 133,669 $ -
160 CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 7,528,689 5,250,000 5,250,000 7,050,255 5,250,000 - 0% 5,250,000 -
190 COUNTY ATTORNEY 16,703 8,000 8,000 12,000 12,000 4,000 50% 12,000 4,000
210 ELECTIONS 2,694,759 792,500 1,333,041 1,369,318 2,085,000 751,959 56% 2,085,000 751,959
250 CONSTABLES 620,092 509,872 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,100,000 - 0% 1,100,000 -
360 RECORDER 8,608,768 6,736,000 8,232,542 10,000,000 6,736,000 (1,496,542) -18% 8,000,000 (232,542)
370 SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 112,299 113,000 113,000 106,074 153,050 40,050 35% 153,050 40,050
430 TREASURER 5,747 6,000 6,000 5,340 5,686 (314) -5% 5,686 (314)
500 SHERIFF 3,724,864 3,131,010 3,131,010 3,932,712 4,109,582 978,572 31% 4,094,415 963,405

Subtotal $ 23,435,464 $ 16,646,382 $ 19,307,262 $ 23,709,368 $ 19,584,987 $ 277,725 1% 20,833,820 $ 1,526,558
APPOINTED DEPARTMENT
180 FINANCE $ 8,326,228 $ 8,154,989 $ 8,154,989 $ 8,218,001 $ 7,837,842 $ (317,147) -4% 7,866,687 $ (288,302)
230 INTERNAL AUDIT - - - 241 75 75 75 75
280 MEDICAL ELIGIBILITY 1,683,119 8,482,366 411,195 1,013,155 - (411,195) -100% - (411,195)
290 MEDICAL EXAMINER 368,963 420,000 420,000 411,771 420,000 - 0% 420,000 -
310 HUMAN RESOURCES 74,241 157,450 157,450 87,478 157,450 - 0% 115,511 (41,939)
340 PUBLIC FIDUCIARY 863,930 830,000 850,000 820,000 850,000 - 0% 850,000 -
350 TOTAL COMPENSATION 15,340 - - 8,120 - - 10,000 10,000
390 HEALTH CARE MANDATES 32,856,318 93,044 45,988,544 45,959,900 45,948,348 (40,196) 0% 101,813,648 55,825,104
470 GENERAL GOVERNMENT 688,852,118 716,135,565 716,135,565 699,849,401 740,263,678 24,128,113 3% 744,958,512 28,822,947
480 APPROPRIATED FUND BALANCE 2,707,200 - - - - - - -
490 MANAGEMENT & BUDGET 20 - - - - - - -
520 PUBLIC DEFENDER 45,100 - 130,000 130,000 101,140 (28,860) -22% 101,140 (28,860)
540 LEGAL DEFENDER 10,500 - 20,000 24,500 24,500 4,500 23% 24,500 4,500
550 LEGAL ADVOCATE - - 40,000 34,285 36,000 (4,000) -10% 36,000 (4,000)
560 CONTRACT COUNSEL - 100,000 205,000 248,109 248,109 43,109 21% 248,109 43,109
700 FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 410,229 1,636,550 1,636,550 1,936,550 1,159,054 (477,496) -29% 1,159,054 (477,496)
730 MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 154,885 27,000 77,000 77,000 77,000 - 0% 77,000 -
880 ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES - - - 4,500 6,000 6,000 - -

Subtotal $ 736,368,191 $ 736,036,964 $ 774,226,293 $ 758,823,011 $ 797,129,196 $ 22,902,903 3% 857,680,236 $ 83,453,943
MARICOPA COUNTY $ 772,171,218 $ 764,952,384 $ 805,802,593 $ 794,840,139 $ 829,310,435 $ 23,507,842 3% 891,458,634 $ 85,656,041




Consolidated Revenues by Fund Type / Department (Continued)

CONSOLIDATED REVENUES BY FUND TYPE/DEPARTMENT/FUND

Requested vs Adopted vs
FY 2000-01 FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02  FY 2001-02 Proj. FY 2002-03 Revised FY 2002-03 Revised
Actual Adopted Revised Act Requested Variance % Adopted Variance
SPECIAL REVENUE
JUDICIAL BRANCH
110 ADULT PROBATION $ 41,293,138 $ 45500,837 $ 45500837 $ 38,796,579 $ 39,687,051 $ (5,813,786) -13% $ 41,973,567 $ (3,527,270)
240 JUSTICE COURTS 992,129 911,000 1,176,500 1,067,265 1,238,492 61,992 5% 1,269,953 93,453
270 JUVENILE PROBATION 15,447,660 15,583,543 19,275,784 15,076,046 19,836,673 560,889 3% 19,072,565 (203,219)
380 SUPERIOR COURT 7,748,608 10,340,909 10,340,909 9,131,697 10,733,577 392,668 4% 9,795,241 (545,668)

Subtotal $ 65,481,535 $ 72,336,289 $ 76,294,030 $ 64,071,587 $ 71,495793 $  (4,798,237) 6% $ 72,111,326 $ (4,182,704)

ELECTED OFFICIAL

160 CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT $ 4,667,382 $ 6,007,872 $ 6,007,872 $ 6,098,029 $ 6,019,956 $ 12,084 0% $ 7,419,956 $ 1,412,084
190 COUNTY ATTORNEY 9,170,143 10,909,081 11,088,823 9,862,362 10,286,498 (802,325) 1% 10,029,568 (1,059,255)
360 RECORDER 4,093,992 3,638,639 3,638,639 4,291,107 3,644,388 5,749 0% 3,644,388 5,749
500 SHERIFF 3,645,025 4,510,255 7,016,969 4,712,323 4,126,319 (2,890,650) -41% 5,060,157 (1,956,812)
510 SHERIFF DETENTION 22,373,841 25,539,384 26,425,349 24,411,750 24,235,847 (2,189,502) -8% 24,789,111 (1,636,238)

Subtotal $ 43,950,383 $ 50,605231 $ 54,177,652 $ 49,375571 $ 48,313,008 $ (5,864,644) -11% $ 50,943,180 $ (3,234,472)

APPOINTED DEPARTMENT

X X X X

150 EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT $ 693,294 $ 897,964 $ 897,964 $ 1,211,608 $ 666,659 $ (231,305) -26% $ 666,659 $ (231,305)
170 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 7,862,321 15,871,627 15,871,627 11,627,114 15,861,375 (10,252) 0% 15,861,375 (10,252)
220 HUMAN SERVICES 25,339,404 26,975,193 26,975,193 27,027,814 29,685,927 2,710,734 10% 29,599,739 2,624,546
260 CORRECTIONAL HEALTH 87,743 72,913 72,913 81,985 65,151 (7,762)  -11% 1,056,052 983,139
300 PARKS & RECREATION 4,246,127 4,163,081 4,163,081 4,297,050 4,260,819 97,738 2% 4,419,867 256,786
440 PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 9,687,983 8,335,000 8,335,000 9,090,916 8,335,000 - 0% 8,490,000 155,000
460 RESEARCH & REPORTING 730,184 316,192 316,192 502,331 440,000 123,808 39% 440,000 123,808
470 GENERAL GOVERNMENT 203,895,676 111,990,887 112,327,805 103,742,824 138,633,225 26,305,420 23% 142,304,293 29,976,488
480 APPROPRIATED FUND BALANCE - 103,117,791 103,117,791 103,329,899 102,679,095 (438,696) 0% 101,691,796 (1,425,995)
520 PUBLIC DEFENDER 1,272,594 1,499,749 1,560,775 2,022,548 1,949,283 388,508 25% 1,571,379 10,604
540 LEGAL DEFENDER 39,650 84,200 84,200 77,473 80,000 (4,200) -5% 80,000 (4,200)
550 LEGAL ADVOCATE - 29,686 29,686 14,842 14,842 (14,844)  -50% 14,842 (14,844)
600 HEALTH PLANS 40,651,297 1,701,063 1,701,063 1,701,063 1,805,678 104,615 6% 1,812,463 111,400
640 TRANSPORTATION 89,147,975 90,351,834 90,351,834 85,173,326 89,078,888 (1,272,946) -1% 89,078,888 (1,272,946)
660 HOUSING 17,028,129 11,429,508 11,429,508 11,429,507 11,435,848 6,340 0% 11,435,849 6,341
670 SOLID WASTE 3,752,050 2,916,000 2,916,000 3,417,724 3,600,000 684,000 23% 3,440,050 524,050
790 ANIMAL CARE & CONTROL 5,649,430 6,877,384 7,146,766 6,976,962 8,149,907 1,003,141 14% 9,763,754 2,616,988
860 PUBLIC HEALTH 30,225,911 38,514,035 46,519,794 33,207,071 37,300,702 (9,219,092)  -20% 37,262,716 (9,257,078)
880 ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 16,964,844 17,199,688 19,234,287 17,844,215 17,573,818 (1,660,469) -9% 17,437,846 (1,796,441)

Subtotal $ 457,274,612 $ 442,343,795 $ 453,051,479 $ 422,776,272 $ 471,616,217 $ 18,564,738 4% $ 476,427,568 $ 23,376,089
MARICOPA COUNTY $ 566,706,529 $ 565,285,315 $ 583,523,161 $ 536,223,430 $ 591,425,018 $ 7,901,857 1% $ 599,482,074 $ 15,958,913
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT $ 65436,128 $ 65419384 $ 65419384 $ 74,249,211 $ 71,029,399 $ 5,610,015 9% $ 71,031,854 $ 5,612,470
LIBRARY DISTRICT $ 9,748,997 $ 10,764,068 $ 10,604,125 $ 10,633,129 $ 10,463,345 $ (140,780) -1% $ 11,074,969 $ 470,844
STADIUM DISTRICT $ 9,287,821 $ 9,661,091 $ 16,134,591 $ 15,158,648 $ 9,851,501 $ (6,283,090) -39% $ 4,450,701 $  (11,683,890)

TOTAL MARICOPA COUNTY AND
DISTRICTS $ 651,179,476 $ 651,129,858 $ 675,681,261 $ 636,264,418 $ 682,769,263 $ 7,088,002 1% $ 686,039,598 $ 10,358,337

CONSOLIDATED REVENUES BY FUND TYPE/DEPARTMENT/FUND

Requested vs Adopted vs
FY 2000-01 FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02  FY 2001-02 Proj. FY 2002-03 Revised FY 2002-03 Revised
Actual Adopted Revised Act Requested Variance % Adopted Variance

DEBT SERVICE

APPOINTED DEPARTMENT

470 GENERAL GOVERNMENT $ 149,325437 $ 109,428,651 $ 109,428,651 $ 27,688,128 $ 1,376,476 _$ (108,052,175)  -99% $ 28,367,608 $  (81,061,043)
Subtotal $ 149,325,437 $ 109,428,651 $ 109,428,651 $ 27,688,128 $ 1,376,476 $ (108,052,175) -99% $ 28,367,608 $  (81,061,043)

MARICOPA COUNTY $ 149,325/437 $ 109,428,651 $ 109,428,651 $ 27,688,128 $ 1,376,476 $ (108,052,175) -99% $ 28,367,608 $  (81,061,043)

STADIUM DISTRICT $ 5,685,825 $ 5,709,410 $ 5,709,410 $ 5577,755 $ 5,466,898 $ (242,512) 4% $ 5,600,800 $ (108,610)

TOTAL MARICOPA COUNTY AND

DISTRICTS $ 155,011,262 $ 115,138,061 $ 115,138,061 $ 33,265,883 $ 6,843,374 $ (108,294,687) -94% $ 33,968,408 $  (81,169,653)
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Consolidated Revenues by Fund Type / Department (Continued)

CONSOLIDATED REVENUES BY FUND TYPE/DEPARTMENT/FUND
Requested vs Adopted vs
FY 2000-01 FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02  FY 2001-02 Proj. FY 2002-03 Revised FY 2002-03 Revised
Actual Adopted Revised Act Requested Variance % Adopted Variance
CAPITAL PROJECTS
APPOINTED DEPARTMENT
400 CRIMINAL JUSTICE FACILITY DEV $ 103,032,316 $ 84,726,011 $ 84,726,011 $ 84,726,011 $ 99,126,011 $ 14,400,000 17% $ 98,138,712 $ 13,412,701
470 GENERAL GOVERNMENT 111,095,706 2,325,487 4,425,487 3,262,741 21,205,139 16,779,652 379% 64,455,139 60,029,652
640 TRANSPORTATION 7,402,256 85,868,766 85,868,766 51,374,792 84,578,721 (1,290,045) -2% 84,578,721 (1,290,045)
Subtotal $ 221,530,278 $ 172,920,264 $ 175,020,264 $ 139,363,544 $ 204,909,871 $ 29,889,607 17% $ 247,172572 $ 72,152,308
MARICOPA COUNTY $ 221,530,278 $ 172,920,264 $ 175,020,264 $ 139,363,544 $ 204,909,871 $ 29,889,607 17% $ 247,172572 $ 72,152,308
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT $ 154,458 $ 61,515823 $ 61515823 $ 48,714,817 $ 49,000,000 $ (12,515,823) -20% $ 49,000,000 $ (12,515,823)
* LIBRARY DISTRICT $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 1,102,200 $ 1,102,200 $ 1,102,200 $ 1,102,200
STADIUM DISTRICT $ 2,655,263 $ 3,150,000 $ 9,150,000 $ 8,998,196 $ 2,734,018 $ (6,415,982) -70% $ 2,734,018 $ (6,415,982)
TOTAL MARICOPA COUNTY AND
DISTRICTS $ 224,339,999 $ 237,586,087 $ 245,686,087 $ 197,076,557 $ 257,746,089 $ 12,060,002 5% $ 300,008,790 $ 54,322,703
i § CONSOLIDATED REVENUES BY FUND TYPE/DEPARTMENT/FUND
Requested vs Adopted vs
FY 2000-01 FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02  FY 2001-02 Proj. FY 2002-03 Revised FY 2002-03 Revised
Actual Adopted Revised Act Requested Variance % Adopted Variance
ENTERPRISE
APPOINTED DEPARTMENT
600 HEALTH PLANS $ 362,471,865 $ 406,333,732 $ 406,333,732 $ 423,287,383 $ 429,926,419 $ 23,592,687 6% $ 429,926,419 $ 23,592,687
670 SOLID WASTE 1,276,856 1,270,500 1,270,500 840,647 1,115,000 (155,500) -12% 840,648 (429,852)
900 HEALTH CARE DELIVERY SYSTEM 264,668,687 269,005,582 314,901,082 335,592,222 339,211,377 24,310,295 8% 398,331,106 83,430,024
Subtotal $ 628,417,408 $ 676,609,814 $ 722505314 $ 759,720,252 $ 770,252,796 $ 47,747,482 7% $ 829,098,173 $ 106,592,859
MARICOPA COUNTY $ 628,417,408 $ 676,609,814 $ 722505314 $ 759,720,252 $ 770,252,796 $ 47,747,482 7% $ 829,098,173 $ 106,592,859
TOTAL MARICOPA COUNTY AND
DISTRICTS $ 628,417,408 $ 676,609,814 $ 722505314 $ 759,720,252 $ 770,252,796 $ 47,747,482 7% $ 829,098,173 $ 106,592,859
U) CONSOLIDATED REVENUES BY FUND TYPE/DEPARTMENT/FUND
w Requested vs Adopted vs
FY 2000-01 FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02  FY 2001-02 Proj. FY 2002-03 Revised FY 2002-03 Revised
— Actual Adopted Revised Act Requested Variance % Adopted Variance
i INTERNAL SERVICE
U APPOINTED DEPARTMENT
350 TOTAL COMPENSATION $ 3,742,010 $ 6,061,596 $ 7,243,940 $ 6,754,494 $ 6,833,576 $ (410,364) 6% $ 6,833,576 $ (410,364)
w 730 MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 869,935 698,517 903,775 903,775 903,775 - 0% 903,775 -
740 EQUIPMENT SERVICES 8,686,392 9,200,000 9,200,000 8,874,324 9,200,000 - 0% 9,200,000 -
! 750 RISK MANAGEMENT 20,640,633 20,033,616 20,518,013 20,575,557 24,500,384 3,982,371 19% 24,500,384 3,982,371
760 TELECOMMUNICATIONS 13,652,713 11,219,096 11,219,096 13,494,659 11,498,706 279,610 2% 13,201,539 1,982,443
O Subtotal $ 47,591,683 $ 47,212,825 $ 49,084,824 $ 50,602,809 $ 52,936,441 $ 3,851,617 8% $ 54,639,274 $ 5,554,450
(D MARICOPA COUNTY $ 47591683 $ 47,212,825 $ 49,084,824 $ 50,602,809 $ 52,936,441 $ 3,851,617 8% $ 54,639,274 $ 5,554,450
TOTAL MARICOPA COUNTY AND
> DISTRICTS $ 47591683 $ 47,212,825 $ 49,084,824 $ 50,602,809 $ 52,936,441 $ 3,851,617 8% $ 54,639,274 $ 5,554,450
L
m CONSOLIDATED REVENUES BY FUND TYPE/DEPARTMENT/FUND
Requested vs Adopted vs
FY 2000-01 FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02 FY 2001-02 Proj. FY 2002-03 Revised FY 2002-03 Revised
Actual Adopted Revised Act Requested Variance % Adopted Variance
E ELIMINATIONS
APPOINTED DEPARTMENT
3 980 ELIMINATIONS $ - $ (498,899,287) $ (547,869,307) $ (472,906,550) $ (507,051,350) $ 40,817,957 7% $ (602,949,306) $  (55,079,999)
U) Subtotal $ - $ (498,899,287) $ (547,869,307) $ (472,906,550) $ (507,051,350) $ 40,817,957 7% $ (602,949,306) $ (55,079,999)
MARICOPA COUNTY $ - $ (498,899,287) $ (547,869,307) $ (472,906,550) $ (507,051,350) $ 40,817,957 7% $ (602,949,306) $  (55,079,999)
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT $ - $ (47,500,000) $ (47,500,000) $ (47,500,000) $ (49,000,000) $ (1,500,000) -3% $  (49,000,000) $ (1,500,000)
LIBRARY DISTRICT $ - $ - $ - $ - $ (1,102,200) $ (1,102,200) $ (1,102,200) $ (1,102,200)
STADIUM DISTRICT $ — $ (6309410) $ (12,309,410) $ (12,176,020) $  (6,990,916) $ 5,318,494 43% $  (1,724,018) $ 10,585,392
TOTAL MARICOPA COUNTY AND
DISTRICTS $ - $ (552,708,697) $ (607,678,717) $ (532,582,570) $ (564,144,466) $ 43,534,251 7% $ (654,775,524) $  (47,096,807)




Consolidated Revenues by Department and Fund Type

CONSOLIDATED REVENUE BY DEPARTMENT AND FUND TYPE
FY 2002-03 ADOPTED

GENERAL SPECIAL DEBT CAPITAL INTERNAL TOTAL
FUND REVENUE SERVICE PROJECTS  ENTERPRISE SERVICE ELIMINATIONS FUNDS

JUDICIAL BRANCH
110 ADULT PROBATION $ - $ 41,973567 $ - $ - $ - - $ - $ 41,973,567
240 JUSTICE COURTS 12,633,446 1,269,953 - - - - - 13,903,399
270 JUVENILE PROBATION 18,000 19,072,565 - - - - - 19,090,565
380 SUPERIOR COURT 293,132 9,795,241 - - - - - 10,088,373

Subtotal $ 12,944,578 $ 72,111,326 $ - $ - $ - - $ - $ 85,055,904
ELECTED OFFICIAL
120 ASSESSOR $ 133,669 $ - $ - $ - $ - - $ - $ 133,669
160 CLERK OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 5,250,000 7,419,956 - - - - - 12,669,956
190 COUNTY ATTORNEY 12,000 10,029,568 - - - - - 10,041,568
210 ELECTIONS 2,085,000 - - - - - - 2,085,000
250 CONSTABLES 1,100,000 - - - - - - 1,100,000
360 RECORDER 8,000,000 3,644,388 - - - - - 11,644,388
370 SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS 153,050 - - - - - - 153,050
430 TREASURER 5,686 - - - - - - 5,686
500 SHERIFF 4,094,415 5,060,157 - - - - - 9,154,572
510 SHERIFF DETENTION - 24,789,111 - - - - - 24,789,111

Subtotal $ 20,833,820 $ 50,943,180 $ - $ - $ - - $ - $ 71,777,000
APPOINTED DEPARTMENT
150 EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT $ - $ 666,659 $ - $ - $ - - $ - $ 666,659
170 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - 15,861,375 - - - - - 15,861,375
180 FINANCE 7,866,687 - - - - - - 7,866,687
220 HUMAN SERVICES - 29,599,739 - - - - - 29,599,739
230 INTERNAL AUDIT 75 - - - - - - 75
260 CORRECTIONAL HEALTH - 1,056,052 - - - - - 1,056,052
290 MEDICAL EXAMINER 420,000 - - - - - - 420,000
300 PARKS & RECREATION - 4,419,867 - - - - - 4,419,867
310 HUMAN RESOURCES 115,511 - - - - - - 115,511
340 PUBLIC FIDUCIARY 850,000 - - - - - - 850,000
350 TOTAL COMPENSATION 10,000 - - - - 6,833,576 - 6,843,576
390 HEALTH CARE MANDATES 101,813,648 - - - - - - 101,813,648
400 CRIMINAL JUSTICE FACILITY DEV - - - 98,138,712 - - - 98,138,712
440 PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT - 8,490,000 - - - - - 8,490,000
460 RESEARCH & REPORTING - 440,000 - - - - - 440,000
470 GENERAL GOVERNMENT 744,958,512 142,304,293 28,367,608 64,455,139 - - - 980,085,552
480 APPROPRIATED FUND BALANCE - 101,691,796 - - - - - 101,691,796
520 PUBLIC DEFENDER 101,140 1,571,379 - - - - - 1,672,519
540 LEGAL DEFENDER 24,500 80,000 - - - - - 104,500
550 LEGAL ADVOCATE 36,000 14,842 - - - - - 50,842
560 CONTRACT COUNSEL 248,109 - - - - - - 248,109
600 HEALTH PLANS - 1,812,463 - - 429,926,419 - - 431,738,882
640 TRANSPORTATION - 89,078,888 - 84,578,721 - - - 173,657,609
660 HOUSING - 11,435,849 - - - - - 11,435,849
670 SOLID WASTE - 3,440,050 - - 840,648 - - 4,280,698
700 FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 1,159,054 - - - - - - 1,159,054
730 MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 77,000 - - - - 903,775 - 980,775
740 EQUIPMENT SERVICES - - - - - 9,200,000 - 9,200,000
750 RISK MANAGEMENT - - - - - 24,500,384 - 24,500,384
760 TELECOMMUNICATIONS - - - - - 13,201,539 - 13,201,539
790 ANIMAL CARE & CONTROL - 9,763,754 - - - - - 9,763,754
860 PUBLIC HEALTH - 37,262,716 - - - - - 37,262,716
880 ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES - 17,437,846 - - - - - 17,437,846
900 HEALTH CARE DELIVERY SYSTEM - - - - 398,331,106 - - 398,331,106
980 ELIMINATIONS - - - - - - (602,949,306) (602,949,306)

Subtotal $ 857,680,236 $ 476,427,568 $ 28,367,608 $ 247,172,572 $829,098,173 54,639,274 $ (602,949,306) $ 1,890,436,125
MARICOPA COUNTY $ 891,458,634 $ 599,482,074 $ 28,367,608 $ 247,172,572 $829,098,173 54,639,274 $ (602,949,306) $ 2,047,269,029
FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT $ - $ 71,031,854 $ - $ 49,000,000 $ - - $ (49,000,000) $ 71,031,854
LIBRARY DISTRICT $ - $ 11,074,969 $ - $ 1,102,200 $ - - $  (1,102,200) $ 11,074,969
STADIUM DISTRICT $ - $ 4,450,701 $ 5600800 $ 2,734,018 $ - - $ (1,724,018) $ 11,061,501
MARICOPA COUNTY & DISTRICTS $ 891,458,634 $ 686,039,598 $ 33,968,408 $ 300,008,790 $829,098,173 54,639,274 $ (654,775,524) $ 2,140,437,353
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Summary Schedules

Revenue Sources and Variance Commentary

Maricopa County and the Flood Control, Library, and Stadium Districts collect revenues within the
following general categories:

* Taxes * Licenses & Permits
* Intergovernmental Revenues ¢ Charges for Services
* Fines & Forfeits * Miscellaneous

¢ Other Financing Sources

Revenues are estimated conservatively for budgetary purposes, because it is preferable to err by
under-estimating revenues than over-estimating them. For major tax-based revenues, economic
forecasting models are applied. The following sections describe the major revenues sources for the
County and district budgets, as well as the estimated collections for FY 2002-03.

CONSOLIDATED REVENUES BY CATEGORY - FY 2002-03 ADOPTED
MARICOPA COUNTY & DISTRICTS
GENERAL SPECIAL DEBT CAPITAL INTERNAL
FUND REVENUE SERVICE PROJECTS ENTERPRISE SERVICE SUB-TOTAL ELIMINATIONS TOTAL FUNDS
REVENUES
PROPERTY TAXES $ 277,949,612 $ 55,164,478 $ 19,565,638 $ - $ - $ - $ 352,679,728 $ - $ 352,679,728
TAX PENALTIES & INTEREST 8,000,000 - - - - - 8,000,000 - 8,000,000
SALES TAXES - 101,691,796 5,500,800 - - - 107,192,596 - 107,192,596
LICENSES AND PERMITS 428,970 25,533,818 - - - - 25,962,788 - 25,962,788
GRANTS - 179,602,824 - 3,784,279 - 183,387,103 - 183,387,103
OTHER INTERGOVERNMENTAL 7,181,221 48,057,758 - 31,578,721 110,327,599 499,012 197,644,311 - 197,644,311
PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 6,929,684 323,478 359,306 - - - 7,612,468 - 7,612,468
STATE SHARED SALES TAX 335,423,506 - - - - - 335,423,506 - 335,423,506
STATE SHARED HIGHWAY USER REV - 77,933,792 - - - - 77,933,792 - 77,933,792
STATE SHARED VEHICLE LICENSE 101,980,938 6,682,872 - - - - 108,663,810 - 108,663,810
OTHER CHARGES FOR SERVICES 18,518,283 29,776,878 - - 40,648 6,833,576 55,169,385 (2,600,000) 52,569,385
INTERNAL SERVICE CHARGES - - - - - 45,633,576 45,633,576 (45,633,576) -
PATIENT SERVICE REVENUE 52,848 2,819,664 - - 666,619,585 - 669,492,097 (72,066,024) 597,426,073
FINES & FORFEITS 10,718,820 2,312,633 - - - - 13,031,453 - 13,031,453
INTEREST EARNINGS 12,001,580 2,506,966 7,166,188 540,500 5,608,808 1,156,954 28,980,996 - 28,980,996
MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE 2,595,685 30,115,977 - 8,009,500 2,412,026 516,156 43,649,344 - 43,649,344
GAIN ON FIXED ASSETS 50,000 230,000 - - - - 280,000 - 280,000
TRANSFERS IN 109,627,487 123,286,664 1,376,476 259,880,069 40,305,228 - 534,475,924 (534,475,924) -
Revenues Total $ 891,458,634 $ 686,039,598 $ 33,968,408 $ 300,008,790 $ 829,098,173 $ 54,639,274 $2,795212,877 $ (654,775,524) $ 2,140,437,353

Taxes

Maricopa County and Districts collect both property taxes and special sales taxes. Below is a table
summarizing historical tax revenue collections by fund type, followed by a discussion of specific
major revenues.

Taxes
Special
Fiscal General Revenue Debt
Year Fund Funds Service Total

1990-91 $156,355,464 $52,067,583 $25,272,789 233,695,836
1991-92 165,604,737 53,083,814 25,480,480 244,169,031
1992-93 175,163,920 45,514,466 20,904,747 241,583,133
1993-94 156,614,258 45,165,003 25,721,266 227,500,527
1994-95 182,014,228 64,355,715 2,368,049 248,737,992
1995-96 176,554,624 129,829,133 20,072,454 326,456,211
1996-97 172,143,843 145,750,489 23,628,785 341,523,117
1997-98 184,371,372 91,239,254 22,510,213 298,120,839
1998-99 198,905,506 98,611,890 22,783,249 320,300,645
1999-00 222,975,967 149,751,499 21,008,968 393,736,434
2000-01 239,737,516 156,127,504 24,148,892 420,013,912
2001-02* 256,734,137 158,876,060 20,071,906 435,682,103
2002-03** 285,949,612 156,856,274 25,066,438 467,872,324

* Projected Actual
** Budget




Revenue Sources and Variance Commentary (Continued)

Property Taxes

Property taxes are imposed on both real and personal property, and are taxed under two systems -
primary and secondary. Primary property taxes finance the County’s general operations through its
General Fund. Secondary taxes finance repayment of the County's outstanding voter-approved
general obligation bonds, as well as operations and capital improvements carried out by the Flood
Control and the Library Districts. Primary property taxes differ from secondary property taxes in
that the rate of growth in the tax base for primary tax purposes is limited, and primary property tax
levies are subject to a more stringent constitutional limitation. The primary property tax levy may
increase by only 2% per year on property taxed in the prior year.

The Board of Supervisors must adopt the property tax levy for all taxing jurisdictions within the
County on or before the third Monday in August for the fiscal year that begins on the previous July
1. Real property taxes are paid in arrears in two installments, due November 1 and May 1.
Personal property taxes have historically been collected on a different schedule, but collection
dates are now being shifted to align with the real property tax collection cycle. Personal property
owners are exempt from Flood Control District taxation. Thus, personal property taxes are levied
only for the General Fund (primary), Debt Service (secondary), and the Library District (secondary).

The following schedule lists the overall primary and secondary net assessed values and tax rates
for the last ten fiscal years, plus the assessed values and preliminary tax rates for FY 2002-03.

Primary Secondary
Flood
Debt Library Flood Control
Net Primary Net Service District Control Net District
Assessed Tax Rate Assessed Tax Rate  Tax Rate Assessed Tax Rate
Fiscal Value (per $100 Value (per $100  (per $100 Value (per $100 Combined
Year (Thousands) N.AV.) (Thousands) N.AV.) N.AV.) (Thousands) N.AV.) Rate
1992-93  $13,605,515 1.0739 $13,808,814 $0.1409 $0.0426 $10,063,004 $ 0.3901 1.6475
1993-94 13,296,195 1.0548 13,504,108 0.1878 0.0417 9,675,782 0.3632 1.6475
1994-95 13,302,327 1.2394 13,521,175 0.0032 0.0099 9,724,304 0.3632 1.6157
1995-96 13,493,737 1.1580 14,119,435 0.1464 0.0421 10,827,837 0.3332 1.6797
1996-97 13,975,668 1.1054 14,343,156 0.1575 0.0421 11,129,482 0.3425 1.6475
1997-98 15,006,270 1.1265 15,723,498 0.1364 0.0421 12,361,851 0.3425 1.6475
1998-99 16,017,265 1.1472 16,813,017 0.1312 0.0421 13,660,618 0.3270 1.6475
1999-00 17,463,875 1.1884 18,676,830 0.1085 0.0421 15,504,112 0.2858 1.6248
2000-01 19,362,298 1.1641 20,877,716 0.1152 0.0421 17,485,890 0.2534 1.5748
2001-02 21,355,326 1.1832 22,913,134 0.0876 0.0421 19,544,069 0.2319 1.5448
2002-03* 22,955,865 1.2108 24,457,047 0.0800 0.0421 21,174,169 0.2119 1.5448
*Preliminary Property Tax Levies; subject to final Board approval.

The combined FY 2002-03 property tax rate for Maricopa County and the Library and Flood Control
Districts will remain flat at $1.5448 per $100 net assessed value. The primary rate will increase by
$0.0276, offset by reductions of $0.0076 in the Debt Service rate and $0.0200 in the Flood Control
District rate. The Library District tax rate will continue at $0.0421 per $100 net assessed value.

The following table depicts the primary and secondary property 