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INTRODUCTION

If it keep on rainin’ the levee gonna break
If it keep on rainin' the levee gonna break

The Levee’s Gonna Break
by Bob Dylan
Modern Times (2006)

And you never miss your water
Till the well runs dry.

West Texas
by Bob Dylan
Live At The Gaslight 1962 (2005)

Yeah.

Well, thankfully, we ain’t in West Texas (yet). And after a nearly
record-setting year for precipitation, few folks seem concerned about
their well runnin’ dry. Yet, in the Land of Little Rain, such thoughts
should never be far from anybody’s mind.

This year’s Recommended Budget absorbs an unprecedented
$1,255,685 — 17.3% — increase In employee pension costs while
providing funding for employee pay raises that were agreed to and
proposed prior to July 1, 2017. The Recommended Budget does not
require layoffs, and even proposes increases in staffing levels
requested by some department’s that participated in the Voluntary
Separation Incentive Plan in Fiscal Year 2014-2015. And, as proposed,
the Budget accomplishes these things without dipping too deeply into
salary savings — the often relied upon practice of using temporary
savings in ongoing employee costs to provide one-time funding to help
close the budget gap. Strong recruitments for General Fund jobs (as
well as many job openings funded with categorical monies) make the
pool of available salary savings as shallow as it has been in years.

The Recommended Budget also continues to pump money

toward critical technology needs, including: computer replacements
provided through the Tech Refresh Program; financial system (IFAS)
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upgrades; the Property Tax Management System; County website
upgrades; and, most notably, identifying additional funds that can be
added, as necessary, to money already set aside to replace the County’s
aging voting system. The Budget also provides a relative trickle of
funds, compared to overflowing need, to address a long list of deferred
maintenance and capital improvement projects.

The Budget anticipates an $800,000 decline in Hotel Transient
Occupancy Tax revenue stemming from much of the Furnace Creek
Resort being closed for construction, which results in this year’s
Budget reducing TOT revenue by $300,000 compared to last year’s
Board Approved Budget (the remaining $500,000 will be absorbed by
the cushion intentionally built into annual bed tax revenue projections
for precisely this type of disruption). And, the Budget provides funding
for a potential geothermal property tax appeal that could further
reduce the receipt of these critical property tax revenues. The County’s
geothermal property tax revenues and geothermal royalty payments
have been steadily evaporating, like the steam from the water resource
the Coso Geothermal power plant relies on to produce electricity.
Property tax assessments continue to support the contention that the
plant’s value has decreased as a vresult of the water
pumping/transfer/reinjection project, approved in 2007, only serving to
arrest but not reverse the reported decline in the facility’s production
of electricity.

In the Land of Little Rain, there is even less privately-owned
land, making the means for economic growth that is common, and
taken for granted elsewhere almost as scarce as the rain and private
property in Inyo County. This is reflected in locally-derived revenues
remaining relatively stagnant, while the County’s costs continue to
increase. The Budget endeavors to reduce this dry economic weather
pattern by continuing to provide seed funding for investments in
infrastructure and strategies critical to supporting and, hopefully,
expanding the local economy.

Balancing the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO Recommended
Budget does, however, come with a price. (This ain’t all buckets of rain
and moonbeams and such, you know.) As described in detail beginning
on page 64, the CAO Recommended Budget reduces non-personnel
expenses in the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Department Requested Budget
by $347,765. These cuts will have an impact on programs and services
that departments provide to the public. Balancing the budget also
requires dropping the level of fund balances in key trusts regularly
used to offset General Fund expenditures far beyond the amount of
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money collected annually to replenish them — talk about wells runnin’
dry.

Use of an estimated $3,859,476 in General Fund Balance from
the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 again provides the bridge that spans the
$4,405,658 gulf separating revenues from expenditures in the Fiscal
Year 2017-2018 Department Requested Budget. General Fund Balance
1s akin to a seemingly reliable aquifer whose sources of recharge can
never be exactly pinpointed from year to year. As discussed in some
detail below, it is difficult to predict with certainty and limited
consequence which budgets will generate the three primary sources of
General Fund Balance in any given year: higher-than-projected
revenue; vacancies that generate temporary salary savings during the
year; and/or, saving on budgeted expenses.

While the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Recommended Budget can
provide familiar caution, it can do little to guard against the seeming
deluge of proposed Federal policy and funding initiatives that could
have devastating consequences on State, and therefore, County health
and human services programs, most notably in the areas of
Medicaid/MediCal; TANF; food stamps; and, social services block
grants. However, most clouds come with some silver linings and, in the
case of Federal programs and funding, there may be opportunities for
expanded infrastructure funding on which the County may capitalize
relative to roads, bridges, broadband and airports.

So, as detailed in the following pages, the Fiscal Year 2017-2018
Recommended Budget might be best viewed as a water glass seen as
half-full, while still heeding the words of the Bard of Hibbing
Minnesota, near the headwaters of the Mighty Mississippi:

High water risin’, six inches 'bove my head
Coffins droppin’in the street
Like balloons made out of lead
Water pourin’ into Vicksburg, don’t know what I’'m goin' to do
“Don’t reach out for me,” she said
“Can't you see I'm drownin’ too?”
It's rough out there
High water everywhere

High Water (for Charley Patton)
by Bob Dylan
Love And Theft (2001)

The water may be risin’ but the levee is still holding.
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SUMMARY

As presented, the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Recommended Budget
is balanced, as required by law. The Recommended Budget totals
$93,967,881 1n expenditures and $87,668,089 in revenues. The General
Fund portion of the CAO Recommended Budget is $58,320,675 in
expenditures and $54,461,199 in revenues, and is predicated on having
$3,859,476 in General Fund Balance available from Fiscal Year 2016-
2017.

This estimate of available General Fund Balance is a
placeholder used to guide the development of the CAO Recommended
Budget. The Auditor-Controller will certify the actual amount of Fiscal
Year 2016-2017 Fund Balance available for use in the Fiscal Year
2017-2018 Budget when your Board of Supervisors opens Budget
Hearings on September 5, 2017. At that time, it may be necessary to
make reductions, or desirable to consider additions to the
Recommended Budget depending on the actual Fund Balance that is
available.

The amount of General Fund Balance being used to close the
gap between revenues and expenses in this year’s Recommended
Budget is the same amount of General Fund Balance ultimately used
to balance last year’s Board Approved Budget, but $205,353 more than
what was needed to balance last year’'s CAO Recommended Budget.

The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Department Requested Budget,
which 1s also presented here, and based on budget requests submitted
by departments, seeks $91,852,494 in expenditures against
$84,919,189 in projected revenues. The General Fund component of
this year’s Department Requested Budget seeks $57,658,018 in
expenditures, and projects $53,252,360 in revenues. The Department
Requested Budget results in a $4,405,658 General Fund deficit;
$546,182 more than the $3,859,476 General Fund Balance relied upon
to close the gap between revenue and expenses in the CAO
Recommended Budget. (Table 1.)

Department Requested Budget CAO Recommended Budget
Expense Revenue Shortfall Expense Revenue Shortfall
General Fund | $ 57,658,018 | $53,252,360 | $(4,405,658)| $ 58,320,675 | $54,461,199 | $(3,859,476)
All Funds $ 91,852,494 | $84,919,189 | $(6,933,305)| $ 93,967,881 | $87,668,089 | $(6,299,792)

Table 1.
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This year, the CAO Recommended Budget is again distinguished

by actually proposing higher General Fund expenditures than the
Department Requested Budget. This is due to the net effect of:

Taking just $112,629 in General Fund salary savings (almost
half the amount applied to last year’s budget);

Making approximately $347,765 in non-personnel cuts to
department funding requests;

Adding relatively large expenses to those already included in the
Department Requested Budget, such as: $230,000 in possible
expenses associated with geothermal property tax assessments
and appeals; $161,180 in personnel expenses back into to the
Juvenile Institutions budget; $46,581 to the Department
Requested Out-of-County Juvenile Hall budget, etc.

Recognizing $849,949 in Operating Transfers In to the General
Fund; and,

Recommending $844,260 in Operating Transfers Out of the
General Fund to support senior services, deferred maintenance
projects, additional funding for elections equipment, and landfill
operations.

However, while the CAO Recommended General Fund Budget

increases expenses compared to the Department Requested General
Fund Budget, it also increases revenues and, overall, results in
reducing the gap between General Fund revenues and expenditures in
the Department Requested Budget by $546,182 to arrive at $3,859,476
which is the amount of estimated Fund Balance.

AT A GLANCE

The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Recommended General Fund Budget

1s balanced by:

Assuming General Fund Balance for the Fiscal Year ending
June 30, 2017, will be certified at or above $3,859,476.

Making a total of $347,765 in reductions to non-personnel costs
in the Department Requested Budget compared to the $222,017
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in non-personnel cuts made in last year’'s CAO Recommended
Budget. This is exclusive of the money the CAO Recommended
Budget adds to the Department Requested Budget for
anticipated needs not included in departmental budget requests,
or other costs identified by departments late in the budget
process.

* Not recommending a total of $129,915 in funding associated
with departmental requests for new positions. The CAO
Recommended Budget does support funding for five (5) new
positions requested by departments totaling $250,871, but
defers funding to fill the new positions until October 5th which
generates an additional savings of $86,127 in the CAO
Recommended Budget.

* Relying on $112,629 in General Fund Salary Savings, taken
exclusively from budgets in the County Administrator’s office,
compared to the $215,748 in Salary Savings used to balance the
Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Board Approved Budget.

* Projecting an overall increase of $324,166 in revenues in the
General Revenues & Expenditures budget.

» Utilizing $849,949 in Operating Transfers In to the General
Fund; $225,082 more than the $624,867 in Operating Transfers
revenue needed to balance last year’s Budget.

=  Still making $844,260 in Operating Transfers Out of the
General Fund for senior services, deferred maintenance projects,
elections equipment, and landfill operations.

As noted above, this year’s Budget relies on the same amount of
Fund Balance used to balance the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Board
Approved Budget, but $205,353 more than the amount of Fund
Balance relied on to balance last year’'s CAO Recommended Budget.
Your Board of Supervisors appropriated the additional $205,353 in
unbudgeted Fund Balance during Budget Hearings for “one-time”
expenses not included in the Recommended Budget, like OPEB Trust
contributions, and to enhance CAO Recommended funding levels for
needs such as General Fund Contingencies. This year, the CAO
Recommended budget includes funding for a $100,000 OPEB
contribution, but is still only able to identify $17,117 for General Fund
Contingencies. As always, the increased amount of Fund Balance
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relied on in this year’s CAO Recommended Budget could be a cause for
concern because it foretells needing at least that much Fund Balance
to fund the same budget next year unless the revenue and expense
matrix changes significantly.

As presented, this year’s Budget:
v" Funds an additional $1,255,585 in employee pension costs.

v" Provides funding for wage and benefit costs associated with new
labor agreements agreed to or proposed before July 1, 2017.

v" Maintains last year’s funding levels for ongoing programs in the
Grants-In-Support budget and the Advertising County
Resources budget, including the revamped Community Project
Sponsorship Program.

v' Identifies money for a new employee tuition reimbursement
program.

v" Leaves $17,117 for General Fund Contingencies.

v' Adds five (5) new positions requested by departments to the
County’s Authorized Staffing, and makes seven (7) positon
adjustments that, in effect, add higher-level positions to the
Authorized Staffing and/or increase program functionality
based on departmental justifications.

v Eliminates ten (10) vacant positions from the Authorized
Staffing.

v' Includes one-time funding to purchase three (3) County landfill
properties owned by the City of Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power.

v" Continues to support additional juvenile services programming
in the Probation and Health and Human Services departments,
while refining cost assumptions used in last year’s budget
which result in reducing costs by $354,751 (recall that last
year’s budget added $816,210 to support the pilot Juvenile
Services Redesign initiative).

v" Allocates $600,822 from the General Fund to support senior
citizen programs in Inyo and Mono counties.
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This includes $545,822 for Inyo County’s IC-GOLD Program,
which i1s funded exclusively from the General Fund to
supplement senior services provided through the Eastern Sierra
Area Agency on Aging. Additionally, the General Fund is
providing the $55,000 in required matching funds to access
State and Federal Funding for the ESAAA Program in Inyo and
Mono counties, as well as another $54,740 Operating Transfers
from the General Fund to the ESAAA budget, through the IC-
GOLD budget, to cover the actual costs of providing this
regional service.

v' Identifies an additional $160,000 that can be added to the
$216,353 already set aside in the Elections Innovations Trust to
replace the County’s aging elections equipment (the cost of
which had been estimated at up to $650,000) before the 2018
General Election.

v' Applies a credit to fund the sixth year of debt-service on the
County’s Property Tax Management System project, and
supports other resources necessary to complete the County’s
obligations for product delivery.

v Identifies $112,000 in funding to continue making upgrades to
the County’s financial system software (IFAS).

v' Provides $133,658 in matching funds to support Federal
Aviation Administration grants for improvements to the Bishop
and Lone Pine-Death Valley airports.

v" Continues to support economic development initiatives related
to establishing commercial air service at the Bishop Airport,
furthering the 21st Century Obsidian Project and related digital
economy strategies, and acquiring the Historic Mount Whitney
Fish Hatchery from the State of California.

v' Includes $449,267 in funding for Deferred Maintenance
projects, with $223,260 coming from the General Fund, and the
balance being funded through a combination of grants and the
use of designated or categorical monies. The Budget also
includes $293,764 in encumbrances to fund ongoing projects
approved in prior years’ budgets.

v Purchases seven (7) new patrol vehicles for the Sheriff’s Office
from the Motor Pool budget.
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v" Continues to reserve $35,000 for matching funds in support of a
State grant award to build a disabled-access dock at Diaz Lake.

While this Budget has some highlights, as always, it is
important to also recognize that this Budget does not fulfill all of the
department budget requests. And, although the Recommended Budget
1s able to meet rising labor costs, provided funding for some new
positions and, generally, maintains the County’s core programs and
services while providing funding for some newly identified needs and
ongoing initiatives, it still leaves many County needs unmet, and
others only partially met. For example, there is no money designated
for General Reserves or the Economic Stabilization Fund.

In addition, there are trends associated with this year’s Budget
— most reported last year, some newly emerging — that still warrant
noting:

»  Substantial increases in pension costs from the California Public
Employees Retirement System (CalPERS) identified in last
year’s budget have materialized (and been addressed by your
Board of Supervisors). However, new actuarial figures released
by CalPERS will result in the County’s employee pension costs
rising even higher. Next year, the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget
will need to fund an additional $1,126,788 in pension costs on
top of the $1,255,585 in increased costs already projected for
next year.

= Retiree healthcare costs continue to grow. The County’s “pay-as-
you-go” cost 1s projected to increase from $2,546,478 in last
year’s Board Approved Budget to $2,634,045 this year. The
projected increase, however, is not reflected in full as an
increase in Net County Cost in this year’s Budget, because last
year the actual pay-as-you-go amount was lower than projected.
So, the appearance of a “status quo” budget is, in this instance,
misleading; retiree health care costs are continuing to increase.
While the Budget is sufficient to fund the pay-as-you-go amount
without dipping into the County’s OPEB Trust established in
Fiscal Year 2009-2010, the ongoing trend of increasing retiree
health care costs underscores the need to continue funding the
Trust. The Recommended Budget proposes adding $100,000 to
the OPEB Trust, which had a balance of $6,144,599 as of June
30, 2017. While the OPEB Trust balance is sizeable, the County
Unfunded Accrued Liability (UAL) is even greater, with the last
actuarial analysis indicating the County’s UAL is $41,187,947.

CAQ INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY — 11



COUNTY OF INYO RECOMMENDED BUDGET 2017 -2018

= Some Non-General Fund budgets still appear to be continuing to
increase the use of their fund balances, and need to be carefully
monitored.

= After a brief respite two years ago, when some law enforcement
costs, such as Probation, showed signs of decreasing, this year’s
Budget indicates some law enforcement costs, most notably in
the Sheriff's budgets, are again increasing faster than most
other General Fund budgets, with the exception of Health and
Human Services budgets.

» This year, the amount of Operating Transfers In to the General
Fund from key trusts is about $225,082 higher than last year.
And, the drain on the trusts from which the money is drawn
continues to exceed the rate at which the trusts are recharged.

Last year’s budget alerted your Board of Supervisors to trends
concerning the use of Health and Human Services and Criminal
Justice realignment funds at a rate approaching or exceeding base
allocations. This year, use of these realignment funds is within the
respective base allocations, however, both critical funding sources
warrant continued monitoring and scrutiny.

ARRIVING AT THE RECOMMENDED BUDGET

As presented, this Budget document presents, and identifies the
differences between the Department Requested Budget and CAO
Recommended Budget for the Fiscal Year 2017-2018. It also describes
the steps taken to ultimately submit a balanced Budget for
consideration by your Board of Supervisors.

In any County Budget, the wants and needs of departments
usually exceed what the County can afford, or the Budget Officer is
comfortable recommending. This year is no different. The expenses in
this year’s Department Requested General Fund Budget exceed
projected revenues in the Department Requested Budget by
$4,405,658. This is $546,182 more than the amount of General Fund
Balance the CAO Recommended Budget anticipates will be available to
balance the Budget when the Auditor-Controller certifies Fund
Balance at the commencement of Budget Hearings. And, as is not
uncommon, the Department Requested General Fund Budget does not
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include all of the costs the County needed to consider funding this
year.

This year, the CAO Recommended General Fund Budget
contains $662,657 more in expenses than the Department Requested
Budget. This is because, in addition to decreasing some departmental
funding requests, the CAO Recommended Budget also had to add some
significant expenses not included in the Department Requested
General Fund Budget. Without taking time to itemize every addition to
the Department Requested Budget, some of the big ticket costs include:
$161,180 back to the Juvenile Institutions budget and $46,581 back to
the Out-of-County dJuvenile Hall budget; $230,000 for possible
geothermal property appraisals and assessment appeals; $54,740 in
additional senior program contributions; and, increasing the amount of
court fine money the County is required to remit to the State by

$50,000.

As noted above, adding additional expense to the Department
Requested Budget is not unusual. However, this year, the net effect of
increasing some departmental costs more than other departmental
costs were reduced — coupled with the impact of Operating Transfers
going in and out of the General Fund — has resulted in making the
CAO Recommended General Fund Budget more than the Department
Requested Budget.

As a result of the changes made by the CAO Recommended
Budget, the overall gap between revenues and expenses in the General
Fund Budget has been reduced from $4,405,658 to $3,859,476. Again,
this is the result of multiple actions involving adding revenues —
primarily through Operating Transfers to the General Fund — and
removing (as well as adding) expenses and a very limited use of salary
savings. In fact, balancing the Recommended Budget could not have
been accomplished, or at least as readily accomplished, without the use
of $849,949 in Operating Transfers In to the General Fund (which
results in using more money from some of these trusts than the trust
receives each year).

It is not unusual to have a difference in the amount of the deficit
between Department Requested and CAO Recommended budgets, and
1s often the result of the Department Requested Budget not accounting
for Operating Transfers in and out of the General Fund. The difference
in the size of the deficit between this year’s Department Requested
General Fund Budget $4,405,658 and the CAO Recommended Budget
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$3,859,476 1s $546,182, which is almost twice the amount of last year
when the difference was only $285,045.

Similar to last year, the gap between this year’s Department
Requested Budget and the CAO Recommended Budget could easily
have been much greater. Once again, many departments have worked
hard to maintain the cost savings achieved through Service Redesign
Initiatives that have been a part of every budget process since Fiscal
Year 2014-2015. The initiatives of the past three years’ budgets have
come on top of many successive years of budget belt-tightening by
many County departments. This year’'s CAO Recommended Budget
seeks to recognize those efforts by supporting limited increases to
Authorized Staffing requested by departments, including trading out
lower-level positions for higher-level positions capable of performing a
wider range of more complex work.

In every year’s budget process, there is a certain amount of
inherent give-and-take. This year, the CAO Recommended Budget
again seeks to spread available funding around, balancing the budget
among a myriad of oftentimes competing needs which always exceed
fiscal resources. The Recommended Budget cautiously adds some staff
capacity, which represents increases in ongoing costs that will affect
future years’ budgets; it provides funding for one-time costs such as
infrastructure investment; it identifies funds to add money to the
Elections Innovations Trust or fund any number of other technology
needs; it responds to increases in the cost of doing business, such as
higher rents and energy costs; and, it continues to commit preliminary
funding to pursue ongoing economic development initiatives. Again,
this task of balancing the budget and meeting a variety of needs was
made easier by most departments making an effort to maintain
expenditures around last year’s levels, and graciously accepting
reductions to some funding requests in the CAO Recommended
Budget.

The CAO Recommended Budget reduces non-personnel costs in
General Fund budgets by a total of $347,765 (gross not net), not
including salary savings. This stands in contrast to last year when the
CAO Recommended Budget reduced non-personnel costs in General
Fund budgets by $222,017, but is not as big a cut as Fiscal Year 2014-
2015 when the CAO Recommended Budget reduced non-personnel
costs in General Fund budgets by $429,642. Adding costs elsewhere in
the budget comes at a price.
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While adjustments to department budget requests are an
integral part of the steps taken to arrive at a balanced Recommended
Budget, the resulting savings are, as demonstrated above, relatively
modest. And although necessary, by themselves, cuts to department
funding requests do not result in achieving a balanced budget. Each
year, the CAO Recommended Budget must rely on a combination of
multiple actions — not just cutting department budget requests — that
reduce or defer costs and, in some instances, identify alternative
sources of revenue. Similar to past Budget Messages, this section will
provide an overview of those actions for readers not familiar with the
County’s budget process. Readers already familiar may choose to skip
ahead to the Geothermal Royalties discussion beginning on page 24.)

Components of the CAO Recommended Budget which are not
typically part of the Department Requested Budget include:

Fund Balance. Fund Balance is the amount of money remaining in a
fund at the end of the fiscal year. Typically, Fund Balance refers to the
money remaining in the County’s General Fund at the end of the prior
fiscal year. The County must rely on this money to bridge most of the
gap between projected revenues and expenses in the Department
Requested and, ultimately, the CAO Recommended Budget. However,
Non-General Fund budgets, which by definition sit in their own fund,
can also have fund balances and these, too, must often be used to span
budget shortfalls in their respective budgets.

Operating Transfers from Key Funds & Trusts. The Recommended
Budget continues to benefit from the strategic use of Operating
Transfers from key trusts to the General Fund and, sometimes, to Non-
General Fund budgets. These key trusts include: the Geothermal
Royalties Fund; the Criminal Justice Facilities Trust; the AB 443
(Rural Sheriffs) Trust; and, the COPS Trust. The use of these Non-
General Fund monies continues to be a critical means of increasing
revenue in the General Fund to pay for specific projects and services —
which meet the respective criteria to be eligible for funding from these
trusts — that would otherwise have to be funded from General Fund
revenues or deleted from this Budget. These funding sources are also
sometimes used to fund specific activities in Non-General Fund
budgets that would otherwise require an Operating Transfers from the
General Fund.

Salary Savings. Positions in the Authorized Staffing which are vacant

after the beginning of the fiscal year sometimes have salary and
benefits expense removed, in monthly increments, in the CAO
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Recommended Budget (or, sometimes, by the department in the
Department Requested Budget) as a means of temporarily reducing
budget expense for the current fiscal year. Usually, this is done
judiciously, taking only as much salary savings as might accrue until
the position is filled. Attachment B shows the salary savings being
used from vacant positions in the CAO Recommended Budget. This is
different from salary savings accrued during the year through
attrition, which contributes to end-of-year Fund Balance as discussed
below.

This section goes on to describe these components of the budget-
balancing process in greater detail. The discussion of salary savings
being applied to balance this year’s CAO Recommended Budget occurs
in the subsequent Personnel Actions section. And, in addition to these
standard approaches to balancing the Budget, this year’s
Recommended Budget continues to benefit from increases in some
General Revenues. These increases in certain revenue streams, and
decreases in others such as Hotel Transient Occupancy Tax
projections, are discussed further below in the Fiscal Overview section.
To the extent increases in some revenue streams materialized over the
course of last fiscal year, the increases have benefitted the projected
General Fund Balance for the year ending June 30, 2017, which is
essential for balancing this year’s Budget.

Fund Balance

The Auditor-Controller will certify the actual Fiscal Year 2016-
2017 General Fund Balance in September at the start of Budget
Hearings. Pending the Auditor-Controller’s certification of Fund
Balance, the CAO Recommended Budget has relied on a placeholder
figure; assuming the available General Fund Balance will be
$3,859,476. This 1s the same amount of Fund Balance available and
used to balance last year’s Board Approved Budget, but $205,353 more
than used to balance last year's CAO Recommended Budget. The
reliance of the CAO Recommended Budget on a higher amount of Fund
Balance than required to balance last year’s budget is a trend that,
obviously, cannot continue indefinitely, and warrants careful
monitoring.

As part of your Board of Supervisors’ adoption of the Board
Approved Budget for Fiscal Year 2017-2018, the CAO Recommended
Budget assumes that the Auditor-Controller will certify the General
Fund Balance for the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 2017 as being at
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least $3,859,476. This is the amount of Fund Balance needed to fill the
shortfall between projected income and projected expenses in the
Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO Recommended General Fund Budget,
including providing $17,117 for General Fund Contingencies.

If the Auditor-Controller certifies Fund Balance in excess of
$3,859,476, the additional money could be used to address some of the
under-funded or unfunded needs identified in this Budget, such as
making a long-overdue contribution to General Reserves, or the
Economic Stabilization Fund, or increasing the contributions to
General Fund Contingencies, the Computer Fund, or Accumulated
Capital Outlay Fund.

However, if last year’s Fund Balance is certified lower than
$3,859,476, it will be necessary to make cuts to the CAO Recommended
Budget.

As frequent readers of Inyo County budgets already know, it is
not unusual for the County to rely on using the prior year’s General
Fund Balance to help balance the current year’s Budget. And, the
existence of a prior year’s General Fund Balance, and using it to
balance the Budget, is not necessarily a cause for concern.

The existence of General Fund Balance is an indicator that,
overall, the County is living within the limits of its spending plan for
that year (e.g., under-spending appropriations and/or overachieving
revenues). If General Fund Balance did not exist at the end of a fiscal
year, 1t would mean that departments matched their budget
projections exactly (which is very unlikely). And, if a negative General
Fund Balance exists, it indicates that, as a whole, departments either
over-spent appropriations, under-achieved revenues, or both — so, on
its own, the existence of Fund Balance is a good thing.

The County always relies on its prior year’s General Fund
Balance to balance the Budget, and the Board Approved General Fund
Budget in any given year is usually balanced to the amount of the
available Fund Balance. Table 2. shows the amount of General Fund
Balance used to balance the Budget the last six (6) years. As indicated,
during this time, the year-ending General Fund Balance has fluctuated
between $3,529,789 and $3,976,086.
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Annual Fund Balance History

FY 2011- FY 2012- FY 2013- FY 2014- FY 2015- FY 2016- FY 2017-
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
$3,593,774 | $3,816,895 | $3,976,086 | $3,529,789 [ $ 3,654,123 [ $ 3,859,476 2777
Table 2.

To the extent that the actual, certified Fund Balance exceeds
what was used to balance the CAO Recommended Budget, it is
recommended, and your Board usually directs that the amount of this
un-budgeted Fund Balance be diverted to reserve accounts or one-time
expenses, as opposed to being used to increase funding for ongoing
costs.

As discussed in last year’s Budget, and emphasized again here,
the County cannot rely on General Fund Balance increasing every year
to cover increases in ongoing costs (such as salaries and benefits, rents
and leases, other operating expenses like energy costs, etc.) which
often grow faster than revenues.

While many components, including accounts receivable, prior
years’ encumbrances, and claims on cash, factor into the Fund Balance
calculation, a simplified analysis shows the County’s General Fund
Balance can usually be primarily attributed to three things: (1) salary
savings that accrue after the Budget is approved; (2) lower-than-
anticipated expenditures in non-personnel expenses; and (3) achieving
or exceeding budgeted revenues, particularly in the General Revenues
& Expenditures budget (as opposed to individual department budgets).

Although these elements have been described in previous years’
budget messages, for the benefit of readers not familiar with the
County budget process, this year’'s Arriving at the Recommended
Budget section of the Recommended Budget again describes the
primary elements of Fund Balance in detail. (While this year’s
discussion has been updated to incorporate new trends affecting Fund
Balance and the Budget, long-time readers, and those familiar with
prior years’ Budget Messages might prefer to read ahead to the
Geothermal Royalties discussion beginning on page 24.)

Salary Savings as a Component of Fund Balance

As noted above and discussed in more detail in the Personnel
section below, use of anticipated (or, budgeted) savings in Salaries and
Benefits costs, associated with currently vacant staff positions, is
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routinely employed as part of the budget process to reduce the size of
the shortfall that exists between the Department Requested and CAO
Recommended budgets. This year, however, the CAO Recommended
Budget only relies on $112,629 in anticipated salary savings to balance
the budget.

Because of the conservative approach taken when budgeting
salary savings, there will almost always be additional salary savings
that materialize in the Budget after it is adopted, for two reasons.
First, positions usually take longer to fill than the amount of time used
to calculate salary savings. For example, a position budgeted as
providing three months of salary savings may not be filled for four or
five months, for a variety of reasons, and thereby generate additional
savings. Unless this savings is re-appropriated elsewhere in the
department’s budget during the fiscal year — a practice discouraged by
the County Administrator and Auditor-Controller (since salary savings
are associated with ongoing expense) — it will show up as part of the
Fund Balance calculation at the end of the year.

The second and more dominant reason for salary savings always
being generated throughout the year after the Budget is approved is
that vacancies also always arise later in the year. Some degree of
employee turnover is a workforce reality in almost any organization.
These vacancies, and the salary savings that come with each one,
simply cannot be anticipated at the time the Budget is prepared. While
1t is reasonable to anticipate that there will always be additional
“unanticipated” or, perhaps more accurately, “unbudgeted,” salary
savings that accrue due to employee turnover throughout the year, it is
not easy to anticipate what the amount of these savings might be, or in
which department they might be realized. It is, therefore, neither
practical nor prudent to, as is sometimes suggested, guess which
departments might experience vacancies after the Budget is adopted,
and then try to accordingly adjust their budgeted Salaries and Benefits
costs in advance.

Again, because of these phenomena, there will always be some
unbudgeted salary savings in the County Budget that will contribute
to Fund Balance at the end of the year — unless the savings are allowed
to be spent elsewhere in a department’s budget, or are negated by the
department not fully achieving revenue projections in its budget.

While the practices and realities described above explain how we

arrive with salary savings at the end of a budget year, they do not
necessarily explain why the dollar amount is so high. Not counting
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salary savings from Health and Human Services positions,
unanticipated General Fund salary savings typically accounts for $2.0
Million - $2.5 Million in year-end Fund Balance. In general, when
contemplating the amount of money associated with salary savings,
and all the variables at work, it is perhaps most useful to consider that
the amount of money generated by salary savings is a direct reflection
of the fact that personnel costs currently account for 67% (or,
$39,095,805) of the County’s Recommended General Fund Budget.

It may be worth reiterating that the decision by your Board of
Supervisors last year, during the Mid-Year Financial Review, to
continue the Authorized Position Review Process can have the effect of
slowing the County hiring process; sometimes a little, sometimes a lot.
Without the Authorized Position Review Process, it 1s possible that the
amount of additional salary savings contributing to Fund Balance may
have been less.

And, next year, salary savings available to contribute to year-
end Fund Balance are expected to be less due to the County beginning
to pre-pay lump sum unfunded liability payments to CalPERS this
fiscal year. This was discussed when your Board of Supervisors made
the decision to generate annual cost-savings by pre-paying the
County’s lump-sum unfunded liability payments to CalPERS
beginning this fiscal year (this year the savings associated with
making a lump sum payment instead of monthly payments is
$118,594). Because these payments are based on actuarial projections
instead of actual employee costs, the component of salary savings
associated with the majority of retirement benefit costs for vacant
positions is no longer available because the retirement benefit costs
will have already been paid as part of the lump sum pre-payment.

Under-Expenditures as a Component of Fund Balance

In addition to savings from position vacancies that arise during
the year, under-expenditures in non-personnel categories of expenses
also contribute to Fund Balance.

Based on past analyses, there is rarely a single budget, or a
group of budgets, that routinely budget far more than they actually
spend (which would be to the detriment of tighter, “more realistic”
budgets). Rather, under-expenditures can generally be segregated into
two categories. The first category is singular, high-priced expenditures
— such as a capital improvement project, a consulting contract, or a
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large, one-time purchase — that, for any number of reasons, do not
materialize in the year in which they are budgeted. Under-
expenditures in this first category are likely to show up again as
expenses in the following year’s budget.

The second category of under-expenditures is comprised of
budgets with small savings in budgeted expenses spread across many
object codes that, when taken together, add up to significant savings. It
is this second category of under-expenditure (small savings adding up
to big dollars) that is usually more prevalent, and usually accounts for
greater savings.

With very few exceptions, year in and year out, most
departments manage their budgets effectively, and save money. The
savings may not be a lot — a couple hundred dollars here, and a
thousand dollars someplace else — but, considering that the Fiscal Year
2016-2017 Board Approved Budget included 137 budget units, even a
savings of a thousand or couple thousand dollars (in a budget of a few
hundred thousand or even a million dollars) can quickly add up to a
large amount of money when the County Budget is considered as a
whole. These “small but mighty” efforts always need to be encouraged,
acknowledged, and appreciated.

Unlike salary savings, in most years it is far less certain that
the County can count on a lot of little savings adding up to big savings
at the end of the year. And, when it is necessary to reduce or at least
freeze the amount being spent for services and supplies, budget-
tightening compounds the likelihood there will be fewer under-
expenditures at the end of the year for Fund Balance. This is simply
because freezing or reducing appropriations when costs continue to
increase results in less “wiggle room” for departments to save money.
As noted above, this year the Recommended Budget makes $347,765 in
non-personnel cuts to the Department Requested General Fund budget
($125,748 more than last year). This could foretell that there will be
even less for departments to save, and therefore there will be fewer
under-expenditures in this year’s Budget to contribute to year-end
Fund Balance on June 30, 2018.

Revenue Realization as a Component of Fund Balance

Realizing budgeted revenues is a critical factor in determining
year-end Fund Balance that cannot be overemphasized. For every
dollar of revenue that is budgeted, but not achieved, year-end Fund
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Balance is decreased by a dollar regardless of any other factors
affecting Fund Balance. Although the accrual period will not close
until August 31, 2017, it appears that in Fiscal Year 2016-2017, actual
General Fund revenues — excluding Health and Human Services
revenues — were approximately $1.5 Million more than the Board
Approved Budget, and approximately $1.4 Million more than the
Working Budget. While this is a sign that departments are doing a
good job achieving budgeted revenues, it is more indicative that some
General Revenues — like the hotel bed tax and sales tax — continue to
exceed intentionally-conservative projections in the General Revenues
& Expenditures budget. If hotel bed and sales tax revenue in excess of
projections in the Board Approved Budget are discounted, the above
analysis shows that revenue projections would have only been
exceeded by $300,000 and $200,000, respectively, with a corresponding
reduction in Fund Balance available to balance this year’s budget.

This demonstrates that, while departments continue, by and
large, to do a commendable job in achieving budgeted revenue, the
overall revenue realization figures benefit from the fact that under-
realized revenues in some budgets are offset, or masked, by higher
than anticipated revenues in other budgets. For example, last fiscal
year, the General Revenues & Expenditures budget realized over $2.5
Million more than the revenue projections in the Board Approved
Budget. To some degree this is by design, because taking a reasonably
conservative approach to revenue projections conveys several benefits,
including: providing a buffer against economic downturns beyond the
County’s control; compensating for revenues under-achieved in other
General Fund budgets; and, any surplus being “money in the bank” in
terms of contributing — sometimes significantly — to the year-end Fund
Balance.

Without this “extra” unbudgeted revenue in the General
Revenues & Expenditures budget, the revenue budgeted by
departments (excluding HHS revenue) in the Fiscal Year 2016-2017
Board Approved Budget would be underachieved by $1,032,958; and,
by $1,103,694 in the Working Budget.

In other words, the General Fund Balance available to use in
this year’s budget could have been higher if all revenue projections in
the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Working Budget had been fully achieved,
and much higher if revenue projections were met in addition to the
receipt of additional, unbudgeted General Fund revenue.
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This analysis, which is similar to analyses in previous years’
budgets, continues to raise an important issue. A primary purpose of
the County’s Mid-Year and Third Quarter Financial Review processes
1s to revise budget projections as necessary. When a department
reports that it will not, or it becomes apparent that a department
might not, achieve budgeted revenues, the Working Budget should be
amended to reflect the decrease in revenues AND, pursuant to the
County’s Budget Control & Responsibility Policy, expenditures need to
be decreased accordingly. Failure to do both has the effect of doubling
the impact the loss of revenue has on the bottom line.

Therefore, as always, a key factor to maintaining the integrity of
the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Budget, and not eroding the year-end Fund
Balance available for the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget, is that
departments must meet their budgeted revenue projections, and
decrease their expenditures by a corresponding amount when they
cannot meet revenue projections.

Revenue projections have typically been budgeted conservatively
to guard against blue sky spending, and often provide “extra” revenue
at the end of the year that masks underachieved revenues elsewhere in
the Budget. Calls to be more aggressive in making revenue projections
must be tempered by the realization that any short-term budget
convenience can quickly be outpaced by lower year-end Fund Balances
and much more immediate and dire consequences associated with
departments not meeting revenue projections.

Operating Transfers from Key Funds & Trusts.

In addition to Fund Balance, the CAO Recommended Budget
always relies on the use of Operating Transfers from the Geothermal
Royalties Fund, Criminal Justice Facilities Trust, AB 443 Trust, and
some minor trusts to offset General Fund expenses.

This year’s reliance on Operating Transfers to the General Fund
is similar to last year. Operating Transfers In to the General Fund
have increased by $225,082; from $624,867 in last year’s Budget to
$849,949 this year. As reported last year, there is cause for concern
that, in some cases, the transfers from these trusts continue to exceed
the prior year’s receipts. This results in diminishing fund balances for
the trusts, making current levels of Operating Transfers from the
trusts unsustainable. For example:
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* Geothermal Royalties Budget. The CAO Recommended Budget
relies on $422,650 in geothermal royalties funds, all of which
benefits the General Fund. However, last year, the County only
received $210,966 in royalty payments.

= AB 443 Trust. A total of $643,369 in AB 443 (Rural Sheriffs)
money is being used to balance the Recommended Budget.

However, in Fiscal Year 2016-2017, the County only received
$503,050 in AB 443 funds.

* Criminal Justice Facilities Trust. In Fiscal Year 2016-2017, the
County received $64,843 in Criminal Justice Facilities payments
associated with Court fines. Similar to recent years’ budgets, the
Recommended Budget is relying on $137,006 in Criminal Justice
Facilities monies, and of this, $69,206 1is for ongoing
maintenance expenses.

While these trends should be a cause for concern, the concern 1is
somewhat tempered by the realization that sometimes not all of the
budgeted operating transfers occur in a year. This is usually because
the projects for which the money is designated are delayed, or do not
materialize.

Geothermal Royalties Fund

The use of Geothermal Royalties Fund money to offset certain
eligible expenses in General Fund budgets (and in Non-General Fund
budgets that would otherwise require General Fund Operating
Transfers) replaces funding that would otherwise need to be paid from
the General Fund.

Pursuant to County policy, Geothermal Royalties Operating
Transfers are only made from revenue already received in the
Geothermal Royalties Fund, and do not rely on geothermal royalty
revenue that is expected but has yet to be received this Fiscal Year. In
Fiscal Year 2016-2017, the Geothermal Royalties Fund received
$210,956 in new royalty payments, all of which (and then some) are
being appropriated in this year’s Budget. Table 3. shows the use of
Geothermal Royalties Operating Transfers for the past six (6) years.

The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO Recommended Budget includes
a total of $422,650 in Geothermal Royalties Fund Operating Transfers.
These are used to offset eligible projects in the General Fund Budget.
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Geothermal Operating Transfer History

FY 2012- FY 2013- FY 2014- FY 2015- FY 2016- FY 2017-
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
$439,245 | $550,816 | $485,067 | $393,639 | $542,958 $422,650
Table 3.

In past years, Geothermal Royalties monies were routinely used
to offset costs linked to the Coso Geothermal power plant. Geothermal
Royalties Operating Transfers were made every year to the Assessor
budget to fund a portion of the annual mining and geothermal
assessment contract with Harold Bertholf and Associates. And, in
years when the Coso Geothermal power plant appealed its property tax
assessment, Geothermal Royalties Operating Transfers were made to
the Assessor and CAO budgets for consultants to respond to any
assessment appeals. However, in April 2016, the Assessor terminated
his contract with Harold Bertholf and Associates for annual mining
and geothermal assessment work, choosing to perform this work in-
house. The Bertholf contract associated with geothermal assessment
work was typically valued at almost $70,000, and funded from the
Geothermal Royalties Trust. In bringing the work in-house, the
Assessor estimates that office staff will spend about 44 hours on the
Coso Geothermal power plant assessment, and the value of this staff
time — about $3,900 — is still being funded with an Operating Transfers
from the Geothermal Royalties Trust. However, in light of indications
that the Coso Geothermal power plant may appeal its property tax
assessment, this year’s CAO Recommended Budget is again using
Geothermal Royalties funds to provide contingency funding for
consultants to represent the Assessor/County in the appeals process,
and preemptively adds the cost of the Bertholf contract back into the
Assessor budget, with an offsetting Geothermal Royalty Operating
Transfers, to assist in next year’s property appraisal process even
though not presently requested by the Assessor.

The projects and other costs being funded with Operating

Transfers from the Geothermal Royalties Fund are identified in Table
4.
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RECOMMENDED OPERATING TRANSFERS

FROM GEOTHERMAL ROYALTIES FUND
Budget Receiving Transfer - Description General Fund | Non General Fund

Assessor - Geothermal Staff Work $3,900
Assessor - Geothermal Consultant $65,000

CAQ - General - Anticipated Tax Appeal $100,000
CAO - General - Geothermal Consultant $65,000

Parks and Recreation - Equipment/Park Improvements $178,750
Planning $10,000

SUB-TOTALS $422,650 $0
TOTAL GEOTHERMAL OPERATING TRANSFER $422,650
(Last Year's Geothermal Operating Transfers $542,958)

Table 4.

If not for the availability of the Geothermal Royalties money, the
General Fund might have been required to fund all of these costs —
something that might not be possible without reductions to other areas
recommended for funding in this Budget.

The amount of Geothermal Royalties Operating Transfers used
to balance this year’s Budget leaves $251,752 in the Geothermal
Royalties Fund without anticipating the receipt of additional royalty
payments this year. However, this remaining Fund Balance would be
lower if not for the fact that not all of the Geothermal Royalties
Operating Transfers included in last year’s Budget materialized,
thereby bolstering the amount of Geothermal Royalties Fund Balance
available for this year’s Budget.

The wisdom of budgeting only geothermal royalty funds accrued
in the Geothermal Royalties Fund — and not budgeting projected
geothermal royalty revenues expected to be received in the current
year — has served the County very well. In recent years geothermal
royalty payments to the County have become less stable. Table 5.
shows the amount of geothermal royalty payments the County has
received in each of the last six (6) fiscal years.

Geothermal Royalties Received

FY 2011- FY 2012- | FY 2013- | FY 2014- FY 2015- FY 2016-
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
$266,458 $358,806 | $355,851 | $341,755 $248,490 $210,956
Table 5.

As indicated in Table 5., last year the County received nearly
$137,199 less in Geothermal Royalties payments than the amount of
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annual payments three years ago. This i1s most likely due to lower
production by the Coso Geothermal power plant which, in turn, affects
the plant’s payment of royalties to the Bureau of Land Management.
However, in addition to being directly affected by the amount of
production at the Coso Geothermal power plant, this critical revenue
source has been subject to reoccurring advances at the Federal and
State levels to reduce royalties’ payments to “geothermal counties”
across the West.

Criminal Justice Facilities Trust

The Inyo County Board of Supervisors created the Criminal
Justice Facilities Trust, by resolution, in 1982 for the purpose of
acquiring, rehabilitating, constructing, financing, and leasing suitable
criminal justice facilities, including all facilities necessary or incidental
to the operation of such criminal justice facilities. The Criminal Justice
Facilities Trust should not be confused with the Courthouse
Construction Trust that existed to provide funding for the acquisition,
rehabilitation, construction, and financing of court facilities. As part of
the implementation of the Trial Court Facilities Act of 2002, the
Courthouse Construction Trust was transferred to the State and now
falls under the control of the Judicial Council of California.

The Criminal Justice Facilities Trust currently holds
approximately $696,188, including $64,843 in new revenue received in
Fiscal Year 2016-2017. Table 6. shows the revenue history for this

trust.

Criminal Justice Facilities Trust Funds Received

FY 2011- | FY2012- | FY2013- | FY2014- | FY 2015- FY 2016-
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
$78,648 $60,749 $59,560 $63,851 $56,907 $64,843

Table 6.

In recent budgets, this trust provided the primary means of
funding the new Sheriff’s Substation in Lone Pine. And, if the proposed
Consolidated Office Building Project moves forward, Criminal Justice
Facilities monies are identified as one of the sources of funding to help
pay for a portion of the cost of the Sheriff, District Attorney, and
Probation offices in the facility.

This year’s Budget relies on using $137,006 in Operating
Transfers from the County’s Criminal Justice Facilities Trust to the
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General Fund and the Deferred Maintenance budget to balance the
Fiscal Year 2017-2018 County Budget. This 1s $56,022 more than the
$80,984 in Criminal Justice Facilities Trust Operating Transfers
necessary to balance the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 County Budget. Last
year’s budget used Criminal Justice Facilities Trust money to fund one
eligible deferred maintenance project. This year, the Budget relies on
Criminal Justice Facilities Trust money to fund $67,800 in deferred
maintenance projects. Table 7. shows the wuses of this year’s
recommended Criminal Justice Facilities Trust Operating Transfers.

RECOMMENDED OPERATING TRANSFERS
FROM CRIMINAL JUSTICE FACILITIES TRUST
Budget Receiving Transfer - Description General Fund
Building & Maintenance - Jail & Juv Inst Maintenance $17,000
Deferred Maintenance - Jail HVAC Units $60,300
Deferred Maintenance - LP Substation Paint $7,500
Jail - General - Security System $22,884
Jail - CAD/RMS - Security Maintenance $22,080
Juvenile Institutions - Security System $7,242
TOTAL $137,006

Table 7.

The Recommended Budget proposes using $56,022 more in
Criminal Justice Facilities Trust Operating Transfers compared to last
year’s Budget, and there is more money leaving the trust than coming
in. While the Fund Balance remains relatively robust, as noted above,
the Criminal Justice Facilities Trust only received $64,843 in new
revenue in Fiscal Year 2016-2017. This contrasts with the $137,006 in
Operating Transfers being budgeted from the trust, of which $69,206 is
for ongoing expenses.

AB 443 Trust

The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO Recommended Budget includes
the use of $643,369 from the AB 443 Trust. The Sheriff again supports
the recommendation for a $300,000 Operating Transfers from the AB
443 (Rural Sheriffs) Trust to offset departmental costs. This operating
transfer will only be made to the extent it is needed to ensure the Net
County Cost for the Sheriff's budgets does not increase during the

fiscal year.
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Also, as originally agreed upon in the Fiscal Year 2007-2008
Budget, both the Requested and Recommended budgets provide for
continuing the use of AB 443 funds to fund the five (5) additional
Correctional Officer positions added to the Sheriff's Authorized
Staffing in 2007. Adding these five (5) additional positions to the
Authorized Staffing provided greater operational flexibility, and placed
more deputies on the street. The Sheriff has elected to leave two (2) of
these positions vacant, so AB 443 funds are only being used to pay for
the cost of three (3) Correctional Officer positions at $271,490.

In total, the Recommended Budget recognizes $643,369 in AB
443 funds. However, in contrast, last year the County only collected
$503,050 in AB 443 funds.

In past years, the County has been conservative in its use of AB
443 funding because, like other State public safety subventions, the
reliability of this funding was very volatile and subject to political
whimsy in Sacramento. However, now that this critical funding is part
of 2011 Criminal Justice Realignment funding, it is much more stable.

Fortunately, the Sheriff and Board of Supervisors have worked
in concert to conserve and not become overly reliant on these funds,
and the Recommended Budget still leaves a balance of $2,459,839 in
the County’s AB 443 Trust. And, another $500,000 is expected to be
received in the trust this year. While the fund balance in the AB 443
Trust does not ease concerns about ongoing and escalating costs, this
money could become an essential bridge in maintaining appropriate
levels of law enforcement services if the need to significantly reduce
future County Budgets materializes. Furthermore, these funds are
available to fund other public safety related initiatives, such as costs
from the Consolidated Office Building Project, if it moves forward, that
could be assigned to the Sheriff’s Office.

COPS Trust

The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Budget recognizes $146,130 in COPS
funding for equipment and supplies in the Sheriff’s requested budgets.
Similar to last year, the entire Citizens Option for Public Safety
allocation is being budgeted, whereas in the past the Sheriff’s budgets
only recognized a portion of the available funding, and appropriated
the rest during the year. There is currently $292,838 in the COPS
Trust, and the trust will receive monthly allocations throughout the
year. This change in budgeting results in only COPS funding that has
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been received to-date being appropriated, similar to how geothermal
royalty monies are budgeted.

EMPLOYEE COSTS & PERSONNEL ACTIONS
Employee Costs

The cost of employee salaries and benefits represent 53% of the
Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Recommended Budget. Of $93,967,881 in
proposed expenses, $50,109,888 is being spent on staffing. In the
Recommended General Fund Budget, which does not usually count
road projects or other large capital outlays among its expenses,
employee costs are 67%, or $39,095805 of the $58,320,675
Recommended General Fund Budget. These figures are up 2% from the
Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Recommended Budget in which personnel
expenses represented 51% of the overall Budget.

A survey of California counties shows that, in 2016, Inyo County
ranked 12th among the State’s 58 counties in terms of percent (52.8%)
of revenue spent on wages and retirement and health benefits. This
year, employee wages, retirement and health insurance costs represent
57.2% of Inyo County’s projected revenues.

The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO Recommended Budget reflects
changes in employee costs — wage increases and elimination of the Sick
Leave Buy-Back Program — associated with new labor agreements
reached last fiscal year with the Deputy Sheriffs Association, Elected
Officials Assistants Association, and County Correctional Officers
Association, and also approved for the Non-Represented Employees
and Management Employees groups. The Recommended Budget also
provides for wage increases identified in the labor contract agreed to
with the Law Enforcement Administrators Association in Fiscal Year
2015-2016.

Members of the American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees union, which represents employee classifications
within the Inyo County Employee Association (ICEA) bargaining unit,
voted to reject a similar wage proposal last June 2, 2017, even though
the County’s offer to ICEA proposed to modify instead of eliminate the
Sick Leave Buy-Back Program. However, in hopes of reaching a new
labor agreement with AFSCME, the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO
Recommended Budget maintains funding to cover the cost of the wage
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increases voted down by the union. The Recommended Budget,
however, does not presume or rely on any offsetting cost savings
associated with the previously proposed elimination of the Sick Leave
Buy-Back Program.

In addition to providing for the cost of higher wages in new
labor contracts, both agreed to and proposed, the Fiscal Year
Recommended Budget also funds the cost of $1,255,585 in higher
pension costs. This increase i1s all related to the Unfunded Liability
Costs that the California Public Employees Retirement System
(CalPERS) would charge the County regardless of any increases in
normal costs associated with wage increases resulting from the new
labor contracts. And, it is important to recognize that next year, in
Fiscal Year 2018-2019, pension charges associated with the County’s
Unfunded Liability Costs will increase by another $1,106.823 (in
addition to the amount of this year’s increase), plus the always present
increase in normal costs.

On top of the wage and pension cost increases detailed above,
employee costs in the Recommended Budget are based on a projected
5% increase in health insurance costs. And, although not included in
employee costs, it is instructive to bear in mind that the County’s
retiree healthcare costs — discussed in greater detail on page 91 — have
increased by $325,522 and is projected to be $2,634,045 in Fiscal Year
2018-2019.

Even as employee wage and benefit costs continue to rise, they
remain a priority in the County Budget. In fact, the County Budget 1s
typically built around employee costs. Each year, the budget process
commences with departments being provided the projected costs of
their current, or status quo, Authorized Staffing levels. Departments
are free to propose changes to their Authorized Staffing, and asked to
build their Department Requested budgets starting with staffing costs.

VSIP...R.IP.?

In addition to recognizing and identifying funding to pay for the
employee cost increases discussed above, the Recommended Budget
also supports some, but not all, department requests to add staff or
otherwise change their Authorized Staffing. Those department
requests, and the rationale for supporting or not supporting the
proposed change in Authorized Staffing as part of the Recommended
Budget, are detailed below. However, many of these requests are
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discussed within the context of the Voluntary Separation Incentive
Plan (VSIP) approved in conjunction with the Fiscal Year 2014-2015
Budget.

So, as Mr. Peabody says in the Rocky and Bullwinkle Show,
"Sherman, set the Wayback Machine to Fiscal Year 2013-2014 . ..”

In Fiscal Year 2013-2014, the County agreed to a new, three-
year labor contract with ICEA that provided for 2% cost-of-living-
adjustments (COLAs) in each of the three years of the contract. The
County also initiated equity adjustments to harmonize pay between
similar job classifications that benefitted over 178 employees at an
additional annual cost of $1,025,103. To help balance the following
year’s Fiscal Year 2014-2015 Budget, the VSIP was developed to
present an opportunity for departments to offer lump-sum, post-
separation payments to selected classifications as an incentive for
eligible employees to voluntarily terminate employment from the
County. The amounts of the one-time payments were $5,000 for part-
time employees and employees with five (5) or fewer years of
continuous employment with the County; and $15,000 for employees
with six (6) or more years of continuous employment with the County.
As noted in the July 15, 2014, Agenda Request Form discussion:

The purpose of the VSIP is to allow and encourage County
departments, working with Administration, to plan how
best to align the County workforce into a leaner
organization while simultaneously minimizing the
broader, negative impacts of employee layofis.

Key tenets of the VSIP included:

e Department heads were asked to look at staffing levels within
their department, and identify job classifications which they
might recommend for the VSIP.

e Each department head independently completed a survey form
on which they identified employee classifications and alternate
staffing arrangements they would recommend for inclusion in a
VSIP.

e In addition to identifying eligible classifications, department
heads were asked to identify ifand when and Aow any vacated
positions would be replaced, in order to better quantify the
potential savings from any VSIP.

e In addition to being requested by the department head, for a
position to be eligible for the VSIP the proposal had to
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demonstrate a net savings to the County over a two-year period
after accounting for the amount of the incentive offered, and the
cost to pay out accrued vacation.

e Participation in the Plan was voluntary and only open to
employees occupying job classifications identified as eligible for
the VSIP.

Ultimately, nine (9) County employees elected to participate in
the VSIP which generated $474,404 in General Fund savings in the
Fiscal Year 2014-2015 Recommended Budget. And, adhering to the
tenets of the VSIP, particularly holding department heads accountable
for their warranties as to ifand when and how any vacated positions
would be replaced, has proved crucial to balancing subsequent years’
budgets. The $474,404 in savings generated by the VSIP in Fiscal Year
2014-2015 carried over, and benefitted the Fiscal Year 2015-2016 and
Fiscal Year 2016-2017 budgets. However, the new positions requested
and recommended in this year’s Budget, at a cost of $250,871, will
effectively erase what is left of the savings achieved through the VSIP.

Position Adjustments

As a result of changes negotiated in collective bargaining
agreements four years ago, most position adjustments that used to be
regulated and approved through the budget process are now, instead,
performance-based. As a result, this Budget does not contemplate
position adjustments such as career ladders (e.g., movements going
from a “I” to a “IL,” or from a “II” to “III”), equity adjustments, or
reclassifications.

Career ladder movements are now based on merit, and
departments are responsible for budgeting for career ladders for those
employees who may be eligible, based on performance, during the
coming Fiscal Year. (Another example of the Budget being built around
employee costs.) The CAO Recommended Budget does not reduce
increased costs associated with anticipated career ladder movements.

And, changing the classification and/or compensation of
positions now requires separate action by the Board of Supervisors
outside of the budget process. Examining classification and
compensation issues for positions, and making adjustments as
warranted, 1s addressed primarily through a review of the
Classification Plan every five to seven years, although a process and
criteria are in place to allow reclassification and associated
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compensation issues to be considered on a case-by-case basis outside of
the budget process.

Although reclassification and compensation matters are not
required or expected to be addressed through the budget process,
several departments have incorporated the reclassification of some
positions, and the associated cost, in their Department Requested
budgets. Most classification and compensation adjustments are
expected to be made in conjunction with the Classification Plan review
process every five to seven years. The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO
Recommended Budget includes funding to begin the next Classification
Plan review this year (year five of the five-to-seven year window for
doing so).

To reclassify a position, including changing its level of
compensation, outside of the Classification Plan review process, the
County Personnel Rules require:

In order for a position to be considered for reclassification
outside of the classification review period described In
section 4.1, the department head must demonstrate in
writing and, if provided, on a form prescribed by the
Personnel Director-

1. The need for the reclassification 1s urgent, and
cannot wait for the next countywide classification plan
reviews and,

2. The need for the reclassification is the result of a
change in County Code, policy or program, approved by
the Board of Supervisors, and the department head
clearly informed the County Administrator and Board of
Supervisors that the proposed change in County Code,
policy or program, if adopted, would result in the need for
the reclassification and the associated costs; OR, the need
for the reclassification is the result of changes in State or
Federal Ilaw or regulation, AND additional and
commensurate State or Federal funding necessary to fund
the reclassification is available and secure; and,

3. To implement the changes in the County Code,
policies, or programs, or State or Federal laws and
regulations will require higher levels of skills or higher
levels of responsibility clearly distinguishable from those
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associated with the position for which reclassification is
sought; and,

4. The incumbent in the position has the capacity to
successfully perform the newly required skills and
responsibilities.

As detailed in the section below, the CAO Recommended Budget
does not support department requests to reclassify positions that do
not meet each of the four criteria. Reclassification requests not
included in the Recommended Budget are more appropriately
considered as part of the upcoming Classification Plan review process,
which would include such detailed analysis for appropriate
classifications and compensation adjustments. Also, since
reclassification requests are not tied to the budget process, these
reclassification requests can be considered by your Board of
Supervisors at a later time, independent of the budget process and in
accordance with the Personnel Rules, if circumstances change and the
department head can demonstrate the reclassification criteria have
been met.

Changes in Authorized Staffing

The County of Inyo Manpower Report (Attachment C) identifies,
by department, Authorized Staffing levels (full-time and B-Par
employees) as of July 1, 2017. (Note: The Manpower Report identifies
Authorized Staffing at the department level, but not yet at the budget
unit level.) Because the Health and Human Services department has
numerous employees spread across multiple budgets, a table showing
the department’s authorized full-time and B-Par staff, and how they
are allocated among various programs, is also provided (Attachment D)
to guide your Board of Supervisors in its review of the County’s 23
Health and Human Services budgets.

This Budget recommends changes to the Authorized Staffing for
several departments and offices including deleting positions and
supporting some new position requests. These are summarized on
Table 8., and discussed below.
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Summary of Recommended Changes
To Authorized Staffing
(Additional Details provided in Attachment E)
Department Add Delete
Project Coordinator (Range 66)

(1) Mosquito Manager (Range 72) and (1) Weed
Manager (Range 72)

(2) Lead Field Technicians (Range 66)

Ag C (1) Mosquito Technician |1l (Range 60) and
(1) Field Technician I1l (Range 60)
50% Field Technician (Range 60) (previously
shared with Salt Cedar Program)
Auditor Appraiser Il (Range 72)
Assessor Auditor Appraiser | (Range 70)

Auditor Appraiser (Range 78)

50% Shared Office Technician | (Range 55)

Auitor-Controller B-Par Office Clerk Il (Range 50)

Office Technician | (Range 55)

Clerk! Office Clerk Il (Range 50)

Investigator Assistant (Range 64)

District Attorney DA Investigator (Range 71SB)

(1) Environmental Health Specialist (Range 60)

Environmental Health OR (1) Environmental Health Trainee (Range 67)

B-Par HHS Specialist IV (Range 60)
B-Par HHS Specialist | (Range 50)

HHS Rehabilitation Specialist (Range 60)
Psychotherapist (Range 81)
Library Librarian/Museum Coordinator (Range 54)
Probation Deputy Probation Officer (Range 67)

Public Administrator /

Public Guardian B-Par Public Guardian Specialist (Range 57)

Road Maintenance Crew Supervisor (Range 71)

Road Lead Equipment Operator (Range 66)
. Corporal (Range 70)

Sherif Deputy (Range 67)
Fund Dormant Assistant Treasurer-Tax Collector
Contract)

'(I;re"ast;rer-Tax Administrative Analyst (Range 70), contingent

oflector upon filing the Assistant Treasurer-Tax Collector
position
Table 8.
Agricultural Commissioner — Owens Valley Mosquito

Abatement Program and Eastern Sierra Weed Management Area. The
Recommended Budget supports the department’s proposal to reduce
the Authorized Staffing for these budgets by deleting one (1) vacant
Mosquito Manager position (Range 72) in the OVMAP budget; deleting
one (1) vacant Weed Manager position (Range 72) in the ESWMA
budget; and, adding one (1) Project Coordinator position (Range 66) to
the Authorized Staffing that will be funded 50/50 between the OVMAP
and ESWMA budgets. The new Project Coordinator position will be
responsible for the reporting, budgeting, purchasing, grant
administration, and other functions for both Programs. The new
position will not have direct supervision of field operations and
employees.

If your Board of Supervisors is inclined to approve the proposed
program changes to the senior staffing configuration for the Owens
Valley Mosquito Abatement Program and Eastern Sierra Weed
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Management Area described above, the Agricultural Commissioner
has disclosed the overall cost savings associated with his Service
Redesign proposal is predicated on, and will require the reclassification
of one (1) currently filled Mosquito Technician III position (Range 60)
to a Lead Field Technician position (Range 66) in the OVMAP budget,
and the reclassification of the only Field Technician III position (Range
60), also currently filled, to a Lead Field Technician position (Range
66) in the ESWMA budget. The Lead Field Technician positions are
required to ensure adequate supervision and Program functionality if
the two, respective vacant Manager positions are eliminated and a

combined Project Coordinator position is created to perform
administrative responsibilities for both the OVMAP and ESWMA.

These reclassifications cannot wait for the next Classification
Plan review if the fiscal and operational advantages of combining the
two current vacant Mosquito Manager and Weed Manager positions
into one Project Coordinator position are to be realized without
jeopardizing Program effectiveness due to the absence of direct field
operations supervision that would occur without the Lead Worker
positions. The Agricultural Commissioner indicates the incumbents in
the Technician III positions have the capacity to successfully perform
the newly required skills and responsibilities.

There is a second, vacant Field Technician III position (Range
60) in the Authorized Staffing for the OVMAP budget. This position
was previously shared with the Water department’s Salt Cedar
Program, until the Program’s supplemental funding from LADWP ran
out. The Recommended Budget also supports the department request
that its Authorized Staffing be adjusted to add the second half of this
position, previously funded in the Salt Cedar Program, to the ESWMA
budget.

Finally, the Recommended Budget supports the department
request to provide funding for two (2) additional seasonal Field
Assistant positions to the Mosquito Abatement Program. This will
increase the number of seasonal positions funded in the OVMAP
budget from three (3) to five (5).

The entirety of the recommended personnel changes in the
Agricultural Commissioner’s department results in $28,559 of
combined personnel cost savings while enhancing operational
functionality, flexibility, and sustainability.
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Assessor. Last year, the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 CAO
Recommended Budget proposed increasing the office’s Authorized
Staffing by adding a new full-time Auditor/Appraiser position (Range
78), and deleting a vacant Appraiser position (Range 70) at an
additional annual cost increase of $17,064. The need for the higher-
level Auditor/Appraiser position was 1identified as part of an
organizational assessment of the office performed in late 2014 and
early 2015, and shared with your Board of Supervisors on August 18,
2015. At the time, the Assessor deemed the position unnecessary.

The office was not successful in recruiting a suitable candidate
for the new Auditor/Appraiser position this year, and the Assessor has
proposed creating a new Auditor/Appraiser job classification series to
attract a broader field of applicants to apply for the positions. The
Assessor’s proposal has been discussed with, reviewed by, and is
concurred with by Personnel staff, and this year’s Recommended
Budget proposes creating a new job classification series comprised of:
Auditor/Appraiser I (Range 70), Auditor/Appraiser II (Range 72);
Senior Auditor/Appraiser (Range 78 and Assistant Assessor —
Auditor/Appraiser (Range: contract).

Within this new classification series, the CAO Recommended
Budget supports the Assessor’s request to change his office’s
Authorized Staffing by deleting the vacant Auditor/Appraiser position
(Range 78) created in last year’s budget, and adding an
Auditor/Appraiser II position (Range 72).

The Recommended Budget conditionally supports the office’s
request to increase its Authorized Staffing by adding one (1) additional
full-time equivalent (FTE) in the form of an Auditor/Appraiser I
position (Range 70). The Assessor was asked to identify tangible
performance measures that could be used to evaluate whether the
purported benefits of adding more staff to the office’s Authorized
Staffing were, indeed, being achieved within 36 months. To date, those
performance measures have not been provided. If reasonable
performance measures are provided to the County Administrator and
concurred with by your Board of Supervisors, it is recommended that
extra position be added to the office’s Authorized Strength with the
understanding that, if the performance measures are not achieved
within 36 months, the position will be eliminated. For now, the
Recommended Budget places the cost of funding the new
Auditor/Appraiser I position ($61,838 for nine months) in a
Contingencies object code (which requires a 4/5ths vote of your Board
of Supervisors to appropriate) in the Assessor budget. However, the
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Recommended Budget also supports transitioning the existing
Appraiser job classification series to the more robust Auditor/Appraiser
job classification series, without changing the number of full-time
equivalents (FTEs) in the office’s Authorized Staffing, anytime during
this Fiscal Year; either through the meet-and-confer process, or
through attrition.

The Recommended Budget does not support the office’s request,
as a means of facilitating its requested changes to Authorized Staffing
described above, to delete a B-Par Office Technician I position from its
Authorized Staffing. The CAO Recommended Budget continues to
support the addition of more versatile, higher-level staff to the office,
but not at the expense of positions beyond the recommendations for
reducing staff made by the former Assessor as part of the Fiscal Year
2013-2014 Budget. Similarly, the Recommended Budget has refrained
from previous office requests to add-back clerical staff with limited
abilities (by virtue of their job descriptions) to conduct appraisal or
audits at the expense of higher-level positions. Your Board of
Supervisors may recall that, last year, the Assessor’s office requested
that its Authorized Staffing be increased to change the B-Par Office
Technician I position to a full-time position. Instead, the
Recommended Budget proposed, and your Board of Supervisors
supported creating and funding a new Auditor/Appraiser (Range 78)
which has now metamorphosed into the Auditor/Appraiser job
classification series.

Auditor-Controller. In Fiscal Year 2015-2016, due to growing
budget uncertainty and the need to save money, the Auditor-Controller
agreed to change her office’s Authorized Staffing by deleting a vacant
Office Technician position slated to be shared with the County
Administrator’s office, and replacing it with a B-Par Office Clerk II or
Office Clerk II to be shared with the Clerk-Recorder’s office as
described below. The shared Office Clerk II position was, rather, filled
with a B-Par position in the Clerk-Recorder’s office, and, later, a B-Par
Office Clerk II position in the Auditor-Controller’s office.

The B-Par Office Clerk II position (Range 50) remains vacant,
and the office has requested changing its Authorized Staffing by
deleting a B-Par Office Clerk II position and adding a full-time Office
Technician I position (Range 55). The cost of the office’s request is an
additional $31,350. In subsequent discussions, the Auditor-Controller
noted the County Administrator’s office has a vacant, shared Office
Technician I position (Range 55) that could be used by Personnel and
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shared with her office. Recognizing there are payroll and personnel
synergies between the Auditor-Controller’s office and Personnel office
that require close coordination, the Recommended Budget supports the
Auditor-Controller’s suggestion to change her office’s Authorized
Staffing by deleting the vacant Office Clerk II position and adding an
Office Technician I position (Range 55).

County Clerk — Recorder/Elections. As part of the Voluntary
Separation Incentive Program in Fiscal Year 2014-2015, the Clerk-
Recorder suggested the office’s Office Technician II position (Range 59)
be considered for the program, and proposed the office could function
with either a shared Office Technician position, or B-Par Office
Technician position. As a result, the office’s Office Technician chose to
leave County employment through the Voluntary Separation Incentive
Program, and the office’s Authorized Staffing was changed to include
an Office Technician I position (Range 55) shared with the Assessor’s
office. The Clerk-Recorder found the shared position arrangement
unworkable for the needs of her office and, in Fiscal Year 2015-2016,
the CAO Recommended Budget proposed, and your Board of
Supervisors approved, changing the office’s Authorized Staffing to
make the shared Office Technician I position a full-time Office
Technician for the office, and changing the office’s Office Clerk II
(Range 50) to either a B-Par Office Clerk II or a shared position with
the Auditor-Controller’s office. The Clerk-Recorder hired a B-Par
position and, in February 2016 with support from the County
Administrator “out of an abundance of caution to ensure adequate
permanent staffing for the upcoming elections,” the Clerk-Recorder
proposed and your Board of Supervisors approved changing the office’s
Authorized Staffing to make the B-Par Office Clerk II position a full-
time position in the Clerk-Recorder’s office.

The Clerk-Recorder position became vacant in the latter half of
Fiscal Year 2016-2017 and, as part of its Fiscal Year 2017-2018
Department Requested Budget, the office is asking that its Authorized
Staffing be changed by deleting the Office Clerk II position (Range 50)
and adding a second Office Technician I position (Range 55). The cost
of this change i1s $5,143 per year. Recognizing that, while not
unworkable, using two different job classifications to provide clerical
support in an office that only has four (4) positions in its Authorized
Staffing creates additional challenges in terms of supervision and work
assignments, and limits flexibility in an office that functions to provide
multiple and disparate services to the public, the CAO Recommended
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Budget supports this change in Authorized Staffing as long as it is
affordable within the constraints of future County budgets.

County Counsel. Although the addition or deletion of A-Par
positions are not included in the Authorized Staffing approval process,
we note the Recommended Budget recognizes the office’s request to
delete funding for a vacant A-Par Office Clerk position.

District Attorney. There is a vacant DA Investigator position
(Range 71SB) in the District Attorney office’s Authorized Staffing. The
District Attorney has proposed deleting this position and replacing it
with a newly created Investigator Assistant position (Range 64). The
CAO Recommended Budget supports the request to delete the
Investigator position, and add the Investigator Assistant position to
the office’s Authorized Staffing.

From last year’s budget discussion, your Board of Supervisors
will recall that an additional Investigator position was added to the
office’s Authorized Staffing years ago to support Inyo Narcotics
Enforcement Team (INET) operations. At the time, the Investigator
position was funded entirely with First Drug Suppression Task Force
grant funds. However, in the ensuing years, these grants funds
dwindled (and have since disappeared entirely) and the cost of funding
the position fell on the General Fund with some support from monies
the Sheriff’s Office receives for methamphetamine enforcement efforts.
Despite the disappearance of grant funds, INET continues to function
in Inyo County, having been reconstituted as the Major Investigations
and Narcotics Team (MINT) Program formed by the District Attorney
and Sheriff two years ago. The change in Authorized Strength is not
expected to affect MINT operations, but the resulting savings 1is
$55,894.

Environmental Health. As part of the Voluntary Separation
Incentive Program in Fiscal Year 2014-2015, the Environmental
Health Director recommended the department’s Lab Tech II position
(Range 65) and one of its REHS II positions (Range 79) be considered
for the program. He proposed the Lab Tech position could be
permanently deleted, and the REHS II position could be left vacant for
6 months and then filled with a REHS I position (Range 71).
Subsequently, the Environmental Health Director indicated that he
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was finding it increasingly difficult to assign existing staff to share the
task of operating the water lab.

Last year, the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 CAO Recommended
Budget supported the department’s request to add a B-Par Lab Tech I
position (Range 60) to the department’s Authorized Staffing at a cost of
$25,815. The position was funded with proceeds from the department’s
provision of contract CUPA (Certified Unified Program Agency)
services to Mono County. This year, the Recommended Budget
provides funding to increase the hours for the B-Par Lab Tech I
position from 20 hours per week to 29 hours per week.

Last year, the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 CAO Recommended
Budget also proposed deleting the REHS II position (Range 75) since
the department had allowed it to remain vacant for two years and had
not requested funding to fill it in the coming year’s Budget. Prior to his
retirement in late Fiscal Year 2016-2017, the Environmental Health
Director recommended adding a new Environmental Health Specialist
(EHS) position (Range 60) to the department’s Authorized Staffing as a
means of increasing staff capacity while still maintaining some cost
savings.

The CAO Recommended Budget supports increasing the
department’s Authorized Staffing, but at a higher level than asked for
in the Department Requested Budget. Hiring an Environmental
Health Trainee position (Range 67) instead of an Environmental
Health Specialist (Range 60) will provide the department with staff
capable, by law or regulation, of performing a greater variety of
department services. Additionally, the Trainee position will ensure the
position possesses the education necessary to engage in on-the-job
training to become a Registered Environmental Health Specialist
(REHS), and thereby support succession planning in the department.
For these reasons, the Recommended Budget provides funding for the
department to recruit the higher-level Environmental Health Trainee
position (Range 67), and suggest it be allowed to fill the new position
as either an Environmental Health Trainee position (Range 67) or an
Environmental Health Specialist (Range 60) — depending on the
strength of the recruitment — and that the department’s Authorized
Staffing be adjusted accordingly.

The Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Recommended Budget added another
$19,110 in employee costs to the department’s budget to reinstate,
rather than layoff, a full-time Office Technician position that had been
shared for the prior two years between the Planning and
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Environmental Health departments. The Introduction and Summary
of last year’s budget noted that the Environmental Health department
does not need a full-time Office Technician — a sentiment concurred
with by the former Environmental Health Director before his
departure — and the additional $34,393 in personnel costs was being
added to the department on a “temporary basis” to provide funding for
the position until it can be reassigned.

This year, the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO Recommended
Budget currently provides funding to retain the full-time Office
Technician in the Environmental Health department with the same
caveats provided last year: the department has more clerical staff than
it needs and the work could be performed by a B-Par position freeing
up General Fund resources for other budget needs.

Health and Human Services - Community Mental Health. The
Recommended Budget supports the department’s request to delete one
B-Par HHS Specialist IV position (Range 60). The funds previously
budgeted for this B-Par position will instead be used to hire up to two
(2) A-Par HHS Specialist IV positions (Range 60). Doing so will result
in an overall cost increase of $5,403, but provide the department with
greater flexibility with regard to staffing.

And, although the addition or deletion of A-Par positions is not
included in the Authorized Staffing approval process, we note the
Recommended Budget also deletes one (1) A-Par Program Services
Assistant (PSA) I position (Range 39). In Fiscal Year 2016-2017 it was
recommended that a B-Par PSA position be added to the Mental
Health budget as a friendly visitor, which ended up in replacing this A-
Par PSA position in Mental Health.

Finally, the Recommended Budget supports the department’s
request, endorsed by the Community Corrections Partnership
Executive Committee, to delete one (1) Psychotherapist position
(Range 81) from the department’s Authorized Staffing. Your Board
may recall that this position was created in the Fiscal Year 2016-2017
Budget to provide adult services in the Jail, and funded with Criminal
Justice Realignment funds — at least initially. However, the position
was never filled, and the Community Corrections Partnership now
believes that, rather than funding and filling the Psychotherapist
position, there may be more advantage in expending limited Criminal
Justice Realignment funds to pay for a “case manager” type position,
which could work outside the Jail and therefore be able to draw-down
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MediCal Administrative Activities reimbursements to offset some of
the cost of the position. The new case manager position is discussed
more fully immediately below.

Health and Human Services - Health. The Recommended
Budget supports the department’s request to delete one (1) B-Par HHS
Specialist I position (Range 50) from its Authorized Staffing. This
position was funded with 100% Health Realignment funds, and this
deletion will double as a cost saving measure to preserve these vital
funds. Additionally the department has reviewed its staffing in regards
to the Public Health clinics and has deemed that this position as no
longer necessary.

Although the addition or deletion of A-Par positions is not
included in the Authorized Staffing approval process, we note the
Recommended Budget supports the addition of two (2) Temporary A-
Par HHS Specialist I positions (Range 50), at a cost of $38,992, that
will be funded through a CMSP grant. The grant funds are being used
for a pilot program that will provide job training opportunities to
previously incarcerated individuals as part of the re-entry services
associated with the County’s Community Corrections Plan activities.

As discussed above, the department is requesting to delete the
Psychotherapist position (Range 81) that was created and added to the
department’s Authorized Staffing as part of the Fiscal Year 2016-2017
Budget. The Community Corrections Partnership Executive
Committee endorsed the position, which was funded with limited
Criminal Justice Realignment funds, to provide additional behavioral
health services in the Jail. The Psychotherapist position has remained
unfilled and, this year, the Community Corrections Partnership is
proposing that the newly created Psychotherapist position be deleted
and replaced with a case manager position. This position is proposed to
assist the Re-Entry Coordinator in providing services to newly released
inmates by connecting them with community services once they are
released from jail and, hopefully, reduce recidivism.

The department is requesting that this new Community
Corrections Partnership Executive Committee proposal for this “case
manager” function be fulfilled adding a HHS Specialist IV position
(Range 60) to the department’s Authorized Staffing. The
Recommended Budget supports the department’s request to delete the
vacant Psychotherapist position and add a case manager position in its
stead. However, the Recommended Budget urges accomplishing this by
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making the new case manager a Rehabilitation Specialist position
(Range 60) and not an HHS Specialist IV position (Range 60).

Making the new position a Rehabilitation Specialist will confer
the benefits envisioned when the Rehabilitation Specialist job
description was created last year, including: a dynamic range of skills
and responsibilities common to both the Health and Human Services
and Probation departments; facilitating coordination between
departments; and, flexibility in departmental staffing. Like an HHS
Specialist, a Rehabilitation Specialist position assigned to Health and
Human Services will be eligible for drawing down State and Federal
funds for certain activities.

Similar to the Psychotherapist position created last year, the
new Rehabilitation Specialist position will be funded, at least initially,
with Criminal Justice Realignment funds but at a lower cost than the
Psychotherapist position, and with the ability to draw-down
reimbursements for services provided outside the Jail. The department
proposes accomplishing this, in part, by creating a new “unit” called
Re-Entry Services in the Medical Administrative Activities (MAA)
program. The department has represented that it expects this
arrangement to result in MAA reimbursements that will offset at least
50% of the costs of both the new Rehabilitation Specialist and existing
Re-Entry Coordinator positions. The cost of the Rehabilitation
Specialist position is $64,908; however, since it is proposed in place of
the more expensive Psychotherapist position, this change in
Authorized Staffing will actually result in using $52,997 less from the
Criminal Justice Realignment funds. Although offsetting MAA revenue
1s not included in the Budget, if the anticipated MAA reimbursements
are realized there will be a further preservation of Criminal Justice
Realignment funds which can then be appropriated for other purposes.

Health and Human Services - Tobacco. The Recommended
Budget does not support the department’s request to add one (1) Senior
Rehabilitation Specialist I position (Range 62) funded with additional
Tobacco Program monies. The spirit in which the new position was
proposed — to create mechanism to transfer a Rehabilitation Specialist
from the Probation department and use categorical funds instead of
General Fund monies to continue paying for the position — is
appreciated, and the possibility of doing so in the future should be
reserved. However, as discussed below, the CAO Recommended Budget
does not, at this time, propose reducing the number of Rehabilitation
Specialists in the Probation department’s Authorized Staffing. The
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department needs to pursue the additional allocation of Tobacco
Program funding but identify other possible uses for the money, such
as contracting for youth tobacco prevention programs in schools, as
discussed during the workshop presented to your Board of Supervisors
last year. Adding staff with categorical funds that can be reduced or
eliminated once program objectives are met, or when program
objectives are no longer being met, is not wise. Rather, these funds
should be used in a manner to allow your Board to make tobacco-
related policy decisions with some degree of finality — as opposed to
kicking the can down the road — even if doing so results in reducing
future funding opportunities unless a sustainable and ongoing need for
the funds (such as school intervention programming) can be identified
as part of those policy decisions.

Juvenile Institutions. In its Department Requested Budget, the
Probation department proposed deleting two (2) Senior Rehabilitation
Specialist positions from its Authorized Staffing, noting that staff in
these positions could be transferred to Rehabilitation Specialist
positions in the Health and Human Services department. Doing so
would reduce costs in the Juvenile Institutions budget, and save the
General Fund $161,581.

The Recommended Budget, however, does not support this
proposition at this time. The CAO Recommended Budget differs from
the Department Requested Budget by keeping both Rehabilitation
Specialist positions proposed for elimination in the department’s
Authorized Staffing; for a total of seven (7) full-time Rehabilitation
Specialists, and 2 B-Par Rehabilitation Specialists.

Rather than reduce staffing at this time, the CAO
Recommended Budget supports status quo staffing levels for
Rehabilitation Specialists assigned to the Probation department until
your Board of Supervisors has an opportunity to review some of the
trends associated with participation rates in some of the Juvenile
Services Redesign initiatives later this year.

It is expected that this review will: (1) evaluate Juvenile Hall
populations and use 18 months after the Inyo County dJuvenile
Detention Facility was transitioned to a special purpose facility; (2)
analyze subscription rates to and the need for the County’s new after-
school youth programs; and, (3) gauge the degree to which the
Probation and Health and Human Services departments have been
able to work together, and successfully draw-down health and human
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services funding to offset or reduce General Fund costs in the provision
of expanded juvenile services. This review can be used to inform any
decisions your Board of Supervisors may consider relative to the future
of the Juvenile Hall and related programs, including whether to
transfer/move additional Rehabilitation Specialists into the Health and
Human Services department where they can be used to more easily
draw-down State and Federal funds, or possibly be assigned to support
adult probation services.

The department also proposes leaving a third Rehabilitation
Specialist position, that i1s currently vacant, unfunded in the
Department Requested Budget. Again, rather than delete this position,
the CAO Recommended Budget leaves it unfunded but included as
part of the department’s Authorized Staffing, pending the
comprehensive review of the Juvenile Services Redesign initiative
described above.

Library. The Library Director seeks to add a full-time Librarian
III position (Range 60) to the Library’s Authorized Staffing at a cost of

$59,110 in Fiscal Year 2017-2018, and projected to be $60,598 next
fiscal year.

In contrast, last year, the Department Requested Budget
reflected the Library Director’s request to add a full-time Librarian I
position (Range 54) to the Library’s Authorized Staffing. Rather than
add another Librarian to the Authorized Staffing, the Fiscal Year
2016-2017 Recommended Budget noted that the Library can better
deploy existing staff by rotating personnel among library branches
instead of solely assigning the majority of staff to just one specific
branch. Additionally, the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Recommended Budget
added two (2) temporary Librarian I positions (Range 54), budgeted for
six months at 20 hours per week each, for completion of the Library
Automation Project. The total cost of these two positions was $19,802.

In discussions with the Library Director during the preparation
of this year’s Budget, the Library Director indicated that adding one
(1) Librarian, even a part-time position, will eliminate the challenges
currently posed by the Library’s current Authorized Staffing levels as
they pertain to the reclassification request discussed below, and
occasional need to close library branches when the coincidence of the
timing of staff vacations, illness, and/or projects or trainings wreaks
havoc on the schedule.
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Rotating personnel among library branches instead of solely
assigning the majority of staff to just one specific branch remains a
reasonable, and long-proposed, remedy for some of the challenges
described above. However, the functional benefits of adding additional
staff to the Library’s Authorized Staff — particularly associated with
opportunities to take on new projects and initiatives now that the
Library Automation Project is complete — cannot be disputed. Coupled
with the Library Director’s warranty that adding a librarian level
position to the Authorized Staffing will resolve the long-running
staffing debate, the Recommended Budget supports adding a new FTE
to the Library budget. This is accomplished through the creation of a
new Librarian/Museum Coordinator position (Range 54) that will be
assigned to the Library’s Authorized Staffing effective October 5, 2017.

The new Librarian/Museum Coordinator job description will
include the function of a Librarian but also incorporate similar-level
job skills and responsibilities associated with certain Museum
operations. The new job description will enhance the continuum of
efforts — embodied by the current Library-Museum Assistant position
(Range 48) proposed by the Library and Museum managers as part of
the Fiscal Year 2015-2016 Budget — to provide long-term staff-resource
flexibility to support the Inyo County Free Library and Eastern
California Museum during periods of prolonged resource droughts.
While the Librarian/Museum Coordinator position proposed in this
year’s Recommended Budget will be a countywide position assigned
100% to the Library budget, the new job description may be of value in
providing future staff resources to the Eastern California Museum,
either through attrition or budget necessity, as well as in conducting
the upcoming Classification Plan review.

The Department Requested Budget also reflects the Library
Director’s request to reclassify a current Library Specialist III position
(Range 50) to a Librarian I (Range 54). For the reasons stated above,
this reclassification request cannot be considered because it does not
meet the criteria required by the County Personnel Rules. The need to
reclassify this position, especially in light of the recommendation to
add a Librarian/Museum Coordinator to the Authorized Staffing, is
more appropriately considered through the Classification Plan review
process. Additionally, while 1t 1s expected that the new
Librarian/Museum Coordinator position will be a countywide position
and filled through an open recruitment, the recruitment will provide
the three Library Specialists currently assigned to the Library a career
path opportunity.
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Probation. The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Recommended Budget
deletes a Deputy Probation Officer position (Range 67) that the
department left unfunded in this year’s Department Requested
Budget, and which has been vacant for 11 years.

Last year, the CAO Recommended Budget identified a five-year
trend of significantly declining adult probation caseloads. While the
exact causes and extent of the decrease in adult probation caseloads
may be subject to further analysis, the fact that adult probation
caseloads are declining as a result of Criminal Justice Realignment in
2011, and the passage of Proposition 47 in 2014, is not disputed.
Nevertheless, in acknowledgment of the department’s premise that
remaining adult probation cases are more resource intensive, your
Board of Supervisors still permitted the department to fill a sixth,
long-vacant Deputy Probation Officer position, caseload numbers
notwithstanding.

Public Administrator-Public Guardian. As part of the Voluntary
Separation Incentive Program in Fiscal Year 2014-2015, the Public
Administrator-Public Guardian recommended the office’s Deputy
Public Administrator-Public Guardian position (Range 64) be made
eligible for the separation program. She proposed that the position be
left vacant or filled with a part-time position. The Health and Human
Services department, which also provides conservator services and in
many counties fulfills the Public Guardian function, agreed to provide
the office with part-time clerical support.

The Public Administrator-Public Guardian has requested that
her office’s Authorized Staffing be increased by adding an Office
Technician I position (Range 55). The additional cost of $64,199 for a
full year is reflected in the Department Requested Budget. The CAO
Recommended Budget supports adding a B-Par Public Guardian
Specialist position (Range 57), budgeted at 29 hours a week, to the
office’s Authorized Staffing, effective October 5, 2017. This will be a
new job description, better suited to the office’s described needs than
the Office Technician position, and will be comparable to a HHS
Specialist III. The cost of the B-Par Public Guardian Specialist position
will be $26,901 for Fiscal Year 2017-2018, and is projected to be
$38,563 next fiscal year.

As recommended, this position will manage the office’s files and

pay bills, and assist the Public Administrator-Public Guardian up to
four days a week in performing her elected responsibilities. These
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include managing tangible personal property, marshaling of decedent
estates and liquidation of estates, managing estates for living
conserved persons, and administration of Social Security and Medi-
Care tasks. Consideration can be given to making the position full-time
in future years’ budgets if, as represented by the Public Administrator-
Public Guardian, this new position will assist the office in meeting
accounting and auditing standards, and staying current on billings to
ensure realization of projected revenues. (Since Fiscal Year 2009-2010,
well before the Deputy Public Administrator-Public Guardian availed
herself to the Voluntary Separation Incentive Program, the office’s
annual revenues have ranged from $7,150 - $8,622, with the office
typically projecting $8,000 in revenue in its Department Requested
budget.) The Public Administrator-Public Guardian has indicated the
future years’ revenue could increase if the position is filled.

Road. The Recommended Budget supports a Department
Request to reinstate a Road Maintenance Crew Supervisor position
(Range 71) for southeastern Inyo County in the department’s
Authorized Staffing and, after the position is filled through an internal
recruitment, delete a Lead Equipment Worker position (Range 66) that
works in the Tecopa area. The Authorized Staffing was changed in
Fiscal Year 2011-2012 to delete the Foreman position through attrition
and add a Lead Worker. However, the size of this southeastern road
district, combined with the wide array of projects and demands that
must be handled sometimes in the absence of direct supervision, make
reinstating some higher-level supervisor position reasonable.
Additionally, in adding this position to the Authorized Staffing, it is
recognized that broader Tecopa operations responsibilities will be
incorporated into the job description for the Foreman position assigned
to southeastern Inyo. This will provide the department with greater
ability to support other County functions in the area on a cost
reimbursement basis.

Sheriff. The office is requesting to change its Authorized
Staffing by deleting one (1) vacant Deputy position (Range 67) and
adding one (1) Corporal position (Range 70) in the Department
Requested Budget. The new Corporal position will expand staffing and
provide formal supervision for Sheriff’'s services in southeastern Inyo
County. The cost for this change in the office’s Authorized Staffing is
$3,696 for this Fiscal Year, and is projected to be $9,659 next year. The
CAO Recommended Budget supports changing the Authorized Staffing
by deleting a Deputy position and adding a Corporal position as long as
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the Sheriff deploys three sworn personnel, including the new Corporal
position, to provide services in the southeastern portion of the County.

Treasurer-Tax Collector. As part of the Fiscal Year 2015-2016
County Budget, the Treasurer-Tax Collector requested that an
Administrative Analyst position (Range 70) be added to the office’s
Authorized Staffing in exchange for the then-vacant Assistant
Treasurer-Tax Collector position being suspended and left unfunded.
The CAO Recommended Budget supported the Treasurer-Tax
Collector’s request, similar to an arrangement made a few years earlier
in the Auditor-Controller’s office where a Management Analyst
position was added to the Authorized Staffing instead of filling a
vacancy in the Assistant Auditor position. In both instances, these
were “either or” arrangements whereby both positions were never to be
filled at the same time. The Fiscal Year 2015-2016 CAO Recommended
Budget noted that if the Treasurer, with Board approval, later
requested to fill the Assistant Treasurer position, the Administrative
Analyst position will be deleted.

As part of her Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Department Requested
Budget, the Treasurer-Tax Collector seeks to fund and reinstate the
Assistant Treasurer-Tax Collector position (Range: contract) as of
October 5, 2017. If approved, this will be accomplished through a
closed, departmental recruitment and the Administrative Analyst
position will be deleted from the office’s Authorized Staffing once the
Assistant Treasurer-Tax Collector position is filled. At the salary
proposed in the Department Requested Budget, the cost of this
increase will be $12,738, and $17,370 in future years’ budgets (based
on this year’s costs) when a full 12 months of salary and benefit costs
need to be funded. The CAO Recommended Budget supports filling the
Assistant Treasurer-Tax Collector position as a non-merit system
contract position and, upon its filling, deleting the Administrative
Analyst position.

The office is also requesting to increase its Authorized Staffing
by adding an Office Clerk III, effective September 21, 2017. The cost
for Fiscal Year 2017-2018 would be $43,580, with the position costing
$58,634 for a full 12 months next fiscal year. In justifying the request
for additional staff, the Treasurer-Tax Collector has cited increased
clerical duties associated with the office’s delayed property tax
assessments from the Assessor’s office. The office is also anticipating
increases 1n work load associated with cannabis taxation; potential for
online vacation rental billings and collections; and the possible
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imposition of a County business license. The Recommended Budget
does not support the requested addition to the office’s Authorized
Staffing at this time.

The use of temporary staff might be an alternative for
addressing increased clerical duties associated with delayed property
tax assessments once that issue is better understood. Staffing needs
associated with cannabis taxation or possible vacation rental and/or
business license regulations can and should be evaluated as part of the
analysis when such ordinances, policies, and/or regulations for the
other possible measures are presented to your Board of Supervisors for
consideration and adoption. Such analyses should consider projected
workload, costs, cost-recovery, and options for where such services may

be housed.

Salary Savings

Compared to past years, balancing the Fiscal Year 2017-2018
CAO Recommended Budget does not rely heavily on the use of salary
savings. This is primarily a reflection of the fact that the County
continues to enjoy strong recruitments for most vacant positions,
meaning that there are fewer General Fund vacancies from which to
propose the one-time use of salary savings during the budget
preparation process.

Table 9. provides the trend of General Fund salary savings used
to balance the Budget over the past six (6) years.

Budgeted Salary Savings History

FY 2012- FY 2013- FY 2014- | FY 2015- FY 2016- FY 2017-
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
$808,401 $940,085 $531,462 | $476,202 $215,748 $112,629
Table 9.

Another reason this year’'s CAO Recommended Budget shies
away from using salary savings to present a balanced budget is that it
seems to be creating a false sense of budget security. The use of salary
savings — which actually represent ongoing costs in future budgets
(unless the positions are going to be eliminated) — has been portrayed
in the past as being used for “one-time” expenses. However, as non-
personnel costs continue to rise, it becomes increasingly difficult to
distinguish between one-time use of salary savings for one-time non-
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personnel costs, and the one-time use of ongoing salary and benefit
costs to cover other ongoing expenses.

Similarly, the use of salary savings to help balance the Budget is
assumed to be preferable to eliminating filled positions in tight budget
years. However, in terms of planning for long-term fiscal stability,
taking salary savings from whichever position(s) happen to be vacant
tends to discourage any strategic analysis of which positions are the
most critical to meeting the service priorities established by your
Board of Supervisors, and which positions could be eliminated.

This year's CAO Recommended Budget is able to identify
$332,338 in possible additional General Fund salary savings, but is
only proposing to use $112,629 in salary savings to balance the budget
for reasons discussed above. All of the salary savings being
recommended for use in the CAO Recommended Budget are generated
by vacancies in General Fund positions (excluding Health and Human
Services positions), and all of the recommended salary savings are
coming from budgets within the County Administrator’s office.

The Position Vacancy/Salary Savings Table (Attachment B)
identifies salary savings by department and staff position, and
includes the earliest date that the position can be filled to realize the
anticipated salary savings.

The Position Vacancy/Salary Savings Table does not include
salary savings associated with new positions, recommended to be
added to the Authorized Staffing in this year’s CAO Recommended
Budget but not funded for the entire year. Table 10. shows the cost of
new positions proposed to be added to the Authorized Staffing for
Fiscal Year 2017-2018, how many months those positions are funded in
this year’s Budget, and the current cost of those positions projected for
a full 12 months in next year’s budget.

As mentioned above, in the Fund Balance discussion on page 17,
the calculation of CAO Recommended salary savings is usually
intentionally conservative. And, for a variety of reasons, the future use
of salary savings may — by either necessity or strategy — continue to be
less of a tool for balancing budgets in future years.
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COST OF POSITIONS ADDED TO AUTHORIZED STRENGTH
Minimum 12
Cost as of Month Cost for
POSITION TITLE N
DEPARTMENT OSITIO 10/5/17 Fiscal Year
2018-2019
IAGRICULTURE COMMISSIONER| PROJECT COORDINATOR (RANGE 66) $ 57,500 | $ 82,055
ASSESSOR AUDITOR APPRAISER | (RANGE 70) $ 61,838 | $ 88,252
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REHS TRAINEE OR EHS TECH (RANGE 60/67) $ 58,071 | $ 83,035
CAO-DCS - LIBRARY LIBRARIAN/MUSEUM COORDINATOR (RANGE 54) | $ 46,561 | $ 66,520
PUBLIC GUARDIAN BPAR PUBLIC GUARDIAN SPECIALIST (RANGE 57) | $ 26,901 | $ 38,563
TOTAL FOR NEW POSITIONS| $ 250,871 | $ 358,425
| o
DEPARTMENT POSITION TITLE for 17-1 8? Cost/(Savings) for
Effective 10/5/17| Ul 12 months
AUDITOR-CONTROLLER SHARED OFFICE TECHNICIAN | $ (3,889) | $ 6,219
CLERK-RECORDER OFFICE TECHNICIAN | $ 5143 | $ 6,297
DISTRICT ATTORNEY INVESTIGATOR ASSISTANT $ (55,894) | $ (53,957)
HHS REHABILITATION SPECIALIST $ (52,997) | $ (52,997)
SHERIFF CORPORAL $ 3,696 | $ 9,659
ROAD ROAD MAINTENANCE CREW SUPERVISOR $ 8,014 | $ 12,395
TREASURER-TAX COLLECTOR ASSISTANT TREASURER-TAX COLLECTOR $ 12,738 | $ 17,370
TOTAL FOR CHANGED POSITIONS| $ (83,189) [ $ (55,014)
*Negative connotes replacing higher position - "Savings associated with chopping from the topping”
Table 10.
FISCAL OVERVIEW
General Fund Revenue

The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Recommended General Fund Budget
projects revenue increasing by $1,389,145, or 2.62%; from $53,072,054
in last year’s Board Approved General Fund Budget to $54,461,199 in
this year’s CAO Recommended General Fund Budget. This increase
includes $849,949 in operating transfers into the General Fund.

This stands in contrast to last year, when the Fiscal Year 2016-
2017 CAO Recommended Budget reported General Fund revenue
Increasing by 5.4%, or $2,737,685, compared to the Fiscal Year 2015-
2016 Board Approved Budget. And, last year, Operating Transfers into
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the General Fund were $624,867 — $225,082 less than required to
balance this year’s Budget.

When Operating Transfers into the General Fund are
subtracted from both this and last years’ revenue projections, projected
revenue has increased from last year’s Board Approved General Fund
Budget by $1,164,063.

While General Fund revenues are increasing, the rate of
General Fund revenue growth is decreasing. A similar analysis last
year showed the growth in General Fund revenues (excluding
Operating Transfers) from the Fiscal Year 2015-2016 Board Approved
Budget to the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 CAO Recommended budget was
$1,384,319. And, the growth in General Fund revenues (excluding
Operating Transfers) from the Fiscal Year 2014-2015 Board Approved
Budget to the Fiscal Year 2015-2016 CAO Recommended budget was
$2,172,913. This year’s General Fund revenue growth is about half of
what it was between the fiscal years 2014-2015 and 2015-2016.

The higher growth rates for General Fund revenue in these prior
years’ budgets were influenced, in part, by the need to more
aggressively project key General Fund revenues (typically and
intentionally estimated conservatively), as well as several large
disaster services and planning grants that were recognized in General
Fund budgets. The growth in General Fund revenues in this year’s
CAO Recommended budget is split almost equally between General
Revenues and Health and Human Services Revenues and comprised
primarily of: a $267,526 increase in property tax revenue; $296,786 in
additional realignment funding; approximately $75,000 in additional
interest revenue; about $25,000 in higher court fines; and, $38,501
more in Federal Payment In Lieu of Taxes funding.

Property tax revenues received by the County from the City of
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) are a key
source of revenue for the General Fund. The Los Angeles property tax
payment is calculated using the Constitutionally-prescribed Phillips
Formula, and accounts for about 48% of the County’s secured property
tax roll. Based on State calculations, this year the LADWP tax
payment is increasing by 4.44%. Similar to General Fund revenues as
a whole, however, the rate of growth is declining — slightly — for the
second year in a row. Last year’s increase was 5.23%, and Fiscal Year
2015-2016 benefitted from a 5.8% increase.
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Excluding the increase in the value of LADWP property from the
secured property tax roll shows the rest of the secured roll growing by
3.63% compared to last year’s 1.27% growth rate. Since the CPI
increase allowed for by Proposition 13 is 1.02%, it appears that part of
this year’s encouraging growth is due to several significant changes in
assessed value of a few properties.

Overall, the County’s share of this year’s secured property tax
revenue 1s projected to increase by 2.75%, or $308,897, showing signs
of modest growth. The increase in the amount of the secured property
tax roll is $33,449 more than last year’s increase.

Unlike secured property tax revenue, this year’s unsecured
property tax revenue is continuing to decline. The unsecured property
tax roll is showing a slight overall decrease of 0.16%, or $7,064 less
than Fiscal Year 2016-2017.

As mentioned in previous budget messages, the Coso
Geothermal power plant continues to represent a significant portion of
the unsecured property tax roll, accounting for 89% of the total
unsecured tax roll. Large industrial properties can experience swings
in value due to the complexity of their assessments. However, in
counties with more diversified unsecured property tax rolls, growth in
other unsecured properties usually offsets some or most of these
changes. In Inyo County, the unsecured property tax roll is not diverse
and the properties comprising the remaining 11% of the unsecured tax
roll are not showing increases in assessed value. As a result, the
continued decline in the assessed value of the Coso Geothermal power
plant accounts for a 40%, or $25,822, reduction in the County’s share of
unsecured property tax revenue this year. And, there is likelihood that
Coso Geothermal may appeal this year’s tax assessment which could
result in further reductions to the County’s unsecured property tax
revenue.

On a positive note, this year’s Federal Payment In Lieu of Taxes
funding increased by $38,501; however, again, that is $132,640 less
than the increase from the prior year’s PILT payment. Federal PILT
funding is only appropriated by Congress a year at a time, and the
County’s continued receipt of this critical funding is always uncertain.
For this reason, the County only budgets the PILT revenue actually
received in the prior year (PILT payments are typically received in
June).
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It remains important to acknowledge that, although these
General Revenues are critically important to the County General
Fund, the factors that influence them — such as assessed valuation and
acts of Congress — are beyond the control of this Budget and your
Board of Supervisors. There is little that can be proactively
accomplished to guard against negative potentialities manifesting in
the property tax revenue receipts or PILT payments. As a result, this
year’s Recommended Budget continues to be cautious and conservative
In its revenue projections. The wisdom in doing so i1s partially
demonstrated by the County’s conservative approach to Hotel
Transient Occupancy Tax revenue projections.

The Recommended Budget typically forecasts projected TOT
revenues well below the prior year’s actuals. The actual revenues fall
to Fund Balance where they serve as a buffer and mitigate against
revenue shortfalls in other parts of the General Fund Budget, with the
remainder comprising a sizeable portion of each year’s Fund Balance.
This conservative approach also guards against the influence of
weather, exchange rates, fuel costs, and other factors beyond the
County’s control on visitation and associated bed tax. The conservative
approach also invokes the old saying that, when you are short you have
less distance to fall.

This adage applies to this year’s TOT forecast, which has to
account for an estimated $800,000 reduction in TOT revenue
associated with rooms being offline during construction activities at
Furnace Creek Resort. As discussed in other parts of this report, most
of this foreknown reduction in TOT is being absorbed in the intentional
“gap” between last year’s actuals — which exceeded projections by
almost $955,650 — and this year’s Recommended Budget which
decreases revenues by $300,000 compared to last year’s
recommendation, but not by the entire $800,000 impact expected from
the resort operating on a limited basis. The challenges facing this
year’s budget would be much greater if it seemed necessary to reduce
TOT revenue projections by another $500,000 or more.

As 1n years past, beyond the impacts of the Furnace Creek
Resort’s reduced occupancy, the County’s TOT revenue will be linked
to economic stability or instability in Europe and the strength of the
euro, as well as weather conditions. Due to these factors, it 1is
recommended that your Board of Supervisors continue to allow any
revenue in excess of projections to remain unbudgeted as a way of
bolstering Fund Balance and countering the impacts of shortfalls in
other revenue projections.
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For the first time in four years, the County is seeing a consistent
increase in revenue associated with court fines. Since this revenue
stream has been unpredictable, a cautious approach is being taken in
recommending the $25,000 increase included in this year’s budget.

As reported last year, a change to the County Investment Policy
approved by your Board of Supervisors in 2015 is paying dividends.
The change proposed by the Treasurer-Tax Collector increased the
maximum percentage of the portfolio’s long-term investments
(investments over one year in length) from 35% to 60% of funds on
deposit in the County Treasury Pool. This change to the Investment
Policy has resulted in the actual Interest From Treasury revenue in
Fiscal Year 2016-2017 exceeding projections by $187,018. As a result,
Interest From Treasury revenue projections in the Fiscal Year 2017-
2018 General Revenue & Expenditure budget are being increased by
$75,000. Traditionally, this revenue has been budgeted to the prior
year actuals. The Recommended Budget continues this practice by not
budgeting more interest revenue than what was received last year due
to the cyclical nature of the earnings. Interest From Treasury revenue
1s not guaranteed to keep increasing and, due to the long-term nature
of these investments, market instability, and risk of calls, such
revenues should only be conservatively projected a year or two in
advance. As such, any incremental increases in interest revenue
should be considered short-term and not long-term gains.

In summary, the majority of projected increases in General
Revenues in the CAO Recommended Budget is comprised of Secured
Property Tax ($261,035), PILT ($38,501), Fines & Forfeitures
($25,000), Interest From Treasury ($75,000), and net of increases and
decreases in other revenue codes.

The following graph, General Fund Revenues by Category,

Figure 1., illustrates the sources of General Fund revenues in the
Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Recommended Budget.
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General Fund Revenues
By Category
FISCAL YEAR 2017/18
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Figure 1.

Looking beyond the General Fund, overall, the Fiscal Year 2017-
2018 CAO Recommended Budget projects revenue decreasing by
$322,035, or -0.37%; from $87,990,124 in last year’s Board Approved
Budget to $87,668,089 this Fiscal Year. The primary reason for this
overall decrease in revenue is associated with a reduction in funding
for a variety of road projects in last year’s budget, and discussed
further in the next section.

Non-General Fund Revenue

The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Recommended Non-General Fund
Budget projects revenue as decreasing by $1,711,180; from $34,918,070
in last year’s Board Approved Budget to $33,206,890 this Fiscal Year.

Most of this decrease in Non-General Fund revenue can be
attributed to the State Funded Road budget which reflects a
$1,336,309 reduction in State and Federal funding. However, this is
just the normal course of projects being completed from the prior year,
and is not necessarily reason for concern.
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In contrast to last year, expenditures in the Non-General Fund
Budget have decreased by $3,604,704. The majority of this reduction is
associated with a decrease in State Funded Road budget expenses that
corresponds to the decrease in revenue discussed above.

Also in contrast to last year, fewer Non-General Fund budgets
appear to be relying on their respective fund balances. Last year, these
budgets used $4,333,840 in combined Fund Balance. This year the use
of combined Fund Balance in Non-General Fund budgets is $2,440,316.
This reduction in the use of Fund Balance is, again, driven by Roads.
Last year, with State transportation funding in disarray, the Road
budget had to rely on $1,023,321 in Road Fund Balance (which Board
policy seeks to keep at $1 Million for just such circumstances). The
passage of SB 1 (Beall) and companion legislation fortifies the
Highway User Tax Account (HUTA) and, this year, provides the Road
budget with a $1,352,232 increase in State Highway User Tax revenue.
As a result, the Road budget is projecting a contribution to the Road
Fund of $81,954. Road Fund Balance is projected as $3,945,918.

As previously reported to your Board of Supervisors, once the
mechanics of the new transportation funding package are mastered,
the department may seek a budget amendment later in the fiscal year
to recognize additional funding and projects.

CAO Recommended Budget Overview

The total Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO Recommended Budget is
$93,967,881 in expenditures which represents a $2,215,559, or a 2.3%
decrease from the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Board Approved Budget of
$96,183,440 expenditures.

Overall, many of the assumptions associated with this year’s
revenue projections and expenses are similar to previous years’
Budgets and discussed later in this report on page 92.

The following graph, 7otal County Expenditures, Figure 2.,

below, demonstrates the categorical division of the Budget, as
recommended.
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Total County Expenditures
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Figure 2.

Recommended Budget: General Fund

The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Recommended General Fund Budget
totals $58,320,675 in expenditures and $54,461,199 in revenues.
General Fund expenditures represent an increase of $1,389,145 or
2.44% over the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Board Approved General Fund
Budget of $56,931,530.

The Auditor-Controller is expected to certify the Fund Balance
in the General Fund for the year ending June 30, 2017, at the
commencement of Budget Hearings. For purposes of preparing the
Recommended Budget, General Fund Balance is being estimated as
$3,859,476, and this amount is used to balance the Fiscal Year 2017-
2018 Recommended General Fund Budget.
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The following graph, General Fund Expenditures by Function,
Figure 3. demonstrates the categorical division of the General Fund
Budget, as recommended.

General Fund Expenditures
by Function
Fiscal Year 2017-18

Total = $58,320,675

General Public Protection
Government 37.42%
27.72%

Education & Parks

3.22% Public Assistance

15.44%

Health
18.20%

Figure 3.

The sheer number of Operating Transfers that have been made
in and out of the General Fund in recent years makes it very difficult
to compare changes in revenues and expenditures from one fiscal year
to the next.

This year, increases in expenditures are being offset primarily
by increases in certain revenues rather than decreases in discretionary
expense. However, the reality is that Inyo County can hardly count on
increases in revenues to offset ever-increasing costs, nor can it
continue to rely on reductions in discretionary expenses to maintain
fiscal solvency when costs beyond the control of departments continue
to rise.
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Changes in General Fund expense categories between the Fiscal
Year 2016-2017 Budget and costs in the Fiscal Year 2017-2018
Recommended General Fund Budget are shown in Table 11.

CHANGE IN GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES
BY CATEGORY OF EXPENSE
Expense FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 . Percent
Difference

Category Board Approved | CAO Recommended Change
Salaries & Benefits 38,485,728 39,095,805 $610,077 1.59%
Services & Supplies 8,829,428 8,756,484 ($72,944)]  -0.83%
Internal Charges 4,212,769 4,945,323 $732,554 17.39%
Other Charges 3,798,792 3,734,092 ($64,700)|  -1.70%
Debt Service Principal 65577 66,235 $658 1.00%
Debt Service Interest 8,524 7,866 ($658)] -7.72%
Fixed Assets 252,145 62,500 ($189,645)| -75.21%
Other Financing Uses 796,497 1,033,698 $237,201 29.78%
Reserves 482,070 618,672 $136,602 | 28.34%
TOTAL $56,931,530 $58,320,675 | $1,389,145 2.44%
Table 11.

Recommended Budget: Non-General Fund

The Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Recommended Non-General Fund
Budget totals $35,647,206 in expenditures and $33,206,890 in
revenues. The deficit in Non-General Fund budgets is $2,440,316 —
$1,948,524 less than last year’s Non-General Fund funding gap.
Including recommended Operating Transfers, there is sufficient Fund
Balance in these budgets to cover the gap between revenues and
expenditures. As discussed above, and similar to last year, fund
balances — not increasing revenue — are (with the notable exception of
Road budgets) being relied upon to fund expenses that remain high in
some Non-General Fund budgets.

Table 12. shows the Operating Transfers being recommended for
Non-General Fund budgets.

RECOMMENDED GENERAL FUND OPERATING TRANSFERS
Transfer To Amount
CAO-ACO $206,000
Deferred Maintenance $223,260
Computer Fund $160,000
Senior Program (ESAAA) $55,000
Recycling & Waste Management $200,000
TOTAL| $844,260
(Last Year's General Fund Operating Transfers Out $603,751)

Table 12.
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RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO DEPARTMENT REQUESTED
BUDGETS

In addition to the differences already discussed, the CAO
Recommended Budget differs from the Department Requested Budget
as follows. This section of the Recommended Budget will also be used
to identify key issues in certain budgets that have not already been
discussed.

Not discussed below are minor changes between the Department
Requested Budget and CAO Recommended Budget to object codes in
the Salaries and Benefits object category. Combined, these changes
total a combined $24,221 associated with correcting an omission in
some Personnel Module calculations.

Non-General Fund Budgets

Accumulated Capital Outlay

In recent years, Operating Transfers from the Geothermal
Royalties Fund have been used to provide funding for some of the
projects funded in this budget. Last year, these funds were used to
provide preliminary funding for the possible construction of a new
terminal building at the Bishop Airport. However, since Geothermal
Royalties revenues are decreasing and there are other needs for these
limited monies, the Recommended Budget provides a $206,000
Operating Transfers In from General Fund revenues associated with a
temporary spike in building permit fee revenue being collected in the
Building & Safety budget. This revenue stems from inspections at
Furnace Creek Resort associated with the Resort’s extensive
construction project. Since these revenues will not be duplicated in
next year’s budget, it is appropriate to put toward “one-time” use, such
as projects identified in the Accumulated Capital Outlay budget. This
year, the Accumulated Capital Outlay budget is being used to fund the
preparation of a Draft Part 139 Airport Certification Manual (ACM)
for the Bishop Airport and similar contracts. The Recommended
Budget also increases the Professional Services object code by $90,000
to provide additional funding for the ACM contract costs.
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Bishop Airport

The Recommended Budget increases Operating Transfers Out
by $115,350 for the required County grant matches from Fund
Balance. Of the total transfer, the Bishop Airport Improvement budget
will receive $13,177 and the Bishop Airport Improvement — Apron
Project budget will receive $102,173.

Based on last year’s actual revenues, the Recommended Budget
also increases Interest From Treasury earnings by $2,000.

Bishop Airport Improvement Projects

The Recommended Budget provides an Operating Transfers In
of $13,177 from the Bishop Airport Operating Budget to complete the
Airport Apron Project approved last fiscal year. The County
Contributions revenue code is reduced by the same amount as it was a
departmental placeholder for the required match in the Department
Requested Budget pending the preparation of the Recommended
Budget.

Bishop Airport Improvement — Apron Project

The Recommended Budget provides an Operating Transfers In
of $102,173 from the Bishop Airport Operating Budget for the required
match for a $1,588,335 FAA grant to complete the Bishop Airport
Apron Project. The County Contributions revenue code is reduced by
the same amount as it was a departmental placeholder for the required
match pending the Recommended Budget.

Criminal Justice Realignment

In accordance with the County Criminal Justice Realignment
Policy, this is a centralized budget used to control the distribution of
Criminal Justice Realignment funds to County departments
implementing programs associated with the Community Corrections
Partnership Plan on a quarterly reimbursement basis for pre-approved
costs as opposed to simply transferring funds into those departments’
budgets.

This year, the Criminal Justice Realignment budget arrests the
trend of expenses approaching the County’s base allocation reported in
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last year’s budget. Overall, the total Department Requested Criminal
Justice Realignment budget is $259,495 below the County’s annual
base allocation. And, more encouraging, $424,357 of the total
requested appropriation is for ongoing costs, which is $342,495 below
the County’s annual base allocation amount. This year, the
Department Requested Budget seeks to use $83,000 in Criminal
Justice Realignment funds for one-time costs, compared to $115,784 in
last year’s budget.

As noted in the Employee Costs & Personnel Actions section
above (page 44), the Recommended Budget does support changing the
Psychotherapist position to a Rehabilitation Specialist in the Health
and Human Services department’s Authorized Staffing. This
recommended position results in a savings of Criminal Justice
Realignment funds, and still provides Health and Human Services
with the ability to draw-down MAA funding with the goal of further
preserving Criminal Justice Funds.

Deferred Maintenance — Public Works

The Recommended Budget provides a $223,260 Operating
Transfers In from the General Fund to support a variety of deferred
maintenance projects recommended by the Public Works department
and 1identified in Table 13. Similar to the discussion in the
Accumulated Capital Outlay budget relative to dwindling Geothermal
Royalties funds, declining Criminal Justice Facility Trust funds
necessitate using more General Fund monies for projects that might be
eligible to be funded with Criminal Justice Facility funds.

In addition, the Recommended Budget also provides funding for
deferred maintenance projects from the following sources, including:

e a $118,907 Operating Transfers In from the Mental Health
budget to fund a new roof, new flooring, sliding glass door
replacements, and bathroom remodels at the Progress House
facility in Bishop;

e a $67,800 Operating Transfers In from the Criminal Justice
Facilities Trust for the replacement of multiple HVAC systems
in the Jail, the painting of the Lone Pine Substation, and some
repairs at one of the Shoshone Deputy Sheriff housing units;
and,
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e a $30,300 internal charge from the Agricultural Commissioner
budget to fund a new electronic gate and replacement of the
fencing around the new Agriculture Building.

Finally, the Recommended Budget decreases the Donation object
code by $9,000 and moves the funding into Operating Transfers In, as
the funding will be received from the Bishop Senior Recreation
Committee through the Inyo County GOLD budget, and then be
transferred into Deferred Maintenance.

Table 13. identifies the deferred maintenance projects
recommended by the Public Works department and included in the
CAO Recommended Budget with projected cost estimates and
associated funding source.

Recommended Deferred Maintenance
Public Works Recommended Deferred Maintenance Projects - Funding Request
Jail Hinges and Installation $40,300|General Fund
Information Services - Water Intrusion $50,000 |General Fund
Jail - Boiler Project Design $30,300|General Fund
Progress House - Roof Replacement $45,300 |Mental Health Funds
Jail - Replacement of HVAC Units $60,300|Criminal Justice Funds
Progress House - Carpet Replacement $21,000 |Mental Health Funds
Bishop Sr Center - exterior paint $25,300 ggnz:gsgg/(%o
Foam Roofing - Storage Containers $28,460|General Fund
Progress House - Replace sliding glass doors $12,305|Mental Health Funds
Progress House - Bathroom Remodels $40,302|Mental Health Funds
Jail - Dryer Replacement $7,300|General Fund
Jail Administration - Carpet Replacement $25,300|General Fund
South Street Parking Lot Repair $25,300|General Fund
Lone.Plne Supstatlon exterior Paint/Shoshone $7.500|Criminal Justice Funds
Housing Repairs
Agriculture Building - electronic gate and fencing | $30,300|Agriculture Funds

Table 13.

In addition to the new deferred maintenance projects identified
above, funding budgeted in previous years’ budgets for deferred
maintenance projects which have not been completed has been
encumbered, and is still available and appropriated for completing
those projects.
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ESAAA

The Recommended Budget provides an Operating Transfers In
from the General Fund of $55,000 for the required match to receive
Eastern Sierra Area Agency on Aging funding from State and Federal
agencies. This is in addition to $54,740 in General Fund monies being
transferred into the ESAAA budget through the IC-GOLD budget (an
“overmatch”) to pay the portion of ESAAA’s A-87 costs over the 10%
allowed by the California Department of Aging, and accurately account
for the true cost of this regional program.

The total Inyo County General Fund contribution to the regional
Eastern Sierra Area Agency on Aging Program for Fiscal Year 2017-
2018 is $109.740. (This is in addition to the $491,082 in General Fund
monies being budgeted to fund the IC-GOLD program to augment
ESAAA’s services to Inyo County senior citizens.) As reiterated below,
your Board of Supervisors may want to consider inquiring as to Mono
County’s willingness to participate in funding part of the $109,740
Inyo County General Fund contribution to ESAAA’s required matching
costs to keep ESAAA services funded in Inyo and Mono counties.

Lone Pine-Death Valley Airport

The Recommended Budget provides an $18,308 Operating
Transfers Out to fund required County grant matches. The money
comes from the Lone Pine Fund Balance. The Lone Pine-Death Valley
Airport Improvement budget will be receiving a $2,744 Operating
Transfers In from these funds, and the Lone Pine Death Valley
Improvement — TR-16-043 budget will receive a $15,564 Operating
Transfers In from these funds as discussed below.

Lone Pine-Death Valley Airport Improvement

As discussed above, the Recommended Budget provides a $2,744
Operating Transfers In from the Lone Pine-Death Valley Airport
budget to provide matching funds for the completion of the Airfield
Lighting and Visual Aids project that was approved in last year’s
budget. The County Contributions revenue code is reduced by the same
amount as it was a departmental placeholder for the required match in
the Department Requested Budget pending the preparation of the
CAO Recommended Budget.
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Lone Pine-Death Valley Airport Improvement — TR-16-043

As discussed above, the Recommended Budget provides a
$15,564 Operating Transfers In from the Lone Pine-Death Valley
Airport budget to provide matching funds for the completion of the
Phase I Airfield Lighting and Visual Aid project. The County
Contributions revenue code is reduced by the same amount as it was a
departmental placeholder for the required match in the Department
Requested Budget pending the preparation of the CAO Recommended
Budget.

Mosquito Abatement

The Recommended Budget increases the Interest From Treasury
object code by $430, to more accurately reflect the actual amount
received in the previous fiscal year.

The department had budgeted funds to complete capital projects
associated with Owens Valley Mosquito Abatement Program
operations performed at the Agriculture Building. However, this work
needs to be coordinated through the Public Works department and its
Deferred Maintenance budget, and is more appropriate to fund
through the Agricultural Commissioners budget. Therefore, the
Recommended Budget decreases the Professional Services object code
by $30,000.

Per the department’s request after its preparation of the
Department Requested Budget, the Recommended Budget supports
increasing the Overtime object code by $3,033, the Holiday Overtime
object code is increased by $1,689 and the General Operating object
code is reduced by $4,722.

Motor Pool Operating

The Recommended Budget provides for a $272,247 Operating
Transfers In from the Motor Pool Replacement budget, discussed
below, to pay for the purchase of vehicles budgeted in the Fiscal Year
2016-2017 Motor Pool Operating budget that were not actually
received until this Fiscal Year. Since these funds were not expended
last fiscal year, they remained in the Motor Pool Replacement budget
and are available for use this year.

CAQ INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY — 69



COUNTY OF INYO RECOMMENDED BUDGET 2017 -2018

The Recommended Budget also decreases the Contingencies
object code by $50,000. The department had requested this
Contingencies funding for “unscheduled vehicle replacements.”
However, since the use of Contingencies funds, like a budget
amendment, requires a 4/5ths vote of your Board of Supervisors, the
Recommended Budget prefers to leave the funds in the Motor Pool
Operating budget Fund Balance where the money can still be
appropriated by your Board of Supervisors if and when needed.

Motor Pool Replacement

The Recommended Budget increases Operating Transfers Out
by $272,247 to pay for the purchase of vehicles budgeted in the Fiscal
Year 2016-2017 Motor Pool Operating budget that were not actually
received until this Fiscal Year. Since these funds were not expended
last fiscal year, they remained in the Motor Pool Replacement budget
and are available for use this year.

Recycling and Waste Management

The Department Requested Budget recognizes increased
revenues associated with your Board of Supervisors action to establish
a weight-based fee structure to ensure commercial waste haulers pay a
tipping fee equal to that paid by the self-hauling public at the Bishop
Sunland Landfill. The projected additional revenue is being used to
fund a variety of immediate needs identified by the Recycling and
Waste Management Program, including:

» Identifying $522,000 for the purchase of three (3) landfill sites
owned by the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power;

* Purchasing a new CARB-compliant dump truck, at a cost of
$200,000, for use at the Lone Pine and Independence landfills;

and,

* Purchasing a new CARB-compliant loader, at a cost of
$260,000, for use at the Lone Pine landfill.

However, the Budget is unable to identify funding for a host of
other funding needs that could materialize later this Fiscal Year and

CAQ INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY — 70



COUNTY OF INYO RECOMMENDED BUDGET 2017 -2018

will likely be required in future years’ budgets. These include but are
not limited to:

» Having to purchase and haul bentonite clay (currently obtained
for free from a limited source) for use in the sewage pond
operation;

* Ongoing replacement of landfill equipment to maintain
compliance with California Air Resources Board emission
requirements;

= Relocating and building a new Bishop shop building;

» Relocating the Bishop gate attendant booth to improve traffic
circulation; and,

» Installing a second phase of landfill gas extraction wells at a
minimum cost of $780,000.

Given the number of unfunded needs identified above, and to
evaluate the actual effects of truing-up the gate rate charged to
commercial haulers, the Recommended Budget again supports making
a $200,000 Operating Transfers from the General Fund to the
Recycling and Waste Management budget. This is similar to the
amount of additional General Fund revenue used to support the
Recycling and Waste Management Program in recent County Budgets,
and will preserve the General Fund’s ability to continue supporting the
Program if new revenues do not materialize as projected and/or costs
beyond the County’s control increase significantly. It is worth recalling
that the amount of required General Fund contribution (or increases in
the rate structure) necessary to maintain the Recycling and Waste
Management Program would be significantly greater if your Board of
Supervisors were to decide not to allocate the County’s Transaction
and Use Tax proceeds to this budget and, instead, use the TUT (which
is a General Tax) for funding other County needs.

Additionally, the Recommended Budget increases revenue in the
Interest From Treasury revenue code by $3,000, based on prior year’s
actuals. The State Other revenue code is being increased by $15,000 to
recognize funding expected to be realized later this Fiscal Year. The
SW Fees — Big Pine Transfer revenue code is being increased by
$1,000; the SW Fees — Lone Pine revenue code is being increased by
$4,500; and, the Services and Fees revenue code is being increased by
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$4,500 to more accurately reflect anticipated revenues based on last
year’s actuals.

In order to increase accuracy and efficiency, the Recommended
Budget includes $25,000 in the Computer System object code and
$5,000 in the Equipment object code to purchase scale, billing and real-
time tonnage tracking software and associated credit card equipment.
The Recommended Budget decreases the Maintenance of Equipment —
Materials object code by $11,000; decreases the Maintenance — Fuel &
Lubricant object code by $5,000; decreases the Maintenance of
Grounds object code by $500; decreases the Maintenance of Structures
— Materials object code by $200; and, decreases the Advertising object
code by $2,500, to more closely approximate expenditures in this
budget last fiscal year.

The Equipment object code is being increased by $16,000 to
purchase recycling bins for the Big Pine and Independence transfer
stations. The Recommended Budget also increases the Professional
Services object code by $10,000 for recycling education services.

Finally, as noted above, the Recommended Budget increases the
Land object code by $522,000 for the possible purchase of the Bishop,
Independence and Lone Pine landfills.

Road

The Recommended Budget increases revenue in Interest From
Treasury by $20,000, and increases revenue in Federal Forest Reserve
by $30,000 to recognize the actual revenues received in the previous
fiscal year. As discussed above and below, the department may seek
amendments to this budget later this Fiscal Year to reflect additional
funding and projects associated with SB 1 and related State
transportation funding legislation passed earlier this year.

Tecopa Lagoon Phase 2

When the Tecopa Sewage Lagoon rehabilitation project was
“completed,” this budget was created to reserve grant funds that were
1dentified to reimburse General Fund expenditures. The purpose for
doing so was to ensure these funds remained available for any
additional work that might be required on the facility and, barring the
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need for additional work, could possibly be re-appropriated for other
parks and recreation projects.

However, claims filed by the project contractor necessitated
these funds being reserved for the outcome of that litigation which is
ongoing. In the meantime, attorneys’ fees for the case are currently
being recouped, and have been for the past two years and will be for
another five years, by higher Public Liability Insurance charges in the
Public Works budget.

More recently, complaints about the sewage lagoon have
attracted renewed interest from regulatory agencies and, in addition to
short-term compliance issue, the Lahontan Regional Water Control
Board has indicated that it will pursue closure of the lagoon in the next
five to ten years (despite the County having recently invested almost a
million dollars to keep the lagoon functioning)! As a result, the County
has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with the City of
Bishop for oversight of sewage treatment operations in Tecopa,
including technical assistance, making immediate improvements, and
developing a long-term plan for the facility.

As a result, it is necessary to fully budget the money remaining
in the Tecopa Sewage Lagoon Trust to fund these costs and, hopefully,
at least part of the long-term needs associated with closing the lagoon
and developing some type of on-site septic system. Accordingly, the
Recommended Budget decreases the Professional Services object code
by $58,975, increases the Travel Expense object code by $2,000, and
adds $253,673 to the Construction in Progress object code. There is
sufficient fund balance to cover these costs, but this means the funds
will not be available to repay attorneys’ fees or make other parks and
recreation improvements at other County facilities.

Tobacco Tax Grant

As discussed in the FEmployee Costs & Personnel Changes
section above, the Recommended Budget does not support using
additional grant funding to add another staff position to the Health
and Human Services department’s Authorized Staffing at this time.
However, the CAO Recommended Budget supports the County
accepting the increased grant allocation, which i1s reflected in the
Tobacco Tax Grant budget revenues, and encourages the department
to evaluate and propose other uses for the new funds. Such uses could
include making grants or contracts available to fund youth tobacco
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education programs in conjunction with other Juvenile Services
Redesign initiatives, or marshaling the temporary resources necessary
to present a comprehensive package of policy proposals that your
Board of Supervisors can consider with some degree of finality.
Accordingly, the Recommended Budget reduces the Salaries and
Benefits object category by $86,331 associated with adding a second
grant-funded positon, but leaves the new revenue allocation to allow
the budget to be amended later this Fiscal Year to incorporate uses for
the money along the lines described above. This also enhances this
budget’s ability to claim reimbursements based on its three-year fund
balance.

Water

The Recommended Budget increases revenue in Interest From
Treasury by $3,000 based on the actual revenue received in the
previous fiscal year.

The Recommended Budget decreases Operating Transfers Out
by $11,300, per the department’s request. The Water Director has
indicated there is no longer an urgent need to replace the ceiling tiles
in the building.

Water System — Laws

The Recommended Budget provides an Operating Transfers In
of $9,662 from the Water Systems Trust to cover expenditures for the
year, including the Laws Water System’s share of cost for a rate study,
and A-87 Costs that would otherwise have to be absorbed by the
General Fund.

Water System — Lone Pine

The Recommended Budget provides an Operating Transfers In
of $58,715 from the Water Systems Trust to cover expenditures for the
year including the Lone Pine Water System’s share of cost for a rate
study, and A-87 Costs that would otherwise have to be absorbed by the
General Fund.
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General Fund Budgets

Agricultural Commissioner

The Recommended Budget increases the Overtime object code by
$500, per the department’s request. The Recommended Budget also
reduces the Office & Other Equipment < $5,000 object code by $1,874
to remove the purchase of a computer in the amount of $874, as the
computer will be purchased through the Tech Refresh program, and
$1,000 1s being moved to the Cell Phones object code for the purchase
of an iPad.

Finally, the Recommended Budget increases the Internal
Charges object code by $30,300 to fund a new electronic gate and
replacement of fencing at the new Agriculture Building. The Deferred
Maintenance budget is recognizing an Intra County charge to offset
this expenditure.

Animal Control

The Recommended Budget decreases Animal License revenue by
$3,375 based on the prior year’s actual revenue received. There 1s also
an increase of $22,187 in State Motor Vehicle in Lieu Tax revenue to
recognize the actual base realignment amount that will be realized this
Fiscal Year.

The Recommended Budget decreases Salaries and Benefits by a
total of $10,291 to accurately reflect personnel costs associated with
the department’s requested staffing levels in its Personnel Module
(PMod).

The Recommended Budget also decreases Motor Pool costs by
$7,595 in alignment with last year’s Board Approved amount.

Assessor

The Recommended Budget includes a $3,900 Operating
Transfers In from the Geothermal Royalties budget. This is based on
the Assessor’s analysis of how much time staff will be spending to
perform in-house appraisals of the Coso Geothermal power plant.
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The Recommended Budget also increases Operating Transfers
In from the Geothermal Royalties budget by another $65,000, and then
adds $65,000 to the Assessor budget’s Contingencies object code. This
will make funding available, with a 4/5ths vote of your Board of
Supervisors, should the Assessor decide to resume contracting with
Harold W. Bertholf, Inc. for Coso Geothermal appraisal services. The
Assessor terminated his contract with Harold W. Bertholf, Inc. in
Fiscal Year 2015-2016, indicating he believes the appraisals could be
better and less expensively performed by department staff. It is the
Assessor’s sole prerogative as to how his office will perform these
seemingly complex appraisals. However, it is prudent for the
Recommended Budget to appropriate funding for this task, should the
Assessor decide to seek these consulting services, given the recent
declines in the assessed value of the Coso Geothermal power plant, and
indications that the taxpayer may appeal this year’s assessment.

The Recommended Budget reduces the General Operating object
code by $1,500 consistent with the $8,500 provided in last year’s Board
Approved budget. Prior to Fiscal Year 2015-2016, actual office
expenditures in this object code were always below $7,500. The
Recommended Budget also decreases the Office & Other Equipment <
$5,000 object code by $2,000 requested for individual desktop scanners
since the office’s copier machines/scanners can already be used to
accomplish the same task.

The Recommended Budget decreases Professional Services by
$20,000. The office requested the funding to perform an in-office audit
of its internal controls and staffing levels. However, these audits are
under the purview of the Auditor-Controller and Personnel Director,
respectively. Accordingly, the Recommended Budget adds $10,000 into
the Auditor-Controller — General budget for a possible audit of the
Assessor’s office’s internal controls. And, the Recommended Budget
adds $10,000 into the Personnel budget to provide funding for a
consultant to review the staffing of the Assessor’s office if it is deemed
necessary in conjunction with/after the Classification Plan review —
keeping in mind that a similar staffing analysis was recently
completed as part of the organizational assessment of the Assessor’s
office performed in late 2014 and early 2015, and shared with your
Board of Supervisors on August 18, 2015.
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Auditor-Controller

The Recommended Budget increases the Professional Services
object code by $10,000 to provide funding for an internal audit of the
Assessor’s internal controls, as requested by the Assessor and
discussed above.

Building and Safety

The Recommended Budget increases Construction Permits by
$206,000 to recognize a temporary spike in funding associated with
building permit and inspection fees paid in relation to construction
activities at Furnace Creek Resort. These activities are expected to
conclude later this Fiscal Year.

CAO — General

The Recommended Budget increases the Contingencies object by
$165,000 offset by an Operating Transfers In of $165,000 from the
Geothermal Royalties budget. These contingency funds are being
budgeted in anticipation of a possible tax appeal by the Coso
Geothermal power plant, and based on the costs of previous appeals by
the taxpayer. Use of the funds will require a 4/5ths vote of your Board
of Supervisors and would be used for outside attorneys’ fees and,
possibly, an independent review of the property’s assessed value.

Contingencies

As proposed, the Recommended Budget leaves $17,117 in the
General Fund Contingencies budget. The Fiscal Year 2016-2017 CAO
Recommended Budget proposed $12,000 in Contingencies, and your
Board of Supervisors increased the amount to $112,353 in the Board
Approved Budget by using unbudgeted Fund Balance determined to be
available for this purpose during last year’s Budget Hearings.

In Fiscal Year 2016-2017, it was necessary to use a total of
$236,205 from General Fund Contingencies during the fiscal year. This
was possible because, after your Board adopted the Board Approved
Budget, General Fund monies associated with encumbered contracts
are moved to the Contingencies budget if a department subsequently
unencumbers the contract.
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Your Board of Supervisors will have an opportunity to consider
increasing the amount of General Fund Contingencies in this year’s
Budget, using a process similar to last year’s, if the amount of General
Fund Balance certified by the Auditor-Controller during the beginning
of Budget Hearings is more than the $3,859,476 in Fund Balance being
relied on to balance the CAO Recommended Budget. Alternately, your
Board of Supervisors could increase Contingencies by decreasing
appropriations in other General Fund budget units.

Coroner
The Recommended Budget increases the Travel Expense object

code by $2,500 to provide additional funding for training a new
contractor providing autopsy services.

County Clerk — General

The Recommended Budget increases Real Property Transfer Tax
revenue by $4,000 and Recording Fees revenue by $3,000 to more
accurately reflect the amount of revenue the office received from these
sources last year.

County Library

The Recommended Budget adds $3,751 to the Holiday Overtime
object code and decreases the Overtime object code by a similar
amount. The Overtime object code is further reduced by another $2,399
based on the amount in last year’s Board Approved Budget, and the
actuals of $97 expended as of 06/30/17, and to reflect the completion of
the Library Automation Project.

The Recommended Budget decreases the Office & Other
Equipment < $5,000 object code by $2,245 to match the amount in last
year’s Board Approved Budget. Advertising expense is reduced by $250
based on the prior year’s actual expenditures. The General Operating
object code 1s reduced by $480, and the Library Books and
Subscriptions object code is reduced by $1,990, which, again, results in
these object codes being funded at the levels included in the Fiscal
Year 2016-2017 Board Approved Budget, and still $968 over last year’s
actuals.
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The Recommended Budget is adding $1,000 to the Motor Pool
object code, which results in an overall increase of $1,500 in the Motor
Pool appropriation compared to last year’s budget. This additional
funding is intended to ensure the Library can better deploy existing
staff among library branches when staffing needs arise.

Additionally, the Recommended Budget places $5,000 in the
Contingencies object code for the purposes of considering additional
funding for inter-library loans after completion of a program analysis
for the possible presentation to and consideration by your Board of
Supervisors.

District Attorney — General

The Recommended Budget reduces the General Operating object
code by $1,000 to better approximate the amount used in previous
years’ Board Approved Budgets.

Flections

The Recommended Budget identifies $160,000 in additional
funding for new elections equipment if it is necessary, depending on
the outcome of a Request for Proposals issued by the Clerk-Recorder &
Registrar of Voters for a new voting system.

The office requested $85,000 in its Department Requested
Budget for additional funding for new elections equipment. Instead,
the Recommended Budget removes this funding from the Elections
budget and places it in the Computer fund, along with an additional
$75,000. If needed, this money can be appropriated and added to the
$216,353 already set aside in the Elections Innovations Trust, which
was established in the Fiscal Year 2014-2015 Mid-Year Budget Review
Process to start saving for a new County elections system. If the
additional $160,000 is not necessary to acquire a new voting system,
the money will be available to fund a myriad of other County
technology needs as well as other uses, including telephone system
replacement, Wi-Fi in County buildings, additional website upgrades,
and document imaging systems.

Additionally the Recommended Budget decreases the Overtime

object code by $819 based on actual expenditures over the past five
years.
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FEnvironmental Health

The Recommended Budget increases the State Motor Vehicle In
Lieu Tax revenue code by $33,281, and increases the Health
Realignment revenue code by $31,271 to recognize the actual base
amounts from these funding sources.

General Revenues and Expenditures

The Recommended Budget increases the Federal Payment In
Lieu of Taxes revenue code by $242,476, to recognize the actual
amount of PILT received in June. This is $38,501 higher than last
year’s PILT receipts. When the Department Requested Budget was
prepared, the County had yet to receive any PILT funding for the 2016
Federal Fiscal Year, and was simply hoping a check would show up.
While the higher-than-projected amount of PILT funding is certainly
appreciated and helpful in balancing this year’s Budget, it also serves
to underscore the fluidity of the County’s budget situation. The
dualism of wells running dry and high water everywhere is as
applicable to the County Budget as it is West Bishop, if not West
Texas.

The Recommended Budget decreases Hotel Transient
Occupancy Tax by another $200,000, in addition to the $100,000
reduction in bed tax revenue (compared to last year’s Board Approved
Budget) the Auditor-Controller included in this year’s Department
Requested Budget. The need to lower projected Transient Occupancy
Tax revenue is the result of many of the rooms at the Furnace Creek
Resort — which accounts for a majority of the County TOT revenue —
being offline as the result of ongoing construction activities. However,
the majority of the actual drop in Transient Occupancy Tax revenue
the County will experience as a result of the Furnace Creek
construction activities is being absorbed by closing the intentional
“gap” of “buffer” the Recommended Budget always leaves between the
previous year’s actual TOT revenue and what is included in the
subsequent year’s Recommended Budget. If not for this practice, it
would be necessary to make further reductions to the TOT revenue
projections in this year’s Recommended Budget. The Recommended
Budget essentially foregoes reducing revenue projections in the
Recommended Budget in favor of recognizing that the actual bed tax
revenue that is received in the coming year will be much less than
would typically be collected (reducing the buffer between what is
budgeted and actually received). Hopefully, though, actual TOT
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revenue will still be higher than the amount of projected revenue in
the Recommended Budget. While this approach helps the bottom line
in this year’s Recommended Budget, it will have the effect of eroding
the additional revenue that would otherwise fall to year-end Fund
Balance and be available for balancing the Fiscal Year 2018-2019
County Budget.

The Recommended Budget provides Operating Transfers Out
from the General Revenues & Expenditures budget as described in the
discussion of the budgets receiving the Operating Transfers In Table
12.

Finally, the Recommended Budget increases the Trial Court
MOE object code by $50,000 in order to fully cover payments the
County is required to make to the State based on Court Revenues. The
amount of this year’s payment was calculated in July, and the actual
costs turned out to be much higher than projected earlier in the year
when departments were preparing their budget requests.

Health

The Recommended Budget reduces revenue in the Operating
Transfers In revenue code by $10,000, and increases revenue in
Criminal Fines revenue code by $10,000 to properly account for a
transfer of funds from the Car Seat Trust to this budget.

Inyo County GOLD

Similar to last year, the Recommended Budget adds $54,740 for
an Operating Transfers Out from the IC-GOLD budget to the Eastern
Sierra Area Agency on Aging (ESAAA) budget. This represents an
“overmatch” to the ESAAA budget to pay for regional costs not covered
by the State/Federal ESAAA allocation. This is in addition to the
$55,000 Operating Transfers In the Recommended Budget makes
directly to the ESAAA budget from the General Fund for the required
local match to receive the Federal funds to operate the Eastern Sierra
Area Agency on Aging Program in Inyo and Mono counties.
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Jail — CAD/RMS

The CAO Recommended Budget provides an Operating
Transfers In of $22,080 from the Criminal Justice Facilities Trust to
fund the cost of the RIMS Maintenance Contract in lieu of using
General Fund monies or AB 443 funds for this purpose. Seven years
ago, monies in the 911 Trust were available for this contract, but those
funds have been expended. The 911 Trust will be monitored for its
ability to resume funding these costs in the future.

Additionally, the Recommended Budget supports a second
Operating Transfers In from the Warrant Trust in the amount of
$1,785 to provide connectivity between CAD/RMS to the Superior
Court’s new criminal justice case management system.

Jail — General

The Recommended Budget makes a $22,884 Operating
Transfers In from the Criminal Justice Facilities Trust to fund the
Siemen’s maintenance contract for Jail operations.

The Recommended Budget decreases Overtime expense by
$12,541 to reflect the amount included in last year’s Board Approved
Budget. Additionally, the Salaries and Benefits object category 1is
reduced by a total of an additional $148,026 to: (a) remove the salaries
for the two Correctional Officer positions that are “frozen” but were
inadvertently budgeted in the Personnel Module (PMod); and, (b) to
accurately reflect personnel costs associated with the department’s
requested staffing levels in its PMod.

Based also on last year’s costs, and stated department needs, the
Recommended Budget decreases the Maintenance of Equipment object
code by $500, and the Office and Other Equipment < $5,000 object code
1s reduced by $1,335.

The Recommended Budget also decreases the department

requested Travel Expenses — Required object code by $30,347 to match
the amount in previous years’ Board Approved Budgets.
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Jail — Safety Personnel

The Recommended Budget reduces the Salaries and Benefits
object category by a total of $8,881 to accurately reflect personnel costs
associated with the department’s requested staffing levels in its PMod.

Jail — Security Project

The Recommended Budget supports (and appreciates) the
Sheriff’s request for an Operating Transfers In from the AB 443 Trust
to fund $27,605 in annual Jail security system costs.

Juvenile Institutions

The Recommended Budget makes a $7,242 Operating Transfers
In from the Criminal Justice Facilities Trust to pay for the cost of the
maintenance contract for the Juvenile Hall fire suppression system.

The Recommended Budget increases the Federal Other revenue
code by $22,000 to more accurately reflect the actual revenues received
by the department in the past several years.

As discussed above in the Employee Costs & Personnel Actions
section, the Recommended Budget increases the Salaries and Benefits
object category by a total of $161,180 to provided ongoing funding for
two (2) Rehabilitation Specialist positions the Probation department
had proposed eliminating from its Authorized Staffing and
transferring to the Health and Human Services department. Rather
than reduce staffing at this time, the CAO Recommended Budget
supports status quo staffing levels for Rehabilitation Specialists
assigned to the Probation department until your Board of Supervisors
has an opportunity to review some of the trends associated with
participation rates in some of the new Juvenile Services Redesign
programs later this year.

The Recommended Budget decreases the department requested
Personal & Safety Equipment object code by $1,500 based on actual
expenditures in the prior three years. There is also a decrease of $750
in the Inmate Clothing object code based on the prior two years’ actual
expenditures. Finally, the Food and Household object code is reduced
by $2,000 based on the actual expenditures last year, and what is
likely to be needed this year.

CAQO INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY — 83



COUNTY OF INYO RECOMMENDED BUDGET 2017 -2018

Kitchen Services

The Recommended Budget decreases the Overtime object code
by $5,844 based on the fourth quarter actual expenditures for Fiscal
Year 2016-2017. Prior to the fourth quarter, overtime costs were
skewered by a full-time Cook position vacancy that resulted in the B-
Par Cook working overtime.

Additionally, the Salaries and Benefits object category was
reduced by another $73 to accurately reflect personnel costs associated

with the department’s requested staffing levels in its Personnel
Module (PMod).

Law Library
The Recommended Budget reduces the Law Library Fines

revenue object code by $2,000 based on actual revenue received in prior
years.

Maintenance — Building & Grounds

The Recommended Budget makes a $17,000 Operating
Transfers In from the Criminal Justice Facilities Trust: $10,000 for
eligible facility expenses at the Jail; and, $7,000 for eligible facility
expenses at the Juvenile Hall.

The Recommended Budget increases the Intra County Charges
revenue object code by $3,112 based on actual charges the past five
years. However, the Inter Government Charges revenue object code is
being reduced by $36,225 to remove revenue that was double counted
in the revenue code.

The Recommended Budget decreases the Overtime object code
by $1,500 and the Maintenance of Structures — Materials object code
by $3,009 to reflect the amounts included in last year’s Board
Approved Budget. The Professional & Special Services object code is
reduced by $5,370 to more closely match the contract amounts
identified in the budget narrative. Finally, the Principal on Notes
Payable object code is reduced by $664, to reflect the actual amount
that needs to be paid this Fiscal Year.
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Museum

The Recommended Budget increases the General Operating
object code by $1,000 for the purchase of upgraded software for the
Museum archiving program necessitated by the County’s migration to
Microsoft Windows 10.

Office of Disaster Services

The Recommended Budget increases the General Operating
object code by $10,000 for additional consulting costs associated with
completing the County’s Hazard Mitigation Plan.

Out-of-County Juvenile Hall

Overall, the Probation department reduced its requested Out of
County Juvenile Hall budget by $401,332, compared to the $599,332
included in last year’s Board Approved Budget, based on actual out-of-
county placement practices in Fiscal Year 2016-2017. Last year, out-of-
county placements only required using $87,105 from this budget.

The Recommended Budget, however, adds $46,581 to the
Department Requested Budget based on the following assumptions
and prorating last year’s costs:

» TFour (4) staff members on call each day to ensure availability for
needed transports or required holds. Last year’s Out-of-County
Juvenile Hall budget was based on the Juvenile Institution
being open every weekend; providing two (2) Rehabilitation
Counselors on call four (4) days per week at a cost of $14,560;
and one (1) Deputy Probation Officer on-call seven (7) days at a
cost of $14,300, for a total budget of $28,860. This year there will
be two (2) Rehabilitation Specialists, one (1) Deputy Probation
Officer, and (1) Deputy Director on call seven (7) days a week.
The total cost associated with these changes in staffing is
$57,200, an increase of $28,340 from last year’s. This increase is
due mainly to the premise that the Juvenile Hall will not be
operational every weekend of the year with a resulting offsetting
savings of the salaries, as listed below.

» 144 total roundtrips for transporting detained youth to/from the
El Dorado County placement facility. Last years Out-of-County
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Juvenile Hall budget was based on a total of 179 roundtrips for
transporting youth to and from out-of-county placements: 70
roundtrips associated with 35 mid-week detentions throughout
the year; and 104 additional roundtrips to take youth to out-of-
county facilities and to bring them back for court hearings.
Travel time and mileage was also based on the facility farthest
away from Independence (Placerville, in El Dorado County, at
544 miles roundtrip) and assuming 12 hours of travel time
entirely at overtime rates. This year’s budget assumes 144 trips
per year (two [2] per week, or four [4] round trips) with 6 hours
of overtime for two (2) Rehabilitation Specialists; per diem for
two (2) employees; and mileage to EI Dorado County for a total
cost of §77,881. The decrease also reflects actual costs associated
with making trips to the El Dorado County detention facility.
These changes result in a savings of $57,721 from last year's
budget.

* Daily facility placement costs based on the equivalent of three
(3) juveniles placed in a facility for a full year. Last year’s Out-
of-County Juvenile Hall budget was based on four (4) youth
detained in out-of-county beds every day of the year. And, bed
costs are based on using the highest daily bed cost — Kern
County at $175 per day — whereas this years budget assumes
the El Dorado County bed cost of $100 per day. These changes
result in a savings of $146,000 compared to last year's budget.

» No Mid-Week 72-hour holds. Last year’s Out-of-County Juvenile
Hall budget was based on using the Juvenile Hall during the
week for 15 juveniles for a two-day stay, and 20 juveniles for a
three-day stay during the middle of the week for a total cost of
$179,370. This Fiscal Year there are no mid-week holds
budgeted, and the Chief Probation Officer has actually limited
the weekends that the Institution to being open fewer weekends,
based on actual need. This results in a $179,370 savings
compared to last year’s budget.

In total the Out-of-County Juvenile Hall budget is being reduced by
$354,751 from the previous fiscal year, due to the assumptions listed
above.

These assumptions result in the Recommended Budget:

» Increasing the Salaries and Benefits object category by a total of
$3,925;
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* Increasing the Professional Services object code by $29,500 for
placement facility costs;

» Increasing the Travel Expense object code by $300; and

» Increasing the Motor Pool object code by $12,856.

Parks

The Recommended Budget makes a $178,750 Operating
Transfers In from the Geothermal Royalties budget to support eligible
parks projects and reduce General Fund expense.

The Recommended Budget also increases the revenue in
Contribution from DWP by $1,163 to recognize the actual amount that
is being received this year.

The Recommended Budget decreases the Equipment object code
by $4,000, and places this expense in the Office & Other Equipment <
$5,000 object code so the expenditure occurs in the proper object code.
The Professional Services object code is being reduced by $3,160 to
more closely reflect last year’s actual expenditures. The General
Operating object code is being reduced by $5,000 since the expense was
accounted for in a different object code. Finally, the Motor Pool object
code is increased by $3,150 to cover expenditures in this object code for
a full year with full staffing.

Personnel

The Recommended Budget increases the Operating Transfers In
revenue code by $7,203 to reflect a reimbursement from Health and
Human Services for a portion of custodian contract costs for the May
Street office that is funded from the Personnel budget.

The Recommended Budget increases the General Operating
object code by $20,000 to provide funding for re-instating a long
dormant service awards program. Additionally, the Recommended
Budget increases the Professional Services object code by $10,000 to
provide funding for a possible staffing analysis deleted from the
Assessor budget as discussed above.
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Planning

The Recommended Budget provides a $10,000 Operating
Transfers In from the Geothermal Royalties budget for eligible
planning contracts.

Probation

The Recommended Budget increases revenue in the Federal
Other revenue code by $1,500 to more accurately reflect the actual
amount of revenue received over the past several years.

The Recommended Budget decreases expense in the Overtime

object code by $3,000 to match the amount provided in prior years’
Board Approved Budgets.

Sheriff — General

Similar to the last three years, with the Sheriff’s concurrence,
the Recommended Budget recognizes the possible use of AB 443 funds
to offset department expenses that might otherwise not be funded in
the Recommended Budget. The Recommended Budget provides for a
$300,000 Operating Transfers In from the AB 443 Trust. As in the past
years, this funding will only be transferred into the budget as
necessary to meet revenue projections in relation to actual
expenditures (e.g., maintain Net County Cost).

The Recommended Budget increases revenues in the State —
Public Safety Services revenue code by $20,000 based on the actual
revenue received this year. The Recommended Budget also accelerates
recognition of $32,000 in COPS funding from the COPS Trust.

The Recommended Budget decreases requested Overtime
expense by $15,064 based on actual expenses last fiscal year.
Additionally, the Salaries and Benefits object category is reduced by a
total of another $662 to accurately reflect personnel costs associated
with the department’s requested staffing levels in its PMod.

The Maintenance of Equipment object code in the Department
Requested Budget includes $25,000 for radio maintenance costs
associated with a contract with the State of California for “as needed”
repairs to radio communications sites. Similar to last year, the
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Recommended Budget reduces this amount by $15,000 but
acknowledges that additional funds may need to be appropriated later
in the year if actual radio maintenance costs charged to this contract
exceed $10,000 this Fiscal Year. Additionally, the Recommended
Budget further reduces this object code by an additional $8,330 based
on last year’s actual expenses. These changes notwithstanding, the
$20,000 recommended for Maintenance of Equipment expense is still
$7,838 higher than last year’s actual expenses.

Additionally, the Recommended Budget reduces expenses in
Maintenance of Equipment — Materials by $600 based on actual
expenses the past five years. The Maintenance — Fuel & Lubricant
object code is being reduced by $500, down to zero, as there have been
no expenditures from that object code in the past three years. The
Maintenance of Structures object code is being reduced by $7,500, and
the projects for which this funding was requested have been moved to
the Deferred Maintenance budget. The Office and Other Equipment <
$5,000 object code is being reduced by $3,000 for “miscellaneous”
equipment.

Based on last year’s actuals, the Recommended Budget is
reducing the Advertising object code by $500, the General Operating
Expense object code by $15,970, and the Professional & Special
Services object code by $17,266.

Finally the Recommended Budget reduces costs in the Travel
Expense — Required object code by $25,677, to reflect the amount
included in the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Board Approved Budget.

Sheriff — Safety Personnel

The Recommended Budget decreases the Overtime object code
by $14,193 to match the amount included in prior years’ Board
Approved Budgets. Additionally, the Salaries and Benefits object
category 1s reduced by an additional total of $107,643, to accurately
reflect personnel costs associated with the department’s requested
staffing levels in its PMod, which included funding of a “frozen” deputy
position.
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RESERVES, OPEB TRUST, DEBT SERVICE, AND CONTINGENCIES

Reserves

As discussed above, and similar to many previous CAO
Recommended Budgets, this CAO Recommended Budget does not
allocate any contributions to the General Reserve Fund or Economic
Stabilization Fund. Indeed, the ability of County Budgets to add to its
reserve funds, and maintain already-stretched day-to-day County
operations is about as rare as rain in West Texas. As a result, the only
growth the County’s two reserve funds are projected to experience this
year 1s interest income that accrues in each fund. Table 14. shows the
contributions the County has been able to make to its General Reserve
Fund and Economic Stabilization Fund over the past 6 years — seldom
enough to get a beak wet.

Economic Stabilization Fund and General Reserve Fund

Contributions History
FY 2011- FY 2012- FY 2013- FY 2014- FY 2015- FY 2016-
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Economic Stabilization $39,444 $9,529 $29,420 -$991,878 $15,849 $26,504

Fund Names

General Reserve $7,603 $4,756 $4,018 $1,105,974 $15,967 $26,702

Table 14.

The General Reserve Fund Balance 1s $3,194,570, about 5.5% of
this year’s projected General Fund expenditures. The County General
Reserve Policy, adopted in the 1990s, states,

The County should maintain an annual General Reserve
Fund level of at least 3% of total current fiscal year
General Fund expenditures in order to be able to
adequately address unexpected emergency revenue
shortfalls and/or expenditures requirements.

However, as part of the bond rating that Moody’s assigned to
Inyo County for its 1999 Refunding of Certificates of Participation, the
rating firm noted,

FEstablishment of a formal reserve policy provides modest
credit benefits, even though the minimum general fund
reserve of 3% of current general fund levels 1s somewhat
weak. County officials expect to maintain actual reserve
levels at a minimum of 15% in the near future.
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Well, its 18 years later and there’s high water everywhere, and
the County’s General Reserve is only a third of the way to meeting the
reserve levels committed to almost two decades ago. Of course,
subsequent to Moody’s 1999 rating, and following the CRASH of 2008,
most rating agencies began advising local government that they need
to maintain reserves between 35% and 50% of their annual General
Fund expenditures.

OPEB Trust

The CAO Recommended Budget does propose a $100,000
contribution to the County’s OPEB Trust for future retiree health
costs. Typically, it is necessary to wait to consider making OPEB Trust
contributions until the Auditor-Controller certifies year-end Fund
Balance and, if higher than projected in the CAO Recommended
Budget, your Board of Supervisors has the opportunity to fund
additional needs from any unbudgeted General Fund Balance. This
year, the Recommended Budget includes $2,634,045 to fund the
County’s “pay-as-you-go” charges for current retiree health care costs —
slightly above the amount included in last year’s Board Approved
Budget. Since it is not necessary to budget additional pay-as-you-go in
this year’s budget, it seems prudent to use the money the County
would normally have to pay toward increasing pay-as-you-go retiree
healthcare costs (based on recent trends) toward future retiree
healthcare costs. Table 15. shows the County’s pay-as-you-go retiree
healthcare costs for the past six (6) years.

Actual Annual Retiree Health Benefits "Pay-As-You-Go" History
FY2011- | FY2012- | FY2013- | FY2014- | FY2015- | FY 2016-
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

$1,044,157 | $1,147,072 | $1,344,261 | $1,624,096 | $ 2,007,306 | § 2,308,523
Increase (%) 9.9% 17.2% 20.8% 23.6% 15.0%
Table 15.

Your Board of Supervisors is reminded that the County’s current
UAL for the retiree healthcare benefit is estimated at $41,187,943. The
OPEB Trust, established in Fiscal Year 2009-2010, represents the
County’s efforts to begin proactively paying down this unfunded
liability, similar to actions your Board of Supervisors was forced to
take relative to CalPERS unfunded liability charges earlier this year.

CAQ INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY — 91



COUNTY OF INYO RECOMMENDED BUDGET 2017 -2018

Debt-Service

The Recommended Budget does not identify funds to maintain
former debt-capacity in the General Fund Budget by reserving
$300,000 in former debt-service payments for the Certificates of
Participation (COPs) used to construct the Jail. The Jail COPs were
paid off in February 2011 and, at the time, the Board of Supervisors
embarked on an effort to continue budgeting the $309,750 in former
debt service payments for funding future capital projects instead of
letting these funds be absorbed back into the budget for ongoing
operating costs. This was accomplished in Fiscal Year 2011-2012, but
since then other funding priorities have forestalled the ability to
budget funds for this forward-thinking purpose.

Contingencies

Furthermore, General Fund Contingencies are only $17,117 and
a higher amount is certainly desirable. As discussed above, last year
the Board Approved Budget included $112,353 in Contingencies and,
ultimately, the County required the use of $236,205 from General
Fund Contingencies during the fiscal year.

Ideally, the Budget should provide allocations for all of these
uses and needs. Depending on the Fund Balance certified by the
Auditor-Controller at the commencement of Budget Hearings, and/or
how Budget Hearing deliberations progress, your Board of Supervisors
may choose to increase contributions to one or more of these purposes
as part of its adoption of the Final Budget. And, depending on the
ultimate cost of some of the initiatives funded in this Budget, it may be
possible to increase contributions to one or more of these uses through
budget amendments later in the Fiscal Year.

ASSUMPTIONS, KNOWN CHANGES, AND OUTSTANDING ISSUES
Assumptions

In addition to relying on the accuracy of revenue projections and
expense needs in the Department Requested Budget, the CAO

Recommended Budget is based on certain assumptions — usually bad
things not materializing — and not without inherent risks.
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Some of the assumptions relied on in balancing the Fiscal Year
2017-2018 Budget include:

» The Auditor-Controller will certify Fiscal Year 2016-2017
General Fund Balance, as of June 30, 2017, at or above
$3,859,476.

» There will be no significant reductions to or the eliminations of
Federal funding streams. (Funds for Health and Human
Services programs appear particularly at risk.)

= Actual Hotel Transient Occupancy Tax revenue received this
Fiscal Year will continue to exceed budget projections (which
have been reduced from last year’s Board Approved amount by
$300,000 in anticipation of Furnace Creek construction activities
impacting bed tax receipts).

* Increases in Salaries and Benefits costs for personnel as the
result of as-yet unsettled labor negotiations with the Inyo
County Employees Association, and labor negotiations that will
commence this year with the Inyo County Probation Peace
Officers Association (IPPOA) prior to its contract expiring on
February 28, 2018, or escalating benefit premiums, will be
funded by some combination of appropriations currently
contained in the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO Recommended
Budget.

» The cost of detaining juvenile offenders in out-of-county facilities
will not exceed $244,581, based on the cost of the assumptions
1dentified on pages 85-87.

* No waivers of special election costs that may be requested by
special districts.

* No new revenue streams being created. This Budget does not
anticipate or rely on increases to fees that may be proposed by
departments but have not yet been approved by your Board.

= Markets will remain strong and Treasury interest earnings will
continue to increase.

* The Recommended Budget does not attempt to project or rely on

new revenue from the implementation of Measure I, which
established a County commercial cannabis tax.
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* Implementation of the Community Corrections Partnership Plan
will: (1) conform to County’s AB 109 principles adopted in
previous years’ budgets and recommended again here (pages
102-103; 110); and, (2) through the budget authority vested
solely in the Board of Supervisors, be required to live within its
means — which are limited to State funding allocations — and not
rely on contributions from other County funding sources.
(Ideally, the CCP Plan should propose programs that reallocate,
and better use existing County resources with a premium on
using Non-General Fund resources.)

= The State not unveiling new realignment schemes that make
counties responsible for providing additional, under-funded
services.

» State funding to counties will not be reduced, or adversely
affected by demands of other branches of government on the
Legislature to increase their funding at the expense of counties.

* The cost of new County programs and services (like regulation of
commercial cannabis enterprises) being self-funding through
appropriate fees, and existing County programs and services
maintaining or improving current cost-recovery ratios (not
losing ground).

» Receiving no new geothermal royalty payments.

= No adverse settlements to the ongoing Tecopa Sewage Lagoon
project. The Public Works budget will, however, have to continue
absorbing substantially higher public liability insurance charges
that will continue for five more years, associated with mounting
attorneys’ fees in the County’s defense. Also, the Tecopa Sewage
Lagoon Fund Balance being expended on regulatory compliance
issues related to the lagoon.

= No other litigation decisions, including payments of attorneys’
fees, adverse to Inyo County beyond known paybacks associated
with changes in how overtime pay needs to be calculated.

= State Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Matching Grants
funds being available to offset a portion of the County’s match

requirements for FAA grants included in this Budget.

* No loss of grant funding for existing projects.
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» Continuing to pay a disproportionate amount of undesignated
court fee revenue to the State.

» Receiving no Indian Gaming Special Distribution Fund grant
revenue.

= Departments will meet or exceed their revenue projections, and
manage their expenditures within the appropriation limits
established by your Board.

» Department heads will carefully monitor their Board Approved
budgets, and State and Federal budget actions — including
realignment proposals — and promptly inform your Board and
the County Administrator of reductions, or anticipated
reductions, in revenues and propose 1mplementing
corresponding reductions in expenditures.

Known Changes

Following are potential changes that have been identified as
possibly being made either in the Final County Budget presented for
adoption by your Board of Supervisors, or later this Fiscal Year as
amendments to the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Board Approved Budget. If
further changes are identified after publication of this Fiscal Year
2017-2018 CAO Recommended Budget, they may be the subject of an
addendum to the Budget, or “walked on” during Budget Hearings or
during your Board of Supervisors’ adoption of the Final Budget.

Fund Balance

The Fund Balance available to balance this year’s Budget will
most likely change at the commencement of Budget Hearings when the
Auditor-Controller certifies General Fund Balance for the Fiscal Year
ending June 30, 2017. The reliance on Fund Balance to balance the
County Budget requires that a “placeholder” estimate for Fund
Balance be used in preparing the CAO Recommended Budget, and
then adjustments be made to the CAO Recommended Budget
depending on whether certified Fund Balance is higher or lower than
the placeholder amount. This year, the Recommended Budget was
prepared using the amount of last year’s certified Fund Balance, and
ultimately, the amount relied on to balance the Fiscal Year 2016-2017
Board Approved Budget, $3,859,476. (Note: this is $205,353 higher
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than the amount of Fund Balanced used to balance the Fiscal Year
2016-2017 CAO Recommended Budget.)

If certified Fund Balance is below the $3,859,476 relied upon to
prepare this CAO Recommended Budget, your Board of Supervisors
will need to make a corresponding reduction in expenses, or increases
in revenue, to adopt a balanced budget.

If the Fund Balance certified by the Auditor-Controller exceeds
$3,859,476, your Board of Supervisors will want to consider
appropriating the additional funds to one or more of the following
needs:

= $112,718 in possible higher employees costs — described below
and not included in the Recommended Budget — if the Inyo
County Employees Association votes on August 31, 2017, to
accept the County’s enhanced wage proposal.*

= Other costs described below and not included in the CAO
Recommended Budget because they were only recently
identified.

= General Fund Contingencies

» Computer System Fund

* Accumulated Capital Outlay (e.g., reserve former debt-service
payments for future capital projects)

» Economic Stabilization Fund

* General Reserve Fund

= Other priorities of your Board of Supervisors, identified during
budget hearings for which funding is not identified in the CAO
Recommended Budget.*

*As is the case in every CAO Recommended Budget, it is
strongly recommended that your Board of Supervisors treat Fund
Balance, and especially additional or un-budgeted Fund Balance, as
one-time revenue and use it to fund one-time costs. One reason to
refrain from using any additional General Fund Balance that may
materialize for funding ongoing costs, or de facto ongoing costs in the
County Budget, is that Fund Balance is more like one-time funding in
that it 1s not consistent and cannot always be counted on to increase.

Additional ICEA-represented Employee Costs

If employees represented by the Inyo County Employees
Association vote to approve a new Memorandum of Understanding on
August 31, 2017, which incorporates the County’s offer to accelerate
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certain wage increases, the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 County Budget will
need to be changed to add approximately $112,718 in higher salary
and benefit costs, and funding for these costs in this year’s Budget will
also need to be identified.

Employee costs in the Personnel Module used by departments to
prepare their Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Department Requested Budget
reflected the higher salary and benefit costs associated with the
County’s Last, Best and Final Offer to the ICEA on May 12, 2017. This
included a 1% Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) effective January,
2018. In an effort to conclude labor contract negotiations and further
demonstrate its commitment to and appreciation for its employees the
County modified its offer on August 15t with respect to when the
proposed COLAs would take effect. For this fiscal year, the County
offered to accelerate the provision of the second 1% by 6 months, from
January 2018, to July 2017. The cost of doing so is estimated to be
$112,718.

If ICEA-represented employees vote to approve the new
Memorandum of Understanding with the County’s most recent offer, it
will increase costs identified in the CAO Recommended Budget. To
fund these costs, and keep the Budget balanced, your Board of
Supervisors could, among its options:

» Use some or all of the unbudgeted Fund Balance that is
1dentified if the Auditor-Controller certifies Fund Balance over
$3,859,476. However, this is not recommended as ideal since
doing so will amount to using one-time savings in ongoing costs
to fund other ongoing costs.

» Acknowledge the higher salary and benefit costs that will need
to be funded in Fiscal Year 2017-2018, but direct that County
Budget not be amended to recognize and pay for these higher
costs until the Mid-Year Financial Review. This would afford the
opportunity to look at trends and possible savings in salary and
benefit expense as a means of identifying funding, in addition to
the options listed below. However, this is not recommended as
1deal since doing so will amount to using one-time savings in
ongoing costs to fund other ongoing costs.

* Not approve, or delay filling some or all of the five (5) new

positions included in the Recommended Budget. Table 10. on
page 54 identifies these positions, their respective cost in this
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year’s budget assuming an October 5th fill date, and the full 12-
month cost of each position.

= Make reductions to the current Authorized Staffing levels based
on work load and opportunities to use B-Par or shared positions

instead of full-time positions in some departments.

= Reduce other, ongoing costs currently provided for in the
Recommended Budget.

Retroactive Adjustments to Overtime Pay

As highlighted by the Wagner et al. v. County of Inyo lawsuit, a
recent appeals court decision is requiring municipalities in California
to change the way some overtime pay is calculated, including making
retroactive adjustments to compensation paid for overtime during the
past three (3) years.

Like cities and counties throughout California, the County will
need to pay overtime, and provide retroactive adjustments to
previously paid overtime, to comply with the recent legal ruling. (Note:
The County would and will do this independent of the lawsuit.) The
County 1is in the process of calculating the cost of its retroactive
adjustments, which are currently estimated at $30,000 to $60,000 (but
these figures could increase or decrease significantly due to several
factors which are complicated by the specter of the lawsuit).

The incremental increases in County overtime costs going
forward as a result of the court decision are expected to be absorbed in
departments’ current overtime costs provided in the Recommended
Budget. However, as a relatively recent development, and since the
retroactive costs have not been determined, the Recommended Budget
does not include these retroactive payments and has not identified
corresponding funding to pay for them. Once the amount of the
retroactive payments has been identified, the Fiscal Year 2017-2018
will have to be amended to fund and make the payments if the funds
are not able to be encumbered in last year’s budget.

Mosquito Aerial Treatment Costs

On Tuesday, August 15, 2017, representatives from the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power reported to your Board of
Supervisors that LADWP will fund the cost of aerial treatment —
beyond the resources of the Owens Valley Mosquito Abatement
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Program — for areas of the County threatened by unprecedented levels
of mosquitos associated with water-spreading activities necessitated by
the near-historic spring runoff conditions. Once this funding
commitment is secured, the County Budget will be amended to include

aerial treatment expenses and recognize the offsetting funding from
LADWP.

Outstanding Issues

However, there are still many outstanding issues, in addition to
the Known Changes identified above and reliance on the Assumptions
described earlier, that could result in later amending this year’s budget
and, in some cases, could have significant impacts on future years’
budgets:

Road Funds

Earlier this year, the Legislature passed SB 1 (Beall) and ACA 5
(Frazier) that reform and, hopefully, if the Constitutional protections
of ACA 5 are approved by the voters in 2018, protect local
transportation funding. Initial estimates indicate that the combination
of Inyo County’s Highway Users Tax Account funds and new SB 1
revenues will exceed $3.7 Million in Fiscal Year 2017-2018. As
previously reported to your Board of Supervisors by the Public Works
Director / County Road Commissioner, the department is analyzing the
mechanics of these new funding streams, and may propose
amendments to the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Budget later this year to
further recognize and appropriate these new funds.

New ICCPOA Contract

The County’s labor agreement with the Inyo County Probation
Peace Officers Association (IPPOA) will expire on February 28, 2018.
Contract negotiations will be commencing in the near future but, as of
now, the potential costs of any new agreement with IPPOA are
unknown, and not included in the CAO Recommended Budget. Once a
new labor deal is reached with ICPPOA, the resulting costs will need
to be identified and funded by some combination of appropriations
currently contained in the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 CAO Recommended
Budget.
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Possible Special Elections

The Clerk-Recorder/Registrar of Voters has indicated that some
special districts in the County may be contemplating special elections.
If the special elections proceed, and the associated costs cannot be
absorbed in the Elections budget, the County Budget will need to be
amended to reflect these costs.

In-Home Supportive Services Costs

The State Budget dismantled the Coordinated Care Initiative
and the County’s MOE - Maintenance of Effort — for In-Home
Supportive Services (IHSS) which will shift IHSS collective bargaining
and associated cost responsibilities back to counties with newly added
costs courtesy of the State minimum wage increases and Federal
overtime rules. Addressing how to minimize the impacts of the State’s
double-cross has been a statewide and ongoing undertaking of
California counties. Inyo County Health and Human Services staff
have estimated the associated cost impacts to Inyo County this Fiscal
Year may be relatively minor, but could increase exponentially, to
almost $400,000 within the next four years. These costs will most
likely have to be funded from 1991 Realignment monies, which are
already oversubscribed and currently used to support a variety of other
social safety net programs such as California Children’s Services,
Adult Protective Services, Child Protective Services, CMSP, Foster
Care, and CalWORKSs.

Federal Funding Reductions Targeting Health and Human Services
Programs

Although the news out of Washington, D.C. seems to change
almost weekly, a theme that remains constant are repeated and
growing threats to Federal health and human services program
funding. Efforts to abolish or modify the Affordable Care Act are
ongoing, and with each advance comes the potential to unravel more
than $20 Billion in Federal dollars that underpin California’s health
services funding to counties. However, more recently, a wider variety
of health and human services program funding has been identified as
being at risk in the Federal budget process, either as a means to get at
the Affordable Care Act or to fund other budget priorities like
infrastructure investment. In fact, one budget resolution has been
reported as including instructions to terminate $250 Billion in
entitlement programs. Programs identified for reduction or elimination
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in the Federal Budget include Medicaid (in addition to cuts anticipated
in any health care bill), TANF, food stamps, WIC, and social services
block grants.

While the discussions remain fluid, and outcomes uncertain, the
County needs to monitor and be prepared to respond to massive cuts in
health and human services funding. How these funds are marbled
throughout the Health and Human Services budgets, and how they
relate to other funding streams, needs to be understood to avoid a
potential domino effect if and when Federal reductions materialize.
The County needs to be prepared to terminate programs most
associated with the funding cuts, and be able to nimbly reallocate
remaining health and human services funding with program priorities
established by your Board of Supervisors.

Last year’s Fiscal Year 2016-2017 CAO Recommended Budget
discussed in detail the need for Health and Human Services budgets
reliance on realignment funds to live within their means. This year,
spending from the three HHS Realighment Funds — Health, Social
Services and Behavioral Health — 1is all within the County’s base
allocation amounts. This is encouraging, but also critical in light of
changes to the THSS MOE and threats to Federal HHS program
funding. All HHS realignment funds need to be evaluated not only as
to what programs they currently fund, but also evaluated in terms of
what other HHS programs they might be able to fund, in order for your
Board of Supervisors to make informed policy decisions.

Criminal Justice Realienment Funds

Last year, the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 CAO Recommended
Budget alerted your Board of Supervisors that the use of Criminal
Justice Realignment funds was increasing, and could soon exceed the
County’s annual base allocation amount. It is encouraging that, this
year, the use of Criminal Justice Realignment funds has decreased, by
$96,184 in the Department Requested Budget compared to last year.
However, it remains critical that these funds be monitored closely, and
used wisely and in accordance with the tenets of the County Criminal
Justice Realignment Policy.

The County adopted the Criminal Justice Realighment Policy in
Fiscal Year 2011-2012, after the State of California realigned the state
criminal justice system to transfer responsibility for incarcerating and
supervising certain adult offenders from the State to counties through
the passage of AB 109 and related legislation. There is unanimous
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agreement among California counties that Criminal dJustice
Realignment allocations from the State Gust $0.45 - $0.50 cents on the
dollar compared to what the State spent) left counties woefully
underfunded to carry out the work associated with these new State
mandates. Rural counties, like Inyo, were particularly disadvantaged
by a funding formula that did not adequately account for the impacts
of fluctuations in caseload among a relatively low number of offenders.
Essentially, the funding Inyo County was designated to receive was,
and 1is, insufficient to fund both programs and services needed to hit
the ground running AND fund desirable new facilities or fund ongoing
costs associated with additional personnel.

Recognizing the precarious fiscal position the State had left the
County in for ensuring better outcomes from a criminal justice system,
which the State itself admitted it could not manage, and to ensure the
best use of the relative trickle of funding being provided, and to protect
the County’s General Fund, the Board of Supervisors adopted the
following Criminal Justice Realignment Policy, which is presented
here with the recommendation that it be continued as part of the
Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Budget:

1. Future modifications and amendments to the Community
Corrections Plan must be implemented within Criminal Justice
Realignment funding constructs; otherwise Criminal Justice
Realignment risks becoming, essentially, to some degree an
unfunded State mandate that could require the Board of
Supervisors to consider taking money away from other County
needs.

2. Reject any Community Corrections Plan (4/5ths vote required)
that cannot be implemented (e.g., demonstrate adequate budget)
with public safety realignment funding provided by the State, or
County monies your Board is willing to re-appropriate from
other programs.

3. Require County public safety and human services departments
to absorb costs associated with implementing public safety
realignment within their existing budgets. If we are really
talking about changing the way we conduct the business of
criminal justice and rehabilitation, and not simply expanding
the criminal justice industrial complex, then costs associated
with old programming methodologies should give way to new
ones. If your Board of Supervisors accepts Community
Corrections Plans that simply add layers of new infrastructure

CAQO INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY — 102



COUNTY OF INYO RECOMMENDED BUDGET 2017 -2018

instead of re-structuring and re-integrating existing
infrastructure, there will never be enough money to fund this
endeavor.

4. Continue to utilize a centralized budget (as is again included in
the year’s Budget) and/or cost centers to manage funds; consider
having involved departments submit quarterly billings for pre-
approved costs as opposed to simply transferring funds into
those departments’ budgets.

The more that Health and Human Services funds can be used to
offset or replace costs for positions currently funded with Criminal
Justice Realignment funds, the more Criminal Justice Realignment
funding will be available to support the cost of additional staff,
facilities, and programming. This also speaks to the need to continue
conserving Criminal Justice Realignment allocation funds. Refraining
from fully spending the full Criminal Justice Allocation amount, and
continuing to accrue savings in the Criminal Justice Realignment
Fund, is the most likely means the County has of being able to fund
and develop a non-custodial facility — such as an Area Resource Center
— for adult offenders. Once such a facility is established, there may be
additional draw-down from Health and Human Services funding,
which will preserve General Fund and Criminal Justice Realignment
funding for other needs.

Other Needs & Issues

In addition to the Outstanding Issues described above, many of
the needs and issues identified in prior years’ budgets remain in play,
and could affect this or future years’ budgets. These outstanding issues
include but are not limited to:

» The County’s outdated, unsupported, and failing telephone
system still needs to be replaced with Voice Over Internet
Protocol, or some other technology.

» If the Consolidated County Office Building Project does not
proceed, other means of addressing long-term County office
space needs and associated costs in the Bishop area will need to
be pursued.

» The County-Court MOU needs to be revisited with respect to the

County’s ongoing provision of juvenile dependency legal services
on behalf of the Court. Juvenile dependency legal services are a
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responsibility of the Court which the County has performed on
behalf of the Court, through the comprehensive County-Court
MOU, in exchange for the Court providing reimbursement for a
percentage of the County’s contract public defender costs. The
Judicial Council for the State of California, however, has seen fit
to reduce the amount of funding for the Inyo Superior Court to
provide juvenile dependency services to $45,348. However,
under the terms of the MOU the Court is obligated to pay the
County over $122,750 for these services this year.

= Both the Road department and Recycling and Waste
Management Program need to continue to replace aging
equipment to comply with CARB regulations.

» Federal PILT and Secure Rural School funding is basically year-
to-year.

» As Federal funding becomes more uncertain, and costs continue
to increase, the County needs to continue to revisit its own
schedule of fees — preferably in a comprehensive manner — to
ensure that the fees cover a reasonable portion of the costs of
providing services.

» As departments continue to apply for various grants, it is
important to emphasize that these new grants be used to offset
ongoing costs, or reduce the cost of implementing one-time
projects whenever possible.

» The potential for ongoing economic instability still exists.

LOOKING AHEAD

Any of the outstanding issues discussed above have the ability to
negatively impact this year’s Budget, and/or future years’ budgets.
Looking ahead to next year and the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget,
expected costs increases include:

» Pension costs are expected to increase by $1,126,788
* Based on current labor agreements, wages for most employees

will increase by 2% next July. This wage increase will add an
estimated $560,000 to the Fiscal Year 2018-2019 Budget, before
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the roll-up costs that these raises will have on associated
benefits costs are calculated.

* Employee and retiree health insurance costs will almost
certainly increase — the only question is how much? (This year’s
health insurance cost increase was projected to be 5%, for
current employees, and $325,522 for retirees).

Based on these estimated cost increases alone, next year’s
budget expense will increase by more than $1,686,788; plus health
insurance cost increases; plus the cost of any increases to salaries and
benefits negotiated with the Inyo County Probation Peace Officers
Association; and any adjustments to Elected Officials’ compensation
your Board of Supervisors will consider later this Fiscal Year.

In addition to these costs increases, other escalating costs or
reductions in funding likely to negatively impact next year’s budget
include:

» Increasing In-Home Supportive Services costs as discussed
above.

=  Possible reductions to Federal health and human services
funding, also discussed above.

Of course, next year’s budget will likely continue to be affected
by the same lingering issues identified in this, and past years’, Budget
Messages:

= Federal PILT permanency

» (Continued reliance on the entire General Fund Balance

» Unsustainable reliance on Operating Transfers from key
trusts

» (Continued reliance on General Fund Balance by Non-General
Fund budgets.

In thinking about the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 County Budget, a
key question is whether General Fund revenues are likely to increase
enough to fund these projected increases in personnel costs, as well as
increases in non-personnel costs for services and supplies, fuel and
utilities, liability and workers compensation, etc. Of course, as
discussed above, some, but certainly not all, of these cost increases
may be somewhat mitigated through a flexible as opposed to fixed use
of Health and Human Services Realignment funds and the County’s
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Criminal Justice Realignment allocation. And, as demonstrated this
year, opportunities still abound for Service Redesign initiatives.

OUTSTANDING OPPORTUNITIES

Earlier this year, your Board of Supervisors seized an
opportunity, initially identified in last year’s budget, to have the
County avoid $14,688,059 in future cost increases associated with
interest charges on the County’s unfunded liability payments to
CalPERS by adopting a 20-year amortizing schedule instead of
choosing to make these payments over 30 years. To accomplish this,
the County was willing to absorb higher payments in the short-term
(e.g., the next 5 years). Now, CalPERS has informed the Auditor-
Controller that, in addition to the previously identified cost increases,
the County will be facing an additional $1,106,823 in payments next
year due to CalPERS receiving no return on its investments in 2016.
These additional costs would be incurred next year regardless of
whether your Board of Supervisors selected the 20-year or 30-year
payment schedule for the County’s unfunded liabilities in its pension
plan. They also speak to the volatility of pension costs — and associated
payment schedules projections which will change year-to-year based on
prior year’s investment earnings — and the wisdom of paying these
unfunded liabilities down sooner than later.

Hopefully, your Board of Supervisors will be presented with
similar opportunities in the coming year to achieve both short-term
and long-term savings for the County’s taxpayers which translates to
the ability to maintain and hopefully enhance services. These
opportunities could come in the form of aggressively seeking
discretionary Federal funding; considering development of a
Consolidated County Office Building; investing in infrastructure to
spur new and diverse economic development; pursuing commercial air
services; and, encouraging service redesign pilot projects.

These opportunities may also present themselves through a
better understanding and, perhaps, more strategic use of Health and
Human Services and Criminal Justice Realignment funds. Last year,
use of both Health and Human Services and Criminal Justice
Realignment funds were identified as Outstanding Issues that needed
to be addressed. The use of these realignment funds was beginning to
approach or exceed the County’s base allocations. This year’s
Recommended Budget reports the spending of Health and Human
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Services and Criminal Justice Realignment funds are within base
allocations limits. However, understanding how these monies are being
used, and how they might be used to support continued and enhanced
County services, is critical — both in terms of preparing for cuts in
Federal health and human services funding, and to ensuring your
Board of Supervisors is provided with all the information necessary to
make informed policy decisions.

This year’s Recommended Budget continues to benefit greatly
from the Service Redesign work that was a critical component in
balancing each of the last three County budgets. As demonstrated by
the ongoing Juvenile Services Redesign initiatives, opportunities to
enhance County services to the public while achieving better cost
efficiencies still abound.

Previous years’ budgets identified several outstanding Service
Redesign ideas that may still provide opportunities for maintaining
services and enhancing efficiencies, and identified new opportunities
that may be worth exploring. The ideas presented below are certainly
not exhaustive, nor are they absolute in their promise of generating
additional budgetary savings or efficiencies; they may, however, serve
as additional building blocks on which to construct future County
budgets. Your Board of Supervisors is asked to continue to encourage
the pursuit of these and other Service Redesign opportunities. Things
worth looking at include, but are not limited to:

= Reviewing and revising the County Vehicle Policy.
= Reviewing and revising the County Travel Policy.

» Examining long-standing grants with an eye toward offsetting
General Fund expense.

» Looking at alternatives to contract laundry services; including
dispersed on-site laundry facilities, or expanding the dJail
laundry to provide centralized services.

» Examining the possibility of the KEastern Sierra Weed
Management Area program providing contract services to Inyo

and Mono counties’ Road departments.

» Continuing to analyze ways to increase efficiencies and reduce
costs in County-operated kitchens by evaluating opportunities to
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coordinate menus; consolidate purchasing to increase buying
power; and, integrate the use of staff and kitchen resources.

» Continuing to review duplicative efforts to provide programs and
services between Health and Human Services and other General
Fund departments, like Probation.

As stated last year, these are only suggestions and other
opportunities certainly exist and new ones will emerge.

CONCLUSION

This year’s Budget addresses many County needs and
department requests intended to better serve the community. It funds
higher wage and benefit costs, adds new positions, implements several
new initiatives, and identifies money for infrastructure improvements
and enhancing economic development. It forecasts increasing costs
that could impact the Budget later this year, and will certainly — in
most circumstances — make next year’s Fiscal Year 2018-2019 County
Budget more of a challenge to balance. Finally, it encourages, and
sometimes identifies, ways to meet challenges associated with rising
costs and threats to funding.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Preparing the County Budget is not exactly fun. In fact, I
sometimes dislike it strongly. It creates anxiety, generally results in
more people being unhappy than happy, could be better understood,
and is absolutely critical to ensure that County services can be funded
this year . . . and into the future. Thinking about the annual four-plus
month exercise that is the preparation of the County Budget, the first
stanza of Bob Dylan’s High Water (for Charley Patton) aptly conveys
feelings sometimes associated with the budget:

High water risin—risin’ night and day
All the gold and silver are bein' stolen away
Big Joe Turner lookin’ east and west
From the dark room of his mind
He made it to Kansas City

Twelfth Street and Vine

Nothin' standing there

High water everywhere
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What makes preparation tolerable, and even enjoyable and
sometimes fun, and what certainly results in a better budget — for
departments, the County as a whole, and the public we serve — is the
skill and effort put forth by the County’s Budget Analyst, Denelle
Carrington, and unfailing work and cooperation of the County Auditor-
Controller, Amy Shepherd. As always, their commitment of time and
energy, as well as their patience and good humor, needs to be
recognized and appreciated. Thank you both.

Of course, the Budget that results from the work of Denelle and
Amy begins with the efforts put forth by staff in all County
departments. This Budget would have been much more difficult to
prepare if not for the continued cooperation of County departments
and offices, and a general commitment to maintaining and building
upon the cost savings and efficiencies generated in the last three years.
In return, the Recommended Budget endeavors to recognize and
support reasonable requests, and strives to enhance funding for
department budgets where warranted based on performance or the
promise of improved services. As acknowledged last year, the
teamwork that goes into preparing the County Budget is tremendous
and getting better every year. Thank you.

As always, I want to close by encouraging your Board of
Supervisors to adopt the CAO Recommended Budget, which 1is
balanced, strives to maintain all of the Board of Supervisors’
established priorities, and responds favorably to many department
requests and initiatives.

Continued on next page
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Adopt the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 Budget as Recommended by
the County Administrator, including the recommendations
presented herein.

2. Provide direction with regard to the use of Fund Balance the
Auditor-Controller may certify below or in excess of $3,859,476.

3. In adopting the Final Budget, (a) authorize and direct the
County Administrator and Auditor Controller to approve and
make payments, greater than $10,000 to Inter-Agency Visitor
Center, Cal Expo Exhibit, Tri-County Fairgrounds, and (b)
authorize and direct the County Administrator to develop and
execute contracts with all ongoing recipients of line-item grants
and fishing promotion funding through the Community Project
Sponsorship Program as revised by your Board of Supervisors
November 8, 2016, and provided for in the Advertising County
Resources budget.

4. In adopting the Final Budget, authorize and direct the County
Administrator to develop and execute contracts with all ongoing
Grants-In-Support program funding recipients identified in the
Grants-In-Support Budget.

5. In adopting the Final Budget, authorize the County
Administrator to proceed with hiring requests by departments
for the new positions added to the authorized staffing, and
funded in accordance with the Final Budget without requiring
the departments to return before the Board of Supervisors
following the Authorized Position Review Process.

6. Reaffirm the County Criminal dJustice Realignment Policy
adopted 1n Fiscal Year 2011-2012.

7. Set adoption of the Final Budget for September 12, 2017, or
September 19, 2017, depending on when Budget Hearings
conclude.

Submitted by:

P =

Kevin D. Carunchio
Budget Officer

CAO INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY — 110



COUNTY OF INYO

RECOMMENDED BUDGET 2017 -2018

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A —

Attachment B —

Attachment C —

Attachment D —

Attachment E —

Attachment F —

INYO COUNTY ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
The organizational chart 1s provided for
information purposes.

POSITION VACANCY REPORT/SALARY
SAVINGS TABLE

COUNTY OF INYO, MANPOWER REPORT

(As of July 1, 2017) The Manpower Report reflects
the authorized full time equivalent positions by
department and part-time (B-Par) positions in the
County.

HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES STAFFING
TABLE

PERSONNEL ACTIONS TABLE

COUNTY OFFICE HOURS
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ATTACHMENT B

POSITION VACANCY AS OF JULY 1, 2017

SALARY SAVINGS TABLE
Non Gen
1 -3 months | 4 - 6 months 10-12 Months| Genl Fund $ Fund $ Notes
DEPT Type Title Range Savings Savings Savings SAVINGS SAVINGS
Agriculture Comm PERM Program Manager M 72 NOT BUDGETED
Agriculture Comm PERM Program Manager M 72 NOT BUDGETED
Agriculture Comm PERM Field Technician M 52 $ 13512 $ 27,025|$ 40537 | $ 54,050
Assessor PERM Auditor-Appraiser M 78 $ 23821 |$ 47643|$ 71464|$ 95285
Auditor BPAR Office Clerk Il M 50 $ 6,886 | $ 13,771 |$ 20657 | $ 27,542
Auditor PERM Office Technician Ill M 63 $ 15916 |$ 31,833 $ 47749|$ 63,665
CAO PERM Office Technician (0.5) M 55 $ 796 |$ 15780 | $ 23670 $ 31,560
CAO PERM  [Emergency Services Manager M 78 $ 23696 |$ 47393 $ 71,089|$ 94,785
CAO PERM Deputy CAO M 92 $ 36,264 | $ 73,868 | $ 108,791 | $ 145,055 | $ 73,868 6 Months of Savings
Information Svcs PERM Deputy Director, Info Services M 87 $ 37819|$ 79178 $ 118,767 | $ 158,356
Information Svcs PERM  [Network & Operations Analyst M 79 $ 27251 |$ 56654|$ 84981 | % 113,308
Information Svcs PERM Programmer/Analyst M 79 $ 27251 |$ 56654|$ 84981 | % 113,308
Personnel PERM Personnel Analyst M 68 $ 18,983 | $ 38761 |$ 59753 |$ 79670 $ 38,761 6 Months of Savings
Child Support PERM Child Support Officer M 57 $ 16,815 $ 33631 |$ 50446 |$ 67,261
Child Support PERM Office Technician M 63 $ 22,965 | $ 45,930 | $ 68,895 | $ 91,860
Clerk-Recorder PERM Office Clerk Il M 50 $ 13406 | $ 26812 $ 40218 | $ 53,624
District Attorney PERM Investigator Assistant M 64 $ 19,728 | $ 39455|$ 59,183 | $ 78,910
Environmental Healthh PERM Director, EH APPT $ 38,710 | $ 81277 $ 121915 $ 162,553
Health & Human Svc PERM Director, HHS APPT $ 46,776 | $ 93,552 | $ 140,328 | $ 187,104
Health & Human Svc| PERM Social Worker M 73 $ 25214|$ 50427 |$ 75641 | $ 100,854
Health & Human Svc| PERM Social Worker M 73 $ 25214|$ 50427 |$ 75641 | $ 100,854
Health & Human Svc|  PERM Social Worker M 81 $ 29831 |$ 59661[$% 89492|$ 119,322
Health & Human Svc| PERM HHS Specialist IV M 60 $ 19812 ¢ 39624 ($ 59436 |$ 79248
Health & Human Svc| PERM HHS Specialist IV M 60 $ 19812 $ 39624 $ 59436 |$ 79248
Health & Human Sve| BPAR HHS Specialist Il M 53 NOT BUDGETED
Health & Human Sve| BPAR HHS Specialist IV M 60 $ 6149 | $ 12,208 | $ 18446 | $ 24595
Health & Human Svc| PERM Office Technician M 55 $ 13455 | $ 26910 $ 40,365| $ 53,820
Health & Human Svc|  PERM Office Technician M 63 $ 16,773 | $§ 33546 $ 50,319| $ 67,092
Health & Human Svc|  PERM Office Clerk M 48 $ 16148 |$ 32296 $ 48443 [$ 64,591
Health & Human Svc|  PERM Office Clerk M 48 $ 16148 |$ 32296 $ 48443 [$ 64,591
Health & Human Svc| PERM Integrated Case Worker M 60 $ 19812 $ 39624 |$ 59436 | $ 79,248
Health & Human Svc| PERM Registered Nurse or PHN M 78 $ 27776 |$ 55552 $ 83328| % 111,104
Health & Human Svc| PERM Registered Nurse or PHN M 78 $ 27776 |$ 55552 $ 83328| % 111,104
Health & Human Svc| PERM Addictions Counselor M 57 $ 18,779 | $§ 37558 | $ 56,337 | $ 75,116
Health & Human Svc| PERM Addictions Counselor M 64 $ 20289|$% 40578 $ 60,867 | $ 81,156
Health & Human Svc| PERM Administrative Analyst M 70 $ 23830|$ 47661|$ 71,491|$ 95321
Health & Human Svc| PERM Prevention Specialist M 60 $ 19812 $ 39624 |$ 59436 |$ 79,248
Health & Human Svc| PERM Prevention Specialist M 60 $ 16,794 | $ 33588| % 50,382 |$ 67,176
Health & Human Svc|  PERM HHS Specialist M 60 $ 19812 $ 39624 $ 59436 | 3% 79,248
Health & Human Svc| PERM Rehabilitation Specialist M60 $ 19,600 [ $ 39200 | $ 58799 | $ 78,399
Health & Human Svc| PERM Human Services Supervisor M 70 $ 24529 |$ 49058 $ 73586 % 98,115
Health & Human Svc| PERM Human Services Supervisor M 70 $ 25523 |$ 51,046 % 76569 $ 102,092
Health & Human Svc| PERM Human Services Supervisor M 70 $ 26564 |$ 53127 $ 79691 |$ 106,254
Health & Human Svc| PERM Program Chief M 84 $ 33257|$ 66514($ 99,770 | $ 133,027
Planning PERM Senior Planner M 78 $ 9234 |$ 54375 % 81563 | $ 108,750
Probation PERM Rehabilitation Specialist M 70 $ 26270 $ 52540($ 78,810 | $ 105,080
Probation PERM Rehabilitation Specialist M 60 NOT BUDGETED
Probation BPAR Rehabilitation Specialist M 60 APAR Employees Used
Probation BPAR Rehabilitation Specialist M 60 APAR Employees Used
Probation PERM Deputy Probation Officer M 67 $ 19149]$ 38298|$ 57447 $ 76,596 |
Probation PERM Deputy Probation Officer M 67 NOT BUDGETED
Public Works PERM Engineering Assistant M 71 NOT BUDGETED
Public Works PERM Engineering Assistant M 71 NOT BUDGETED
Public Works PERM Engineering Assistant M 71 NOT BUDGETED
Public Works PERM Engineering Associate M 78 $ 27660]$ 57572 $ 86357 % 115143 ]
Sheriff SAFE Correctional Officer M 64 NOT BUDGETED
Sheriff SAFE Correctional Officer M 64 NOT BUDGETED
Sheriff SAFE Correctional Officer M 64 $ 19700]$ 39400[$ 59,100 $ 78,800 |
Sheriff BPAR Cook M 51 NOT BUDGETED
Sheriff SAFE Deputy Sheriff M 67 NOT BUDGETED
Sheriff SAFE Deputy Sheriff M 67 $ 30,168| % 60,336[$ 905503 | $ 120,671
Sheriff SAFE Public Safety Dispatcher M 55 $ 16,631 [ $§ 33262 |3 49892 | $ 66,523
Treasurer/Tax PERM Treasurer Assistant ASST $ 20109|$ 40,218 $ 60,327 | $ 80,436
Water PERM Program Manager M 72 $ 8,986 | $ 17973 | $ 26959 | $ 35945
$ 1,088,377 | $ 2,228,598 | $ 3,342,497 | $ 4,456,663
| Total Recommended Salary Savings $ 112,629 $5|




ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
AGRICULTURAL COMM /SEALER
AGRICULTURAL COMMISSIONER $8789 APPT 1.00 1.00 0.00
AGRICULTURAL BIOLOGIST SUPV $5303 - 6445 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
AGBIOL WGHTS & MSRS INSPECTOR $3471 - 4737 060 - 065 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totds: 4.00 4.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Eull BPAR
ESWEED MANAGEMENT GRANT
WEED MANAGER $4601 - 5589 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
FIELD TECHNICIAN $2880 - 4216 052 - 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 2.00 2.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
INYO MOSQUITO ABATEMENT
MOSQUITO MANAGER $4601 - 5589 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
FIELD TECHNICIAN $2880 - 4216 052 - 060 0.50 0.50 0.00
MOSQUITO TECHNICIAN $2880 - 4216 052 - 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 2.50 2.50 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 8.50 8.50 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

ASSESSOR
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
ASSESSOR
ASSESSOR $9023 ELEC 1.00 1.00 0.00
ASSESSOR ASSISTANT $6509 XXXX 1.00 1.00 0.00
ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYST $4188 - 5589 068 - 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
APPRAISER $4188 - 5589 068 - 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
AUDITOR APPRAISER $5303 - 6445 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
CADASTRAL TECHNICIAN $3550 - 4853 061 - 066 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.72 1.00 1.00
Division Totals: 7.72 7.00 1.00
Budget Officer Totals: 7.72 7.00 1.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

AUDITOR - CONTROLLER

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
AUDITOR CONTROLLER - GENERAL
AUDITOR CONTROLLER $9023 ELEC 1.00 1.00 0.00
AUDITOR ASSISTANT $6509 XXXX 1.00 1.00 0.00
ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYST $4188 - 5589 068 - 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
PAYROLL ANALYST $4230 - 5645 068 - 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 3.00 3.00 0.00
OFFICE CLERK $2633 - 3500 048 - 052 0.72 0.00 1.00
Division Totals: 7.72 7.00 1.00
Budget Officer Totals: 7.72 7.00 1.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
SUPERVISOR $4446 ELEC 5.00 5.00 0.00
BOARD CLERK ASSISTANT $4230 - 5139 068 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 6.00 6.00 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 6.00 6.00 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

CAO CULTURAL SERVICES

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
COUNTY LIBRARY
LIBRARY DIRECTOR $4647 - 5645 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
LIBRARIAN $3014 - 4216 054 - 060 2.72 2.00 1.00
LIBRARY SPECIALIST $2502 - 3343 046 - 050 0.72 0.00 1.00
LIBRARY MUSEUM ASSISTANT $2502 - 3343 046 - 050 0.72 0.00 1.00
Division Totds: 5.17 3.00 3.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Eull BPAR
MUSEUM - GENERAL
MUSEUM ADMINISTRATOR $4435 - 5394 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
MUSEUM CURATOR COLL & EXHIBITS $3471 - 4216 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
LIBRARY MUSEUM ASSISTANT $2502 - 3343 046 - 050 0.72 0.00 1.00
Division Totds: 2.72 2.00 1.00
Budget Officer Totals: 7.90 5.00 4.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo

M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

CAO MP, SOLID WASTE & PARKS

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
LONE PINE PARK
PARK SPECIALIST $2749 - 3839 050 - 056 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Eull BPAR
MILLPOND
PARK SPECIALIST $2749 - 3839 050 - 056 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
MOTOR POOL OPERATING
PARK MOTORPOOL MANAGER $4493 - 5462 071 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE CLERK $2633 - 3500 048 - 052 0.72 0.00 1.00
Division Totals: 2.72 2.00 1.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
RECYCLING & WASTE MGMT
CAQ ASSISTANT $8303 - 10097 096 1.00 1.00 0.00
INT WST MGMT PRG SUPERINTENDEN $5356 - 6509 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
EQUIPMENT OPERATOR MECHANIC $3310 - 4216 058 - 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
EQUIPMENT OPERATOR HEAVY $3310 - 4216 058 - 060 5.00 5.00 0.00
GATE ATTENDANT $2633 - 3191 048 4.00 4.00 0.00
Division Totals: 12.00 12.00 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 16.72 16.00 1.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES

Num Auth

Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES
CHILD SUPPORT DIRECTOR $9750 APPT 1.00 1.00 0.00
CHILD SUPPORT ATTORNEY $5692 - 8417 081 - 089 1.00 1.00 0.00
CHILD SUPPORT SUPERVISOR $4601 - 5589 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYST $4188 - 5589 068 - 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
CHILD SUPPORT OFFICER $3232 - 4630 057 - 064 4.00 4.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE CLERK $2633 - 3500 048 - 052 1.00 1.00 0.00

Division Totals: 10.00 10.00 0.00

Budget Officer Totals: 10.00 10.00 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
CAO - GENERAL
COUNTY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER $14149 APPT 1.00 1.00 0.00
MANAGEMENT ANALYST SENIOR $6192 - 7526 084 1.00 1.00 0.00
CAO ADMININSTRATIVE ASSISTANT $4874 - 5924 074 1.00 1.00 0.00
PURCHASING AGENT ASSISTANT $4435 - 5394 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 0.50 0.50 0.00
Division Totals: 450 450 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
CAO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
CAO SENIOR DEPUTY $7531 - 9154 092 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totds: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
INFORMATION SERVICES
INFORMATION SERVICES DIRECTOR $11000 - 13371 ISDR 1.00 1.00 0.00
INFORMATION SERVICES DEPUTY $6662 - 8092 087 1.00 1.00 0.00
NETWORK ANALY ST SENIOR $6192 - 7526 084 1.00 1.00 0.00
PROGRAMMER ANALY ST SENIOR $6192 - 7526 084 2.00 2.00 0.00
GISTECHNICIAN $4188 - 6600 068 - 079 1.00 1.00 0.00
NETWORK ANALYST $4188 - 6600 068 - 079 2.00 2.00 0.00
PROGRAMMER ANALYST $4188 - 6600 068 - 079 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 10.00 10.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
OFFICE OF DISASTER SERVICES
EMERGENCY SERVICES MANAGER $5356 - 6509 078 1.00 1.00 0.00

Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
PERSONNEL
PERSONNEL DEPUTY DIRECTOR $6828 - 8296 088 1.00 1.00 0.00
PERSONNEL ANALYST $4230 - 5645 068 - 072 2.50 2.50 0.00
Division Totals: 3.50 3.50 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
RISK MANAGEMENT
RISK MANAGER $6828 - 8296 0887 1.00 1.00 0.00
PERSONNEL ANALYST $4230 - 5645 068 - 072 0.50 0.50 0.00
Division Totals: 1.50 1.50 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 21.50 21.50 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

COUNTY CLERK

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
COUNTY CLERK - GENERAL
CLERK RECORDER $8203 ELEC 1.00 1.00 0.00
CLERK RECORDER ASSISTANT $6509 XXXX 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE CLERK $2633 - 3500 048 - 052 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 3.00 3.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
ELECTIONS
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 4.00 4.00 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

COUNTY COUNSEL

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
COUNTY COUNSEL
COUNTY COUNSEL $14982 APPT 1.00 1.00 0.00
COUNTY COUNSEL ASSISTANT SR $8507 - 10344 097 1.00 1.00 0.00
COUNTY COUNSEL DEPUTY $5749 - 8501 081 - 089 1.00 1.00 0.00
SECRETARY ADMINISTRATIVE LEGA $4391 - 5341 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE CLERK $2633 - 3500 048 - 052 0.00 0.00 0.00
Division Totals: 4.00 4.00 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 4.00 4.00 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

DISTRICT ATTORNEY

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
DISTRICT ATTORNEY
DISTRICT ATTORNEY $11909 ELEC 1.00 1.00 0.00
DISTRICT ATTORNEY ASSISTANT $9618 XXXX 1.00 1.00 0.00
DISTRICT ATTORNEY DEPUTY $5692 - 8417 081 - 089 2.00 2.00 0.00
DA ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT $4391 - 5341 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
SECRETARY LEGAL $3163 - 4630 056 - 064 2.72 2.00 1.00
Division Totals: 7.72 7.00 1.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
DISTRICT ATTORNEY - SAFETY
DA CRIMINAL INVESTIGATOR $6363 - 8616 081SC - 081SE 1.00 1.00 0.00
DA INVESTIGATOR 2 $5320 - 6966 074SB - 074SD 1.00 1.00 0.00
DA INVESTIGATOR 1 $4847 - 6498 071SA - 071SC 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 3.00 3.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
OES-VWAC 16-17
VICTIM WITNESS COORDINATOR $3471 - 4216 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totds: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 11.72 11.00 1.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH - GENERAL
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIRECTOR $9411 APPT 1.00 1.00 0.00
HAZARD MATERIALS MANAGER SR $6131 - 7451 084 1.00 1.00 0.00
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REHS $4493 - 6600 071 -079 2.00 2.00 0.00
LABORATORY TECHNICIAN $3471 - 4737 060 - 065 0.72 0.00 1.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 5.72 5.00 1.00
Budget Officer Totals: 5.72 5.00 1.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

FARM ADVISOR

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions ull BPAR
FARM ADVISOR
OFFICE CLERK $2633 - 3500 048 - 052 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo

M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH
PSYCHIATRIST $13296 AMNG 1.00 1.00 0.00
HHS DEPUTY DIRECTOR BEHAV HLTH $6828 - 8296 088 1.00 1.00 0.00
NURSE SUPERVISING $6131 - 7451 084 1.00 1.00 0.00
PROGRAM CHIEF $6192 - 7526 084 1.00 1.00 0.00
PSYCHOTHERAPIST $5692 - 6921 081 3.00 3.00 0.00
NURSE REGISTERED BEHAV HEALTH $5303 - 6761 078 - 080 3.00 3.00 0.00
HUMAN SERVICES SUPERVISOR $4391 - 5341 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
MANAGER PROGRESS HOUSE TRAINEE $4391 - 5341 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYST $4188 - 5589 068 - 072 3.00 3.00 0.00
SOCIAL WORKER $3895 - 5728 065 - 073 5.00 5.00 0.00
REHABILITATION SPECIALIST SR $3636 - 4630 062 - 064 1.00 1.00 0.00
REHABILITATION SPECIALIST $3471 - 4216 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
SECRETARY ADMINISTRATIVE $3163 - 4630 056 - 064 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 3.00 3.00 0.00
CAREGIVER RESIDENTIAL $2950 - 3587 053 6.72 6.00 1.00
HHS SPECIALIST $2749 - 4216 050 - 060 6.72 6.00 1.00
OFFICE CLERK $2633 - 3500 048 - 052 3.00 3.00 0.00
PROGRAM SERVICES ASST $2139 - 3343 039 - 050 0.72 0.00 1.00
Division Totals: 43.17 41.00 3.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
DRINKING DRIVER PROGRAM
ADDICTION COUNSELOR $3232 - 4630 057 - 064 0.72 0.00 1.00
OFFICE CLERK $2633 - 3500 048 - 052 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.72 1.00 1.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
ESAAA
HUMAN SERVICES SUPERVISOR $4391 - 5341 070 2.00 2.00 0.00
FOOD COOK $2815 - 3414 051 0.72 0.00 1.00




ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo

M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

PROGRAM SERVICES ASST $2139 - 3343 039 - 050 0.72 0.00 1.00
Division Totals: 3.45 2.00 2.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions  Full BPAR
FIRST FIVE COMMISSION
DIRECTOR FIRST FIVE $4826 - 5865 074 1.00 1.00 0.00
PREVENTION SPECIALIST $3471 - 4216 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 2.00 2.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
FIRST PROGRAM
FIRST SUPERVISOR $5303 - 6445 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
SOCIAL WORKER $3895 - 5728 065 - 073 2.00 2.00 0.00
HHS SPECIALIST $2749 - 4216 050 - 060 3.00 3.00 0.00
Division Totals: 6.00 6.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
HEALTH - GENERAL
HEALTH OFFICER $11000 CONT 1.00 1.00 0.00
HHS DEPUTY DIRECTOR PUBLICHLT $6828 - 8296 088 1.00 1.00 0.00
NURSE PUBLIC HEALTH $5559 - 6761 080 1.00 1.00 0.00
NURSE REGISTERED $5303 - 6445 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
RE-ENTRY SERVICES COORDINATOR $4709 - 5728 073 1.00 1.00 0.00
PREVENTION SPECIALIST $3471 - 4216 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 4.00 4.00 0.00
HHS SPECIALIST $2749 - 4216 050 - 060 2.72 2.00 1.00
Division Totals: 12.72 12.00 1.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
INYO COUNTY GOLD
FOOD COOK SUPERVISOR $3310 - 4027 058 1.00 1.00 0.00
FOOD COOK $2815 - 3414 051 1.72 1.00 1.00
SENIOR ASSISTANT COORDINATOR $2341 - 2848 043 0.72 0.00 1.00




ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo

M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

PROGRAM SERVICES ASST $2139 - 3343 039 - 050 1.45 0.00 2.00
Division Totals: 4,90 2.00 4.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions  Full BPAR
MATERNAL CHILD HEALTH 16-17
NURSE PUBLIC HEALTH $5559 - 6761 080 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
MATERNAL CHILD HEALTH 17-18
PREVENTION SPECIALIST $3471 - 4216 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
SOCIAL SERVICES - GENERAL
HHS DIRECTOR $11011 APPT 1.00 1.00 0.00
HHS ASSISTANT DIRECTOR $7531 - 9154 092 1.00 1.00 0.00
HHS DEPUTY DIRECTOR AGING & SS $6828 - 8296 088 1.00 1.00 0.00
MANAGEMENT ANALYST SENIOR $6192 - 7526 084 1.00 1.00 0.00
MANAGEMENT ANALYST $5615 - 6829 080 1.00 1.00 0.00
NURSE REGISTERED $5303 - 6445 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
QUALITY ASSURANCE CASE WORKER $5059 - 6151 076 0.00 0.00 0.00
SOCIAL WORKER SUPERVISOR $5059 - 6151 076 3.00 3.00 0.00
HHS ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT $4435 - 5394 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
HUMAN SERVICES SUPERVISOR $4391 - 5341 070 4.00 4.00 0.00
ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYST $4188 - 5589 068 - 072 2.00 2.00 0.00
SOCIAL WORKER $3895 - 5728 065 - 073 7.00 7.00 0.00
OPERATIONS MANAGER TECOPA $3716 - 4522 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
INTEGRATED CASE WORKER $3471 - 4962 060 - 067 11.00 11.00 0.00
PREVENTION SPECIALIST $3471 - 4216 060 0.72 0.00 1.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 2.00 2.00 0.00
HHS SPECIALIST $2749 - 4216 050 - 060 5.00 5.00 0.00
OFFICE CLERK $2633 - 3500 048 - 052 3.00 3.00 0.00
PROGRAM SERVICES ASST $2139 - 3343 039 - 050 1.45 0.00 2.00




ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

Division Totals: 47.17 45.00 3.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
SUBSTANCE USE DISORDERS
ADDICTION COUNSELOR $3232 - 4630 057 - 064 3.00 3.00 0.00
ADDICTION SUPERVISOR $4391 - 5341 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
PREVENTION SPECIALIST $3471 - 4216 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totds: 6.00 6.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Eull BPAR
TOBACCO TAX GRANT 17-20
HUMAN SERVICES SUPERVISOR $4391 - 5341 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
WOMEN INFANTS & CHILDREN 16-17
MANAGER WIC PROGRAM $4826 - 5865 074 1.00 1.00 0.00
PREVENTION SPECIALIST $3471 - 4216 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
HHS SPECIALIST $2749 - 4216 050 - 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 3.00 3.00 0.00
Budget Officer Totals:  133.15 123.00 14.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

PLANNING
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
PLANNING & ZONING
PLANNING DIRECTOR $8500 APPT 1.00 1.00 0.00
PLANNING SENIOR $5303 - 6445 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
PLANNING ASSOCIATE $4826 - 5865 074 1.00 1.00 0.00
PLANNING ASSISTANT $4391 - 5341 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
PROJECT COORDINATOR $3987 - 4853 066 0.50 0.50 0.00
Division Totals: 4.50 4.50 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 4.50 4.50 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

PROBATION
Num Auth

Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
JUVENILE INSTITUTIONS
PROBATION OFFICER $4088 - 5728 067 - 073 2.00 2.00 0.00
PROBATION DEP CHIEF JUV INST $6192 - 7526 084 1.00 1.00 0.00
REHABILITATION SPECIALIST SR $3636 - 4630 062 - 064 9.45 8.00 2.00
PROBATION ASSISTANT $3232 - 3927 057 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 0.50 0.50 0.00
OFFICE CLERK $2633 - 3500 048 - 052 1.00 1.00 0.00

Division Totals: 14.95 13.50 2.00

Num Auth

Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
PROBATION - GENERAL
PROBATION CHIEF OFFICER $10080 APPT 1.00 1.00 0.00
PROBATION OFFICER $4088 - 5728 067 - 073 6.00 6.00 0.00
PROBATION DEP CHF ADULT/JUVEN $6192 - 7526 084 1.00 1.00 0.00
SECRETARY ADMINISTRATIVE LEGA $4391 - 5341 070 1.00 1.00 0.00
SECRETARY LEGAL $3163 - 4630 056 - 064 2.00 2.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00

Division Totals: 12.00 12.00 0.00

Budget Officer Totals: 26.95 25.50 2.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions ull BPAR
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR GUARD $5539 ELEC 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

PUBLIC WORKS

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
BISHOP AIRPORT
AIRPORT SUPERVISOR OPERATIONS $3716 - 4522 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
AIRPORT TECHNICIAN $2749 - 3665 050 - 054 1.72 1.00 1.00
Division Totals: 3.72 3.00 1.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
BUILDING & SAFETY
BUILDING ASSOCIATE OFFICIAL $5615 - 6829 080 1.00 1.00 0.00
BUILDING INSPECTOR $4188 - 5088 068 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 2.00 2.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
MAINTENANCE-BUILDING & GROUNDS
PUBLIC WORKS DEPUTY $6828 - 8296 088 1.00 1.00 0.00
BUILDING MAINTENANCE LEAD $3987 - 4853 066 1.00 1.00 0.00
BUILDING MAINTENANCE WORKER $3163 - 4216 056 - 060 2.00 2.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
CUSTODIAN $2749 - 3665 050 - 054 3.00 3.00 0.00
Division Totds: 8.00 8.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Eull BPAR
PUBLIC WORKS
ENGINEER SENIOR CIVIL $6344 - 7712 085 1.00 1.00 0.00
ENGINEER ASSOCIATE $5303 - 6445 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
ENGINEER ASSISTANT CIVIL $4709 - 5728 073 1.00 1.00 0.00
ENGINEERING ASSISTANT $4493 - 6005 071 - 075 3.00 3.00 0.00
PROJECT COORDINATOR $3987 - 4853 066 0.50 0.50 0.00
Division Totals: 6.50 6.50 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
ROAD
PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR $11612 APPT 1.00 1.00 0.00
ROAD SUPERINTENDENT $5356 - 6509 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
ENGINEERING ASSISTANT $4493 - 6005 071 - 075 3.00 3.00 0.00
ROAD MAINTENANCE SUPERVISOR $4493 - 5462 071 4.00 4.00 0.00
ROAD SHOP SUPERVISOR $4493 - 5462 071 1.00 1.00 0.00
ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYST $4188 - 5589 068 - 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
EQUIPMENT OPERATOR LEAD $3987 - 4853 066 2.00 2.00 0.00
ROAD SHOP ASSISTANT $3471 - 4216 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
EQUIPMENT MECHANIC HEAVY $3310 - 4216 058 - 060 3.00 3.00 0.00
EQUIPMENT OPERATOR MECHANIC $3310 - 4216 058 - 060 1.00 1.00 0.00
EQUIPMENT OPERATOR HEAVY $3310 - 4216 058 - 060 13.00 13.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 4.00 4.00 0.00
Division Totals:  35.00 35.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
TRANSPORTATION & PLANNING TRST
PLANNING TRANSPORTATION SENIOR $5303 - 6445 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
SECRETARY ADMINISTRATIVE $3163 - 4630 056 - 064 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 2.00 2.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
WATER SYSTEM - LONE PINE
ENGINEER ASSOCIATE $5303 - 6445 078 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 58.22 57.50 1.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo

M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

SHERIFF
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
ANIMAL CONTROL - GENERAL
ANIMAL CONTROL SUPERVISOR $3810 - 4630 064 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
ANIMAL CONTROL OFFICER $3163 - 3839 056 2.00 2.00 0.00
SHELTER ASSISTANT $2288 - 2781 042 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totds: 5.00 5.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Eull BPAR
JAIL - GENERAL
CORRECTIONAL OFFICER $3848 - 4676 064 22.00 22.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 23.00 23.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
JAIL - SAFETY PERSONNEL
UNDERSHERIFF $6818 - 9228 085SC - 085SE 1.00 1.00 0.00
LIEUTENANT $6363 - 8616 081SC - 081SE 1.00 1.00 0.00
SERGEANT $5320 - 6966 074SB - 074SD 1.00 1.00 0.00
CORPORAL $4602 - 6325 070SA - 070SD 4.00 4.00 0.00
Division Totds: 7.00 7.00 0.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Eull BPAR
KITCHEN SERVICES
FOOD COOK SUPERVISOR $3310 - 4027 058 1.00 1.00 0.00
FOOD COOK $2815 - 3414 051 3.72 3.00 1.00
Division Totals: 472 4.00 1.00
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
SHERIFF - GENERAL
SHERIFF ADMINISTRATIVE ASST $4435 - 5394 070 1.00 1.00 0.00




ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo

M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYST $4188 - 5589 068 - 072 1.00 1.00 0.00

CIVIL OFFICER $3810 - 4630 064 1.00 1.00 0.00

EVIDENCE TECHNICIAN $3810 - 4630 064 1.00 1.00 0.00

OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 1.50 1.50 0.00

PUBLIC SAFETY DISPATCHER $3088 - 4630 055 - 064 6.00 6.00 0.00
Division Totals: 11.50 11.50 0.00

Num Auth

Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR

SHERIFF - SAFETY PERSONNEL

SHERIFF $11132 ELSF 1.00 1.00 0.00

LIEUTENANT $6363 - 8616 081SC - 081SE 2.00 2.00 0.00

SERGEANT $5320 - 6966 074SB - 074SD 4.00 4.00 0.00

INVESTIGATOR $4847 - 6661 071SA - 071SD 3.00 3.00 0.00

CORPORAL $4602 - 6325 070SA - 070SD 2.00 2.00 0.00

DEPUTY $4190- 5762 067SA - 067SD  20.00 20.00 0.00
Division Totals: 32.00 32.00 0.00

Num Auth

Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR

VETERANS SERVICE OFFICER

VETERAN SERVICES REP $4088 - 4962 067 1.00 1.00 0.00
Division Totals: 1.00 1.00 0.00

Budget Officer Totals: 84.22 83.50 1.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

TREASURER
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
TTC GENERAL
TREASURER TAX COLLECTOR $8203 ELEC 1.00 1.00 0.00
TREASURER TAX COLLECTOR ASST $6509 XXXX 1.00 1.00 0.00
ADMINISTRATIVE ANALYST $4188 - 5589 068 - 072 1.00 1.00 0.00
OFFICE TECHNICIAN $3088 - 4522 055 - 063 2.00 2.00 0.00
Division Totals: 5.00 5.00 0.00
Budget Officer Totals: 5.00 5.00 0.00



ATTACHMENT C

County of Inyo
M anpower Report

Asof 7/1/2017

WATER
Num Auth
Title Salary Range Positions Full BPAR
SALT CEDAR PROJECT
SALT CEDAR MANAGER $4601 - 5589 0