
BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

Monday, October 16, 2017 

6:00 pm  

City Council Chambers 

150 S. Palm Avenue 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

I. Call to Order/Roll Call – 6:00 pm 

 
II. Review /Modification of Agenda Items for Discussion  

 

III. Oral Communications from the Audience on Items not on the Agenda  

 
IV. Reports/Discussion Items 

 

a. Discussion of Utility Tax History, Necessity, and Options 

 

b. Operating Revenues – Forecasting (as time permits) 
 

 

c. Review of Prior Distributed Information 
 

 

V. Items Requested for Next Budget Advisory Committee Meeting 

 
VI. Adjournment – 8:00 pm 

 

   

 

      

 

 

 



Budget Advisory Committee Meeting 
Meeting Minutes 

October 2, 2017 
I. Call to order 

Stacey called the meeting to order at 6:04. 

 

Attendees: 

Community Members:  Stacy Augustine, Robin Austin, Lupe Camacho, Anna 

Gonzalez, David Phillips, Joe Raden, Michele Sanchez,  

 

Staff Representatives:  Robb Steel (GCEA), Tony Brandyberry (RMMA), Richard 

Royce (RPBA & RPBA Management), Thad Coffing (RCEA), Joe Powell (Fire 

Management), Matt Blanco (Fire 3688) 

 

Absent: 

Daniel Lopez 

 

II. Review/Modification of Agenda items 

Approval of September 18th Minutes:   

 

Discussion of Minutes of September 18th, the following are corrections to those 

minutes:   

- Statement:  Joe R. FY12 authorized 69 then in FY17 it went to 85. 156 to 146 was the 

police department numbers 10.5 decrease.  What were those positions that were 

authorized to make up the increase?  17 Fire positions lost.  But EMTs were increased.  

They did not have the EMT program back then.  Correction:  1st sentence change to 

$156.50; Change “was” to “were” after 146 

- Statement:  Selling of the property also asked for dollars earmarked.  Correction:  

Lupe said “selling of property”  

- Statement:  This is the correct bill number AB953.  Correction:  Richard Royce said 

this. 

- Statement:  Lupe will create a template for Robb to make it easy to read.  Correction:  

Lupe will create a “spreadsheet” 

 

**In the future the Committee would like the meetings audio recorded.  Staff has SD 

Cards on order to do that. 

 

Michelle moved to accept the minutes as corrected, Thad 2nd them motion.  Vote was 

unanimous. 

 

III. Oral Communications:  None 

 

IV. Reports/Discussions: 

PFM Consultant Russ Branson made a presentation and went over his PowerPoint that 

was presented to the Council. 

 



- David questioned the amount their company gets paid.  

 

- Lupe asked if the package include recommendations as part of contract - PFM said 

yes.  She then asked if they had a specific system – PFM said yes, they look at all 

revenue and expenses and what’s going on with them. 

 

- Stacy asked if in their proposal as part of the model was a Budget Advisory 

Committee something that they suggested, PFM said no. He then asked if in their 

history with working with other cities, have they worked with budget advisory 

committees, PFM said yes and stated that they can be successful.  PFM said that the 

Committee can provide a wide community view to the Council.  It provides feedback 

to the consultant, which helps make the product better – success depends on decision 

of this committee. 

 

- Richard asked if the formula will improve frivolous spending by the City.  PFM said 

if the committee feels that something is frivolous, then it can be thrown out. 

 

- Stacy stressed the purpose of the committee is to do 3 things: 

 

  1)  Develop a long range plan (10 year plan) 

  2)  Look at future revenue enhancement 

  3)  Look at expenditure efficiencies 

 

 He said they may have to break up into groups to work on the different areas. 

 

- Joe R. need to hear from all the departments first. 

 

- Dave we are undertaken a taskforce, One he thinks that everyone here needs to be 

here and everyone that appointed them needs to be left outside that door.  Otherwise, 

we will only bump heads.  Lupe said there should be communications with the person 

that appointed them.  Each one was elected by someone. We are team here.   

 

- Stacy said that an oversight committee is needed.  Richard said that council seats 

change all the time, they have never had a 10 year plan and someone to oversee it.  

Stacy said that could be one of their recommendation. 

 

- Mat said that Fire has a 5 year plan maybe they could use that same format.  Start with 

the main bullets of the task one-by-one then consultants can make smaller bullets 

from there.  Maybe start with deficiencies. 

 

- Michelle said the elected need to look at the city a different way to prevent 

overspending. 

 

- Lupe talked about earmarked money for airport – Baca/Turch Park is 1.7 million RFP 

for design and it’s just starting – it will cost 22 million in the long run. 

 



Robb explained development fees and how money given is obligated to be spent on 

specific things, parks etc. 

 

- There were multiple questions from several people. (Didn’t catch who said each) 

What is the thought on sustaining /servicing the Parks?     

Can you change the agreement with Lewis? 

What’s the timeline for this to materialize?  

What about the other 10 million? 

What is the timeframe?   

 

- Lupe said there’s a copy of the contract, there has to be some benchmarks?  Robb said 

the goal was to have the park there prior to the residential. 

- Lupe asked did it include the size of the park, Robb said we have some flexibility. 

Is it possible to suggest to council that the park be smaller? Robin asked, what’s the 

point of downsizing?  Are you saying it will save money?  Lupe said she is thinks that 

it will free up some money. 

-  Mike explained us of advanced development money.  That you cannot put one time 

dollars into ongoing costs.  (Robb referred to chart) showing of $47 million, $17.3 

million is for parks. 

- Ana asked if there were potential for grants to help pay for parks? Robb said yes. 

 

 - Discussion on the park fees (multiple comments) turned to discussion of the sports 

teams paying fees.  Currently the City doesn’t charge for the use.  Statement was 

made that other cities charge and suggests we could start charging teams that come in 

from other areas to use our parks.  Lina said that because the teams don’t pay the City 

it is a big help to families.  Karla said it’s usually the outside teams/groups that are 

always tearing up our fields.  Maybe have a fee for residents and a different fee for 

outside teams.  Robin opportunity to get sponsorships for the parks?  Mike said it 

maybe.  The leagues could pay more.  Sponsorships can help pay.  Karla said even 

birthday parties, if they use the shelters we should charge. 

 

-  Lupe referred to legal charges. Mayor discussion was had by all, including questions 

regarding the City defending individuals in litigation.   

-  Robb said cost now comes out each department’s budget.   

-  Lupe, would it be possible to hire an in-house counsel.  Mike explained our current 

City Attorney’s diverse firm, i.e., knowledge of different city matters. 

 

-  Matt asked about the City’s current reserve fund and possible use of a % of funds for 

projects, needs, etc.  The question was asked, what is our interest rate?  55% per 

Jason Shields (Deputy City Treasurer).  Robb said that we need the UUT to 

supplement reserves and support expenditures. 

 

Oral communications - Dennis hopes they come up with a policy and he also addressed 

the reserves.   

 

-  Robb said that the models will show what will happen if that UUT goes away. 



Pull utilities out from the beginning of the model.  Dennis Barton said that you need 

to look at the model realistically.   

-  Robin suggestions:  For sales tax purpose, have we talked to Sam’s Club.  Robb 

said that they are not expanding.  She asked about occupancy tax at new hotel.  

Robin then suggested that Fire could be a training facility and charge a fee. 

 

Robb said need to make a decision in November about putting the UUT on the ballot 

for spring.  Group would like to only discuss the UUT at the next meeting. 

Lupe would like the Public Works Department presentation at the next meeting too. 

 

Lina moved and Thad 2nd the motion to only review UUT and vote to give a 

recommendation to Council by next meeting.  Lupe opposed.  Vote was approved. 

 

 

V. Items Requested for Next Meeting 

 

- Joe R. said: I am requesting a legal opinion from the City Attorney on whether or not  

federal law preempts 1) a pavement maintenance fee per delivery/pickup by 

companies like UPS and FedEx while prohibiting the fee from being passed on to 

residents.  2) A pavement maintenance fee per departure/arrival of semi-trucks (ex. 

tractor-trailer trucks) and bob tails (example: 2 1/2 tons through 5 tons delivery 

trucks) exempting companies from the fee when the point of sale is Rialto. 

If the City can impose either or both of these fees I am requesting that these concepts 

be agenized for discussion and referral to the City’s consultant PFM to provide 

options for implementing the fees and to project the revenue from each option. 

 

- Michelle wants to know every service that the City Clerk and Management Services 

does.  Robb told her that he will get that information.  He like to wait until the night 

that they are slated to present. 

 

 

VI. Adjournment 

Lina moved/Lupe 2nd motion for adjournment at 8:24 pm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Submitted by:   

Angela Perry 

Executive Assistant to the City Administrator 

































































































































Voter Approved-

Utility Users Tax

Fiscal Year 2003/2004 Annual Report

Presentation October 5, 2004



Tax Objectives
 Eliminate General Fund Structural Deficit

 Eliminate the need to levy PERS Retirement Tax and 
CFD 87-2 Assessment

 Increase Public Safety Service Levels

 Fund Staffing and equipment needed to increase 
General Fund Services, including Park Maintenance, 
Code Enforcement and the Senior Center

 Address Retention and Attraction of Employees

 Strengthen General Fund Reserves



Tax Facts

 Voter Approved – June 3, 2003

 Exemptions provided for:

– Seniors (Age 65 and Above)

– Low Income Households

 8% Tax on all Utilities

– Gas/Electric

– Telephone/Cellular

– Water/Wastewater

– Cable



Progress-to-Date
City Council Action Since Tax Inception:

July 2003 

 Set PERS tax rate at Zero

 Set CFD 87-2 rate at Zero

 Fire – Added 9 Firefighter/Paramedic Positions

 Police – Added 10 Police Officer and 2 Code Enforcement Officer Positions

Aug./Sept. 2003

 Police – Added 6 Law Enforcement Technician and 1 Animal Control Officer 

Positions

 Finance – Added 1 Revenue Coordinator and 1 Sr. Admin. Analyst

 Fire – Added 1 new Battalion Chief and helped purchase a new Fire Ladder 

Truck and Engine.



December 2003

 Public Works – Added 1 new Civil/Traffic Engineer 

 Police - Purchased 2 New Police Motorcycles

 Human Resources – Added 1 New Human Resources Assistant

 Completed employee negotiations for Mid-Managers, General Employees, 
CGMA, Fire Management

Jan.- Mar. 2004

 Increased revenue budget based on Trends

 Fire – Approved new MOU for Firefighters and purchased new gear and safety 
equipment

 Approved UUT implementation costs

June 2004

 Fire – New Engine and Training Center Facility

 Public Works –Added 3 Maintenance positions

July 2004

 Police – Approved budget for Purchase of 24 New Vehicles and Equipment

 Public Works – Approved budget for Purchase of 2 New Vehicles

 Finance – Purchased 1 New Vehicle for Business Licensing

 Assisted with Additional misc. Equipment Replacements & Deferred 
Maintenance Projects.

Progress-to-Date
City Council Action Since Tax Inception:



Fiscal Year 2004 Actual Expenditures

Loss of PERS Retirement Tax and CFD 87-2 Revenues $2,263,284

Personnel Costs due to Additional Staff and MOU $2,979,827

PD Equipment Purchased $36,979

Fire Equipment Purchased $446,697

Misc. UUT Implementation Costs $50,500

PD Pending Equipment $858,387

Fire Pending Equipment $315,000

Other Pending Equipment Purchases and Projects                         $329,800

Total $7,280,474

The balance of actual UUT receipts is available to fund reserves.



UUT Revenue
 Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2004 - $8,672,781

 Monthly Average - $800,313*
*As of September 27, 2004. Excludes first two months of implementation.

Total Revenue by Utility Type

Gas/Electric

45%

Water/Wastewater

15%

Cable

6%

Telephone/Mobile

34%



UUT Revenue projections

 Fiscal Year 2004/2005 - $9,800,000

 Fiscal Year 2005/2006 - $10,000,000



UUT Administration

 Utility Service Providers

– 75 Telephone/Cellular 

– 8 Gas/Electric

– 2 Cable

– 3 Water/Wastewater*
*including the City of Rialto.

 Exemption Administration

– 1,798 Senior Exemptions

– 140 Low Income Exemptions



Future of the UUT

 Five Year Sunset provision – Expires June 2008

 Continue service level enhancement as approved 

by City Council and voters.

 Implement Long-Range Financial Planning to 

continue Stabilization of City Finances.



The End



Approved Expenditures
Fiscal Year 2004 Budgeted Personnel Expenses
Police

10 Police Officers $556,017

2 Code Enforcement Officers $86,400

6 Law Enforcement Technicians $296,556

1 Animal Control Officer $44,165

Fire

9 Firefighter/Paramedic $585,184

1 Battalion Chief $89,040

Finance

1 Senior Admin. Analyst $44,592

1 Revenue Coordinator $53,894

Human Resources

1 Human Resources Assistant $29,800

Public Works

1 Traffic Engineer $100,000

3 Maintenance Staff $141,234

SUBTOTAL $2,026,882



Fiscal Year 2004 Budgeted Equipment and Gear
Police

24 New Vehicles $858,387

2 Motorcycles $32,765

Fire

New Engine $245,000

Training Center $70,000

Fire Ladder Truck $446,697*

Public Works

2 Maintenance Trucks $53,000

Misc. Deferred Maintenance Projects $256,800

Finance

1 New Business Licensing Vehicle $20,000

SUBTOTAL $1,982,649
*The General Fund did not fund the entire purchase of the Fire Ladder Truck

Approved Expenditures cont’d



Fiscal Year 2004 Budgeted Misc. Expenses
Structural Budget Deficit $1,513,619

Eliminate PERS tax revenue $2,149,042

Eliminate CFD 87-2 revenue $114,242

Misc. UUT Implementation Costs $50,500

Annual Costs Resulting from Completed Negotiations $835,847

TOTAL $4,663,250

Grand Total Expenditures $8,672,781

Approved Expenditures cont’d



Approved Fiscal Year 2004 

Budgeted Expenditures
Police

19 New Positions $983,138

26 New Vehicles (Fully Equipped) $891,152

Fire

10 New Positions $674,224
Training Center and 2 New Trucks $761,697

Public Works

4 New Positions $241,234

2 New Maintenance Vehicles & Misc. Projects $309,800

Other Departments

3 New Positions $128,286

1 New Vehicle $20,000

Other Misc. Expenses

Elimination of PERS Property Tax and CFD 87-2 Revenue         $2,263,284

Structural Budget Deficit $1,513,619

Annual Costs Resulting from Completed Labor Negotiations                            $835,847

Misc. UUT Implementation Costs $50,500

Grand Total Expenditures $8,672,781



What is the Money Used For? 
In the 1999/2000 Fiscal Year, the City of Rialto was on the verge of bankruptcy and had to lay-
off a significant number of its employees, which reduced service levels for all City services.  
Since the approval of the UUT, the City has been able to increase staffing and replace much 
needed aging vehicles and equipment.  (Note: the ratio of staff to population is still not at the 
level it was prior to the layoffs.)  The Police and Fire departments represent 74% of the expen-
ditures for the City’s General Fund; thus they are major beneficiaries of the UUT, as intended.  

City of Rialto Population vs. Number of City Employees
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Utility Users Tax Fact Sheet 

What is the Utility Users Tax? 
The Utility Users Tax is a voter approved general tax that is applied as a percentage of 
utility service bills.  The utilities that it is applied to are: Electricity, Gas, Water and 
Wastewater, Cable and Telephone Services.  The rate was approved at 8%. 

What does the Utility Users Tax Mean to the City of Rialto? 
Approval of the UUT means that the Citizens of Rialto are concerned about the success 

and welfare of their community.  It is an investment into the FUTURE OF RIALTO! 



City of Rialto—Utility Users Fact Sheet 
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Utility Users Tax Revenue By Fiscal Year

Total Revenue by Utility Type
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General Fund Revenues by Source

Since the Adoption of the UUT, the City of Rialto has been able to: 
• Eliminate Structural Budget Deficit 
• Eliminate the need to Levy the PERS Property Tax and CFD 87-2 Special Tax 
• Add -         22 Police Personnel  
                       10 Fire Personnel 
                         7 Public Works and other Personnel 
• Purchase - 23 Police and Code Enforcement Vehicles 
               7 Fire Vehicles (Including a Ladder Truck and New Engine) 
                       12 Public Works and Engineering Vehicles 
• & Much More... 





















































Utility Users Tax
Impacts of Elimination and Reduction



Summary of Budget Reduction Amounts
Elimination 20% Reduction

of of

UUT UUT

Utility Users Tax 14,195,500 14,195,500

20% Reduction 2,839,100

City Administrator 136,735 27,347

City Council 79,285 15,857

City Clerk 122,820 24,564

Management Services 139,800 27,960

City Treasurer 86,080 17,216

Human Resources 163,669 32,734

Finance 335,254 67,051

Development Services 745,749 149,150

Public Works 1,536,196 307,239

Non-Departmental 1,151,878 230,376

Fire 3,600,149 720,030

Police 5,597,929 1,119,586

Community Services - Subsidy Amount 499,956 99,991

Department 14,195,500 2,839,100



City Administrator

Elimination  - $137 Thousand

• Personnel - $101K
• One Full-Time Position

• Services & Supplies - $36K
• Reduce Contract Services, Training, 

Supplies

• Program Reduction
• Customer Service (Eliminate Rialto 

Institute of Progress), Scope of Services

20% Reduction - $27 Thousand

• Services & Supplies - $27K
• Reduce Contract Services, Training, 

Supplies

• Program Reduction
• Customer Service, Scope of Services



City Council

Elimination  - $79 Thousand

• Services & Supplies - $79K
• Reduce Travel, Training and Memberships

20% Reduction - $16 Thousand

• Services & Supplies - $16K
• Reduce Travel, Training and Memberships



City Treasurer

Elimination  - $86 Thousand

• Personnel - $86K
• One Full-time Position

• Program Reduction
• Customer Service, Scope of Services

20% Reduction - $17 Thousand

• Personnel - $17K
• One Part-Time Position

• Program Reduction
• Customer Service, Scope of Services



City Clerk

Elimination  - $123 Thousand

• Personnel - $123K
• One Full-time and One Part-Time

• Program Reduction
• Customer Service, Scope of Services

20% Reduction - $25 Thousand

• Personnel - $25K
• One Part-Time Position

• Program Reduction
• Customer Service, Scope of Services



Management Services

Elimination - $140 Thousand

• Personnel – $140K
• One Full-Time and Two Part-time.

• Program Reduction
• Customer Service, Scope of Services

20% Reduction - $28 Thousand

• Personnel - $28K
• Approximately 1-2 part-time positions

• Program Reduction
• Customer Service, Scope of Services



Human Resources

Elimination  - $164 Thousand

• Personnel - $164K
• Elimination of the Human Resources and 

Risk Management Director

20% Reduction - $33 Thousand

• Personnel  - $11.5K 
• Reduce Part-Time Staff Hours

• Eliminate Employee Appreciation 
Events - $12.5K

• Reduce Advertising Costs - $3.5K

• Reduce Professional Memberships -
$3K

• Eliminate Fleet Vehicle - $2.5K



Finance

Elimination  - $335 Thousand

• Personnel  - $309K
• Approximately 5 positions

• Eliminate/Reduce Other Contract 
Services - $15K

• Eliminate Training - $8K

• Reduce Vehicle/Office Equipment 
Maintenance - $3K

20% Reduction - $67 Thousand

• Personnel - $41K
• Approximately 1 position

• Eliminate/Reduce Other Contract 
Services - $15K

• Eliminate Training - $8K

• Reduce Vehicle/Office Equipment 
Maintenance - $3K



Development Services

Elimination  - $746 Thousand

• Personnel - $510K
• Approximately 4-6 positions

• Services & Supplies - $236K
• Reduce office supplies, special services, 

reimbursements, other purchases

• Program Reductions
• Customer Service, Special Studies, 

Advance Planning and Code Enforcement

20% Reduction - $149 Thousand

• Personnel - $102K
• Approximately 1 Positions
• Reduce Code enforcement by one officer (6 

to 5).
• Move to Permit Technician after retirement 

of DS-Specialist retirement

• Services & Supplies - $47K
• Reduce office supplies, special services, 

reimbursements, other purchases

• Program Reductions
• Customer Service, Special Studies, Advance 

Planning and Code Enforcement



Public Works

Elimination  - $1.5 Million

• Personnel - $880K
• Approximately 11 positions
• Eliminate OT for Special Projects/Events

• Services & Supplies - $670K
• Reduce frequency of street & sidewalk 

maintenance
• Reduce weed abatement, graffiti & trash 

clean-up
• Reduce park maintenance
• Reduce facilities maintenance to safety and 

asset protection
• Reduce fleet maintenance to “run to fail” 

approach.

20% Reduction - $307 Thousand

• Personnel - $88K
• Approximately 1 position

• Services & Supplies - $228K
• Reduce frequency of street & sidewalk 

maintenance
• Reduce weed abatement, graffiti & trash 

clean-up
• Reduce park maintenance
• Reduce facilities maintenance to safety 

and asset protection
• Reduce fleet maintenance to “run to fail” 

approach.



Fire

Elimination  - $3.6 Million

• Personnel - $3M
• Approximately 23 positions
• One Ambulance, Fire Engine and Station 

Unstaffed
• Reduce Administrative Staffing

• Services & Supplies - $600K

• Program Eliminations
• Arson Investigations, SWAT Medic, Explorer 

Post

• Sudden Cardiac Arrest Survival and Fire 
Containment rates will drop 
approximately 40%.  

20% Reduction - $720 Thousand

• Personnel  - $500K
• Approximately 7 positions
• Eliminate one ambulance.
• Reduce staffing of one Fire engine/station

• Services & Supplies $120K

• Program Eliminations
• Arson Investigations, SWAT Medic

• Sudden Cardiac Arrest Survival and 
Fire Containment rates will drop 
approximately 20%.  



Police

Elimination  - $5.6 Million

• Personnel – $4.2M
• Approximately 36 positions
• 20 Sworn, 15 Non-Sworn, 10 Part-Time

• Elimination of Programs – $1.4M
• K-9, SWAT, SCAT, Traffic, SRO, Community 

Liaison, all Task Force Positions
• Loss of Grants will increase cost of 

reductions to City ($950K).
• Outsource Animal Control & Jail services
• Fleet “run as close to fail” approach

• Change from proactive to reactive 
enforcement.

20% Reduction - $1.1 Million

• Personnel – $1.1 Million
• Approximately 9 positions

• Elimination of Programs
• Rialto Re-Entry, Homeless, SRO

• Reduction of Programs
• Phase out of Community Outreach

• Change from crime reduction to crime 
suppression and from proactive to 
reactive enforcement.



Community Services

Elimination  - $500 Thousand

• Personnel - $500K
• Approximately 3-5 Full-Time

• Reduce Part-Time Hours 25%

• Eliminate Part-Time Instructor

• Program Eliminations/Reductions
• Quantity and Quality of Programs, full to 

partial closure of facilities

• Increase in User Fees

20% Reduction - $100 Thousand

• Personnel - $100K
• Approximately 1-2 Full-Time

• Reduce Part-Time Hours 5%

• Program Eliminations/Reductions
• Quantity and Quality of Programs, full to 

partial closure of facilities

• Increase in User Fees



Total Impact

Elimination  - $14.2 Million

• Personnel - $10M
• Approximately 93 Positions

• 59 Public Safety

• Services & Supplies $4.2M

• Program Eliminations
• Eliminations of Community Outreach, 

Infrastructure Maintenance, Public Safety

20% Reduction - $2.8 Million

• Personnel - $2M
• Approximately 24 Positions

• 16 Public Safety

• Services & Supplies - $800K

• Program Reductions
• Reductions in Community Outreach, 

Infrastructure Maintenance, Public Safety
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