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City of Lakeland Background 
 Served as City Manager from December, 2003 through September, 2015 

 Centrally located along the I-4 corridor between Tampa and Orlando on  I-4 
corridor 

 75 square miles, 100,000 Population with 250,000 utility service population 

 Provides its residents a full array of municipal services, including a municipal-
owned electric generation and distribution utility that is ranked as the 3rd largest 
in Florida and among the top 25 nationwide 

 The organization’s annual budget is approximately $600 million and employs 
approximately 2,500 personnel 

 Awarded GFOA’s “Distinguished Budget Presentation” and “Certificate of 
Achievement for Excellence in Financial Reporting” 

 Home to the Detroit Tigers during Major League Baseball’s Spring Training for 
the last 78 years, and the Experimental Aircraft Association’s Annual Sun ’n Fun 
Fly-In, recognized as America’s second largest aviation event of its type 

 Home to Florida Southern College, which features the world’s largest one-site 
collection of buildings designed by the legendary architect, Frank Lloyd Wright, 
and the state’s 12th university, Florida Polytechnic University, which started its 
inaugural class in the fall of 2014 

 



S
T
R
A
T
E
G

IC
 G

O
V
E
R
N

M
E
N

T
 R

E
S
O

U
R
C
E
S
 

SGR Background 

 Serve as SGR’s 1st Regional Manager 

 Based in Keller, TX, SGR exists to help local governments be more 

successful by Recruiting, Assessing, and Developing Innovative, 

Collaborative, Authentic Leaders  (We’re RADICAL!) 

 One of the local government executive search firm in the nation with clients 

in 44 states 

 Hosts one of the nation’s largest Public Sector Job Board @ 

www.sgrjobs.com 

 Also provide an extensive array of specialized live and online training, 

leadership development, assessments, interim placements, governing body 

and senior leadership team retreats, community and organizational strategic 

visioning, and other related services to promote innovation in local 

governments 

 Regularly involved in Finance Director and Budget Director searches, so see 

me afterwards if you are interested in considering a new employment 

opportunity! 

 

http://www.sgrjobs.com/
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Changing Environment 

Higher Citizen Expectations 

 

       Property Tax Challenges 

  

  Economic Declines 

 

             Unfunded Mandates 

 

Fiscal Uncertainty 
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Changing Environment 

 Public unwilling to raise taxes (but equally unwilling 
to cut services!) 

 No more tax increases and often tax reductions 

 Emphasis upon cutting the size of government 

 Declining support for employee pensions and 
healthcare 

 “Now-Focused” instead of “Future-Focused” 

 More concerned with ideology – less concerned with 
cause and effect 

 Doing more with less….. 

 Question everything - “Run Government like a 
Business” 
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Huge Emphasis on Continuous 

Improvement  

 

 Prioritization of Services 

 Making hard choices 

 Haves vs have-nots 

 Who is subsidizing who? 

 Six Sigma 

 Lean Government 
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Changing Environment 

 One of the challenges the City of Lakeland (and 

its peer cities) face now more than ever is the 

need to better connect the value & associated 

costs of municipal services to our constituencies 

 Clearly, through their actions, our constituents 

have asked: 

 What should be kept? 

 What should be changed? 

 What should be eliminated? 
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Changing Environment 

  Constituents expect local governments to  
 operate at improved efficiencies: 

  How do we compare? (e.g. benchmarks & comparative data) 

  What are the impacts associated with service cuts?  

  Governing Bodies require the same: 
 What services can/should we provide at quality levels and at 
costs that are acceptable to the community? 

  The Governing Body, Administration and the 
 Community will need a roadmap of how to get 
 there based upon prioritization of programs 
 and services 
 

 



Where did our Journey begin? 

2009 City Commission Retreat 

Lakeland became an early disciple of 

Chris Fabian & Jon Johnson from 

Jefferson County, Colorado – Before 

they branched out and established the 

Center for Priority Based Budgeting! 
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   Identify, Define & Value  

The Goals of Government 

 

  Have We Clearly Identified the 

Goals of Our Government? 

  Are Our Goals Clear, Defined, and 

Measurable? 

  Does Our Elected Leadership 

Influence the Importance (or “Value”) 

of Each Goal, Relative to the Other 

Goals? 

  Do We Distinguish Between Core 

Services Serving External vs. Internal 

Stakeholders? 

 

 Establish Goals of the Organization 

(draw distinction between results of 

Public-serving Core Services and 

Internal “Governance” Core Services) 

  Allow Elected Leadership to 

Establish Relative Value of Goals 

DIAGNOSTICS TREATMENTS 



Lakeland’s Strategic Operating Plan & Budget Cycle 



1.) Pre-Meeting

City Commission Workshop Guidebook

· Business Survey

· Departmental SWOT Analysis

· Environmental Scan

· FY2013 Actionable Items

2.) CC Strategic Planning WorkshopCity Commission Workshop Guidebook City Commission FY2014 Goals and Issues

3.) Senior Leadership WorkshopCity Commission FY2013 Goals and Issues

Financial Health Forecast (Finance/OMB)

Program-based Actionable Items

Performance Measures

Key Success Indicators

4.) CC Business Planning RetreatProgram-based Actionable Items Approve Actionable Items

Strategic Operating Plan 

5.) Budget Kickoff
City Commission Strategic Vision

Program-based Actionable Items

Fiscal & Budget Environment

Budget Handbook

Departments Prepared for Budget 

Development

Business Operating Plan 

6.) CM Department Meeting
Departmental Proposed:

· Capital Improvement Plan

· Table of Organization

· Line Item Budget

Capital Improvement Plan

Table of Organization

Proposed Budget

Program Information

Program Feedback on Department Issues:

· Actionable Items

· Capital Improvement Plan

· Tables of Organization

8.) CC Budget WorkshopsCity Manager’s Proposed Budget Clarity on Proposed Budget and Issues

9.) Public HearingsCity Manager’s Proposed Budget Final Budget Adoption

Adopted Budget

Inputs Meetings Outputs

April 16
th

 & 17
th

:

April 19
th

 & May 8
th

:

May 30
th

:

7.) CM Program Meeting

Sept 3
rd

 & 16
th

:

Strategic Planning Meeting Inputs-Outputs Work 

Strategic Planning Inputs/Outputs 
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Strategic Goals 

 

                Outcomes  
 

   

           Prioritized Services 
 

    
 

                           Resource Allocation 
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Strategic Operating Plan (SOP) Goals 

Strategic Goals 

Quality of Life 

Economic Opportunity 

Growth Management 

Fiscal Management 

Communication 

Governance 
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Strategic Goals 

 

                Outcomes  
 

   

           Prioritized Services 
 

    
 

                           Resource Allocation 
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The 2009 Green Board Outcome Process 

Experience 
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2009 Outcome Green-Board Example 
Does the Core Service help Achieve this Outcome?   

How? 
 

Responsive, Efficient and Superior Standard of 

Municipal Services 

Adequate electric 

service 

maintenance/delivery 

Dependable 

low cost 

electric power 

Easy access to 

municipal 

services 

Effective sewer 

system 

High level of 

citizen/customer 

satisfaction 

Highly trained 

and prepared 

staff 

Improved 

coordination of 

government services 

Maintain high 

standards for 

municipal 

services 

Recruit best 

employees for 

City of Lakeland 

(to provide the 

best services) 

Responsive 

government 

officials and staff 

Safe drinking 

water 

Top flight 

municipal 

services 

Volunteers Well trained 

knowledgeable 

staff 
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FY2009 Grade Core Services Based on Evidence of their 

Influence on Strategic Goals/Outcome Achievement 

Responsive, Efficient and Superior 

Standard of Municipal Services 
Adequate 

electric 

service 

maintenance/d

elivery 

Dependable 

low cost 

electric power 

Easy 

access to 

municipal 

services 

Effective 

sewer 

system 

High level of 

citizen and 

customer 

satisfaction 

Highly 

trained 

and 

prepared 

staff 

Improved 

coordination of 

government 

services 

Maintain high 

standards for 

municipal 

services 

Recruit 

best 

employees 

for City of 

Lakeland 

(to provide 

the best 

services) 

Responsive 

government 

officials and 

staff 

Safe drinking 

water 

Top flight 

municipal 

services 

Volunteers Well trained 

knowledgeable 

staff 



Quality of Life 

Arts and Cultural 
Enrichment 

Continuous and Inclusive 
Public Engagement 

Enhanced Mobility Options 

Economic, Cultural and 
Service Oriented 

Public/Private 
Partnerships 

Reliable and Efficient Public 
Safety Programs 

Diverse Recreational 
Opportunities and Quality 

Public Spaces 

Vibrant Communities 
and Healthy Lifestyles 

Responsive, Efficient 
and Superior Standard 
of Municipal Services 

Educational Training 
Achievements and 
Life Long Learning 

FY2009 Quality of Life 
 

“Provide quality public spaces; deliver 

superior municipal services, and support 

arts, education, recreation and wellness.” 



Quality of Life 

FY2016 Quality of Life 
 

“Provide quality public spaces; deliver 

superior municipal services, and support 

arts, education, recreation and wellness.” 

Improve 
communication and 
Citizen participation 
in setting 
community 
priorities 

Provide outstanding 
municipal services 

Provide reliable and 
efficient emergency 
response and effective 
safety, fire and crime 
prevention 

Cultivate public/private 
partnerships to facilitate 
a cultural and service-
oriented community 

Enhance mobility 
options to include 
extended hours of 
public transportation, 
bike paths, bike  
lanes and pedestrian 
connections to 
activity centers 

Influence the environment to 
promote active, healthy and 
enriched lifestyles within  
the community 

Promote arts 
and culture 
throughout 
the City 

Promote 
career 
training and 
programs 
aimed at life-
long learning 

Provide diverse 
recreational events, 
accessible parks, 
libraries and 
entertainment venues 



Growth Management 

Reliable, Adequate 
Infrastructure 

Safe, Attractive Neighborhoods 
Across the Economic Spectrum 

Regionally Adequate 
Transportation Systems 

Comprehensive Integrated 
Approach to Land Use 

Decisions 

Quality Developments Consistent 
with Community, Industry and 

Green Standards 

Fiscal Responsibility and 
Shared Resources 

FY2009 Growth Management 
 

“Ensure planning and infrastructure results in 

quality development and safe, attractive 

neighborhoods.” 
 



Growth Management 

Efficient and effective 
use of all resources 

Provide reliable adequate 
infrastructure 

Provide long-range planning to 
direct investment in 

infrastructure necessary for 
growth and redevelopment 

Establish dynamic standards  
to respond to the changing 

environment including “green 
initiatives” 

Implement an effective multi-
modal transportation plan that 
considers regional objectives 

Maintain diverse, safe, 
attractive neighborhoods 

throughout the City 

FY2016 Growth Management 
 

“Ensure planning and infrastructure results in 

quality development and safe, attractive 

neighborhoods.” 
 



Economic Opportunity 

Sustainable Business 
Environment and Tourism 

Enriched Community 
Workforce/Creative Class Jobs 

Partnering for Economic 
Connections, Collaboration 

and Creation 

Downtown Focus and Vibrancy 

Generationally Diverse 
and Attractive 
Environment 

FY2009 Economic Opportunity 
 

“Create and encourage inclusive lasting environments that 

grow, attract and retain a creative, talented, educated and 

technically qualified workforce.” 

 
 



Economic Opportunity 

Participate with economic 
partners creating business 
opportunities and aligning 

regional interests 

Promote downtown as a 
regional center with a vibrant 
mix of high quality residential, 
retail, professional, civic and 

entertainment options 

Foster an inclusive and 
diverse environment that is 

welcoming to all ages 

Collaborate with business and 
tourism partners for sustaining 
viable economic environment 

Attract diverse job 
opportunities and 

cultivate high skill/high 
wage/high technology 

initiatives 

FY2016 Economic Opportunity 
 

“Create and encourage inclusive lasting environments that 

grow, attract and retain a creative, talented, educated and 

technically qualified workforce.” 



Fiscal Management 

Strategic and Budgetary 
Planning with 
Prioritization 

Measurable 
Performance of 

Innovation Efficiency 
and Effectiveness 

New or Diversified Revenue 
Streams to Fund Priorities 

Strategic, 
Accountable and 
Transparent Cost 

Management 

FY2009 Fiscal Management 
 

“Develop and effectively manage financial 

resources.” 



Fiscal Management 

Maintain financial 
stability and align 

financial resources to 
core service priorities 

and regulatory 
requirements 

Explore alternative sources of 
revenues, evaluate fiscal 

capacity including areas that 
should be paying user fees, 

form strategic alliances, 
expand profitable services and 

continually look for other 
creative opportunities 

Develop greater 
transparency into the costs, 
utilization and operations of 

City services 

Continually monitor 
and evaluate cost 

effectiveness as well 
as efficient and 

accountable 
business practices 

FY2016 Fiscal Management 
 

“Develop and effectively manage financial 

resources.” 



Communication 

Media Partnerships for 
Real Time 

Communication 
Feedback 

Customer Experience 
Deemed Professional 

Responsive and 
Productive 

Effective and Timely 
Communication With 

Customers 

Transparent and 
Understandable 

Message Content 

FY2009 Communication 
 

“Develop an informed and engaged community.” 



Communication 

Develop social media 
connections to increase 

real-time 
communication 

outreach to the public 

Provide 
understandable 

information content 
through transparent 

processes 

Respond to all customer 
inquires in a responsive, 

efficient, professional and 
courteous manner 

FY2016 Communication 
 

“Develop an informed and engaged community.” 



Governance 

Enriched, Informed and 
Engaged Workforce 

Transparent, 
Accountable and 
Efficient Business 

Processes 

 Customer and Market 
Focus (Benchmarking) 

Safeguarding of Assets and  
Prudent Management of 

Fiscal Resources 

Results Oriented and 
Value Based 
Leadership 

Strategic and Long 
Term Planning 

Knowledge and Analysis 
Based Decision-making 

Regulatory and Policy 
Compliance 

FY2009 City-Wide Governance 
 

“Provide for responsive and responsible 

governmental service.” 



Governance 

Provide priority based 
services needed by Citizens 
and fund those desirable 

services that customers are 
willing to pay 

Provide a work 
environment that 

enriches, informs and 
engages the workforce 

 Comply with Federal, 
State and local laws 
and City policies 

Live our Core Values  
top to bottom 

Practice strategic, long-
term planning through 

alignment of goals, 
outcome expectations and 

key success indicators 

Utilize sound and best 
practice methodologies to 
ensure effective, efficient, 
transparent, and fiscally 
accountable governance 

Practice knowledge and analysis 
based decision making through 
business process improvement 

tools and resources; critical 
thinking; and pushing decision 

making down to the lowest 
feasible level to eliminate red 

tape 

FY2016 City-Wide Governance 
 

“Provide for responsive and responsible 

governmental service.” 



Strategic Planning Inputs/Outputs 

 



Strategic Planning 

Inputs/Outputs 



Strategic Planning 

Inputs/Outputs 



FY2009 City Commission 

Valuation of Strategic Goals 
 

Strategic Goal 
 

Goal Statement 
 

Value Points 

 
Quality of Life 

 

Provide quality public spaces; deliver superior municipal 
services, and support arts, education, recreation and 
wellness  

25 

Economic 
Opportunity 

 
Create and encourage inclusive, lasting environments 
that grow, attract and retain a creative, talented, 
educated and technically qualified workforce 

23 

Growth 
Management 

 

 
Ensure planning and infrastructure results in quality 
development and safe, attractive neighborhoods. 

18 

Fiscal 
Management 

Develop and effectively manage financial resources 

 
17.5 

 

Communication 
 
Develop an informed and engaged community 16.5 

TOTAL = 100 



FY2016 City Commission 

Valuation of Strategic Goals 
 

Strategic Goal 
 

Goal Statement 
 

Value Points 

 
Quality of Life 

 

Provide quality public spaces; deliver superior municipal 
services, and support arts, education, recreation and 
wellness  

28.14 

Economic 
Opportunity 

Create and encourage inclusive, lasting environments 
that grow, attract and retain a creative, talented, 
educated and technically qualified workforce 

20.43 

Fiscal 
Management 

Develop and effectively manage financial resources 19.14 

Communication Develop an informed and engaged community 18.43 

Growth 
Management 

 

 
Ensure planning and infrastructure results in quality 
development and safe, attractive neighborhoods. 
 

13.86 

TOTAL = 100 



Evolution of Process 

Community Values Survey (2003) 

Online Survey:  

Jan. 23 - Feb. 24 

Data Analysis:  

2,810 valid responses Limitations of the 
study: 

Respondents self-selected (opted-in) to 

participate and therefore not a random 

sample of the population.  

Respondents do not represent a 

probability sample and may not be 

representative of the population. 

 



Purpose 

 Citizen Engagement 

 Objective & Subjective Feedback 

 Learning what Citizens’ Value 

 Additional data for Strategic 

Planning purposes 

 Commission & Staff resource 

 

 

 



Demographic Data – Zip Code 

33801, 360, 
13% 

33803, 515, 
18% 

33805, 190, 
7% 

33809, 309, 
11% 

33810, 443, 
16% 

33811, 210, 8% 

33812, 122, 
4% 

33813, 421, 
15% 

33815, 117, 4% 

Other, 123, 4% 



Demographic Data – Age Group 

18 - 24, 33, 
1% 

25 - 44, 693, 
25% 

45 - 64, 1352, 
48% 

65 and over, 
732, 26% 



Demographics – Gender 

Female, 1548, 
55% 

Male, 1262, 
45% 



Demographics – Size of Household 

449 – 15.9% 

1,332 – 47.4% 

425 – 15.1% 

355 – 12.6% 

152 – 5.4% 

53 – 1.9% 

36 – 1.1% 

0 500 1000 1500

1

2

3

4

5

6

7 or more



Weighted Value of City Goals 

• Respondents ranked Quality of Life their first 
priority, unchanged from prior year  

• Fiscal Management moved slightly ahead of Economic 

Opportunity for 2nd and 3rd priority respectively 

Value/ 

Priority 
City Goal 

2015 

Mean 

Score* 

2014 

Mean 

Score* 

#1 Quality of Life 3.685 3.60 

2 Fiscal Management 3.130 3.14 

3 Economic Opportunity 3.104 3.18 

4 Communication 2.552 2.540 

5 Growth Management 2.529 2.536 

*5 = Highest Value; 1 = Lowest Value 



Community Safety – Fire Services 

674, 24% 

1108, 39.4% 

1855, 66% 

1912,  68% 

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

Satisfaction with Rescue Services

Fire Safety Programs

Calls for Assistance

Quality of Fire Services

No significant change: Quality of Fire Services was selected by 68% to have 

Significant Personal Value followed by Calls for Assistance; only 24% 

selected Rescue Services as having Significant Personal Value.  Calls for 

assistance up 2 pts. 



Community Safety – Police Services 

1,155 – 41.1% 

1,428– 50.8% 

1,709 – 60.8%  

1,934 – 68.8% 

1,938 – 69% 

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

Traffic Safety Awareness

Crime Prevention/Education

Investigative Services

Patrol Services

Dispatching Services

Patrol Services and Dispatching Services were both highly valued by 

nearly 69% (up from 2014).  41% selected Traffic Safety Awareness 

as having Significant Personal Value (up 1 pt. from prior year).   



Parks & Recreation 

447 – 15.9% 

617– 22% 

842 – 30%  

986 – 35.1% 

1,625 – 57.8% 

0 500 1000 1500 2000

Quality of Golf Course

Quality of Swimming Pools

Upkeep of Cemetaries

Variety of Recreation Activities

Appearance of Parks/Facilities

The Appearance of City Parks & Recreational facilities was selected by 

57.6% to have Significant Personal Value (unchanged). Only 15.9% 

selected Quality of City Golf Course as having Significant Personal Value 

(down 2 pts. from prior year).   



Economic & Community Development 

535– 19.0% 

605– 21.5% 

643 – 22.9%  

666 – 23.7% 

790 – 28.1% 

1059 – 37.7% 

1,088 – 38.7% 

0 500 1000 1500

Dev Review

Afford Hous

N'borhood Prog

Bldg Inspect

CRA Districts

Code Enforce

Econ Dev

Economic Development & Code Enforcement were selected by 38.7% and 

37.7% to have Significant Personal Value (both down nearly 3 pts.) Only 

19% selected Development Review Services as Significant Personal Value. 

(down 1.5 pts) 



Cultural & Community Services 

560 – 19.9% 

1,032 – 36.7% 

1,148 – 40.9%  

1,174 – 41.8% 

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400

Social Media

Lakeland Center

City Website

Library Services

Library Services was selected by 41.8% (up 1 pt.) to have Significant 

Personal Value; only 19.9% (unchanged) selected Social Media Public 

Information Services as having Significant Personal Value.   



Environment & Utility Services 

1,496– 53.2% 

1,860– 66.2% 

1,813 – 64.5%  

1,828 – 65.1% 

2,230 – 79.4% 

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

Lakes &
Stormwater

Wastewater
Treatment

Solid Waste

Electric Utility

Water Treat
/Distribution

Water Treatment & Distribution was selected by 79.4% to have Significant 

Personal Value (down 1 pt.); only 53.2% (up .8 pt.) selected Lakes & 

Stormwater as having Significant Personal Value.  At 66.2% the Electric 

Utility move up to #2. 



Transportation Services 

461– 16.4% 

1,063 – 37.8% 

1,634 – 58.1%  

1,972 – 70.2% 

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500

Lakeland Linder Airport

Parking Services

Facilities Construction

Facilities Maintenance

Facilities Maintenance was selected by 70.1% to have Significant 

Personal Value followed by Facilities Construction at 58.1% (down >2 

pts.) Only 16.4% selected Lakeland Linder Regional Airport as 

Significant Personal Value.   



Alternatives for Maintaining City Services 

“Increasing User Fees” was ranked as the most valued 

alternative (34% more value). Decreasing Service 

Levels was their least valued alternative. Unchanged 

from prior year. 

Value 

Priority 

Alternatives for Maintaining 

City Services 

2015 

Mean 

Score* 

2014 

Mean 

Score* 

1 Increase User Fees 2.422 2.44 

2 Increase General Taxes 1.813 1.88 

3 Decrease Service Levels 1.765 1.68 

*3 = Most Favorable; 1 = Least Favorable 



Lakeland as a Good Place to . . . 

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1 84.6% 

74.1% 
68.6% 

67.3% 

54.1% 

% Mostly Agree or Completely Agree.  More likely to rate it high as a 

place to live (84.6% - down .7 pts.) than as a place to work (54.1% - 

down 3 pts.) 



Assessment of Lakeland  

 -

 0.20

 0.40

 0.60

 0.80 67.6% 
64.9% 

60.8% 
57.1% 

44.0% 

% Mostly Agree or Completely Agree. Respondents rate it higher for 

Overall Safety of Residents (67.6%) than as a place to Operate a 

Business (44%). Both of which are down 1.5 pts. 



Good Value for the Taxes I Pay  

Completely 
Agree, 627, 

22% 

Mostly Agree, 
836, 30% 

Somewhat 
Agree, 603, 

22% 

Slightly Agree, 
250, 9% 

Do Not Agree, 
264, 9% 

N/A, 230, 8% 

52.1% Completely Agree and Mostly Agree that they 

receive “good value.” Unchanged from prior year. 



Alternatives for Maintaining City Services 

by Zip Code  

1

1.2

1.4

1.6

1.8

2

2.2

2.4

2.6

33801 33803 33805 33809 33810 33811 33812 33813 33815

Increase User Fee(s) Increase General Taxes Decrease Service Levels



Business Planning 

Inputs/Outputs 



Development of Annual 

City Commission Actionable Items 
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Strategic Goals 

 

                Outcomes  
 

   

           Prioritized Services 
 

    
 

                           Resource Allocation 
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FY2009 Municipal Core Services 

Breakdown 

  General Fund – Operational  210 

  General Fund – Governance  115 

  Internal Service Funds      56 

  Misc. (CRA’s, CDBG, etc.)    25 

  Enterprise Funds      78 

     TOTAL    484 
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FY2016 Municipal Core Services 

Breakdown 

  General Fund – Operational    92 

  General Fund – Governance    37 

  Internal Service Funds      15 

  Misc. (CRA’s, CDBG, etc.)    10 

  Enterprise Funds      30 

     TOTAL    184 
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  Key Objectives of Prioritization 

 Comparatively evaluate municipal core services relative 
to their influence on achieving Goals & Outcomes in the 
Strategic Operating Plan   

 Better understand our core services in the context of the 
cause-and-effect relationship they have on the Strategic 
Operating Plan  

 Provide a higher degree of understanding among 
decision-makers regarding the scope, costs and impact 
of municipal core services 

 Publicly articulate how we value our services, invest in 
our priorities and ultimately divest ourselves of lower 
priority services 

60 
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GRC Review Process 
 Assigned individual Committee Members to review 

specific Governance Outcomes and Operational 
Goals/Other Category Criteria 

 Criteria Specialist (GRC Member) shared High through 
Low benchmark examples and explained rationale for 
grades assigned 

 Criteria Specialist facilitated the review and discussion of 
Core Services 

 Changes to Core Service Grading were discussed, with 
consensus reached before assigning final Grades 

 GRC reconsideration of Grade assignments to be based 
on Departmental requests where total GRC Grade was 
reduced by 8 or more points from original Departmental 
Grades 

 Mayor & City Commission subsequent review and input 

 

 

 

 



FY2009 Core Services  

Evaluation Criteria 

Quality of 

Life

Grow th 

Management

Fiscal 

Management

Economic 

Opportunity
Communication

Mandated 

to 

Provide 

Core 

Service

Core 

Service 

Sustained 

by Direct 

User Fee

Demand for 

Service

Constituent        

Expectations

-5 to 5 Scale

0=No 

Mandate
0 = 0%

5=Local 

Mandate
1 = 10%

5 = Highly 

Valued           

5 = 50%

 0 = Neutral 

Value              

10 = 100%
  -5 = Less 

Valued

City 

Commission

   0 = No 

Change in 

Demand
3 = Core Service has a strong influence on the Goal 

2 = Core Service influences the Goal

4 = Core Service is essential to achieving the Goal 4 = Demand 

Signif icantly 

Increasing

Goals Other

10=State 

or 

Federal 

Mandate

Step 4

Evaluation Criteria

0-10 

Scale 

-4 = Demand 

Signif icantly 

Decreasing1 = Core Service has some influence, though minimal

0-10 Scale 

based on 

Percentage 

 -4 to 4 

Scale  

0 = Core Service has no influence on achieving the Goal

On a scale of 0 to 4 points



Goal Evaluation 

  Grading Benchmarks: 

 No Influence = 0 points 

 Some Influence = 1 points 

 Influence = 2 points 

 Strong Influence = 3 points 

 Essential = 4 points 



Mandated to Provide Core Service 

Grading Benchmarks: 

 No Mandate = 0 points 

 COL Adm. Policy = 2 points 

 County/City Ordinance = 3 points 

 Local Initiative w/State Regulation = 4 points 

 State or Federal Mandate = 5 points 
 



Core Service Sustained  

by Direct User Fee 

Grading Benchmarks: 

 0% Funding = 0 points 

 Percentage Covered by a Direct User Fee: 

•    1% -   20% = 1 point 

•  21% -   40% = 2 points 

•  41% -   60% = 3 points 

•  61% -   80% = 4 points 

•  81% - 100% = 5 points 

 



Demand for Service 
(Changes in Demand for Service) 

 Grading Benchmarks: 

 Significant Decrease = -2 points 

 Decreasing = -1 point 

 No Change = 0 points 

 Increasing = 1 point 

 Significant Increase = 2 points 



Constituent Expectations Criteria 

Quality of 

Life

Grow th 

Management

Fiscal 

Management

Economic 

Opportunity
Communication

Mandated 

to 

Provide 

Core 

Service

Core 

Service 

Sustained 

by Direct 

User Fee

Demand for 

Service

Constituent        

Expectations

-5 to 5 Scale

0=No 

Mandate
0 = 0%

5=Local 

Mandate
1 = 10%

5 = Highly 

Valued           

5 = 50%

 0 = Neutral 

Value              

10 = 100%
  -5 = Less 

Valued

Step 4

Evaluation Criteria

0-10 

Scale 

-4 = Demand 

Signif icantly 

Decreasing1 = Core Service has some influence, though minimal

0-10 Scale 

based on 

Percentage 

 -4 to 4 

Scale  

0 = Core Service has no influence on achieving the Goal

On a scale of 0 to 4 points

10=State 

or 

Federal 

Mandate
4 = Core Service is essential to achieving the Goal 4 = Demand 

Signif icantly 

Increasing

Goals Other

2 = Core Service influences the Goal

City 

Commission

   0 = No 

Change in 

Demand
3 = Core Service has a strong influence on the Goal 

City Commission awarded an averaged adjustment value (-5 to +5) to a core 

service total grade based on Constituent Expectations   



FY2016 Core Services  

Evaluation Criteria Forms 



FY2016 Prioritization 

Core Services 

Quadrant 
Number 

Services Departments Enterprise 

1 27 7 4 

2 31 8 8 

3 & 4 68 8 12 

Support Services 

Quadrant 
Number 

Services Departments 

1 & 2 34 10 

3 & 4 27 7 
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FY2016 Prioritization Graph 

Operational - Quadrant 1 

27 Core Services were included in 

Quadrant 1 

Of the 27 Core Services, 7 Departments 

were represented   

Of the 27 Core Services, 12 were related 

to Enterprise Funds 
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FY 2016 Prioritization Graph: 

Operational - Quadrant 2 

 31 Core Services were included in 

Quadrant 2 

 Of the 31 Core Services, 8 Departments 

were represented   

 Of the 31 Core Services, 8 were related 

to Enterprise Funds 
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FY2016 Prioritization Graph: 

Operational - Quadrants 3 & 4 

 68 Core Services were included in 

Quadrants 3 & 4 

 Of the 68 Core Services, 8 Departments 

were represented   

 Of the 68 Core Services, 12 were related 

to Enterprise Funds 
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FY16 Prioritization Graph: 

Governance - Quadrants 1 & 2 

 34 Support Services were included in 

Quadrants 1 & 2 

 Of the 34 Support Services, 10 

Departments were represented   
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FY 2016 Prioritization Graph: 

Governance  - Quadrants 3 & 4 

 27 Support Services were included in 

Quadrants 3 & 4 

 Of the 27 Support Services, 7 

Departments were represented  

 

 



Core Services Prioritization 



Core Services Prioritization 



Support Services Prioritization 
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Strategic Goals 

 

                Outcomes  
 

   

           Prioritized Services 
 

    
 

                       Resource Allocation 
 

 



Budget Process Inputs/Outputs 



Budget Theme 

No you can’t always get what you want, 

You can’t always get what you want, 

You can’t always get what you want… 

But if you try sometimes, you might find, 

You get what you need….. 

“You Can’t Always Get What You Want” 

Mick Jagger & Keith Richards 

The Rolling Stones 



FY2009 Budget Policies 

 Inaugural Departmental budget targets with 
Priority-Based Budgeting averaged 2% from 
previous Fiscal Year, less compensation built-
ins, one-time projects and carryovers 

 Prioritization Quadrant budget targets were 
based upon following cuts: 
 1.75%  - Quadrant 1 Services 

 2.00%  - Quadrant 2 Services 

 2.25% -  Quadrant 3 Services 

 2.50% -  Quadrant 4 Services 

Subsequent budget targets have changed from 
Fiscal Year to Fiscal Year based upon economic 
conditions 

 





Performance Budget Format 



Performance Budget Format 



Lessons Learned 

This is hard stuff! 

Connect with the Center for Priority Based Budgeting 

 www.pbbcenter.org 

Senior Leadership and Governing Body buy-in is essential 

Be prepared for internal Departmental concerns with 

prioritization of their services 

Don’t get carried away with too much detail at the start 

Don’t worry if the process is not perfect to start with - it will 

evolve over time 

Collaborate with other local governments that have 

adopted PBB for new ideas  

Remember that PBB is recognized as a leading practice 

and help spread the word! 

http://www.pbbcenter.org/
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For more information contact Doug Thomas at: 

 

DouglasThomas@GovernmentResource.com 

 

(863) 860-9314 

 

www.GovernmentResource.com 
 

mailto:DouglasThomas@GovernmentResource.com
http://www.governmentresource.com/


Questions? 

“Lakeland – A Vibrant, Culturally 
Inclusive World-Class Community” 


