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FROM:  David Whitaker, Director 4l
Legislative Policy Division Staff

DATE: May 1, 2020

RE: The Legislative Policy Division’s Attempt to Reach Other City Council’s
Regarding Outcome Budgeting; City of Detroit’s Outcome Budgeting Proposal
Review

Introduction

One of the items that was submitted by the Duggan Administration for the Detroit City Council’s
consideration during this year’s budget cycle, was a proposal to implement a system of outcome
budgeting for three City departments as a pilot project.! The three departments as proposed are
the General Services Department (GSD), the Department of Innovation and Technology (DolT),
and the Detroit Fire Department (Fire).

In order to determine the utility and viability of this proposal, the City Council requested that the
Legislative Policy Division (LPD) contact the legislative bodies of several cities that were
currently operating under an outcome budgeting system, in order to report back on their level of
involvement in the initial process of implementing outcome budgeting and of their of satisfaction
of operating under this type of budgetary system. This report is our response to this directive.

LPD’s Attempt to Reach Other City Council’s Regarding Outcome Budgeting

For comparison purposes, we have selected to contact the cites of Baltimore, MD and Austin,
TX, given that they are two large cities with an outcome budgeting system. We also have
contacted Seattle, WA, which has a Performance Based Budgeting® system, a closely related
model to the outcome budgeting model.

! Pilot project - activity planned as a test or trial

* A performance budget is one that reflects both the input of resources and the output of services for each unit of an
organization. The goal is to identify and score relative performance based on goal attainment for specified outcomes.
https:// www.investopedia.comfterms/p/performance-budget.asp
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Unfortunately, our attempts to contact the legislative bodies of Baltimore, Austin and Seattle
were unsuccessful. We spoke to a few administrative staff and analysts, but no one who felt
secure enough to discuss the Outcome Budgeting process.

The COVID-19 situation has created an unprecedented impediment in contacting our civil
servant counterparts in other cities. The across-the-board stay at home orders throughout the
country, led us to discover that during this time, government employees working from home was
the rule and not the exception. We also discovered that our counterpart City Councils in other
cities, were deeply immersed in addressing the budgetary impacts of COVID-19 and its
accompanying issues. For the past two days, we found it was extremely rare for us to find a
person who was available to answer a phone and even more so, to find someone willing to
respond to a voicemail message or email.

Despite our numerous phone calls and emails, the following seven questions remained
unanswered:

1. Approximately how long did it take before your city implemented an outcome based
budgeting system?

2. Was your City Council involved from the beginning of that process?

3. Did the Administration give you enough detailed information on outcome based
budgeting in the beginning of that process to help your Council make an informed
decision on using outcome based budgeting?

4. Was there a community engagement process (for example, public hearings, town hall
meetings, etc.) between you and the community before the implementation of outcome
based budgeting for your city?

5. Are you satisfied with the results of outcome based budgeting?

6. Do you feel that outcome based budgeting has been an effective tool to better manage
your limited resources and have you achieved your desired budgetary results?

7. Beyond your budget process, does your City Council receive any reports from the
Administration on the effectiveness of outcome based budgeting, or do you highly rely on
any dashboards that are created by the Administration for citizens to monitor the results
from the outcome based budgeting process?

LPD’s Review of the Outcome Budgeting Proposal

Outcome budgeting appears to have some merits, it can make government programs more result
oriented, instead of outlay oriented; it can better measure outcomes of government programs and
services to determine whether the money spent meets certain goals and objectives; it can provide
a performance measurement tool that helps in a) better service delivery, b) decision-making, c)
improving program effectiveness, d) make budgets more cost effective, €) add accountability and
f) aid better management.



In its response to LPD dated April 23, 2020 (Attachment I), the rationale the Administration
stated for selecting GSD, DolT, and Fire for the first phase of outcome budgeting, in order to
learn how to configure the needed planning, accounting and reporting processes was:

* GSD was chosen because it has the broadest plate of responsibilities, with a current
account structure that does not clearly reflect its services and their funding levels.

® DolT provides an internal staff agency that was already in the process of working to
track their requirements by service, which will help to represent the true/full funding
requirements of city services, and assure that City’s system investments are maintained.

e Fire was already in the process of working toward the outcome of attaining the highest
Insurance Services Office (ISO) risk rating in accordance with NFPA3 standards.

“Qutcomes-based budgeting” may be defined as: The practice of developing budgets based on
the relationship between funding and expected results. It increases visibility into how
government policies translate into spending and focuses on the outcomes of a funded activity i.e.
the quality or effectiveness of services provided.*

Under outcome budgeting, the Administration envisions that the budget process will focus on
strategies, services, and results rather than traditional baseline budgeting. Under a pilot program
starting in FY 2021, “the FY 2021 budget introduces a new method of resource planning:
outcome budgeting. The GSD budget recommendation for FY 2021 reflects an outcome-based
analysis of fleet, facilities and parks operations; Fire and DolIT budget narratives have been
formatted to show their respective catalogs of services to foster outcome-based analyses of
them.” If City Council approved the GSD, Fire and Dolt outcome budgeting proposes, the
Administration envisions a full conversion to outcome budgeting over the course of FY 2021
leading to the FY 2022 budget process.

LPD’s initial concern with an outcome budgeting approach was that some agencies have a
multitude of appropriations, which means that if they were considerably consolidated under
outcome budgeting, that could severely compromise City Council's oversight role over those
appropriations/programs. The chart below illustrates the number of appropriations by
department, as proposed in the FY 21 budget:

FY 2021 Appropriations by City of Detroit Department

Department Appropriations
(10) Airport 1
(13) Buildings, Safety Engineering and Environmental Department 7
(16) Demolition Department 1
(18) Sinking Interest and Redemption 1
(19) Department of Public Works 9
(20) Department of Transportation 8
(23) Office of the Chief Financial Officer 1]
(24) Fire Department 5
(25) Health Department 33

* The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) is an international nonprofit organization devoted to eliminating
death, injury, property and economic loss due to fire, electrical and related hazards.

* Source: htms:ffwww.assemb]vresearchmatters.org,’ZO16/06/08/0utcomes-based-budgetinm’

>FY 2021-2024 FOUR-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN, page A 2
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(28) Human Resources Department 4
(29) Civil Rights, Inclusion and Opportunity Department 2
(31) Department of Innovation and Technology 2
(32) Law Department 7
(33) Mayor’s Office 7
(34) Municipal Parking Department 2

(35) Non-Departmental 26
(36) Housing and Revitalization Department 34
(37) Police Department 25
(38) Public Lighting Department 2

(43) Planning Department
(45) Department of Appeals and Hearings

(47) General Services Department 11
(60) 36th District Court 4
(72) Detroit Public Library 3

*Departments with one appropriation in bold

FY 2021 Appropriations by City of Detroit Department

Appropriations
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However, LPD is fine with DoIT going under the outcome budgeting approach since their
number of appropriations is going from one to two. LPD is also fine with GSD going under the
outcome budgeting approach since their number of appropriations is going from 14 to 9, a
reduction of 5 with 3 of the 5 representing grant appropriations that are going away.

Consequently, our initial reaction of Fire going under the outcome budgeting approach since
their number of appropriations is going from 9 to 5, it was our opinion that too many former
appropriations were being consolidated into 3 appropriations under outcome budgeting. Our



impression was that this major consolidation could severely compromise Council's oversight
role, by allowing the Fire Director the ability to shift funds without having to come to Council
for approval. Based upon extensive discussions with the Office of Chief Financial Officer
(OCFO) Budget, OCFO Budget is willing to reconfigure Fire into a more acceptable level of
appropriations to maintain Council’s oversight, while still being able to implement outcome
budgeting, or at least move toward outcome budgeting. The reconfigured Fire budget under an
outcome budgeting approach is illustrated in the following chart:

Proposed Changes to Fire Department
Qutcome Budgeting Format

Cutcome Budget
Current Changes Revised
Expenditure
1000 - General Fund 121,861,234 121,861,234
24 - Detroit Fire Dapartment 121,861,234 121,861,234
10151 - Fire Casino Municipal Services Fire 2,933,836
241000 - Casinos - Fire Fighting 1,024,764 (1.024,764)
241010 - Casinos - Fire Marshal 567,917 {567,917)
241015 - Casinos - EMS 1,341,155 (1,341,155} -
25240 - Incre ased Public Safety - DFD - Fire Suppression 114,249,347 87,679,333
240065 - Fire Communications Admiristration 661,836 661,835
240075 - Fire Communications Dispatch 2,328,126 2,328,126
240080 - Fire Systems Support £69,503 669,503
240191 - Fire Fighting Administration 4,625,712 4,625,712
240195 - Fire Fighting Operations 76,348,158 76,348,158
240206 - Fireboat Marine Operations 485,854 485,854
240220 - Fice Training 1,355,380 1.355,380
240240 - Fire Mar shal Administration 2,226,392 2,226,392} -
240250 - Fire Marshal Inspection 508,272 (908,272} -
240260 - Fire Marshal Arson Investigation 2,010,061 {2.010,081)
240320 - E.M.S. Administration 6474750 (6,474,790}
240340 - E.M.5. Field Operations 15,509,414 (15,509,414}
240350 - E.M.5. Training 465,849 (465,849) .
240400 - Hazardous Material Incident Mitigation 180,000 180,000
241000 - Casinos - Fire Fighting 1,024,764 1,024,764
25241 - Incre ased Public Safety - DFD - Fire Marghal 5,712,642
240240 - Fire Marshal Administration 2,226,392 2,226,392
240250 - Fire Marshal Inspection 508,272 808,272
240260 - Fire Mar shal Arson Investigation 2,010,061 2,010,061
241010 - Casinos - Fire Marshal 567,917 567.917
25242 - Increased Public Safety - DFD - Emergency Medical Services 23,791,208
240320 - E.M.S. Administration 6,474,790 6,474,730
240340 - E.M.S. Field Operations 15,509,414 15,509,414
240350 - E.M.S. Training 465,849 465,845
241015 - Casinos - EMS 1.341,155 1,341,155
29240 - Effective Governance - DED 4,678,051 4,678,051
240010 - Fire Department Administration 3428679 3,428,679
240020 - Fire Community Relations 473,135 479,135
240100 - Fire Legal & Labor 185,877 185,877
240110 - Fire Ap paratus Stores 536,517 536,517
240120 - Fire Facilities Management A7,843 47,843
Revenue
1000 - General Fund 23,773,000 23,773,000
24 - Detrit Fire Department 23.773.000 23,773,000
25240 - incre ased Public Safety - DFD - Fire Suppression 23,773,000 23,000
240220 - Fire Training 23,000 23,000
240240 - Fire Mar shal Administration 4,620,000 (4,620,000) -
240320 - E.M.S. Administration 15,130,000 115,130,000} -
25241 - Increased Public Safety - DFD - Fire Marshal 4,620,000
240240 - Fire Marshal Administration 4,620,000 4,620,000
25242 - Increased Public Safety - DFD - Emergency Medical Services 19,130,000
240320 - E.M.S. Administration 18,130,000 15,130,000
ik
QOCFO - Office of Budget 4/28/2020 Pagel




In addition, the OCFO Budget is willing to completely take Fire off the table as a pilot outcome
budgeting project.

Baltimore’s Outcome Budgeting System

According to the website of Baltimore’s Bureau of the Budget and Management Research
(BBMR), which formulates the City’s annual operating budget and recommends annual capital
expenditures to the Director of Finance, “Baltimore’s outcome-based budgeting system is now a
national best practice serving as a model for local governments across the country.”¢

In a 2018 case study by the independent research group, Results for America, provided a case
study of Baltimore’s budgeting system entitled “Baltimore’s Advanced Outcome Budgeting
System Allows City Leaders to Invest Taxpayer Dollars in Programs and Services that Matter
Most” (Attachment IT). The study indicated the following:

e Prior to implementing an Qutcome Budgeting system, Baltimore’s city budget made
it hard to determine which services and programs were moving the needle on
outcomes.’

e In 2010, the City of Baltimore developed an advanced outcome budgeting system to
focus resources on the most effective and promising services and programs to meet
the City’s priority needs, based on performance data and evidence of impact.

e Baltimore’s ground-breaking outcome budgeting system has led to innovative
service delivery mechanisms and a cultural shift within local agencies.

e Greater use of data and evidence across the City of Baltimore has generated
improved outcomes for residents in many of the top city priorities.

e Baltimore’s budgeting system is now serving as the prototype model for nine local
governments across the country.® These governments are learning from Baltimore
how to implement program elements into their budgets.

Since its full implementation of Outcome Based Budgeting in the 2011 fiscal year, the City of
Baltimore has utilized performance data as evidence, which has impacted its budget process. The
transition to an outcome-based budget was a fundamental shift away from an agency-centric
process—used by most local governments across the country—to one that is focused on
delivering results to the City’s highest priority outcomes. Since the shift, each year the City
undertakes a multi-step process to create an accurate and clear vision for how city funds should
be allocated to achieve the best results for the highest priority outcomes.

For City Council’s edification, Attachment III represents a description of Baltimore’s outcome
budget process for 'Y 2020.

6 https://bbmr.baltimorecity.gov/outcome-budgeting

7 In 2008, cities across the United States, including Baltimore, were facing difficult budget decisions due to the
emerging Great Recession. City leaders quickly realized that they would not have enough resources to meet all of
the City’s needs with decreased tax revenue projections. However, they also recognized that during a recession,
residents’ needs for city services would likely increase, particularly in areas such as employment and public health.
Previous annual budgets had relied on across-the-board increases or decreases in agency spending, which were
arbitrary and often punished high value programs and services that focused on areas such as youth violence
prevention and afterschool programming while simultaneously protecting less effective programs. Then Baltimore
Mayor Shelia Dixon was frustrated by the budget process which focused on marginal annual adjustments rather than
structural changes to the base budget. There was both a desire and a need to make the best use of the city resources
available moving forward.

8 Atlanta, Dallas, Houston Madison, Montgomery County (MD), Los Angeles, Philadelphia, Seattle, and Tulsa.
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Please let us of know if we can be of more assistance.

Attachments

CC:

Auditor General’s Office

David Massaron, CFQ

John Naglick, Deputy CFO/Finance Director

Tanya Stoudemire, Deputy CF O/Budget Director
Steven Watson, Deputy CFO/Deputy Budget Director
Avery Peoples, Mayor’s Office







Attachment [

OCFO Budget’s Responses to LPD’s Questions on the Outcome Budgeting
Proposal in the FY 2021 Budget







0FF|CE OF cHlEF FINANC’ALOFF'CER Coleman A. Young Municipal Center Phone 313+224+6260

2WoodwardAvenue, Suite 1106 www.detroitmi.gov

OFF 'CE OF BU DGET Detroit, Michigan 48226

MEMORANDUM

TO: David Whitaker, Director
Detroit City Council, Legislative Policy Division

FROM: Tanya Stoudemire ‘\—2"”‘74/%&%&@

Deputy CFO/Budget Director

DATE: April 23,2020

RE: Legislative Policy Division Outcome Budgeting Questions for Proposed Fiscal
Year 2021 Budget

Our responses to the questions are as follows:

{ Should we understand that these departments are a first phase and that other
departments will be included in the next few years?

Response:

We plan that next year’s budget process will sort and analyze every proposed expenditure under
the outcome budgeting framework: relating specific services with deliverables under five broad
strategies. GSD, DolT, and DFD are a first phase in order to learn how we should configure the
needed planning, accounting and reporting processes.

2. Why were these three departments - GSD, Fire, DoIT - chosen for the first phase?

Response:

GSD was chosen for the first phase because it has the broadest plate of responsibilities, along
with a current account structure that does not clearly reflect its services and their funding levels.
There are cost centers which fund multiple disparate activities, and we will propose significant
changes to these once the scope of each service is clarified and accurately tracked. An example
of this is parks: costs to operate parks are found in eleven different cost centers, commingled with
activities unrelated to parks, such as corridor cleanup and litter removal at city buildings. The
inability to cost out the requirements of our parks has left them under-served when other pressing
requirements surface, and it has left us unable to fundraise outside operating support.

Michael E. Duggan, Mayor




To: David Whitaker, Director, City Council Legislative Policy Division April 23, 2020
From: Tanya Stoudemire, Deputy CFO/Budget Director Page 2 of 7

CITYOF

DETROIT

DFD has already been working toward the outcome of attaining the highest Insurance Services
Office (ISO) risk rating in accordance with NFPA standards, so they were a natural for the pilot.
We want to get on track for costing out the various requirements under ISO, and assuring the
flexibility for meeting each requirement.

DolT provides an internal staff agency for the pilot, and they have already been working to track
their requirements by service, which will help us to represent the true/full funding requirements
of city services, and assure that our system investments are maintained.

3. Will all departments ultimately fall under the five broad strategies note on page A2
in the proposed Executive Budget—
a. Improved public safety
b. Vibrant and beautiful City

c. Increased economic opportunity and reduced poverty
d. Strengthened city operations
e. Effective governance

Response:

These five broad strategies are a comprehensive statement of the city government role, and every
expenditure we make will fall under one and only one strategy. The strategies should produce an
ongoing discussion within city government, across departments and with our constituents, and
may be reset from time to time. We are expecting that would occur every four years, in sync with
a robust four-year financial plan. At any given time, we want every department to know exactly
the purposes behind each of its activities, and we want a long-term outlook.

4. Using the Fire Department as an example, how does merging functions that are
funded by separate appropriations-Dispatch (911), EMS, Fire Suppression and Fire
Marshall-into one appropriation with separate cost centers, assist in the outcome of
“Increased public safety”?

Response:

Fire’s current appropriation structure is aligned generally to its organizational chart. With these
cost centers in one appropriation, the organizational unit will not be an end in itself and Fire can
nimbly adjust to changing public safety priorities. For example, an unexpected increase in
HazMat incidents may be absorbed with Communications surplus, and vice versa. Public
engagement will be easier to navigate with this simplicity as well, as particularly shown in the
GSD proposal.

5. Again using the Fire Department’s example, the proposed FY 2021 budget
consolidates eight appropriations used in FY 2020 into two. By limiting the number
of appropriations, Council has less ability to impact specific services or purchases in

Michael E. Duggan, Mayor
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DETROIT

the Fire Department. According to the City Charter, Council approves the budget at
the appropriation level. LPD’s view of Baltimore’s Fire Department budget seems to
indicate that service levels are appropriations. Please explain why the outcome
budgeting process, which has an end goal of making government programs more

result oriented, cannot be used for the eight appropriations as configured in Fire’s
FY 2020 budget?

Response:

The change in appropriations does not change Council’s impact or role in budgeting and
purchasing. City Council will still approve the budget for departments and citywide strategies and
priorities to deliver results for Detroiters. In Fire’s case, a broader appropriation will prevent
procurement delays that may be associated with reservation of funds in the bid process. With
increased reporting on service delivery in the coming fiscal year, City Council will likely have a
clearer picture of component services. Under outcome budgeting, City Council will see more
detail about service delivery, and The Body will be better able to compare across cities. There
will be more transparency.

The current appropriations do not reflect service-delivery outcomes, so their respective dollar
allocations have not been not ends in themselves. The discussion has only focused on how
allocations will be spent, and not on whether this is achieving results or if they even achieve the
results we want. Fire Vehicle Management and Supply and Fire Communications and Systems
Support are only as good as the cmergency responses they each support. Managing to those
allocations is not results-oriented. By the next fiscal year, after the pilot phase, City Council will
see better information about what support costs should be, in order to achieve and maintain the
highest response.

6. Is it thought that some established silos will be diminished by rolling these
appropriations into one?

Response:

In the case of GSD, the current account structure is muddled and not reflective of the services
delivered, the costs of those services, or the tangible results. The parks example (operating out of
parts of 11 different cost centers) is one; note that current appropriations include “Facilities and
Grounds Maintenance (11830)” and “Grounds Maintenance (13336)”. The change of
appropriations in GSD clarifies the outcomes that resources are allocated toward. It changes the
conversation from how we are spending money, to what we are getting for those resources. This
is also the case in DolT: the addition of an appropriation that separates the costs of public safety
systems assures that those systems will be given budget priority. In the case of Fire, the reduction
of appropriations does diminish potential funding silos.

Michael E. Duggan, Mayor

To: David Whitaker, Director, City Council Legislative Policy Division April 23, 2020
From: Tanya Stoudemire, Deputy CFO/Budget Director Page 3 of 7



To: David Whitaker, Director, City Council Legislative Policy Division April 23,2020

From: Tanya Stoudemire, Deputy CFO/Budget Director Page 4 of 7
CITY OF
DETROIT
T Will Fire at some point be more closely tied to Police for the purpose of Increased
public safety?

Response:

Fire and Police already have joint operations, such as in the area of arson investigation. There is
much need for close ties, but the outcome budgeting system will only clarify the costs of their
joint services, it will not dictate administrative arrangements.

8. Ultimately will all public safety functions be rolled into one appropriation along with
fewer departments? Has this happened in Baltimore or other older cities?

Response:

No, all public safety functions will not be rolled into one appropriation, nor is any change to the
number of departments inherent to outcome budgeting. Departments will continue to have their
own appropriations, so any department with dedicated public safety appropriations will have its
own public safety appropriation. In fact, DoIT increases from one appropriation to two in the
Mayor’s proposed budget, so that its public safety work is never subordinated to general city
service goals. We may find other support departments warrant their own new public safety
appropriations as well, in order to assure priority on that work.

9. Please provide similar explanations for GSD and DolIT.

Response:

DolIT actually increases from one appropriation to two in the proposed budget, in order to
highlight and prioritize the requirements of its public safety work supporting in-vehicle IT, the
RTCC and 911 systems.

Net of grants and blight funds, for which our approach is in development, GSD appropriations
decrease from 8 to 4 in the proposed budget. A number of its cost centers will be reorganized in
the FY22 proposed budget, to provide more clarity of services within those appropriations. For
example, you will see all costs related to the operation of parks in one place. In the city of Austin,
the budget detail rolls up to these overall strategies, and the management information behind the
budget expenditures is posted throughout the year, to assure ongoing monitoring.

Michael E. Duggan, Mayor
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10.  Have the changes to the budgets in Baltimore and Austin been similar through the
years?

Response:

Baltimore and Austin have been in significantly different positions: one, combatting urban
decline; the other, managing growth. Yet, both have better focused on their particular issues using
outcomes system. The emphasis is on the costs of delivering a service, and much of this
conversation occurs through strategic planning discussions and community engagement, rather
than at budget hearings. We are beefing up our planning processes, and will work with City
Council to develop community engagement characterized by better transparency in expenditure
and service levels, and more citizen input at the front end of priority setting.

11.  How have their changes to the budget structure improved either the services or the
outcomes to citizens? Can you provide examples?

Response:

According to the 2018 Results for America case study of Baltimore (https://resultsdamerica.org/wp-
content/uploads/2018/01/Final-Baltimore-Case-Study.pdf), outcome budgeting has allowed Baltimore to
make significant improvements in infant mortality rates (38% decrease from 2009-2015), usage
of recreation programs (up 89% from 201 1-2016), and the Emerging Technology Center business
incubator credited with increasing jobs and employment in city from 2010-2016. It revealed that
neighborhood development assistance and mentoring of prisoner children were not leading to
intended results. “One big benefit of this approach is how it opens up the black box of the base
budget ... Shedding light on spending and impact is at the heart of a well-managed government.”

Interviews of leaders in Baltimore’s Bureau of Budget and Management Research revealed that
the segregation of costs for building services allowed the General Services Department to pass
on, and recover more of, agency building occupancy costs.

Both Baltimore and the City of Austin have integrated capital budget planning with operating

budget development, so that the true costs of programs are better understood. The asset
replacement requirements inform day to day operating expenditures.

Michael E. Duggan, Mayor

To: David Whitaker, Director, City Council Legislative Policy Division April 23, 2020
From: Tanya Stoudemire, Deputy CFO/Budget Director Page 5 of 7
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12. Using Baltimore as an example, was their budget historically approved by Council at
the appropriation level or did their charter have a different approval process?

Response:

The City of Baltimore budget approval occurs through the Board of Estimates, a Charter-
mandated body consisting of the Mayor, the City Council President, the Controller, the City
Solicitor and the Public Works Director. Budget and Procurement approvals are formulated and
overseen by this Board and not by the full City Council.

13. Have other city councils found that they have less opportunity to be involved in the
budgetary process through the fiscal year since there are fewer appropriations?

Response:

It is hard to compare governance across jurisdictions, since they do not all have the same
structures of government as we have. Baltimore has a Board of Estimates, led by the City Council
President, over all fiscal policy decisions. Austin has a City Manager model. But legislative
involvement has increased with respect to community engagement. Legislators in the City of
Austin appear to have much involvement in claritying service delivery models.

14. Outcome budgeting seems to have some merits: it can make government programs
more result oriented, instead of outlay oriented; it can better measure outcomes of
government programs and services to determine whether the money spent meets certain
goals and objectives; it can provide a performance measurement tool that helps in a) better
service delivery, b) decision-making, ¢) improving program effectiveness, d) make budgets
more cost effective, e) add accountability and f) aide better management.

Response:

A major concern with outcome budgeting, besides the potential of Council losing its oversight of
program when there is a major consolidation of programs, is the potential displacement of City
employees and City contractors if a service is deemed nonproductive and there is no ability to
shift these employees/contractors to other City programs. However, if there is a financial crisis,

then the reduction of services may be warranted. Please provide your comments on these
observations.

The merits of outcome budgeting continue to draw jurisdictions to incorporate elements of it.
Added oversight is at the heart of its benefits: a direct look at the true costs of programs; a direct
look at the units of service that are being delivered. For outcome budgeting to be successful, City
Council will not lose oversight of agency programs, but will gain oversight with visible results.

Michael E. Duggan, Mayor



To: David Whitaker, Director, City Council Legislative Policy Division April 23, 2020
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A financial crisis may warrant reduction of services, and fiscal stewardship always requires us to
maximize productivity. Outcome budgeting will not change that — only the quality of information
we use to do that. We will be more informed to maximize our expenditures.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Enclosure:  Outcome Budgeting Deck

el David P. Massaron, CFO

Michael E. Duggan, Mayor
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Attachment IT

“Baltimore’s Advanced Outcome Budgeting System Allows City Leaders to Invest
Taxpayer Dollars in Programs and Services that Matter Most” Case Study







.1|RESULTS
ror AMERICA

January 5, 2018

bal 2 d%a,nced Outcome Budgetmg
ys m Allow‘s City L ders to Invest Taxpayer
| oltars in Programs and Serwces that Matter Most; ‘

THE CHALLENGE: For generations, Baltimore's city budget—Ilike that

of most local governments—made it hard to determine which services
and programs were moving the needle on outcomes that matter most to
residents. Facing severe budget constraints, the City needed a better way
to make funding decisions.

THE APPROACH: The City of Baltimore developed an advanced outcome
budgeting system in 2010 to focus resources on the most effective and
promising services and programs to meet the City's priority needs, based
on performance data and evidence of impact.

THE RESULTS: Baltimore's ground-breaking outcome budgeting system
has led to innovative service delivery mechanisms and a cultural shift
within local agencies. Greater use of data and evidence across the City
of Baltimore has generated improved outcomes for residents in many of
the top city priorities, Baltimore's budgeting system is now serving as the
exemplar model for nine local governments across the country. These
governments are learning from Baltimore how to implement program
elements into their budgets,




INTRODUCTION

Since 2010, the City of Baltimore has used
outcome budgeting to shed light on the impact
of city investments and direct local taxpayer
dollars towards results-driven and evidence-
based solutions. This annual budget process,
which is led by Andrew Kleine, former Baltimore
Budget Director and former Results for America
(RFA) Local Government Fellow, in partnership
with his staff of budget analysts, the Mayor and
her leadership team, and a broad range of local

government agency staff and engaged residents,

allows Baltimore City government to make
the best use of its limited financial resources
by aligning city priorities with effective and
promising strategies.

THE CHALLENGE

In 2008, cities across the United States,
including Baltimore, were facing difficult budget
decisions due to the emerging Great Recession.
City leaders quickly realized that they would not
have enough resources to meet all of the City's
needs with decreased tax revenue projections.
However, they also recognized that during a
recession, residents' needs for city services
would likely increase, particularly in areas such
as employment and public health. Previous
annual budgets had relied on across-the-board
increases or decreases in agency spending,
which were arbitrary and often punished high-
value programs and services that focused on
areas such as youth violence prevention and

Baltimore defines outcome budgeting as

a budget process that aligns resource

with results. Under this process, the budget
is organized around the City's priority
outcomes—the results that matter most

With the right ownership from

city leaders, there’s tremendous

power in this [budget] solution.

afterschool programming while simultaneously
protecting less effective programs. Then-
Baltimore Mayor Shelia Dixon was frustrated by
the budget process which focused on marginal
annual adjustments rather than structural
changes to the base budget. There was both a
desire and a need to make the best use of the
city resources available moving forward.

THE APPROACH

After learning from the experiences of
Washington State's budget transformation to
outcome budgeting in the early 2000s, former
Baltimore Budget Director Kleine presented that
budgeting approach to then-Baltimore Mayor
Shelia Dixon. Together with mayoral staff and the
City's Finance Director, they concluded that the
most rational and defensible system for making
hard budget choices would be to focus funding
decisions on supporting the programs and
services that were delivering, or had the potential
to deliver, the best results for the highest

priority resident outcomes. During one of the

to citizens—and funds are allocated for
those services that will achieve the desired

outcomes. Traditional budgeting is organized

around city agencies and uses the previous

5 spending he starting point for any

agency budget increase or decrease.

Case Study { Baltimore's Budget System Invests in

Programs and Services that Matter Most



THE APPROACH (continuep)

most challenging budget years in generations,
fiscal year 2011, Baltimore embraced outcome
budgeting and embedded performance data and to innovation and developing
evidence of impact into its budget process. The
transition to an outcome-based budget was a
fundamental shift away from an agency-centric services to our residents.
process—used by most local governments across
the country—to one that is focused on delivering
results to the City's highest priority outcomes.

[ want our city to be an

international leader when it comes

best practices in the delivery of

Since the shift, each year the City undertakes
a multi-step process to create an accurate
and clear vision for how city funds should be
allocated to achieve the best results for the
highest priority outcomes.

Baltimore's outcome budget process
requires the following steps:

1. First, the mayor and her/his cabinet establish
city priorities which are based on input
from the citizen community survey, regular
public outreach, and research on challenges
facing residents, Baltimore's community
survey, based on a representative sample of
residents, identifies trends in behavior and
attitudes regarding quality of life indicators

and city services. g

The most recent Baltimore City government X

priorities listed in the fiscal year 2018 budget ]

include:

+ Thriving Youth and Families to allocate finite resources, the Baltimore

+ Safe Neighborhoods budget team implemented a simple game

« Healthy Communities using Monopoly™ board game money to help

+ Vibrant Economy city leadership determine financial priorities.

« Sustainable Infrastructure By beginning with the question, "How would

+ High Performing Government you allocate funding in a perfect world?" city

leadership is able to identify how their goals

2. Next, during the fall of that year, the mayor differ from actual financial allocations. As a

and leadership team determine total result, this approach has allowed Baltimore

spending amounts for each of the outcome to highlight the differences between actual

categories for the upcoming fiscal year. To and desired spending, and shift some funding

facilitate difficult conversations about how from public safety to other priority outcomes.

Baltimore's Budget System Invests in
Case StUdy { Programs and Services that Matter Most




OUTCOME ALLOCATIONS

Fiscal Year 2016 Actuals vs. Senior Staff Preference Developed During Monopoly™ Money Exercise

>
=T
@®
2
r:.;:

FY2016 Budget

THE APPROACH (conTinueD)

3. Once each outcome priority has been
assigned a total spending amount, in
September of that year the City forms

annual Results Teams to develop guidance
documents, known as Reguests for Results,
which outline key indicators and effective
strategies to achieve desired results and

help shape budget proposals for each priority
outcome,. Results Teams are interdisciplinary
teams composed of roughly eight members
who apply to participate and include a cross-
section of City department staff, a mayoral
representative, budget and performance staff,
and two citizen members, Results Teams
issue guidance for all proposals in October of
that year.

4, City agencies then have until early December
of that year to use the guidance documents
provided by the Results Teams and spending
parameters set by the mayor to draft and
submit their proposals to the Results Team

for which services will help achieve a given
priority outcome. Proposals for any outcome
can come from any department. They can also

Senior Staff Preference

SOURCE: BALTIMORE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET AND MANAGEMENT RESEARCH

be jointly developed by multiple departments,
or one department can propose to take over
services from another. All proposals are
submitted to the Results Team for the relevant
priority outcome for review and input.

. The Results Teams meet with each agency

to discuss their proposals, request additional
information, and ultimately, rank all requests
for a given priority outcome by the end of
March. After solidifying the rankings, each
Results Team drafts a memo and meets

with the mayor to recommend services and
funding for each priority outcome.

. Next, the Baltimore Bureau of the Budget

and Management Research compiles all
recommendations and presents a balanced
budget to the mayor and leadership team who
then make final decisions in February about
the mayor's proposed budget to City Council.

. Finally, throughout April, May, and June, the

Board of Estimates and then City Council
holds hearings on the proposed budget and
votes to approve or modify.

Case Study { Baltimore's Budget System Invests in

Programs and Services that Matter Most



TIPS FOR REPLICATION

» Get Ready for a Fundamental Shift: Outcome
budgeting shifts the attention from agencies
to outcomes and results. One big benefit of
this approach is how it opens up the black box
of the base budget and allows government
to prioritize spending based on desired
outcomes. Shedding light on spending and
impact is at the heart of a well-managed
government. Yet, most governments budget
and manage by agency and may bristle at a
new approach.

+ Leaders Need to "Own It": Mayoral buy-in
and participation is crucial, but to achieve
the full potential of outcome budgeting, the
mayor and her/his leadership team needs to
own the process and make all major budget
decisions through this framewaork in order for
it to become the new normal.

= Create an Environment for Collaboration:
Previously, it was uncommon for Baltimore
agency fiscal and program staff to work
together to develop budget proposals or ways
to improve operations. Outcome budgeting
creates opportunities for conversation
and collaboration both within and across
departments in order to propose a new, more
effective way of delivering services.

» Seek Strategies to Prevent Burnout:

There is an inherent level of burnout with

a collaborative-heavy, multi-step, annual
outcome budget process. One way to
alleviate burnout and sustain longevity is

to shift to a biennial budget process. Also,

to keep city leadership engaged, consider
linking budgeting to the strategic plan

and performance measurement, introduce
innovation funds to spur new ideas from
within agencies, and use the concept of lean
government? to improve business processes
that tie back to budget and performance.

Communication is Key: Agency leadership
may hesitate to tie funding to performance
for fear of losing funding. Reduce hesitation
by communicating how agencies can keep
or increase funding if they show that their
services are a high-priority and have an
improvement plan backed by evidence.

Provide Opportunities for New Leaders to
Emerge: The Results Team structure has identified
promising young professionals who have
acquired extensive agency knowledge, made
connections, and enhanced collaboration through
their involvement with the budget process.
Currently, over 150 applications are received each
year for Results Team members and the City now
uses this process to recognize new talent.

Baltimore's Budget System Invests in
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BALTIMORE'S OUTCOME BUDGET PROCESS?®

OLD WAY

I

Starting Point:
Last Year's Spending

Starting Point:
Next Year's Goals

Funding Targets:
By Agency

Funding Targets:
By Priority Outcome

Agency Submission:
How Allocation will be Spent

Agency Submission:
Proposal to Achieve Results

Debate:
What to Cut

Debate:
What to Keep

THE RESULTS*

Outcome budgeting has enabled Baltimore to
enhance effective and high-priority services
during difficult budget years including: maternal
and child health, afterschool programs, and the
Emerging Technology Center business incubator.
Rather than cut these high-need services,
Baltimore has focused on the results they want
to achieve. For example, through its continued
investments in home visiting services for at-risk
expectant mothers, Baltimore has experienced

a significant drop in infant mortality, from 13.5

to 8.4 deaths of children less than one year

of age per 1,000 live births between 2009 to
2015. In its efforts to increase the tree canopy in
Baltimore, the city has invested additional funds
and services in proactive pruning. As a result,
the percentage of trees that remain healthy after
two years of planting has increased from 72% in
fiscal year 2013 to 94% in fiscal year 2016.

Outcome budgeting has also helped identify
low-performing programs without an
improvement plan such as a program designed
to mentor children of prisoners and a program to
help neighborhoods with development projects
that were well-intentioned but ineffective.

SOURCE: BALTIMORE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET AND MANAGEMENT RESEARCH

Shining a light on these issues empowers the
City to provide additional support and funding,
where warranted, or cut unnecessary spending.

Focusing on results creates opportunities for
innovation and efficiency. For example, city
agencies are invited to propose the takeover

of another agency's service to the appropriate
Results Team, if they can make the case that they
can deliver that service more effectively and
efficiently. For example, the Housing Department
now administers burglar alarm registration that
was once managed by the Police Department. The
year after taking over the service, revenue nearly
doubled from $330,000 to $620,000. In addition,
the Baltimore Office of Human Services took over
and consolidated under-performing child care
centers. By leveraging Head Start, they provided
summer learning for 1,700 additional youth.

As a result of outcome budgeting, Baltimore
has accomplished numerous efficiencies and
improvements including:

» An innovative collaboration between the
Baltimore Fire and Health departments
assigns nurses to frequent 911 callers to
address root causes, which has reduced
their calls by 50%.

Case Study { Baltimore's Budget System Invests in

Programs and Services that Matter Most



THE RESULTS (continuep)

« Shifting the rat control service from a small
office in the Baltimore Health Department
to Baltimore's Public Works, street and alley
cleaning crews in fiscal year 2011 reduced
costs by 42% while increasing rat baiting
from 37,000 in fiscal year 2010 to 94,000
in fiscal year 2013. Rat baiting has since
reduced dramatically to 27,000 in fiscal year
2016, as the number of identified burrows on
public property and service requests have
declined.

+ The Baltimore Department of General
Services increased preventive building
maintenance from 6% of its work to 46% in
two years, in part by outfitting a van to more
efficiently manage government facilities in
the outer reaches of the City.

+ The Baltimore Office of Civil Rights achieved
a 40% increase in negotiated settlement
of discrimination complaints by improving
employee training and shedding non-core
functions that interfered with achieving the
Office's mission.

Outcome budgeting enables the City to prioritize
spending and ensure it is working towards
delivering results on the City's highest priority
outcomes. City Council members increasingly ask
about outcomes rather than budget information,
signaling a cultural shift towards using data and
evidence in decision-making. As a testament

to the value of Baltimore's budgeting system, it
has been sustained across three Mayors—Mayor
Sheila Dixon, Mayor Stephanie Rawlings-Blake
and now Mayor Catherine Pugh. Over time,
enhancements have also been made, better
linking outcome budgeting to CitiStat and
developing an QutcomesStat process to more fully
align budgeting, performance management, and
strategic planning across the government.

Baltimore is a leader in investing city resources
in services and programs that deliver outcomes
for residents. Since outcome budgeting began,

Baltimore has improved outcomes in most priority
areas:

« Infant mortality rates dropped 38% between
2002 and 2015;

+ Property crime decreased 2.2% between
2011 and 2016;

« The employment rate for 16-64 year olds
increased 11.6% from 2010 and 2015;

 The number of jobs in Baltimore increased
6.2% between 2010 and 2016;

* 23% more people are reportedly walking
and 40% more people are reportedly biking
between 2009 and 2015;

+ Watershed bacteria levels are down 70%
between 2011 and 2016; and

+ Usage of recreational facilities increased
89% between 2011 and 2016.

In an ongoing effort to mimic Baltimore's
budgeting success, cities and counties across
the country are learning from Baltimore staff
how to create outcome budgeting in their
government including Atlanta, Dallas, Houston
Madison, Montgomery County (MD), Los Angeles,
Philadelphia, Seattle, and Tulsa. Through the
increased use of data and evidence in the
budgeting process, these local governments

are expected to experience greater success in
service delivery and program outcomes, ultimately
improving the well-being of their residents.

Baltimore's Budget System Invests in
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ABOUT RESULTS FOR AMERICA'S

LOCAL GOVERNMENT FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM

Results for America's Local Government Fellows
program was founded in September 2014 to
provide an advanced group of local government
leaders in diverse and influential cities and
counties across the country the knowledge and
support to implement strategies that consistently
use data and evidence to drive policy and budget
decisions on major policy challenges.

With the support and guidance of Results for
America, the Local Government Fellows lead
their governments toward advanced stages of
data-driven and evidence-based policymaking
in order to address major policy challenges in
their communities. The 16 cities and counties
represented in the Fellowship collectively
represent more than 28 million people and
$148 billion in local government spending.

Due to involvement with the Results for America
Local Government Fellowship, Baltimore is

currently collaborating with researchers to
evaluate program effectiveness in a number

of high priority policy areas including youth
homelessness, recycling, and employment.

The results from these evaluations will build
evidence for service delivery strategies, future
budget proposals for priority outcomes, and help
the City better understand their impact on the
lives of residents.

RFA engages its Local Government Fellows in:

. Defining short- and long-term policy goals;

« Developing research partnerships with
academics;

« Sharing best practices and demonstration
projects;

« Problem solving among peers;

. Receiving individual feedback and coaching;
and

. 'Particip'ating in a national network and peer
cohort.
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baltimorecity.gov/budget-publications

» Results for America and The Bridgespan
Group's report, "Geek Cities: How Smarter
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budgeting in this Gov Innovator podcast:
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http://results4america.org
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Baltimore’s Budget Process for FY 2020 (which provides an overview of its
outcome budgeting process)






Fiscal 2020
Baltimore’s Budget Process

Prior to Fiscal 2011, Baltimore used a traditional agency-centric budget process similar to what was used by other local
governments across the country. Each year, funding was allocated to agencies based on available resources and prior-year
spending patterns, and agencies were given freedom to allocate their resources among a variety of functions. Although
this process kept the City’s budget in balance from a financial perspective, it was unclear which agency functions were
most important to citizens and which were demonstrating results.

In Fiscal 2011, Baltimore implemented an innovative process called Outcome Budgeting. The process required agencies
to make service-level budget proposals that justify investments in strategies geared towards achieving City-wide outcomes
and goals. Although the process has evolved significantly over the past decade, the underlying principle remains the same:
to not only keep Baltimore’s budget sustainably balanced, but also to get the best use of City resources by devoting
resources to services that achieve the best results for our citizens.

The ultimate goal of the budget process is to establish a virtuous cycle: first, developing a strategic plan; next, budgeting
resources in a manner informed by the strategic plan; and finally, tracking performance against the plan. To provide maore
insight into Baltimore’s budget process, we have provided a description of each step of the budget process.

Strategic
Performance Planning
Management Develop plans

Fo around population-
Reg_ular CltIS‘FBt level indicators and
sessions monitor B ¢
avE City agency/service
prog performance
measures

Budgeting
‘Agency budget proposals are
based on strategic plans

Resource all_oc_at_ion informed
. by strategic priorities

Strategic Planning
Priority Outcomes and Indicators

The Mayor and Senior Team first decide on a set of Priority Outcomes and indicators. Priority Outcomes are broadly-
defined goals for the City. Although these have been modified and adjusted to reflect the priorities of each Mayoral
administration, similar themes are common. The Fiscal 2020 budget was built around five Priority Outcomes: Public Safety,
Education and Youth, Economic Development and Jobs, Quality of Life, and Accountability and Transparency.

Next, under each Priority Outcome, three to five indicators are chosen to serve as a measure of how well the City is
advancing the Priority Outcome. Indicators should be measured annually and use an external source to ensure integrity
of the data. Taken together, these Priority Outcomes and indicators serve as a report card on how well the City is doing.




Baltimore’s Priority Outcomes

EDUCATION & QUALITY OF LIFE
YOUTH ACCOUNTABILITY & Recycling Rate
ENGAGEMENT TRANSPARENCY Citywide Energy Use
A 5 i Prompt Vendor Payment Water Cleanliness
cademic Achievement i Lo B s
College & Career Readiness Sl §E-eiang Oppoitivias
infant Mortality Blight Elimination

Childhood Asthma

PUBLIC SAFETY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Shootings & JOBS
Property Crime Number of Jobs
Heroin-related Deaths Employment Rate

Visitors to Baltimore

Service-Level Budgets

Each agency organizes its budget around services with simple descriptions and clearly identified costs. Budgeting by
service deliberately changes the focus from agencies to services, and allows us to understand exactly what it costs to carry
out each specific function of government. Service descriptions were overhauled and re-organized for the Fiscal 2011
budget.

One key advantage of this approach is that services are evaluated based on which Priority Outcome they advance rather
than which agency manages the service. For example, the Department of Transportation has a wide range of functions
that address different Priority Outcomes. Services such as Traffic Safety and Street Lighting support Public Safety, while
Parking Management and Special Events support Economic Development and Jobs. This approach allows us to identify
and eliminate duplication of efforts across agencies, and isolate services that are not contributing to desired results.

A listing of the services and funding levels by Priority Outcome can be seen in the Summary of Operating Budget
Recommendations Section on page xx.

Service-Level Performance Measures

Agencies work with the Bureau of the Budget and Management Research (BBMR} and the Mayor’s Office of Sustainable
Solutions (MOSS) to develop performance measures for each service. Internally, performance measures allow the City to
assess the service’s performance over time, and to make corrections if necessary. Externally, performance measures allow
the agency to communicate the value that citizens get for their tax dollars.



There are four types of performance measures:

Type Desgription. = .. 0 1 _ Example for Service 609: Emergency Medical Services
Output How much service is being delivered Number of EMS responses
Efficiency The cost in dollars and/or time per unit of Percent of EMS fees collected versus total billable

output

Effectiveness How well the service meets standards based Percent EMS responses within 9 minutes
on customer expectations

Outcome How much better off is the customer Percent of patients surviving cardiac arrest

Performance measures must meet the S.M.A.R.T. test:

Label Type Description

) Specific Measure is clear and focused

M Measurable Can be quantified and allow for analysis

A Ambitious The target should stretch the service to improve performance

R Realistic The target should make sense given the organization’s fiscal constraints

T Time Bound There should be a clear timeframe for achieving the targeted performance

Service level performance measures were first developed in Fiscal 2011 for larger agencies and in Fiscal 2012for smaller
and medium-sized agencies. In Fiscal 2018, MOSS launched a comprehensive review of all service-based performance
measures citywide. All performance measures, including past years’ actuals and the next budget year’s target, are
reflected in each years’ Agency Detail budget publication.

Budgeting

Proposals

Agencies are asked to submit a budget proposal for each service. The budget proposal is a formal request from the agency
to BBMR for resources for the next fiscal year. The budget proposal includes both financial information and details about
how the service impacts the City. Agencies are asked: How does your service align with the Priority Outcomes? How does
your service drive improvement in one of the city-wide indicators? And, what steps will the service take to improve
performance? Agencies are also provided the opportunity to submit enhancement funding requests. Enhancement
requests are for projects that would improve efficiency and effectiveness of agencies.

Results Teams

Budget proposals and enhancement requests are reviewed by BBMR staff in conjunction with Results Teams. Results
Teams are small teams composed of the “best and brightest” within City government and include mid-level managers,
analysts, or front-line operational experts.




In Fiscal 2020, the City deployed its Results Team to focus on evaluating agency enhancement requests across all Priority
Outcomes. The team was made up of the following members:

Saréh. E“.uzogany,. Foad Re.siiie'nc“e Plannér. =E T T B D.epaf‘t.men.t of Plahhin-g'
Terrence Jennings, Special Assistant to the Chief of Strategic Alliances Mayor’s Office
Chris Harrington, Budget and Management Analyst Department of Finance
Chichi Nyagah-Nash, Assistant Deputy Director Department of Human Resources
Melanie Shimano, Data Automation and Technology Analyst Department of General Services
Andrew Vaught, Executive Director of Operations Baltimore Police Department
Josh Wilson, CitiStat SMART Analyst Mayor’s Office of Sustainable Solutions

Budget Recommendations

Next, the Department of Finance shares all information with the Mayor and Senior Team, and develops the Preliminary
Budget which is released in March. In April, the Mayor and BBMR work to incorporate feedback from the Board of
Estimates and Taxpayers’ Night to develop a final budget recommendation, which is submitted to the Board of Estimates
in May. Once the Board of Estimates approves the budget it is passed on to City Council for review. In May and June, the
City Council holds hearings with agencies and hosts a Taxpayers’ Night. In June, the City Council votes on the budget and
the budget is submitted to the Mayor for final passage. The final budget must be acted on the City Council at least five
days before the start of the fiscal year.

Performance Management

Once the budget is approved, regular performance management sessions are held between the Mayor’s Office,
CitiStatSMART team and agency leadership to discuss performance, identify problems, diagnose causes, and direct
resources to solve problems. BBMR, Department of Human Resources (DHR), and Baltimore City Information and
Technology (BCIT) staff also participate in these meetings. Currently, there are four regular performance management
meetings: Mini Stat, Violence Reduction Initiative, Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative, and Procurement, Inclusion, and
Equity (PIE). Mini Stat meetings are agency specific and based on performance agreements between the Mayor’s Office,
CitiStatSMART team, BBMR, and agency leaders establishing priorities, goals, objectives, measures, and data collection
plans to track and evaluate performance. Agencies currently participating in monthly Mini Stat meetings include the Police
Department, Department of Transportation, Department of Public Works, Fire Department, and Department of Recreation
and Parks. Violence Reduction Initiative meetings are held daily, while Neighborhood Revitalization Initiative and PIE
meetings occur monthly. Performance management is a vital component of Baltimore’s budget process and ensures that
agencies are meeting goals and advancing the City’s Priority Outcomes.

New Developments

In looking to the future of Baltimore’s budget process, BBMR is working to expand community input in the budget process
and beginning the work of budgeting for equity.



Community Outreach

A key part of BBMR’s role is to provide residents with insights into the budget and the budget process. Over the years,
BBMR has embraced this role with the development of the Budget Pop-Up at the Board of Estimates Taxpayers’ Night,
presentations and workshops in the community, and social media presence. BBMR invested in expanding this initiative in
Fiscal Year 2019 with the hiring of a Baltimore Corps Fellow. During this time, BBMR conducted five community
presentations as of March 2019 with over 150 attendees, hosted an Ask Me Anything session on Reddit about the
Preliminary Budget, and coordinated the 2019 Taxpayers’ Night with over 100 attendees. In efforts to continue and expand
this work, BBMR is planning to host more presentations and workshops that will provide residents the opportunity to
share input on the budget, which will be compiled and shared with decision makers during the development of the budget.

Equity in the Budget

In the summer of 2017, Baltimore’s Department of Planning began analyzing where capital projects occurred in the City
based on race, income, and age group. In 2018, the City Council established an Equity Assessment Program (Council Bill
18-0223) with the intent to eliminate structural and institutional racism and other forms of discrimination. As BBMR begins
the process of formalizing equity in our work, we plan to build equity into the measures we use to assess the City’s progress
under the Priority Outcomes, explicitly ask about equity in the budget proposal process, and incorporate equity into our
City Council bill responses. Working towards equity in Baltimore is a process and we still have a long way to go. We have
begun the work internally by developing a working definition around which we are basing our planning and process.

An equitable Baltimore means that quality of life outcomes are not predicated on race, gender, class, and
sexual orientation. At BBMR, we recognize the racialized context and history of Baltimore City, and value
racial equity as central to our efforts. We believe that achieving equity is a process requiring intentional
evaluation and transformation of policies, processes, and systems in order to dismantle barriers to quality
of life outcomes. Since a City’s budget represents the priorities of its leaders, we believe infusing equity in
our work is vital to achieving an equitable Baltimore. Working for equity in our role starts with examining
our internal policies and operations, the City’s funding sources and allocations, public engagement with
the budget, and the budget process itself in order to identify actions to help attain an equitable Baltimore.

We plan to share concrete next steps and actions throughout the process through future publications, website, and social
media accounts.

Budget for Baltimore

BBMR considers the budget process to be a collaborative effort led by the Mayor, with input from agencies, Council
members, and Baltimore City residents. BBMR is committed to building and upholding an open and equitable process.







