
Michael E. Duggan, Mayor 

 
 
 
 

 

 

OFFICE OF CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 

OFFICE OF BUDGET 
Coleman A. Young Municipal Center 
2 Woodward Avenue, Suite 1106 
Detroit, Michigan 48226 

Phone 313•224•6260 
www.detroitmi.gov 

 
 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: David Whitaker, Director 

Detroit City Council, Legislative Policy Division 
  
FROM: Tanya Stoudemire 

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: 
 
1. 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, DoIT, 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. 
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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. 
 
DoIT 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 
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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 emergency 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 DoIT: 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. 
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7. 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 DoIT. 
 
Response: 
 
DoIT 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. 
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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://results4america.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 2011-2016), 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. 
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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 clarifying 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, c) 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. 
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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 
 
cc: David P. Massaron, CFO 
 



Outcome Budgeting systems manage service delivery toward citywide strategies. 

Several cities have had success with these systems. 

We want robust public input, better costing of city services and cataloging of results 

toward industry standards, and stronger long-term planning.

Proposed FY2021 budget pilots an outcome-based approach in GSD, DoIT and Fire:

• Appropriations align to citywide strategies, making the strategies trackable

• Services are identified, with meaningful results

• Budget narratives give clear picture of strategies and results

City of Detroit Outcome Budgeting System



Long-term 
planning for every 

resource 

Appropriations 
tied to outcomes, 
cost centers tied 

to services

Focus on service 
delivered vs 
organization

Broad outcomes 
measured, re-

set

Service tied to its 
measurable 

results

4

CITIES WITH OUTCOME BUDGETS: Baltimore, Austin, Seattle. 

• Strategic outcomes and metrics in place, referencing industry standards

• Operating budget tied to capital / assets plans, and to vehicle plan, staff planning, and other resource planning processes

• Service “business lines” tied to results, with community engagement

ALSO USE INDUSTRY STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC SERVICES

City of Detroit Outcome Budgeting System: benchmarks



Service Example: Parks

We want to manage our resources toward best 

practices in parks services

City of Detroit Outcome Budgeting System: the need

New Way
Parks Budget is more Transparent

Old Way
In FY20, where would you find parks?

Strategies Services Results

Vibrant and Beautiful 
City

Approp No. 26470
$17.9M

Well-maintained parks 
accessible to all 

Future Parks Cost Center 
$12.7M*

• Industry standard 
amenities

• Better cost recovery

Approp No. 11830

GSD Facilities 

FY20

$21.2M

Property Management
Facilities Management
Landscape Design
Park Development
Building Services
Security
Hart Plaza Management

$0.8M
$11.1M

$1.5M
$2.5M
$3.3M
$1.5M
$0.5M

Approp No. 13336

GSD Ground Maintenance

FY20

$15.6M

Ground Maintenance
Ground Maintenance Seasonal
Floriculture
Bus Shelter Clean up

$10.8M
$2.6M
$0.9M
$1.3M

* FY21 recommended reflects $700,000 savings over FY20 in seasonal staff not needed due to service-
based analysis



Crosswalk: Outcome (Appropriation) to Services (Cost centers) 

Outcome: Vibrant and Beautiful City
GSD Appropriation: Parks, Greenspace, Events, Historic/Entertainment venues

Existing Cost Centers:
470011, 470012, 470200, 470300, 472180; parts of 470198, 470199, 472200

Possible Future Cost Centers to segregate costs:

Park design, 
Amenity 

maintenance, Grass 
cutting

Berm, medians, 
trees

GSI storm water, 
greenways, floriculture, 

vacant lot cutting
Events, partners

Aretha, Golf, Hart, 
Spirit, Campus, 

Cemeteries, marinas, 
dock/launches



Budget Narrative: Services and Four-Year Target Outcomes

STRATEGIC OUTCOME /

PROP FY21 APPROPRIATION

FOUR-YEAR PLAN SERVICE 

RESULTS COMPONENT SERVICES

GSD FOUR-YEAR PLAN

KEY TARGET OUTCOMES

Vibrant and beautiful City

#26470 (old approp #12154, 

13336, 11830, 11825)

RELATED ACTIVITIES IN 

ONE PLACE

Well-maintained parks and 

greenspaces within 10 minutes of 

everyone

CLEAR, SIMPLE PRIORITIES,

MOST SPECIFICS YET GIVEN

 307 parks totaling 4800 acres

 19 types of park amenities

 98,600 Vacant lots cut

 55 miles of boulevards, medians

 7 Freeway berms

 334,000 sq ft of flower beds

 Joe Louis Greenway development

 Green stormwater infrastructure 

@Chandler Park

 Sustainability planning

Increases in parks/recreation 

operating cost recovery, from 

current 13.7% [NRPA national 

average = 27%];

$53.22 cost / Detroiter (lower 

than $78.69 national avg)

Industry average park amenity 

counts [Trust-Public Land]

(old approp #20435) Special events reaching the 

greatest number at the lowest cost

 Spirit Plaza Establish GF Cost per 

participant

(old approp 13990) Venues for history and 

entertainment reaching greatest 

number at best cost

 Fort Wayne development plan

 Eastern Market, Aretha Franklin, 

Campus Martius partnerships

 3 cemeteries

 2 marinas, 2 boat launches, 1 dock

 3 golf courses

 Hart Plaza operation

 33 Statues/monuments; 2 fountain

Establish % Increase in total 

investment in the assets (all 

sources)

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

and BEST PRACTICE FOCUS,

LONG-TERM and UNIT COST 

ANALYSIS



Tracking to Outcomes: City of Baltimore General Services Department

Baltimore’s budget tracks to outcomes

http://openbudget.baltimorecity.gov/



Outcome: Effective Governance
GSD ROLE: Industry standard occupancy cost for 100+ Municipal Facilities

2185 vehicles available for city services at industry standard cost

Metrics: 
1. BOMA Expenditures per sq

ft by building service, by 
building type 

2. Repair costs for vehicles 
within lifecycle, by types

Budget:
Vehicle Daily Need citywide

50% of unit cost for repair over life; 
Losses funded by users

Appropriation by service

Plan for core to State of Repair

Standard mtc/janit/security/grounds

Management: 
Vehicles per mechanic/contract

Repair cost per asset

Usage tracking: pm’s, losses, etc

Prioritize reinvestment: Capital 
need/asset value index

Hours per bldg & per occupant

City of Detroit Outcome Budgeting System: it’s a system



1. Regular Mtc/Repair:

• Budgeted per predictable 

costs for each unit in base

• Allowance for units not in 

lifecycle

• Managed per scheduled mtc, 

by vehicle type

6 Component Services:

1. REGULAR MTC/REPAIR

2. LOSSES 

3. GARAGE OVERHEAD

4. FLEET PLANNING

5. ROAD SERVICE

6. FUEL (incl. hardware, staff)

City of Detroit Outcome Budgeting System: it’s a system

4-Year Strategic Outcomes

Effective Governance

Fleet Management Services

Facility Management 
Services

Departmental Admin 
Overhead

Vibrant & Beautiful City

Well-maintained Parks & 
Greenspaces

Historic or entertainment 
venues

Special Events activities

Increased Opportunity / 
Decreased Poverty

Well-maintained recreation 
spaces and specialized 

amenities

Enrichment programs



Framework for Effective Governance Function: it’s a system

Metric 1
• Fleet expansion approved with associated repair/operating costs

Metric 2

• Regular repair costs allocated by vehicle type per industry standards; OT 
specified; Losses billed to users and benchmarked to industry standard

Metric 3
• Fuel, road service, fleet planning and overhead with own allocations

Metric 4

• Core “official building list” established; 3rd party operated, vacant 
buildings requirements analyzed

Metric 5
• For SGR buildings, standard $ per sq ft allocated for each service

Budgeting:

• Costs of meeting Vehicle 
Daily Need

• 50% of unit cost spent 
lifetime on regular repair; 
Users fund losses

• Allocate by service

• Plan for core buildings to 
State of Good Repair

• Standard maintenance, 
custodial, security, grounds 
resource levels

Additional management metrics kept by each agency



4-Year Plan Priorities

• Improved public safety

• More vibrant and beautiful City

• Increased economic opportunity 
and reduced poverty

• Strengthened city service 
operations

• Effective management and 
messaging

Successful Results for GSD

Increased Public Safety

• Fewer stray animals and quicker response to them

• Blight-free neighborhoods

Vibrant and Beautiful City

• Special Events reaching the greatest number at the lowest cost

• Well-maintained Parks and Greenspaces within 10 minutes of everyone

• Venues for history and entertainment reaching greatest number at lowest cost

Increased Opportunity / Decreased Poverty

• Enrichments that increase well-being of vulnerable populations

• Advocacy that increases the visibility and participation in all cultural activities

• Well-maintained recreation spaces and specialized amenities that have optimal use

Strengthened City Service Operations

Effective governance

• Industry standard occupancy cost for 100+ Municipal Facilities

• Right amount of vehicles available every day for city services

metrics

Animal bites

Dangerous 

buildings

$ per site per 

capita

Prop values

ROI

Participants 

per $

% cost 

recovery

Occupancy $ 

for sq ft

Repair $ per 

vehicle

6

City of Detroit Outcome Budgeting System



Example of engagement: City of Austin

City of Austin ‘Challenge Statements’ 

under the Strategic Direction 2023

“Outcome teams” created one-page “Challenge Statements” to focus 

budget development around. Actual public discussions:

1. “How might we improve our approach to facilities and 

infrastructure management to ensure a high-quality, efficient, and 

sustainable portfolio that supports both staff and the customer?” 

2. “How might we improve engagement to include voices of our 

most vulnerable populations, demonstrate the impact of public 

input, and generate meaningful outcomes for the community?”

See:https://assets.austintexas.gov/financeonline/downloads/safety_challenge_statements.pdf



Public education:
What are the functions of City government? 
How are they funded? What does City tax 

receipts pay for? 

Outcomes discussions:
What specific outcomes should the City 

target? How will we measure success? What 
policies should guide our strategies?

Service priorities:
How well are services delivered? How much 

to spend on each? For what results?

• Dashboards, OCFO decks, 
annual agency reports

• Interactive budget (online and 
on-site pop-up’s)

• Agency presentations

• Public input by function

• “Guidance Documents” to 
approach issues

• U-M DMACS survey

• City Council district forums

Necessity of Structuring Community Engagement



FOR FURTHER STUDY: Other Outcome-oriented Jurisdictions

Jurisdictions 

interviewed

Broad Outcomes 

with Measures

Agency 

Services List

Outcome-based 

Budget Process?

Reporting by 

Outcome & Service

Baltimore Mayor’s Office YES YES
CitiStat, “Open Budget 

Baltimore” (Socrata)

Austin
“Strategic Direction 

2023”
YES YES

Data.austintexas.gov

(open portal)

Seattle 4-Yr Strategic Plan YES Agency Business Plan Limited by service

Oakland County NO NO Agency Business Plan Limited by service

Industry Standard Parks function - NRPA, TPL; Fleet function - Jorgensen Ford; Building function - BOMA

Notes:

• Most jurisdictions reviewed have Strategic Outcomes and Measures – Oakland County is working on it

• All jurisdictions reviewed tie operating budget to capital / assets plans, and some tie to additional resource planning processes

• Many jurisdictions explicitly identify Service “business lines” with results, staffed with service-side analysts; service-level reporting is limited

• Have not benchmarked GSD’s blight and animal control services

2
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