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Budget Improvement Project

Presentation to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors
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Section One.

Project Overview
- Project Goals

- Project Approach
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Project Overview

Unlike the State of California, the City has a perfect record of adopting 

and maintaining balanced budgets.  

Yet during this past decade, maintaining this track record has often 

required extraordinary and unsustainable efforts, including:

- Closure of projected deficits in each of the past 10 years,

- Significant mid-year spending reductions in 4 of 10 years,

- Renegotiation of closed labor contracts in 7 of 10 years,

- Voter consideration of tax increases in 8 of 10 years.

Despite these efforts, the City still faces significant deficits for the

coming several years.
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Project Overview

Given this historical context and following the City’s adoption of a 

balanced budget in the current year, Mayor Gavin Newsom asked

the Controller’s Office to undertake a review of structural barriers to

the achievement of long-term, sustainable balance of the City’s

budget.

This presentation provides an overview of findings from that effort. 

In all cases, it is the Controller’s hope that the information

presented proves helpful to policy-makers – the Mayor and Board of

Supervisors – as they work to solve the coming year’s budget

deficit and establish a more stable financial foundation for the City

in the years to come.
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Project Approach

Given the broad focus for the project, the Controller created four working

groups, focusing on four specific areas that affect the City budget:

- An analytical review of historical revenue and spending trends, 
focusing on identifying the fastest growing revenues and expenditures,

- A survey of spending levels on core services in San Francisco 
compared to our peer California cities and counties,

- A comparison of San Francisco’s budget and financial policies versus 
recommended governmental standards,

- Interviews and discussions with key budget stakeholders concerning 
the process San Francisco uses to prepare and manage its budget.  
This was led by consultants from Barbary Coast.  A copy of their report 
is attached.
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Project Approach

Working groups were formed around these four issue areas.  These
working groups included participation from over 30 finance
professionals in the Controller’s Office, the Mayor’s Budget Office,
the Board of Supervisors Budget Analyst, and City departments.

For comparisons to other cities and counties, surveys were
conducted of spending levels in 10 cities and counties, including
San Jose, Los Angeles, Sacramento, and Alameda County.  A list of
surveyed jurisdictions is in the appendix of this report.  Data from
other cities and counties are intended to provide general
comparative information.

San Francisco is unique relative to its peer jurisdictions because it is
a combined City and County and contains functions that are often
organized under special districts in other jurisdictions, and because
of its high population density and its high daytime population.
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Project Approach

An independent consultant was charged with conducting

anonymous interviews of a broad cross-section of participants in

the City’s budget process, including representatives from the

Mayor’s Office, Board of Supervisors members, labor organizations,

the business community, non-profit service providers, and other

stakeholders. 

This report represents a summary of that work.  An executive

Steering committee has been formed to review these results and

determine next steps for this effort.
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Section Two.

Revenue and Spending Trends
- Review of Prior Decade in the City

- Comparisons to Peer Cities and Counties
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Growth During the Past Decade

The General Fund Supported budget has grown from $2.4 billion to $4.0
billion during the past ten years.  This represents average annual growth 
of 5%, versus 3% inflation during the same period.

The General Fund has been supported by extraordinary growth in several
key General Fund revenues, with revenue volatility driven by property
transfer tax and use of prior year fund balance.

Four General Fund departments -- Public Health, Human Services, Police,
and Fire – account for 60% of spending growth during this period.  Within
city agencies, the majority of spending growth has occurred to improve
employee wages and benefits.

Comparisons indicate that San Francisco provides a very rich array of
services at a greater cost than other surveyed cities and counties in 
California, and is supported by a robust and diversified revenue base. 
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Revenue Growth Drivers

Despite a significant downturn during the early 2000s, the budget has been supported by

extraordinary property, business and local tax growth. Growth rates will be significantly lower –

and in some cases may actually decline – during the coming three years.

11

($ Millions)

FY 1998-99 FY 2008-09 

FY 2008-09 % 

of Budget

Avg Annual 

% Change

% of Total 

Change

Property Taxes (1) 390                1,135         29% 11.3% 48%

Business Taxes (1) 232                395            10% 5.5% 10%

Other Local Taxes (1) 391                606            15% 4.5% 14%

Licenses, Franchises, Fines, Interest & Rent 81                  99              2% 1.9% 1%

Intergovernmental Revenue - Federal 137                206            5% 4.1% 4%

Intergovernmental Revenue - State - Hospital -                 92              2% NA 6%

Intergovernmental Revenue - State - Nonhospital 487                505            13% 0.4% 1%

Charges for Services - Hospital 434                502            13% 1.5% 4%

Charges for Services - Nonhospital 104                201            5% 6.8% 6%

Other Revenues & Financing Sources 0                    50              1% NA 3%

Operating Transfers In - Airport 11                  26              1% 9.2% 1%

Operating Transfers In - Other Transfers 48                  23              1% -7.0% -2%

Unappropriated Fund Balance 79                  116            3% 4.0% 2%

Total Sources 2,394             3,957         100% 5.2% 100%

One-Time Sources

Other Revenues 0                    6                0% 31.6% 0%

Other Financing Sources -                 31              1% NA 2%

Operating Transfers In - Other Transfers 47                  20              1% -8.1% -2%

Unappropriated Fund Balance 79                  116            3% 4.0% 2%

Total One Time Sources 127                174            4% 3.2% 3%

% of Total Revenues That Are One Time 5% 4%

(1) Including mandated set-asides.

10-Year Change
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Revenue Growth Drivers

The two most volatile revenue sources for the City’s General Fund budget

during the past decade have been used as ongoing revenue sources.  These include

real property transfer tax…

Real Property Transfer Tax
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Revenue Growth Drivers

…and the use of prior year fund balance.
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Revenue Growth Drivers

As both a city and a county, San Francisco’s revenue base is more 

diversified and therefore more stable than peer cities and counties in 

California. All Funds Sorted by Size

FY 2008-09

San Francisco's 

Budget Average California 

Sources of Fund ($ millions) % of Total City County

Charges for Services 1,906$                     29% 37% 10%

Intergovernmental - Federal, State & Other 1,154$                     18% 9% 49%

Property Tax 1,296$                     20% 7% 18%

Other Local Taxes 606$                        9% 26% 3%

Business Taxes 395$                        6% 2% 0%

Rents & Concessions 372$                        6% 0% 0%

Other Financing Sources 261$                        4% 7% 1%

Fines & Forfeitures 115$                        2% 1% 2%

Other Revenues 84$                          1% 7% 13%

Interest & Investment 57$                          1% 3% 2%

Licenses, Permits & Franchises 40$                          1% 2% 1%

Recoveries 13$                          0% 0% 0%

Total Sources 6,301$                     96% 100% 100%

PY Fund Balance 198$                        3% 0% 0%

PY Reserve 33$                          1% 0% 0%

6,531$                     100% 100% 100%
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Revenue Growth Drivers

San Francisco’s major tax revenue rates are generally already among the highest in

the State, with the exception of the exemption of residential properties from utility

users taxes on electricity, natural gas and water.

Jurisdiction Sales Tax

Utility 

Users Tax Hotel Tax

Parking 

Tax

Rate Tax on $500K Tax on $5M

San Francisco 8.50% 7.50% 14% 25% 0.5% - 1.5% 2,500$           75,000$          

City of Oakland 8.75% 7.50% 11% 10% $16.10/$1,000 8,050$           80,500$          

Los Angeles City 8.25% 10.00% 14% 10% $5.60/$1,000 2,800$           28,000$          

City of San Jose 8.25% 5% 10% n/a $4.40/$1,000 2,200$           22,000$          

City San Mateo 8.25% n/a 10% n/a $6.10/$1,000 3,050$           30,500$          

Anaheim 7.75% n/a 15% 7.75% $1.10/$1,000 550$               5,500$             

City of Sacramento 7.75% 7.50% 12% n/a $1.10/$1,000 550$               5,500$             

City of San Diego 7.75% n/a 10.5% n/a $1.10/$1,000 550$               5,500$             

City of Fresno 7.975% n/a 12% n/a $1.10/$1,000 550$               5,500$             

*Real Property Transfer Tax City rates include both County and City portions. 

Real Property Transfer Tax*
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Revenue Growth Drivers

Jurisdictions Business Registration Payroll Tax Business Tax / Gross Receipts Tax

City/County of San 

Francisco

Based on the Computed Payroll Expense Tax (CPET), where 

CPET<$1=$25 fee, <$10K=$150, $50K=$250, +$50K=$500

1.5% total payroll 

expenses 

Alameda County n/a n/a Business License rates range from $0.10 to $1.25 per 

$1,000 of gross receipts or gross payroll depending on type 

of business

City of Oakland n/a 0.12% for typical 

$1M gross receipts

0.12% for typical firm with $1M gross receipts; Ranges 

from 0.06%-2.40% per $1,000 of gross receipts depending 

on type of business

Los Angeles City n/a n/a Ranges from 0.101% to 0.507% per $1,000 of gross receipts 

depending on type of business

City San Mateo n/a n/a Ranges from 0.01% - 0.144% of gross receipts for new firms 

depending on type of business; Ranges from 0.058% - 

0.096% of gross receipts for existing firms depending on 

type of business

Anaheim n/a n/a $40 for firms with $10K or less of gross receipts, plus 

$0.095 to $0.19 per $1,000 of gross receipts or $60, 

whichever is greater

City of Sacramento Professional Business Owner Tax: Ranges from $75-$300 

depending on no. of years licensed by State of CA, plus $30 

per licensed professional employee 

n/a Business Operation Tax: $30 for firms with $10,000 or less 

of gross payroll, plus $.0004 for every dollar over $10,000 

up to a maxium of $5,000

City of San Diego $34 for firms with 12 or fewer employees; $125 plus $5 per 

employee for firms with 13 or more employees

n/a n/a

City of San Jose $150 for firms with 8 or fewer employees, plus $18 per 

employee up to a maximum of $25K

n/a n/a
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Expenditure Growth Drivers in the General Fund

Growth in employee wages and benefits for services that the City provides

directly account for 54% of spending growth during this period.  Growth in

spending on the services the City buys accounts for 25% of the growth.

17

GFS+ Budgeted Expenditures ($ Millions)

Expenditure Category FY 1998-99 FY 2008-09

FY 2008-09 % 

of Budget

Avg Annual 

% Change

% of Total 

Change

Salaries 933$            1,531$         39% 5% 38%

Mandatory Fringe Benefits 211              459              12% 8% 16%

Subtotal - Salary and Benefits 1,144           1,990           50% 6% 54%

Professional Services* 330              632              16% 7% 25%

Aid Assistance & Other Support 182              284              7% 5% 5%

Services of Other Depts., Net of Recoveries 20                53                1% 10% 4%

Capital Outlay & Facilities Maintenance 33                51                1% 4% 1%

Debt Service 3                  10                0% 13% 1%

Reserves 63                33                1% -6% -7%

Other Operating Expenses 486              399              10% -2% -34%

Total Operating Expenditures 2,261           3,452           87% 4% 56%

Transfers Out to other Funds 0                  46                1% 164% 29%

Baselines and Tax Set-Asides 133              459              12% 13% 15%

Total Uses 2,394$         3,957$         100% 5% 100%

* Professional Services includes professional service contracts and grants to community and nonprofit organizations.

10 Year Change
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Expenditure Growth Drivers

All of the growth in employee wage and benefits costs 
has been driven by employee wages and benefit 
improvements and not the number of employees, which 
is largely unchanged from seven years ago.  

Active and retired employee health benefit costs –
largely driven by processes outside the City’s labor 
negotiation process – have grown at 10% annually, 
nearly double the rate of overall employee wage and 
benefit growth. 

18
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Expenditure Growth Drivers

Budgeted Health and Dental Benefit Costs
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Employee Wages & Benefits

Cumulative wage increases for non-public safety employees in prior three

fiscal years were lower in San Francisco than in surveyed cities and

Counties.  Increases averaged approximately 8% in San Francisco,

whereas wage increases averaged 10% in surveyed cities and counties.

San Francisco’s employer health benefit spending per active employee is 

22% higher than surveyed peer cities and counties.

San Francisco’s employer health benefit spending per retired employee is

more than twice the average of our surveyed peers.

San Francisco is the only surveyed jurisdiction that utilizes binding 

arbitration in non-safety labor contract negotiation.
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Expenditure Growth Drivers

Growth in General Fund Supported spending on four City departments –
Public Health, Human Services, Police, and Fire – accounts for 60% of 
increased spending during this period.  Services provided by these 
departments account for 64% of current General Fund supported spending.

21

GFS+  Uses by Department

 ($ Millions)

Department

 Orig. 

Budget 

% of 

Budget

 Orig. 

Budget 

% of 

Budget

Annual Avg 

% Change

% of Total 

Change

Public Health 844$          35% 1,275$        32% 4% 28%

Human Services Agency 364            15% 619             16% 5% 16%

Police 220            9% 371             9% 5% 10%

Fire 149            6% 251             6% 5% 7%

Subtotal 1,578         66% 2,515          64% 5% 60%

All Other Departments 684            29% 937             24% 3% 16%

Total Departmental Uses 2,261         94% 3,452          87% 4% 76%

Transfers Out to other Funds 0                0% 46               1% 164% 3%

Baselines and Tax Set-Asides 133            6% 459             12% 13% 21%

Total Uses 2,394$       100% 3,957$        100% 5% 100%

10-Year ChangeFY 1998-99 FY 2008-09



C
it

y
 a

n
d

 C
o

u
n

ty
 o

f 
S

a
n

 F
ra

n
c
is

c
o

C
o

n
tr

o
ll
e

r’
s

 O
ff

ic
e

22

Public Health

San Francisco’s per capita spending on public health services is more than 
double the average of our surveyed peer counties.  In part, this is due to
San Francisco’s ability to secure grant and other federal funding.

The City operates two public hospitals – San Francisco General Hospital 
and Laguna Honda Hospital, a skilled nursing facility (SNF).  

- Our office recently conducted a review of the cost per discharge case 
at San Francisco General Hospital and found it to be comparable to 
other public hospital systems.

- Laguna Honda is the largest skilled nursing facility in the State.  San 
Mateo operates a small SNF and reports no General Fund investment 
in its operation, versus San Francisco’s $50M General Fund subsidy.  
Total costs per bed in San Francisco are 2.5 times higher than at San 
Mateo’s facility.
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Public Health

San Francisco provides a broader array of non-hospital services than other 

surveyed counties.  

- The majority of respondents operate primary care clinics.  San 
Francisco’s cost per patient visit is comparable to the survey average, 
and well below that of Los Angeles County.

- San Francisco is the only surveyed county that has a health 
department that provides funding in its health department for 
permanent supportive housing and medical respite services.

- San Francisco spends dramatically more per capita on substance 
abuse, mental health, maternal & child health, and HIV/AIDS services 
than our surveyed peers.
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24

Public Health

Spending per Capita (per year)

Includes all Funds

Service 
Area

San Francisco Los Angeles Sacramento San Mateo

Substance 
Abuse

$86.66 $15.13 $20.42 $22.94

Housing $27.07 $0.00 $0.00 n/a

Child & 
Maternal

$31.11 $2.20 $0.96 $4.68

Mental 
Health

$300.63 $133.75 $117.57 $124.59
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Human Services

San Francisco spends more per capita than other surveyed counties on social

services.  Total investment levels exceed the average of surveyed peers by a factor

of up to 3 times.  The extent to which General Fund spending on mandated benefit

programs exceeds the amount funded by the State (“overmatch”) varies.

- Child Welfare Programs: San Francisco overmatches by 166% versus an 
average of 45% among other counties that overmatch.

- In-Home Supportive Services: San Francisco overmatches by 26% versus an 
average of 14% among other counties that overmatch.

- Food Stamps: San Francisco overmatches by 5% versus an average of 10% 
among other counties that overmatch.

- Adult Protective Services: San Francisco overmatches by 191% versus an 
average of 56% among other counties that overmatch.

- CalWORKS: San Francisco does not overmatch but 34% of all counties do.
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Human Services

San Francisco’s per capita discretionary General Fund spending is 

greatest in supportive housing, homeless services, and adult & 

aging services, when compared with our peers.

San Francisco’s maximum monthly general assistance benefit

amount paid to indigent adults is $422 per year, higher than the

average of $313 for all California counties.

San Francisco’s in-home support service wages at $11.54 per year

are the second highest in California and only 1 of 2 counties that

pay above the maximum reimbursable rate.
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Police

San Francisco is the only surveyed jurisdiction that has a voter-adopted 
minimum staffing level for its Police Department.  San Francisco’s
costs may be higher due to its high density and larger daytime population.

Spending per Capita (per year)

Includes all Funds

Category San Francisco Average

Adjusted Operating Budget (incl. 

Administration, Patrol & Investigations)
$458 $325

Patrol $302 $180

Investigations $78 $57

Overtime Spending for Patrol 
& Investigations (as % of Salary 

Spending)

9.8% 6.2%
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Fire

San Francisco is the only surveyed jurisdiction that has a voter-adopted 

minimum staffing level for its Fire Department.  And because San Francisco

firefighters have wage parity with police officers, their pay rates are higher

than other jurisdictions.

Category San Francisco Average

Fire Suppression Spending per 
Capita

$239 $111

Number of Fire Stations per 
Square Mile

0.90 0.25

Firefighter Hours per Work Week 48.7 52.0
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Transit - Higher Budget and Usage

San Francisco’s MTA provides significantly more trips per service area

resident (264 per year) than any other surveyed system, partly due to San

Francisco’s high transit density.

- Los Angeles County’s METRO system is the second highest, at 57 
trips per resident.

Passengers per vehicle revenue hour of 70 is nearly double the average of

our peers.

MTA’s operating budget per resident is $711, significantly higher than our

peers (includes bikes, pedestrians, traffic, and taxis among others, unlike

many of our peers).

The portion of the MTA’s budget supported by fare revenue, including

cable cars, is higher than the average (27% versus 20%).
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Expenditure Growth Drivers

Voter-adopted set-asides and baselines of General Fund revenues have 

increased during the past decade, and now account for approximately 

22% of all General Fund Supported spending.

1998-99 

Budget

% of 1998-99 

Budget

2008-09 

Budget

% of 2008-09 

Budget

Baselines and Tax Set-Asides ($Millions) (GFS Funds) ($Millions) (GFS Funds)

MTA (Baseline & Parking Tax) 70 3% 248 6%

Police Minimum Staffing 132 6% 240 4%

Fire Minimum Staffing n/a n/a 185 3%

Children's Services (Baseline & Property Tax) 72 3% 140 4%

Library (Baseline & Property Tax) 42 2% 83 2%

Open Space Fund Property Tax 15 1% 36 1%

Public Education Baseline & Enhancement 0 0% 35 1%

Human Services Homeless Care Fund n/a n/a 14 0%

City Service Auditor (CSA) Baseline n/a n/a 12 0%

Expenditures from Hotel Tax Set-Aside 44 1% 53 1%

Municipal Symphony Baseline 1 0% 2 0%

Cable Franchise Tax Allocation 0 0% 2 0%

Neighborhood Beautification Business Tax 1 0% 1 0%

TOTAL $376 15% $1,049 22%
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Expenditure Growth Drivers

The City’s discretionary spending ability within the General Fund is limited

by charter mandated programs, federal and state requirements,

fringe benefits, and debt, reducing discretionary spending capacity to only

28% as follows:

($ Millions)

FY 2008-09 

Original 

Budget

Revenue Driven Baselines and Tax Set-Asides 459$              

Expenditure Baselines 590                

Federal, State, & Health Dedicated Funding 1,353             

Fringe Benefits 419                

Debt Service and Lease Revenue 32                  

Total Non-Discretionary 2,853$           

Total General Fund Supported + Budget 3,957$           

% Non-Discretionary 72%

% Discretionary Spending Capacity 28%
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Section Three.

Financial Policies and Processes 
- Review of Financial Policies

- Review of Budget & Planning Processes 
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Financial Process and Policies

Given San Francisco’s revenue and expenditure practices and patterns

shown in previous tables, the Controller’s Office examined the City’s

financial policies and budgeting process to determine what improvements

can be instituted to slow the growth of structural deficits for the coming

years.

Revenue growth from the prior year has been significantly reduced, and

will likely decline further over the next 3 years, requiring more prudent

fiscal practices to balance future budgets.

As shown in previous slides, expenditure growth in 4 primary areas of

public health, human services, police and fire services has been funded

with unsustainable growth from few taxes.  
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Financial Process and Policies: 
Summary Findings

Long-term financial plans and financial policies should be

put in place to ensure that financial resources are available to meet

the City’s long-term commitments, including multi-year labor

contracts and programmatic requirements.

Comments were provided through interviews, forums, and

discussions with finance professionals, department heads, and

policy makers.  They noted that the budget process is hampered by 

a lack of communication among policy makers and insufficient long-

range planning.

The City’s budget process can be improved through increased

collaboration between the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors, and

by using a priority-setting process at the outset of the budget cycle.
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Financial Policies

The City already employs numerous best-practice

financial policies in the area of budget development,

cash handling, and fees and charges. In addition, the

City has a rainy day reserve for use in economic

downturns.

However, in order to correct structural imbalances in

the City’s budget, enhancements to current policies

would improve forecasting, capital planning, cash

management, and employee benefit administration.
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Financial Policy Enhancements

The City’s financial integrity could be enhanced by

adopting policies to:

• Increase the General Fund reserve for contingencies, 
emergencies, and infrastructure

• Replenish reserves using prior-year fund-balance

• Restrict the use of one-time funding for ongoing 
operations

• Restrict new set-asides until existing unfunded 
liabilities are funded

• Restrict partial use of volatile revenue sources for 
one-time use
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Financial Policy Enhancements

The City’s financial integrity could be enhanced by

adopting policies to:

• Require that annualized MOU labor costs be funded 
with revenues identified in the 3-year projections

• Maximize property tax increment allocations to 
redevelopment agency

• Standardize asset capitalization among departments

• Establish limits and capacity on debt

• Require excess health service reserves to be credited 
to subsequent years’ rates
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Budget Process Feedback

Stakeholders in the budget process including Mayor’s

Office, Board of Supervisors, department heads, finance

directors, business community, labor, service providers,

and advocates provided valuable feedback about

improving the budget process.

Stakeholders recommended budget process

improvements in the areas of prioritization, timing, long-

term financial planning, and educating the public about

the City’s budget.
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Budget Process Feedback

Department’s budget plans would be improved with

increased policy direction and more time to develop and

approve budget proposals. 

The City’s does not align its decision to approve multi-

year labor agreements and benefit changes with the

budget process, and does not identify a source of funds

beyond the first year of labor MOUs to pay for salary

and benefit increases.
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Budget Process Feedback

Performance Management is not well integrated into the

budget planning process.  

The Board of Supervisors does not consistently and 
effectively utilize time prior to the Mayor’s budget 
submission to review proposed budgets, consider 
alternative budget proposals, and evaluate 
programmatic enhancement. 
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Budget Process Feedback

The Board’s addback process enables the Board to

influence funding decisions, but funding decisions can

be improved by allowing more analysis of program

restoration or enhancement proposals.

The public’s knowledge and input would be enhanced

with increased outreach to a wider spectrum of the

public in order to educate them about budget trade-offs

and to obtain public opinion about priorities and budget

options.
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Multi-Year Planning and Budgeting

The City could better manage its financial position if it developed longer term

financial plans and policies to insure adequate reserves and identified sources

of revenue to support ongoing expenditures.

The City’s budget process currently focuses on a one-year horizon.  With a

multi-year forecast, the City could expand the budget process to a multi-year

period.  A two-year budget could integrate priority setting into the budget

process, reinforce long-term fiscal health, improve long range planning,

encourage policy-oriented budget processes, and strengthen performance

management.

With sound budget planning, the City can overcome difficulties of multi-year

budgeting, which include projecting multi-year revenues and expenditures,

reducing flexibility of changing priorities, resistance to change, and determining

the year in which multi-year budgeting should begin.
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Summary of Financial Policy and Budget 
Process Recommendations

The City should adopt financial policies to increase and

replenish reserves, identify revenues to support multi-

year expenditures, limit use of one-time funds for

ongoing operations, set debt parameters, and

maximize the use of health and retirement contributions. 

The City should adopt long-term financial plans

addressing projected revenues to meet the long-term

operating and capital needs of the City.
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Summary of Budget Process and Financial 
Policy Recommendations

The Mayor and the Board of Supervisors should increase

communication and collaboration, and develop a process to prioritize

funding decisions at the start of the budget process.

The Mayor and Board of Supervisors should provide departments with

more policy direction and time to develop their budget plans.

The Board of Supervisors should consider budget proposals and

funding priorities prior to the Mayor’s submission of the budget to the

Board.

The Mayor and the Board of Supervisors should approve labor

agreements together with the budget, and should identify revenues to

support increased costs to wages and benefits.
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Summary of Budget Process and Financial 
Policy Recommendations

Performance Management should be better integrated into budget

planning. 

The Board’s addback process should require that program

restorations and enhancement be reviewed and analyzed by

department staff and the Board’s budget analyst.

The Mayor and the Board should outreach to the general public

regarding budget priorities.

The City should adopt a two year budget consistent with the City’s

financial plan.
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Section Four.

Next Steps
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Next Steps

Present the report and recommendations to the Mayor and the

Board of Supervisors for their consideration.

Provide assistance to the Mayor and the Board to implement

recommendations adopted by policy makers.



C
it

y
 a

n
d

 C
o

u
n

ty
 o

f 
S

a
n

 F
ra

n
c
is

c
o

48

Appendices.
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Surveyed Cities & Counties

We gathered information on peer cities and counties by conducting a peer

survey, and by performing independent research for the following cities

and counties:

Cities Counties

Los Angeles Los Angeles

Oakland Alameda

San Diego San Diego

Fresno San Mateo

Sacramento Sacramento

San Jose Orange
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Additional Comparative Reviews

Other survey information was gathered from the following

benchmark reviews, prepared independent of this effort.
• National Transit Database

• A Review of the San Francisco Fire-EMS System (San Francisco 
Controller’s Office, 2004)

• Major Cities Chief Financial Management Survey (Louisville Police 
Department, 2008)

• United States Census Bureau (Population & Square Mileage Data, 
2007, American Community Survey, 2007)

• Performance and Efficiency Review of the Department of Public Health 
(San Francisco Controller’s Office, 2008)

• California County Survey of General Assistance Program Benefits 
(County -Welfare Directors Association of California, 2008)

• California County Administrative Allocations and Comparison to Actual 
Spending (County Welfare Directors Association of California, FY07-08)
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Additional Comparative Reviews

Other survey information was gathered from the following

benchmark reviews, prepared independent of this effort.

• California Economic Self-Sufficiency Standard (Insight Center of 
Community Development)

• California Public Agencies Survey of Public Pension Benefits (San 
Francisco Department of Human Resources, 2007)

• GASB Practice and Solution Survey of California Public Agencies’ 
Retiree Health Insurance Liability (San Francisco Department of 
Human Resources, 2007)

• Survey of California County IHSS Public Authorities Regarding Wages, 
Benefits and MOU Provisions (County Survey of California Association 
of Public Authorities for IHSS, 2008)

• Jurisdiction Websites:

– Cities: Los Angeles, Oakland & San Diego

– Counties: Alameda, Sacramento, Los Angeles, Orange & San Mateo

C
o

n
tr

o
ll
e

r’
s

 O
ff

ic
e

51



C
it

y
 a

n
d

 C
o

u
n

ty
 o

f 
S

a
n

 F
ra

n
c
is

c
o

C
o

n
tr

o
ll
e

r’
s

 O
ff

ic
e

Additional Sources

Government Finance Officers Association:

• Recommended Budget Practices: A Framework for Improved 
State and Local Government Budgeting (1998)

• GFOA Recommended Practices from Website

– Government Budgeting and Fiscal Policy

– Economic Development and Capital Planning

– Accounting, Auditing, and Financial Reporting

– Cash Management

– Government Debt Management

– Retirement and Benefits Administration
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Attachments

Barbary Coast Report:

Controller’s Office Budget Improvement Project:

Stakeholder Input Report

December 22, 2008
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