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February 1, 2010

TO: Regional Planning Governing Board

FROM: Rosanna Coombes, Director of Regional Planning
SUBJECT: Future Agendas (AGENDA ITEM 9)

The RPGB may anticipate the following items on the next few agendas:
March 11 -

A tentative list of items for the March meeting includes:

* Consideration of an appeal filed pursuant to NRS 278.02788(4) by Voters For Sensible
Growth, Erik Holland, Judie Henderson, Toby Wiedenmayer, and Alissa Wilment
regarding the Regional Planning Commission’s determination that the RPC does not
have jurisdiction to hear a matter filed pursuant to NRS 278.02788(4) filed by Voters for
Sensible Growth and Erik Holland adverse the City of Sparks regarding the annexation
of territory 6 miles east of current City of Sparks limits [AP 09-001];

» Possible adoption of the FY 10-11 budget and work program;

» Possible adoption of amendments to the RPGB Regulations on Procedure, RPGB
Bylaws, or TMRPA Personnel Policy Manual as a result of the adopted FY 10-11
budget and work program; and

* Legal and other regular reports.

April 8 -

A tentative list of items for the April meeting includes:

Possible approval of the HOME Consortium Technical Review Committee
recommendations regarding the allocation of FY 2010-2011 funds for operating
expenses for the Community Housing Development Corporations (CHDO) and the
development of affordable housing projects;

Status report on the activities of the Washoe Counts 2010 - Complete Count Committee;
and

Legal and other regular reports.

One East First Street, Suite 1100, Reno, NV 89501-1625
775/321-8385; Fax 775/321-8386
www.tmrpa.org
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Please do not hesitate to contact Rosanna Coombes or Paige Menicucci at 775/321-8385 if you
have any questions or comments on this agenda item.

Irc

080



Regional Planning Governing Board Meeting
February 11, 2010

The following agenda support materials were distributed to Board Members under
separate cover on Tuesday, February 9, 2010:

Agenda Item 7.C
Consideration of and direction to staff regarding the draft FY 10 - 11 budget and work

program
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STAFF REPORT
RPGB Meeting — February 11, 2010

February 9, 2010
TO: Regional Planning Governing Board
FROM: Joy Randall, Administrative Services Manager

SUBJECT: Consideration and direction to staff regarding the budget and work
program strategy for FY 10-11 (AGENDA ITEM 7.C)

This staff report seeks direction from the Regional Planning Governing Board (RPGB) for the
preparation of the final FY 10-11 budget and work program for the program of regional planning.
Final action on the budget may be required by March 12, 2010.

OVERVIEW

Direction to Staff from January 2010:
At the January 14, 2010, meeting, the RPGB held a workshop on the FY 10-11 budget and work
program. The Board directed staff to come back with options that would show the impact of:

+ staff salary reduction on budget;
+ changes to health benefits;
» revenue contribution reductions of 10%, 15%, and 20%; and,

* reduction in work program elements based on staffing reductions.

Historical context:

The following section provides a historical context for discussions on staffing levels, revenue
contributions and expenditures of the agency, and aims to make comparisons to local governments
where possible.

Staffing levels:

Over the past 10 years the funded positions of the Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency
(TMRPA) have remained relatively constant. The only increase in Board approved positions
over the past decade occurred in FY 04-05. Specifically, in preparation for the 2003 Legislative
session, the Board voted to secure a contract lobbyist to represent the RPGB in Carson City. At
the time, Washoe County disagreed with the Board’s direction and chose to not fund the County’s
portion of the contract.

One East First Street, Suite 1100, Reno, NV 89501-1625
775/321-8385; Fax 775/321-8386
WWW.tmrpa.org OO 1
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For the following legislative session (2005), in response to the lack of agreement regarding
lobbyist services, the Board asked the Director of Regional Planning and staff to represent the
Board in Carson City. At the request of the Director, the Board converted the lobbyist contract
funds to a 0.5 FTE position to provide additional support to the Director during his attendance
at the legislature. Also during that same timeframe the minute-taker contract was converted to a
quarter-time staff position based on a cost savings strategy. The overall budget was not increased;
external contract positions were converted to staff positions. To illustrate TMRPA’s relatively
constant level of funded positions, the staffing levels as of June 30 at the end of each fiscal year

are graphed below.
Figure 1
Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) as of End of Fiscal Year
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The following footnotes delineate which approved positions were vacant as of June 30:
(1) Director of Regional Planning (Braswell)
(2) GIS Analyst (Haipola)
(3) Director of Regional Planning (Ziegler) and Senior Planner (Baxley)
(4) Senior Planner

Revenues and expenditures:
The following analysis compares real revenue and expediture changes over time for the ten year
period from 2000 to 2010. The ten (10) year inflation rate has been approximately 28 percent
(source: http://inflationdata.com/Inflation/Inflation_Calculators/Inflation_Rate Calculator.
aspiresults). During the same time period, the components of the agency budget have increased
or decreased by the following percentages:

* revenue contributions have increased by 39%;

 salaries and benefits have increased by 86%;

» services and supplies have decreased by (10%); and,

» professional services have decreased by (37%).

It is evident that revenue contributions increased slightly more than inflation. Salaries and benefits
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increased well above the inflation rate due to cost of living adjustments (COLAs), conversion of
consultancy funds to funded positions, increased health insurance premiums, and PERS increases.

Over the same period, services and supplies and professional services have decreased.

As noted below, in FY 07-08 revenue contributions spiked. The increased contributions were used
to obtain professional services to prepare papers on infill and infrastructure capacity, perform a
class and compensation study, and perform and implement the technology/business audit that led
to future savings. The technology/business audit resulted in reprogramming the website to provide
electronic delivery of packets, acquisition of software and hardware to increase productivity while
simultaneously reducing expenditures, and implementing business improvement systems to save

staff time. The savings are reflected in the subsequent fiscal years as noted below.

Figure 2

Local Government Contributions
Historical Trend Compared to Salaries, Services and Supplies and Professional Services
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The following table shows the total revenue contributions by jurisdiction for the past three years,
the dollar and percent reduction over FY 07-08 funding levels, and possible revenue contributions

for FY 10-11 showing the impact of a 5%, 10%, 15%, and 20% decrease in contributions.
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Table 1
Total Revenue Contributions by Jurisdiction
Percent Increase/Decrease over FY 07-08

FY 07-08 FY 08-09 FY 09-10 Draft FY 10- | Draft FY 10- | Draft FY 10-11 | Draft FY 10-11
11 with 5% 11 with 10% with 15% with 20%
Reduction Reduction Reduction Reduction
Dollar Contribution
City of Sparks $402,769 $362,492 $327,552 $311,198 $ 294,819 $ 278,440 $ 262,062
Washoe County $402,769 $362,492 $327,552 $ 311,198 $ 294,819 $ 278,440 $ 262,062
City of Reno $537,026 $483,323 $436,769 $ 414,931 $ 393,092 $ 371,254 $ 349,415
Dollar Reduction
City of Sparks $40,277 $ 75,217 $ 91,157 $ 107,950 $ 124,329 $ 140,707
Washoe County $ 40,277 $ 75,217 $ 91,157 $ 107,950 $ 124,329 $ 140,707
City of Reno $100,257 $122,095 $122,095 $ 143,934 $ 165,772 $ 187,611
Percent Savings (10%) (19%) (23%) (27%) (31%) (35%)

Current environment:

As the Agency budget is funded by the three local governments, for comparative purposes, staff
have attempted to summarize the current budget hearing dialogue of the three local governments
and other related entities.

Based on current budget hearings at the local jurisdictions and at the state levels, each entity is
looking to decrease expenditures.

* Reno is seeking an 8% salary and benefit reduction;

*  Washoe County is seeking a 9% overall budget reduction with a 3% reduction from
operating expenditures, $11.4 million in labor cost reductions, and the utilization of
$5.7 million from reserves;

» Sparks is seeking a 4.2% to 5.5% salary and/or benefit reduction;

» TheUniversity of Nevada, Reno, is seeking an overall 22% reduction for all expenditures;
and,

» The State of Nevada is seeking a 10% reduction from state agency budgets.

Agency staff are aware that the local jurisdictions have experinced staffing cuts over the past
few years. In order to compare the staffing changes over the last 10 years, staff has prepared the
following staffing table and chart (see Attachment #1) for each jurisdiction and the TMRPA.

Table 2
Percent Change in Total Personnel By Jurisdiction
Compared to TMRPA and FY 1999-2000

FY 00-01 | FY01-02 | FY 02-03 | FY 03-04 | FY 04-05 | FY 05-06 | FY 06-07 | FY 07-08 | FY 08-09 | FY 09-10

TMRPA 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 9.38% 9.38% 9.38% 9.38% | (3.13%)

City of Sparks 9.04% 11.75% | 11.75% | 12.50% | 12.92% | 26.67% | 53.71% | 36.76% | 25.02% | (7.79%)

City of Reno 8.63% 11.31% | 15.02% | 15.89% | 22.31% | 22.25% | 27.27% | 26.40% | 26.10% | 9.52%

Washoe County | 1.96% 3.83% | 12.14% | 13.62% | 18.52% | 23.49% | 28.04% | 25.20% | 27.09% | (17.09%)
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Fifteen (15) percent
This option reduces the member government contributions by fifteen (15) percent, and reduces
the work program deliverables as outlined in Appendix A. Staff resources are reduced from 7.75
FTEs to 6.74 FTEs, and an ending fund balance of four (4) percent remains. This option is not
sustainable in FY 11-12 and would require a fourteen (14) percent increase in revenue contributions

in FY 11-12 or an additional $125,888 reduction in expenditures.

Twenty (20) percent

This option reduces member government contributions by twenty (20) percent, and reduces the
work program deliverables as outlined in Appendix A. Staff resources are reduced from 7.75
FTEs to 5.81 FTEs, and an ending fund balance of seven (7) percent remains. This option is not
sustainable in FY 11-12 and would require a nine (9) percent increase in revenue contributions in
FY 11-12 or an additional $81,680 reduction in expenditures.

Table 3.
Summary of FY 10-11 Work Program and Budget Options A
Budget 5%* 10%* 15%* 20%*
Revenues by Jurisdiction
City of Sparks $ 311,198 $ 294,819 $ 278,440 $ 262,062
Washoe County 311,198 294,819 278,440 262,062
City of Reno 414,931 393,092 371,254 349,415
Other 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000
$ 1,046,327 $991,731 $ 937,135 $ 882,538
Expenditures
Payroll and Benefits $ 834,624 $ 792,841 $ 771,660 $ 707,308
Services and Supplies 159,776 159,776 142,776 142,776
Professional Services 180,809 165,809 151,809 144,309
$ 1,175,209 $ 1,118,426 $ 1,066,245 $ 994,393
Fund Balance
Net change $ (128,882) $ (126,695) $(129,110) $ (111,855)
Beginning Fund Bal. (BFB) 176,491 184,322 176,491 176,491
Ending Fund Bal. (EFB) $ 47,609 $ 57,627 $ 47,381 $ 64,636
Percent EFB 4% 5% 4% 7%
Percent contribution increase
(decrease) from FY 09-10 (5.0%) (10.0%) (15.0%) (20.0%)
FTEs 7.58 6.98 6.74 5.81
Sustainable in FY 11-12 N N N N

* 9% reduction in member contributions from FY 09-10 to FY 10-11
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BUDGET OPTION B

As noted above, Option A scenarios are not sustainable in year 2. Option B includes the expenditure
reductions for Option A in year two (FY 11-12) and additional reductions to reach a balanced
budget with a four (4) percent ending fund balance without increasing the revenue contributions

of each member government.

Option B considers the following four contribution levels from member governments - five (5), ten
(10), fifteen (15) and twenty (20) percent reductions over FY 09-10.

The majority of the expenditure savings come from salary and benefit savings that include furloughs,

health plan conversion, and a reduction in staffing levels.

Figure S

Local Government Contributions Compared to
Salaries, Services and Supplies, and Professional Services for
Option B: 5, 10, 15, and 20 Percent
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Staffing levels, as expressed in FTEs, are shown below. FTEs include the productivity lost
for furloughs for all staff and the loss of positions (layoffs). The corresponding work program

reductions are addressed in Appendix B.

In the 20 percent revenue reduction scenario, staff

capacity to deliver work program outcomes would decrease by 30 percent over FY 09-10 and 66

percent over FY 08-09.
Figure 6

Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) in FY 11-12
Option B: 5,10, 15, and 20 Percent
Compared to Baseline
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Each of the options below are detailed in Appendix B and summarized in Table 4. All of these
options are sustainable using a portion of the ending fund balance in excess of four (4) percent and
reducing expenditures.

Five (5) percent

This option reduces the member government revenue contributions by five (5) percent, and
reduces the work program deliverables as outlined in Appendix B. Staff resources are reduced
from 7.75 FTEs to 6.27 FTEs, and an ending fund balance of six (6) percent remains. This option
is sustainable in FY 11-12 by reducing expenditures by $148,227.

Ten (10) percent

This option reduces the member government revenue contributions by ten (10) percent, and
reduces the work program deliverables as outlined in Appendix B. Staff resources are reduced
from 7.75 FTEs to 5.81 FTEs, and an ending fund balance of four (4) percent remains. This option
is sustainable in FY 11-12 by reducing expenditures by $115,257.

Fifteen (15) percent

This option reduces the member government contributions by fifteen (15) percent, and reduces the
work program deliverables as outlined in Appendix B. Staff resources are reduced from 7.75 FTEs
to 5.35 FTEs, and an ending fund balance of five (5) percent remains. This option is sustainable in
FY 11-12 by reducing expenditures by $122,366.

Tiventy (20) percent

This option reduces member government contributions by twenty (20) percent, and reduces the
work program deliverables as outlined in Appendix B. Staff resources are reduced from 7.75 FTEs
to 4.88 FTEs, and an ending fund balance of five (5) percent remains. This option is sustainable in
FY 11-12 by reducing expenditures by $86,745.

010



RPGB Meeting — February 11, 2010

Agenda Item 7.C
page 11
Table 4.
Summary of FY 11-12 Work Program and Budget Option B
Budget 5%* 10%* 15%* 20%*
Revenues by Jurisdiction
City of Sparks $ 311,198 $ 294,819 $ 278,440 $ 262,062
Washoe County 311,198 294,819 278,440 262,062
City of Reno 414,931 393,092 371,254 349,415
Other 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000
$ 1,046,327 $ 991,731 $ 937,135 $ 882,538
Expenditures
Payroll and Benefits $ 725,442 $ 709,704 $ 652,412 $ 616,826
Services and Supplies 143,108 143,108 141,108 141,108
Professional Services 165,809 151,809 151,809 144,309
$ 1,034,359 $ 1,004,621 $ 945,329 $ 902,243
Fund Balance
Net change $ 11,968 $ (12,890) $(8,194) $ (19,705)
Beginning Fund Bal. (BFB) 47,609 49,796 57,448 64,636
Ending Fund Bal. (EFB) $ 59,577 $ 36,905 $ 49,253 $ 44,932
Percent EFB 6% 4% 5% 5%
Percent contribution increase
(decrease) from FY 09-10 (5.0%) (10.0%) (15.0%) (20.0%)
FTEs 6.27 5.81 5.35 4.88
Sustainable in FY 10-11 Y Y Y Y

* Maintain % reduction from FY 09-10 (no additional reductions in contributions in FY 11-12)

The staff report from the January 14, 2010, RPGB meeting prepared for the regarding the FY 10
-11 budget and work program can be found as Appendix C.

NEXT STEPS

Staff have prepared preliminary budget options based on direction of the RPGB at the January
2010 meeting.

While staff have presented a number of possible structural changes to the operation of the agency
and subsequent budget impacts, and number of stratgies will require additional steps to ensure that
they are implementable such as:

agreement by the Reno City Council to allow TMRPA staff to participate in the Reno
health plan, including adoption of an interlocal agreement;

preparation of new personnel policy guidelines to allow for furloughs, conversations
with NV PERS to establish guidelines and impacts on service credits and retirement
benefit payments; and,

transitioning the accounting services from the City of Sparks to the agency including
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the development of internal and external financial controls, discussions with auditors,
establishment of a payroll service, purchase and set-up of software, amending the
interlocal agreement that establishes funding and accounting management, and
contracting with an external CPA firm for back-up and on-going accounting services.

In the past week, staff from the local governments have further requested possible changes in
the process leading up to the Board’s approval of the annual budget. At this time, TMRPA staff
have not received final details on what is being proposed by local government staff, only that they
wish to participate more substantially in the decisions of the Board regarding budget approval and
would like to provide feedback prior to the Board taking action on the budget. Staff will provide
additional information at the meeting.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommend the RPGB provide direction to staff on the following, in order to prepare the final
budget including annual review of the fee schedule for Board approval:

» preferred contribution level for FY 10-11;
» structural deficit changes;

» sustainabilty over 2 or more fiscal years;
» work program deliverables; and

+ the process to reach final adoption of the FY 10-11 budget.

Please do not hesitate to contact Rosanna Coombes or Joy Randall at 775/321-8385 if you have
any questions or comments on this agenda item.

/jr

Attachments:

Attachment #1 - Graph illustrating percent change in total personnel compared to FY 1999-2000 for TMRPA, City
of Sparks, City of Reno, and Washoe County

Attachment #2 — FY 10-11 Work Program and Milestones

Appendices:

Appendix A - Option A

Appendix B - Option B

Appendix C - January 14, 2010, staff report prepared the RPGB s consideration of and direction to staff
regarding the FY 10 - 11 budget and work program
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Truckee Meadows Regional Planning ATTACHMENT #2

FY 2010 - 2011 Work Program RPGB Meeting - 02/11/10
Agenda Item 7.C

Continuous Improvement of Regional Planning Program Monitor agency processes and workflow for continuous

organizational improvement

Monitor internal and external planning processes

. . Respond to external partner and stakeholder feedback
* promotes intergovernmental cooperation

* provides proactive, transparent, unbiased, and responsive
expertise for the regional planning process

* provides excellent regional services

* provides transparent and fiscally responsible use of public funds

Seek opportunities to diversify funding sources

Implement sound fiscal management polices and best management practices for human
resources, technology uses and solutions, meeting support, and risk and records
management

Prepare and monitor the work program to provide the greatest impact for each dollar

Provide efficient and effective organization-wide
administrative functions

Disaggregate population to facilitate the use of common regional methodology and data
Prepare baseline report on how scenario planning may impact the Regional Plan update
Establish baseline data set for benchmarking and scenario planning

Update, maintain, and refine data to support trend analysis

Conduct trend analysis within the region

Provide input and feedback on projects prior to conformance reviews

Accept Annual reports and produce summary report

Process Regional Plan amendments

Prepare analysis of criteria by Regional Plan module or planning area

Develop and begin the 201 | Regional Planning update process

Conduct regular reviews of the Regional Plan analyzing

Maintain and Refine Regional Plans trends, regional cumulative impacts and year-to-year
Assist the coordination of planning in the region comparisons on land use, natural resources and
Facilitate trend analysis within the region infrastructure
Meet RPGB Regulations on Procedure requirements
Determine how scenario planning might facilitate Regional Plan Process Regional Plan amendments
update process
* Meet statutory requirements

Manage and facilitate 5-year update process

® Conduct conformance reviews as submitted
* Monitor scheduled additions related to 180-day conformance reviews
*  Track implementation of concurrency

In conjunction with partners, conduct conformance
reviews and streamline processes as necessary

Implement Regional Plans
* Meet statutory requirements
* Provide the most efficient and streamlined processes for the
region
* Assist coordination of planning in the region
* Facilitate trend analysis within the region

As funding allows, In conjunction with partners, Tmrpa
will function as a repository and portal of certain regional
data sets to facilitate regional decision-making natural
resources, land use, and infrastructure

Coordinate data development methods and dissemination within region
Disaggregate population to facilitate the use of common regional methodology and data
Implement data sharing within region
Manage data for benchmarking and scenario planning

* Prepare reports and analysis regarding approved but unbuilt projects and regular
buildout
*  Prepare CIP report

Conduct research and prepare reports on regional
planning policies and applications

Collaborate with local governments, affected entities and

Coordinate and collaborate with partners, stakeholders and

constituencies on the program of regional planning

* Assist the coordination of planning in the region

* Provide a regional perspective to partners o polices and
legislative and technical issues

* Add value the region's planning efforts

* Facilitate a resolution of regionally significant issues and
conflicts

Participate formally and informally with other entities
* Facilitate dialog and provide a forum on regional planning issues
Manage the legislative session and interim committees

other governmental partners within the region and wider
region on policies, legislative and technical issues, related
to regional planning

mphasize positive public relations and outreach,

including the use of the website as a tool for engaging
stakeholders and constituencies for the purpose of

carrying out the Regional Plan

* Provide up-to-date regional planning “fact sheets”
* Use website as a tool to engage constituencies and stakeholders






