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CITY OF GLENDALE
MISSION STATEMENT

Over 2,200 families have chosen Glendale as their home. The family
atmosphere of the community is created by the churches, schools,
neighborhoods and the municipal government that serves the residents. The
mission of the elected officials, management and employees of the City of
Glendale is to prudently use the resources entrusted to them by the residents
to maintain and enhance the quality of life of the residents in the areas of
public safety, infrastructure, health, housing and community traditions!
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‘ é 424 N. SAPPINGTON ROAD . GLENDALE, MISSOURI 63122
g” TELEPHONE (314) 965-3600 FAX (314) 965-4772

June 12, 2003

To the Honorable Mayor and
Members of the Board of Aldermen
City of Glendale

Dear Mayor and Members of the Board of Aldermen:

Submitted herewith is the Annual Operating Budget for fiscal year 2003-2004, running from July
1, 2003 through June 30, 2004. This budget complies in full with Chapter 67 of the Revised
Statutes of the State of Missouri, which sets forth that appropriations may not exceed projected
revenues together with any unencumbered reserve funds from prior years.

General Fund Revenue for FY 2003-2004 is projected to increase by approximately 4.8% from
the revised 2002-03 budget, but the proposed revenue estimate will actually be down 2% less
from the original budget estimate for a total of $2,911,480. The expenditure side of the budget is
expected to decrease by about %2 a percent from the 2002-2003 revised budget and original
budget for a total of $2,957,997. This declining pattern of growth in the General Fund from the
revised budget in the current year is based on sales tax revenue flattening out from previous
years. Although the revenue estimates for the General Fund are conservative, if the economy
worsens, certain assumptions made in this budget could possibly not come to pass.

Although the 2003-2004 General Fund will operate on a deficit basis this year, the City has
sufficient reserves to meet this shortfall between annually collected revenue and expenditures.
Expenditure increases in the 2003-2004 budget are mostly related to increases for across-the-
board and scheduled step pay increases, increases in health insurance premiums and premium
increases in other lines of insurance. Most other General Fund expenditures have been either
held at current levels or have been reduced because of this flat pattern of growth in City revenue.

The Capital Improvement Fund totals $665,070 in revenue and $686,863 in expenditures for FY
2003-04. Revenue under this fund is projected to be down slightly from the original 2002-2003
Capital Improvement Fund Budget, while expenditures will increase to nearly double the amount
of last year as a result of the Sappington Road Project. Revenue is significantly higher than what
will be available from the Y2-cent capital improvement sales tax, because we have again included
a transfer from the Parks and Stormwater Fund and we anticipate receiving $274,290 in grant
funds.




Revenue from the Y%2-cent Capital Improvement Tax is estimated to come in at $334,500. The
amount of revenue obtained from this source is still affected by how many cities have or have
not adopted the “2-cent Capital Improvement Sales Tax. It's overall pattern of growth, however,
shows the same stagnant pattern as the one-cent sales tax of the General Fund, because of the
economic slow down. Capital Improvement expenditures will exceed annual revenue as a result
of the Sappington Road Project, which was always planned to be funded in part from Capital
Improvement Fund reserve. The City has been saving for this project for the past several years.

If the economy does not dramatically rebound, we will have to make use of the upcoming fiscal
year for planning a strategy to deal with our General Fund revenue needs for the future. It is
possible that as early as 2004-2005, the City may have to take specific action, such as going to
voters with a tax proposition in order to prevent a potential adverse impact to City operations.

The budget document being presented reflects a great deal of work by many people within the
City. The Department Heads, the Administration Staff, and especially former Finance Officer
Joan Jadali and new Finance Officer Michael Hilburg, are to be commended for their efforts on
the preparation of the 2003-2004 Annual Budget. I believe that this financial plan will provide
the citizens of this community a level of municipal services that they expect out of their City
government.

Respectively Submitted,
Thovetiaot OV VZom e

Michael P. Pounds
City Administrator
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SUMMARY OF THE BUDGET
GENERAL FUND:
Proposed expenditures $2,957,947
Projected revenue $2,911,480
$2,957,947 $2,911,480
PARKS & STORMWATER FUND:
Proposed expenditures $130,500
Projected revenue $130,500
$130,500 $130,500
SANITATION ENTERPRISE FUND:
Proposed expenditures $546,222
Projected revenue $551,265
$546,222 $551,265
POLICE & FIREMEN'S PENSION FUND:
Proposed expenditures $131,300 ,
Projected revenue $131,300
$131,300 $131,300
SEWER LATERAL FUND:;
Proposed expenditures $65,025
Projected revenue $65,025
$65,025 $65,025
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND: ,
Proposed expenditures $686,863
Projected revenue $665,070
$686,863  $665,070
GRAND TOTAL ALL FUNDS:
Expenditures $4,517,857 |
Revenue $4,454,640
$4,517,857 $4,454,640
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| CITIZENS OF GLENDALE |

[ MAYOR AND BOARD OF ALDERMEN |

MUNICIPAL COURT BOARDS & COMMISSIONS
*MUNICIPAL JUDGE . | CITY ADMINISTRATOR/CITY CLERK B *BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
*PROVISIONAL JUDGE : | *PENSION BOARD
*PROSECUTING ATTORNEY [ cITY ATTORNEY | [ opeputvcitycLerk | *PLAN COMMISSION
*COURT CLERK :
*COURT ACCOUNT CLERK BUILDING INSPECTOR

HOUSING INSPECTOR.

O
[ FINANCE OFFICER ] | POLICECHIEF | | FIRECHEF | |PUBLIC WORKS SUPERINTENDENT
[ AccountCLERK | | CIVIL DEFENSE DIRECTOR |
*ASST CHIEF (1) *FOREMAN (1)
*CAPTAIN (2) ' *MAINTENANCE/MECHANIC (1)
*LIEUTENANT (3) *MAINTENANCE | (2)
*FIREFIGHTER/EMT (6) *MAINTENANCE I (6)
*CAPTAIN (1) *COMM. SUPERVISOR/COURT CLERK (1) .
*SERGEANT (3) “DISPATCHER | (2)
*CORPORAL (1) *DISPATCHER I (8)
*PATROL OFFICER (5)
*PART-TIME OFFICERS (2)
*SCHOOL CROSSING GUARD (1)
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2003-2004 BUDGET
CITY OF GLENDALE, MISSOURI
MANPOWER AUTHORIZATION

DEPARTMENT POSITION 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
MANPOWER : MANPOWER MANPOWER MANPOWER MANPOWER NO.
Administration City Administrator/
City Clerk 1.0 1.0 1.0 - 1.0 1
Finance Officer 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1
Deputy City Clerk : 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1
Account Clerk (PT) * 5 5 5 5 1
Housing Inspector (PT) S S S S 1
4.0 - 4.0 4.0 4.0 5
. Police Chief 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1
o Captain 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1
Sergeant 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3
Corporal .0 .0 .0 1.0 1
Patrol Officer 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5
Patrol Officer (PT) , 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2
Crossing Guard (PT) .5 S S S 1
12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 14
Dispatching Communications Super. 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1
Dispatcher I 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2
Dispatcher II (PT) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 5
' 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 8
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DEPARTMENT POSITION 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2003-04
MANPOWER MANPOWER MANPOWER MANPOWER MANPOWER NO.
Fire Chief 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1
Assistant Chief .0 .0 1.0 1.0 1
Captain 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.0 2
Lieutenant 3.0 3.0 3.0 - 3.0 3
Firefighter 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6
13.0 13.0 13.0 13.0 13
Public Works Superintendent 1.0 1.0 : 1.0 1.0 1 ,
Foreman 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1 N
Maintenance I/Mechanic .0 ' .0 .0 1.0 1 ;
Maintenance I , 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.0 2
Maintenance II (PT) 1.5 1.5 1.5 15 6
' 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 11
TOTAL ALL DEPARTMENTS 41.0 41.0 41.0 41.0 35FT
L . __ o 16PT
NET CHANGE : ' .0 .0 .0 .0 51 TOTAL

* Part-time Account Clerk position is proposed to be funded out of the Sanitation Enterprise Fund.
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PURPOSE:

The City of Glendale has an important responsibility to its citizens to carefully account for public
funds, to manage municipal finances wisely and to plan the adequate funding of services and

FISCAL POLICIES

facilities desired and needed by the public.

Our purpose in establishing a formal set of fiscal policies is to ensure that the public's trust is

upheld. By adopting a set of fiscal policies, the City will be establishing the framework under
which it will conduct it's fiscal affairs, ensuring that it is and will continue to be capable of

funding and providing outstanding local government services.

OBJECTIVES:

Our fiscal policy has specific objectives designed to ensure our continued fiscal well being.

These objectives are:

A.

To protect the governing body's policy-making ability by ensuring that
important policy decisions are not controlled by financial problems or
emergencies. /

To enhance the Board of Aldermen's policy-making ability by providing
accurate information on program and operating costs.

To assist the sound management of the City government by providing
accurate and timely information on current and anticipated financial conditions.

To provide sound principles to guide the important decisions of the Board of
Aldermen and of management which have significant fiscal impact.

To set forth operational principles which minimize the cost and financial risk
of government consistent with the services desired by the public.

To employ revenue policies which prevent undue or unbalanced reliance on

12
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any one source; which distribute the cost of municipal services fairly and which
provide adequate funds to operate desired programs.

G. To provide and maintain essential public facilities and infrastructure.

H. To protect and enhance the City's credit rating.

I. - To insure the legal use of all City funds through efficient systems of financial
security and internal control.

I. REVENUE POLICY

1. A diversified and stable revenue system will be maintained to shelter the
government from short-run fluctuations in any one revenue source.

2. Each existing and potential revenue source will be re-examined annually to
insure that they are kept current.

3. One-time revenues will be used only for one-time expenditures. The City
will avoid using temporary revenues to fund mainstream services.

4. All revenue forecast shall be conservative.
5. Regular reports comparing actual to budgeted revenues will be prepared by
the City Administrator for the Mayor and the Board of Aldermen to keep
them abreast of the City's revenues.
6. All City funds shall be (1) safely invested, (2) with a sufficient level of liquidity
to meet cash flow needs, and (3) invested at the maximum yield possible

consistent with the City's Investment Policy. One hundred percent (100%) of
all idle cash will be continuously invested.

II. OPERATING BUDGET POLICY
1. Current operating expenses will not exceed current operating revenues.

2. Regular reports comparing actual to budgeted expenditures will be prepared
for the Mayor and Board of Aldermen to keep them abreast of the City's

13
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expenditures.
3. Departmental objectives will be integrated into the City's annual budget.
4.  All nonsalary benefits, such as social security, pension and insurance, will be

estimated and their impact on the budget annually assessed.

5. Cost analysis of salary increases will include the effect of such increases on
the City share of related fringe benefits.

III. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT POLICY

1. City staff will prepare for the Board's adoption annually a five (5) year
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) which will detail each capital project,
the estimated cost, the description and fund scurce.

2. The City will determine and use the most effective and efficient method for
financing all new capital projects.

IV. ACCOUNTING POLICY

1. The City will maintain high standards of accounting. Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles (GAAP) will be used.

2. An independent annual audit will be performed by a public accounting firm
which will issue an official opinion on the annual financial statements and a
management letter detailing areas that need improvement. Auditing firm will
be changed periodically to insure objectivity and accountability.

3. Full disclosure will be provided in the financial statements.
4. Financial systems will be maintained to monitor expenditures and revenues
on a monthly basis, with a thorough analysis and adjustment of the Annual

Budget at mid-year and any other appropriate time.

5. The accounting system will provide monthly information about cash position
and investment performance.

14
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V. DEBT POLICY

1. Capital projects, financed through bond proceeds, shall be financed fora
period not to exceed the useful life of the project.

2. Long-term borrowing will be confined to capital improvements too large to
be financed from current revenues.

V1. RESERVE POLICY
1. The City wiﬁ maintain an unallocated fund balance or retained earnings equal
to or greater than 25% of the adopted annual operating budget of the City.
These funds will be used to avoid cash-flow interruptions, generate interest

income and to pay for certain capital outlays and improvements which do not
require debt financing. '

VII. ENTERPRISE FUND POLICY

1. Sanitation user charges will be based on cost of services and established
to generate sufficient revenues to recover annual system operation costs.

VIII. PENSION FUND POLICY

1. Pension funds will not be commingled with other City funds.

15
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CITY OF GLENDALE
LEASE-PURCHASE POLICY

PURPOSE :

To provide general guidelines so that this financial tool will be utilized in light of
available annual revenue, revenue from prior years and operational needs. The lease-
purchase financing tool will be used selectively by the Board of Aldermen to pay for
capital outlays that are of an expense that in total may be beyond the scope of annual
revenue or would crowd out other worthwhile projects and programs. It is the intent of
the City of Glendale to operate under a “pay as you go” philosophy and not to accumulate
debt so as to effect the daily operational requirements of the City and its long-term future.

GUIDELINES

1. Items to be lease-purchased should be of a sufficient dollar amount to be burdensome
from a funding standpoint on the Annual Operating Budget. Based on past experience
with our current budget, anything over $50,000 in cost with an anticipated life span of
seven (7) to ten (10) years may be a candidate for the lease-purchasing finance method.
Lease-purchasing shall be limited to the financing of capital outlays only.

2. The lease-purchase financing term shall be no less than five (5) years and no greater
than ten (10) years. The Board of Aldermen may choose to pay off the balance of any
lease-purchase item at any time during its term.

3. Principal payments on a lease-purchase agreement shall be made at lease annually
subject to the approval of the Board of Aldermen and their desire to pay off the remaining
balance of a particular lease purchase. Interest payments for lease-purchase items shall
be paid quarterly.

4. The amount and scope of lease-purchasing that will be done at any given time will be
subject to certain limitations as follows: -

A. Lease purchase principal balances shall never be so high they can not be paid
off at any time using available revenue.

B. No City Department shall have more than one (1) outstanding lease-purchase.

5. Lease-purchasing will be done in accordance with Section 71.680 RSMo and the City
of Glendale’s Fiscal Policies.

16
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CITY OF GLENDALE
REAL PERSONAL RAILROAD &
YEAR PROPERTY PROPERTY UTILITIES TOTAL
1977 17,725,060 2,261,530 1,170,581 21,157,171
1978 17,768,440 2,232,040 1,278,391 - 21,278,871
1979 17,838,530 - 2,354,510 1,340,954 21,533,944
1980 18,201,300 2,540,640 1,352,503 22,094,443
1981 18,370,810 2,615,980 1,308,281 22,295,071
1982 - 18,522,230 2,648,280 1,258,332 22,429,842
1983 - 19,193,570 2,777,850 1,208,598 23,229,872
1984 19,243,910 3,002,647 1,432,041 23,455,155
1985* 40,496,958 5,841,756 1,432,041 47,770,755
1986 40,809,550 6,622,148 1,667,864 49,099,562
1987* 49,201,940 7,873,650 1,704,810 58,780,400
1988 49,453,590 8,203,596 1,673,414 59,330,600
1989* 55,539,240 8,489,961 1,521,533 65,550,734
1990 55,632,120 9,138,938 1,449,046 66,220,104
1991* 59,624,040 8,857,135 1,402,414 69,883,589
1992 59,918,420 9,154,810 1,389,135 70,462,365
1993* 61,127,290 9,392,558 1,352,739 71,872,587
1994 61,358,030 9,720,440 1,379,349 72,457,819
1995%* 66,493,060 10,599,239 1,298,705 78,391,004
1996 66,984,060 11,622,129 1,281,872 79,888,061
1997* 72,537,200 12,144,956 1,254,915 85,937,071
1998 - 72,998,640 11,964.648 1,244,887 86,208,175
1999* 79,429,940 12,933,128 1,205,182 93,568,250
2000 79,876,980 14,915,510 1,203,394 95,995,884
2001* 95,741,560 15,785,427 1,232,747 112,759,734
2002 95,781,660 14,974,735 1,172,523 111,928,918
2003* (to be determined)
*Reassessment years
17
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PROPERTY TAX RATES
RATE
YEAR GENERAL PENSION TOTAL
1960 , 54 .54
1961 .54 , .54
1962 53 R 53
1963 ~ .52 52
1964 .50 : .50
1965 .50 .50
1966 54 54
1967 .52 .04 ' .56
1968 54 .04 58
1969 .56 04 .60
1970 .56 .04 .60
1971 .56 .07 : .63
1972 A48 .10 58
1973 A48 .10 .58
1974 48 ' .10 58
1975 ' A8 .10 .58
1976 48 .10 .58
1977 A8 .10 58
1978 48 15 .63
1979 48 17 .65
1980 48 17 .65
1981 A48 . 17 .65
1982 48 17 .65
1983 48 17 .65
1984 A8 20 68 -
1985 (Reassessment) 24 .10 34
1986 24 .10 34
1987 (Reassessment) 203 .084 287
1988 . 203 .084 287
1989 (Reassessment) 20 .087 287
1990 20 .09 .29
1991 (Reassessment) 20 .09 .29
1992 (Increased by Vote
of People) .60 .09 .69
.18
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YEAR

1993 (Reassessment)
1994
1995 (Reassessment)

1996

1997 (Reassessment).

1998
1999 (Reassessment)
2000
2001 (Reassessment)
2002
2003 (Reassessment)

PROPERTY TAX RATES (CONTINUED)

RATE
GENERAL

.60
.60
.58

.52(Voluntarily
Reduced)

52

52

S1

S1

449

514

19

PENSION

.09

.09

.06 (Voluntarily
Reduced)

.06

.06
.06
.06
.06
.06
.06

TOTAL

.69
.69
.64

58

.58
58
57
.57
.509
574
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2003-2004 BUDGET
CITY OF GLENDALE, MISSOURI
GENERAL FUND SUMMARY

The General Fund Budget Summary for the 2003-2004 Fiscal Year is expected to rebound on the
revenue side of the budget to $2,911,480 for a 4.8% increase over the revised budget estimate,
but the proposed revenue estimate is projected to be 2% lower than the original budget estimate
for the 2002-2003 Fiscal Year.. On the expenditure side of the General Fund Budget, proposed
expenditures will decrease to $2,957,997 for a decrease of about a half of a percent under the
revised and original budget estimates.

During the 1990°s, the City experienced several infusions of new revenue in the General Fund,
such as the 1992 Property Tax Hike, the Westfall Sales Tax Redistribution, passage of the % cent
and % cent sales tax and the local option use tax. All these revenue infusions greatly impacted
money available in the General Fund Budget for payroll and operating expenses during that
decade. However, during the latter part of the 1990’s and into this decade, we have also had a
few setbacks in our General Fund Revenue picture, which we have been feeling the effects of the
past several years.

The first negative impact on revenue occurred in 1998-99 when the Statewide Local Use Tax
was struck down by the Court and we were required to give back over $200,000 that we had in
escrow awaiting this decision. The Local Use Tax was part of the Westfall Plan to level the
playing field in St. Louis in regard to the sales tax. Under that plan, the wealthier point-of-sale
cities gave up the use tax, which would then go to the pool cities and the County to help decrease
the disparity in terms of sales tax revenue between the point-of-sale and the pool cities.

The second negative impact on revenue occurred with the 2000 Decennial Census, when our
population decreased a little less than 3%, but had the net effect of reducing our 1-cent sales tax
distribution by about $50,000. It also impacted less significantly other population-based

" revenue sources such as the % cent Capital Improvement and Parks and Stormwater Sales Tax,

and the Road and Bridge Fund. For a community our size, losing revenue of this amount in one
year is difficult to adjust to and or replace.

Lastly and most importantly has been the decline in sales tax revenue as a result of the declining
economy in our region and throughout the country. Growth in the sales tax from year to year
has been our “bread and butter” in terms of having available funds, payroll upgrades and cost
increases relating to operating requirements. In 2001-2002 the City’s General Fund Revenue
declined about 1%, while the 2002-2003 revenue estimate is predicted to come in at 6.5% less
than what was originally budgeted. At this point, we remain hopeful that the FY 2003-2004

‘revenue estimate will exceed revenue from the previous year.

20
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With the victory in the Iraq War, it is hoped that the economy will begin to show signs of
recovery. The 2003-2004 General Fund Budget assumes that there will be some type of
economic rebound. We have gotten through all the negatives such as 9-11, Afghanistan, Enron,
Arthur Anderson, Worldcom and the Iraq War, so one would think that investors will begin to
feel confident about the economy. This budget assumes a rebound, but it also assumes that the
rebound will not come in one year and that next year will be another lean year.

The 2003-2004 General Fund Budget will be a deficit budget as a result of increases in
personnel related to an across-the-board increase to payroll granted by the Board of Aldermen.
The City has sufficient reserve funds for this increase and for any unforeseen expenses through
the upcoming fiscal year assuming there is not a rebound. However, if next fiscal year revenue
does not improve, the City will have to consider some type of revenue enhancement plan to
address General Fund Revenue in future years.

GENERAL REVENUE FUND

The FY 2003-2004 revenue sources, as a percentage of the General Fund Budget, are broken
down as follows:

SOURCES OF REVENUE AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL

2000-2001  2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004

ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET
Property Taxes 17.76% 18.70% 20.78% 19.86%
Sales & Use Taxes 30.35% 29.73% 28.12% 28.09%
Utility Taxes 19.19% 16.67% 17.66% ~17.33%
Fire Contract 6.25% 6.51% 6.53% 6.41%
Intergovt. Revenue 13.56% 13.86% 13.24% 13.53%
Licenses & Permits 4.01% 4.76% 5.24% 5.49%
Municipal Court 5.97% 6.47% 6.59% 6.44%
Misc. Revenue 2.89% 3.31% 2.56% 2.84%

.$2,743 $2,716 $2,777 $2,911

TOTAL REVENUE (IN MILLIONS)

PROPERTY TAXES ($578,400) .

Property taxes are based on an assessed valuation of $111,928,918 in 2002. We are anticipating
that property tax revenue will grow 3.8% from the revised General Fund Budget last year and
5.9% from the original budget estimate. This year will be a reassessment year, but it is unlikely
that we will experience the high rate of growth that we experienced during this fiscal year when
we had a 13% increase in real estate taxes, which undoubtedly was a spillover from the last
reassessment. Any growth in this.year could be tempered as a result of changes in the State
Law, which requires that real estate assessed value be broken up into the categories of

21
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residential, commercial and industrial assessed value and that tax rates will have to be set for
each category of property.

Construction on room additions and other improvements to homes should continue to have a
positive impact on this tax. We continue to see residents add substantial room additions to their
homes in an effort to meet the demands of growing families and to add value to their property.
We also continue to see a few new homes constructed on vacant lots or new homes constructed
after teardowns. Even with the economy in its current state, the building boom has seemingly
continued in Glendale.

Another impact in the change in the State Law was the confusion over whether a City could go
up to the voter authorized tax ceiling after the effective date of the change of the law if it -
voluntarily rolled back its tax rate.  As a result of this ambiguity in the law, the City chose to
increase its property tax rate to the voter approved tax rate ceiling of $.5152 rather than at the
voluntarily reduced rate. The City had voluntarily reduced its property tax rate for six (6) years
as result of the passage of the Y4 cent sales tax by the voters in 1996. The property tax would be
rolled back to the extent that we projected we would collect under this % cent sales tax.  This
year we will have to be concerned about the Legislature’s consideration of a bill to cap the
assessment increase on residential property owned and occupied by senior citizens. With as
many senior citizens as Glendale has residing in its community, it would undoubtedly have some
impact on the growth of property tax revenue.

SALES TAX AND LOCAL QPTION USE TAX (3818,000)

Included under this revenue account is sales tax from the $.01 countywide sales tax, which we
share with other pool cities and the unincorporated areas of the County, and the % cent sales tax
that is both pooled and local option. Since 1994, we have obtained a share of the receipts of the
sales tax collected by point-of-sale cities with a high per capita sales tax collection, depending
how much taxes they are receiving.

For the purpose of this summary, the local option use tax has been included in this section of the
summary along with sales tax. The use tax is not a significant revenue source at present, but it
may have long term potential if this tax is ever brought to a countywide vote and the tax is
collected countywide in the manner prescribed by the Westfall Plan. Under that scenario, the
use tax would be shared between the pool cities and the County. The use tax can be argued to
the voters as an equity issue to “level the playing field” between local merchants that have to
collect sales tax and out-of-town merchants, such as Internet businesses, who are not required to
charge sales tax.

Sales tax in 2003-2004 is estimated to increase 4.6%, but will actually be 7.1% less than what we
budgeted in the previous year. This budget estimate for sales tax may be somewhat optimistic.
The estimate assumes a rebound to 2001-2002 sale tax receipts, which had been substantially
lower than the 2000-2001 sales tax total. Although one can never tell exactly about the
economy, you would think we are through the worst of the issues effecting the economy such as
the Iraq War, Enron, Arthur Anderson, 9-11, etc. Mike Duncan of the County Planning
Department, who tracks sales tax and was one of the creator’s of the Westfall Plan, was not
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overly optimistic about a quick rebound. If the estimate for sales tax does not come to pass, our
budget situation next year will worsen considerably.

It is important to note that one of the few revenue sources the City has available that can counted
on to be elastic from year to year is the sales tax. Since the sales tax has been in decline or at
best flat in comparison to years in the mid to late 1990°s, General Fund spending has been
limited accordingly. If the sales tax does not rebound, the City will have to consider revenue
enhancement alternatives in the near future in order to maintain spending at a level to insure
continued operations of City Departments so as to provide the caliber of services residents
expect.

UTILITY TAXES (3504,550)

Utility taxes are estimated to come in at $504,550 or 2.8% over the revised budget estimate for
2002-2003 and 4.2% over what we originally budgeted. Last year, we had to reduce the budget
estimate for this revenue category from the previous year because receipts were higher than usual
as a result of the colder winter we experienced in 2000-2001. Gas, electric and water gross
receipts taxes are difficult to predict from year to year because of the variation in weather
conditions. If weather is abnormally hot, cold, wet or dry, the weather will have an impact on
these revenue sources. For example, if there is a high demand for gas, revenue will not only be
impacted by volume of gas sold, but the price on the open market.  Laclede Gas, with the
approval of the PSC, can pass on price increases for gas to consumers. According to Laclede
Gas, last winter was fairly normal in terms of cold weather days and they don’t plan any
significant increases to their rates in the upcoming year.

Over the past several years, AmerenUE has reduced its rates for overall reduction in revenue of
$100,000,000. In the next few years, AmerenUE will be attempting to get some of that revenue
back through modest increases to basic rates adding up to about 5.9% over 3 years if the PSC
approves.  Although there have undoubtedly been rate reductions overall in the AmerenUE
service, our revenue from electric gross receipts to the City have not been obviously impacted.
In a long-term sense, it will have an impact, but in the short run, the highs and lows of the
weather seem to be a greater determining factor.

Missouri American Water Company indicates that they will be asking from the PSC for a 5%
increase that would be effective in April, 2004. As that increase will be in the last quarter of the
year, this rate increase is not assumed to have a significant impact on water gross receipts. Last
year, gross receipts from the water company were expected to be up 18%, largely as a result of
dry weather conditions. This year’s proposed estimate has been scaled back to half that increase,
because those dry conditions cannot be counted for the upcoming year. Missouri- American
Water Company has been bought out by a German firm, so it will be interesting to see how this
change in ownership will effect their rate and operations philosophy.

As in previous years, there are no anticipated rate increases planned by Southwestern Bell and
the only increases to their gross receipts will be as a result of the introduction of new product
lines. Gross receipts on phone service may become a potential area of new growth in revenue if
cities are successful in their lawsuit against the various cell phone companies, who are not
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paying gross receipts in the manner of Southwestern Bell and some of the other carriers using
overhead phone lines. As you recall, the Board of Aldermen agreed to participate in this
lawsuit, which is being spearheaded by the City of University City. However, recent attempts in
the Legislature to cap the dollar amount that cities can collect gross receipts is a potentially
disastrous development if this legislation is passed and it applies to the gross receipts collected
on utilities.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE ($580,500)

Revenue from the Warson Woods Fire contract will increase 2.75% from both the revised
estimate and the original budget estimate for Fiscal Year 2002-2003. For the first nine months
of the upcoming fiscal year, the monthly rate will be $15,210.86, while the last three months will
be dependent upon the Consumer Price Index for Municipal and Clerical Workers for the St.
Louis area. The total revenue under this contract is estimated to be $186,500. The upcoming
fiscal year will be the last year of this current five (5) year contract with Warson Woods.

The voters rejected last year’s ballot initiative to increase the gasoline tax. Under that proposal,
15% of the funds generated from the sales tax would go to the cities on a population basis. Gas
tax has been down the past few years presumably because of the economic downturn. People
may be staying close to home and not taking as many trips. With gas prices being up, people
may be trying to conserve on gas. If the economy turns around, hopefully this revenue will
resume to a more normal pattern of growth. The Road and Bridge Fund, which is based on a
rate of 10.5 cents per $100 assessed valuation, should experience growth of around 2% this year
as result of reassessment.  Cigarette taxes will continue to be on a flat trend as societal views on
smoking tend to be negative and as added taxes and court settlements price smokers out of the
habit.

Revenue will increase in the Intergovernmental Revenue account classification by 5.7% from the
revised, but it is actually down 2.8% from the original budget estimate for 2002-2003.

OTHER REVENUE ($430,030)

The most significant source of revenue.under this classification is revenue generated from
Municipal Court. Revenue from Municipal Court is estimated to increase by 2.5% from the
revised budget estimate, but this year’s proposed estimate will actually decrease 12.6% from the
original budget for 2002-2003. Although Municipal Court increased some fines over the past 18
months, revenue did not come in anywhere near the amount we had projected. Some of this
may have been as result of losing one of our better traffic officers this year. However, the most
likely reason why revenue in this area is not increasing as projected is that it was based
erroneously on several outstanding years in the mid 1990’s. Revenue from court has never come
close to reaching that amount in the years before or after those above normal years.

Cable revenue is expected to increase to about 7%, because of their continued rate increases that
seems to happen about every six months. However, as a result of a recent FCC ruling regarding
online services, the annual rate of growth of the cable franchise fees could be impacted
adversely. This is a very disappointing decision as Internet Services will be a continued growth

24



JOOOOQOUOOOVOOOIOOO PRIV IIIIIIIIPITFIIIIII

|

area for Charter Communications. This riling was mentioned in last year’s budget narrative and
as of this time, it is difficult to tell how much this has impacted our franchlse fees from Charter
Communications, if at all.

We should feel the full effect this year of changes in building permit and inspection fees. Last
year, we had less than % of the year under this new fee schedule. In addition, by the time we
implemented these new fees, a significant part of the construction season was over. Since we
did not get a full year under this new fee schedule, we are anticipating an increase of 16% in
these revenue accounts.

Revenue from this account classification area is expected to increase by 7.7% from the revised
budget and 8.6% from the original budget for FY 2002-2003.

GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES

Estimated General Fund expenditures for the 2003-2004 Fiscal Year are proposed to come in at
$2,957,947, which will be about a half a percent decrease from the revised and original budget
estimates for the current year. The decrease in General Fund Expenditures in the proposed 2003-
2004 Budget reflects directly on the lack of growth in our revenue sources. The following is a
breakdown and comparison of department budgets based on a percentage of the total budget:

EXPENDITURES BY DEPARTMENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED BUDGET

General Government 12.88% 12.67% 11.63% 11.33%
Municipal Court 1.95% 1.54% 1.68% 1.68%
Police Department 27.29%% 28.60% 27.92% 29.13%
Dispatching 6.15% 6.83% 6.93% 6.94%
Fire Department 32.52% 33.69% 33.77% 34.47%
Public Works 19.21% 16.65% 18.07% 16.45%
$2,760 $2,804 $2,976 $2,911

TOTAL EXPENITURES (IN MILLIONS)

PERSONNEL SERVICES (8$2.521.727)

Appropriations in this category include full and part time salaries along with across-the board
and scheduled merit increases for employees with less than five (5) years of service pursuant to
our pay plan. Also included in this account classification are costs for Employee Health
Insurance, Life and AD&D and Long-Term Disability Insurance, Social Security, LAGERS, and
Workers Compensation.  In the budget, there have been no new additional full or part time
positions included. However, there are three title changes in the pay and classification plan that
are included in this Budget and will have to be approved in the Pay and Classification Plan.
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The premium rates for health insurance will go at least as high as 25% if we should stay with the
Missouri Consolidated Health Plan. As a result of the number of years that we have experienced
health insurance premium increases in excess of 25% under the State Plan and because of our
tight budget this year, we should actively market health insurance in order to lower our cost of
providing benefits to City employees. The budget assumes that we will market the insurance
and that potentially in the first year, the premium increase we can expect will be considerably
lower than the expected 25% increase from Missouri Consolidated Health Plan. The budget
provides for a more modest increase in premiums in comparison to the inflated premiums we are
currently paying. Because of the size of the group, the City will have to go through a medical
underwriting process in order to get a quote from insurance carriers. From my discussion with a
few health insurance brokers, I believe we have a good chance of getting premium quotes, which
compare favorably to the one we will get from the Missouri Consolidated Health Plan. It is my
recommendation that we market our health insurance this year with the goal of leaving the State
Plan.

The premium for Worker Compensation Insurance will increase only 4.4% as a result of our

improved experience rating, which is a rating of the number of covered injuries and severity of
those injuries occurring to Glendale employees. Another factor that effects premium for this
insurance are changes in payroll in regard to any across-the-board increases and scheduled merit
increases granted to employees.

As you know, payroll increases have been based on a survey of nine (9) cities that we have been
using for a number of years for comparison purposes in regard to compensation, which include:
Brentwood, Crestwood, Frontenac, Kirkwood, Maplewood, Richmond Heights, Rock Hill,
Shrewsbury and Webster Groves. As you know, from 1992 to 1997 the City gave substantial
compensation adjustments to bring City employees up to the midpoint in terms of average actual

- salaries of our survey group of cities.

Even though this survey was still taken into consideration in the decision about payroll increases,
the Board of Aldermen decided this year to not utilize the midpoint average actual of the above
surveyed cities for determining across-the-board increases for the various job classifications.
This decision was made in light of the current revenue situation of the City and at this time only
effects the upcoming fiscal year. In lieu of this approach, the Board of Aldermen has authorized
a 2% across-the-board pay increase to full time employees, which is commiserate with what
most other cities in St. Louis County are giving to their employees this year.

The most fiscally prudent decision regarding this matter may have been to not give raises at all
this year. However, we have had a long unbroken history of giving raises to City employees,
which has generated much good will, which positively affects the way services are provided and
the way we are as a City. Even in years where money was scarce, we still managed to give
something to our employees. 1 believe it will have greater long-term positive consequences to
take a chance and give modest raises in the upcoming year, while hoping our revenue picture
improves before the next fiscal year.

Personnel Services represent 85% of the General Fund Budget and is the only real growth area
on the expenditure side of the budget.

26



J IV IS AN LS AN AU AW AW IV AW AW AG 16 AW AW 4G AW AW AW LW AW AW AW AW AN LU LU AW AN AW AW AW AU LU AW AN AN AN LS BN LS R AN

CONTRACTUAL AND COMMODITIES ($330,230)

This account classification will experience a sharp reduction of almost'12.7% from the revised
budget and a 7.5% from the original budget estimate for 2002-2003.  As you would expect,
very few line accounts have been increased in this account classification in this budget. What
increases have been made are related mostly to increases in the cost of doing business and
involve expenditures that are less discretionary.

In order to arrive at as close to a balanced budget as possible, significant cuts have been made to
Department requests. Last year and the upcoming year, we have actually reduced expenditures
down from the current year’s budget. This is the second year we have had to make cuts into the
“meat” of these budget accounts. The cuts that have been made in this account area are almost
about as far as we can go without effecting department operations in the short term. Long term,
if these cuts persist, it will begin to have an impact on our ability to provide quality services to
our residents. Everything is going up in price and demands continue to increase for more
services, which means that new funds will have to be developed for department operations. -

Contractual and Commodities represents 11.2% of the budget, which as a percentage of budget is
down slightly from the current year budget.

OTHER EXPENSES ($105,990)

Expenses in this account classification will decrease 12.5% from the Revised Budget and 2.2%
from the revised budget. We anticipated that the 2002-2003 budget would be down 13.5% from
the 2001-2002 budget, but as a result of higher than expected increases in liability and property
insurance, expenses in this account classification actually increased over last year’s budget.
Excluding this increase in insurance expenses, we have, for 2 consecutive years, made an effort
to reduce expenditures in this account classification in order to try to submit as close to a
balanced budget as possible. The budget for this account classification has been trimmed this
year nearly as far as we can go. The only increase in this set of accounts involves, once again,
the department’s insurance line item accounts for various liability and property lines of
insurance.

Last year in the proposed budget, we indicated that we cut the training budget for all departments
overall by 38%. This year we have cut the training budget even further and it is expected that
these cuts will reduce training opportunities that have been longstanding fixtures in our
professional development program and in our budget. There are sufficient funds still to cover
the essential training programs that must be maintained to keep our employees properly
credentialed and to keep up with what they need to know to do their jobs, but there are no extras.
These cuts are not made lightly, but it is one of the few areas in the budget where there are
discretionary funds that can be cut in order to cope with our current revenue situation.

Other Expenses will represent about 3.6% of the General Fund Budget.
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS ($-0-)

No General Fund transfers, as have been done in the past, are contemplated in 2003-2004
General Fund Budget.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

The summary information on the General Fund Budget describing current revenue and

expenditure conditions do not necessarily represent a view that we need to go to the voters with a
proposition increasing revenue in the upcoming fiscal year.  Clearly our budget picture has
worsened during the current year. However, we are not yet in the kind of trouble that we were
in 1991 from a financial standpoint. We have sufficient reserves to get through next year even
with a modest raise to employees. - It is still possible for our revenue situation to turn around if
the economy starts growing and the rebound occurs quickly. If we do not get a significant
economic upstream next fiscal year, we will have to consider how we are going to generate new
revenue to support City functions.

It is my recommendation for contingency planning purposes, if we do not see early on in the
upcoming fiscal year a significant rebound of the economy, to begin the process of exploring
options we have in terms of generating new revenue. This process really already began during
our discussion of revenue and the budget in general at our long-term planning session in May.
After that initial session, the City’s long-term revenue requirements should be studied in-depth
by the Mayor and Board of Aldermen at some point during the next fiscal year. If we find that
near the end of the upcoming fiscal year the revenue is still lagging, we would then be in a
position the first half of the 2004-2005 Fiscal Year to put some type of ballot proposition
together for the voters’ consideration that would help address our revenue concerns for the
future. We do not want to put ourselves into the kind of situation we were in 1991, when our
reserves were nearly depleted trying to meet our ongoing General Fund expenses.
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EXPLANATION OF GRAPHS

EXHIBIT A.1(p.7) shows the percentage of revenue collected for each fund for the proposed
budget for 2003-2004 using a pie chart format.

EXHIBIT A.2 (p.8) shows the percentage of expenditures for each fund for the proposed budget
for 2003-2004 using a pie chart format.

EXHIBIT B.1 (p.30) shows a comparison of General Fund revenue and expenditures over a four
(4) year period using a bar chart format. The years compared include the proposed budget for
2003-2004 the estimated budget for 2002-2003 and the actual budgets for 2001-2002 and
2000-2001. '

EXHIBIT C.1 (p.31) shows a comparison of General Fund sources of revenue, using a pie chart
format for the proposed budget for 2003-2004.

EXHIBIT C.2 (p.32) shows a comparison of expenditures by department for the General Fund -
using a pie chart format for the proposed budget for 2003-2004.

EXHIBIT D.1 (pf33) shows a comparison of General Fund sources of revenue over a four (4)
year period using a bar chart format. The years compared include the proposed budget for
2003-2004, the estimated budget for 2002-2003 and the actual budgets for 2001-2002 and
2000-2001.

EXHIBIT D.2 (p.34) shows a comparison of General Fund expenditures by department over a
four (4) year period using a bar chart format. The years compared include the proposed budget
for 2003-2004, the estimated budget for 2002-2003 and the actual budgets for 2001-2002 and
2000-2001.

EXHIBIT E.I(p.58) shows a percentage of expenditures by function for the proposed Capital
Fund budget for 2003-2004 using a pie chart format.

EXHIBIT E.2 (p.59) shows a comparison of Capital Fund revenue and expenditures over a four
(4) year period using a bar chart format.
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FUND FOR 2003/2004

90 - CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FUND

900 - 001 REVENUE :

01052 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS T.

01101 LOCAL USE TAX - CAPITAL IMP

05010 INVESTMENT INCOME-CAP IMPR
05030 GRANT INCOME

TRANSFER FROM PARKS & STORM...
TOTAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS REVENUE

ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGET ESTIMATED BUDGET

00/01 01/02 02/03

334,147 336,477 323,415

0 0 0
283 101 300
0 0 66,850

0 44705 45440

02/03 03/04

320,900 334,500
0 0

35 50
57,036 274,290
55,630 56,230

$334,430 $381,283 $436,005

60

$433,501 $665,070
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90 - CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FUND

44010 OFFICE EQUIPMENT

44030 OTHER CAPITAL OUTLAY

44040 BUILDING & LAND

44110 RETIREMENT LONG TERM DEBT
TOTAL GENERAL GOVERNMENT

401 - COURT CAPITAL OUTLAY
44010 OFFICE EQUIPMENT
44030 OTHER CAPITAL OUTLAY
TOTAL COURT

401 - POLICE CAPITAL OUTLAY
44010 OFFICE EQUIPMENT
44020 AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT
44030 OTHER CAPITAL OUTLAY
44040 BUILDING & LAND

TOTAL POLICE

401 - DISPATCHING CAPITAL OUTLAY
22320 INTEREST EXPENSE

44010 OFFICE EQUIPMENT

44030 OTHER CAPITAL OUTLAY
TOTAL DISPATCHING

401 - FIRE CAPITAL OUTLAY

22320 INTEREST EXPENSE

44020 AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT
44030 OTHER CAPITAL OUTLAY

44040 BUILDING & LAND

44110 RETIREMENT LONG TERM DEBT
TOTAL FIRE V

401 - PUBLIC WORKS CAPITAL OUTLAY
22320 INTEREST EXPENSE

44020 AUTOMOTIVE EQUIPMENT
44030 OTHER CAPITAL OUTLAY
44040 BUILDING & LAND"

44050 STREETS - CHIPSEAL

44060 STREETS - CONCRETE

44070 STREETS - OTHER

44080 SIDEWALKS

44090 STORM WATER

44100 CURBS

44101 SAPPING/KIRKHAM CHIPSEAL

TOTAL PUBLIC WORKS

SURPLUS (DEFICIT)

401 - GENERAL GOVERNMENT CAPITAL OUTLAY

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS FUND FOR 2003/2004

44110 LONG TERM DEBT/CAPITAL LEASE

TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY EXPENDITURES

61

ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGET ESTIMATED BUDGET"
00/01 01/02 02/03 02/03 03/04

0 0 1,000 0 2,000

8,363 17,955 7,000 7,000 45,000

0 0 30,000 33,000 3,000

966 644 650 650 650

$9,329 $18,599 $38,650 $40,650 $50,650

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0

0 0 0 0 0

21,996 21,983 21,500 21,500 20,000

29,623 0 1,000 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

$51,619 $21,983 $22,500 $21,500 $20,000

3,364 3,951 5,600 5,600 4,340

0 0 0 0 0

86,531 72,363 42,060 42,060 42,930

$89,895 $76,314 $47,660 $47,660 $47,270

14,543 8,684 14,000 10,595 6,880

23,400 23,400 59,400 50,537 23,400

44,483 19,970 850 850 20,000

389 10,604 9,500 33,000 3,000

322 644 644 644 650

$83,137 $63,302 $84,394 $95,626 $53,930

3,300 1,735 1,200 1,000 900

0 11,011 11,011 11,011 11,010

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 20,000 20,000 0

56,355 52,416 55,000 55,000 50,000

0 0 0 : 0 0

0 0 0 0 164,128

0 23,727 0 0 3,000

132,117 (0) 113,700 102,592 285,975

31,700 32 26,000 26,000 0

(588) 0 0 0 0

11,011 0 0 0 0

$233,895 $88,921 $226,911 $215,603 $515,013

$467,875 $269,119 $420,115 $421,039 $686,863

($133,445)  $112,164 $15,891 $12,463 ($25,950)
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