MESA COUNTY GOVERNMENT
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COST PER CITIZEN: 23 CENTS PER DAY
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PUBLIC WORKS
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PuBLIC WORKS

Revenues

Department Generated
General Support Required *

Total Revenues

* Taxes, Transfers or Fund Balance

Expenditures

Personnel
Operating
Capital Outlay

Total Expenditures

PAGE 14-3
<mmmmm Actual Audited [ Projected Budget
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

$9,397,472 | $9,836,817 | $10,125,203 | $9,929,307 | $11,206,103
($404,010)] ($517,688) ($50,431) $953,067 ($296,170)
$8,993,462 | $9,319,129 | $10,074,772 | $10,882,374 | $10,909,933
$3,309,281 | $3,645,329 | $3,970,518| $4,156,905| $4,501,707
$2,861,432 | $2,570,127 | $3,120,065| $3,659,094| $3,817,359
$2,822,749 | $3,103,673 | $2,984,189| $3,066,375| $2,590,867
$8,993,462 | $9,319,129 | $10,074,772 | $10,882,374 | $10,909,933

67.00 68.00 70.00 72.00 75.00

Authorized Personnel (FTE's)

Public Works

Expenditure Summary

Public Works

Engineering

Road & Bridge Operations
Solid Waste Management
Septic System Elimination
Transportation Impact

Total

Actual Audited m—)p

2000

$268,313
$638,193
$6,381,530
$1,705,426
$0

$0

$8,993,462

2001

$295,955
$701,296
$6,879,611
$1,442,267
$0

$0

$9,319,129

2002

$324,552
$807,480
$6,959,507
$1,983,233
$0

$0

$10,074,772

Projected
2003

$359,325
$960,451
$7,104,644
$2,451,250
$6,704

$0

$10,882,374

Budget
2004

$351,691
$1,256,980
$6,769,524
$2,357,738
$24,000
$150,000

$10,909,933
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PUBLIC WORKS

~Qur Mission~

To provide professional administrative and technical support to the divisions and citizens of Mesa County

for physical improvements through design and maintenance (y" roads, bridges, traffic control systems and

building inspections.

Organizational Functions

Public Works provides administrative and technical support to the following departments: Road & Bridge,
Engineering, Building, Fleet and Solid Waste. Additional duties include procurement of real property, ease-
ments and agreements for construction projects, condemnation proceedings where necessary, manage
the disposal of county owned vacant lands, acquiring grants for Engineering, and provide oversight for the
Capital Improvement Program, which in 2004 was over $12,000,000.

2004 Accomplishments

¢ Received over $2,100,000 in grants as follows:
0 Over $600,000 for bike lanes for Monument Road in Fiscal Year (FY) 2007-2008
0 $500,000 for improvements of 31.5 Road at E.5 & I-70 for FY 2006
0 $700,000 for access improvements at the Peachtree Shopping Center FY 2007
¢ $300,000 for a collection system for the community of Gateway FY 2004

Performance Measures

Objective One: To provide professional and technical support to the five divisions that comprise the Public
Works Department.

Performance Measurement: Track the progress towards the achievement of the goals established in the
performance measurements for the following divisions contained in the Public Works Department: En-
gineering, Road and Bridge Operations, Landfill, Traffic and Building Inspection.

Goal: Successful achievement of the goals established in the performance measurements for each of
the divisions that comprise the Public Works Department.

Objective Two: Negotiate the acquisition of necessary county right-of-way in a timely and cost-effective
manner.

Performance Measurement: Estimate the length of time and the cost it takes to acquire. necessary
county right-of-ways. Track the accuracy of these estimates. Track the number of times estimates are
accurate or inaccurate. When an estimate of time or cost is inaccurate record the reason for the inac-
curacy according to the following categories: lack of resources, plan changed, excessive litigation, un-
derestimation, problems arising from the method for Public Use, County Attorney will not accept the
standards established by Public Works for the purchase.

Goal: Use data collected in FYO5 to establish a benchmark for determining goals in future years.
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PUBLIC WORKS

Performance Measures

Objective Three: Provide timely, accurate and courteous service to citizens interacting with any of the divi-
sions comprising the Public Works Department.

Performance Measurement: Track the number of complaints that are referred to the Public Works Direc-
tor by division heads, citizens or the Board of County Commissioners. Determine the number of com-
plaints that are legitimate or perceived problems. For perceived problems, track the number of com-
plaints that are repetitive and the number of complaints that are one-time occurrences. Track the num-
ber of legitimate problems that can or cannot be resolved. Track the percentages of complaints that
fall into each category and the response.

Goal: All legitimate complaints that can be addressed are resolved. All legitimate complaints that can-
not be addressed immediately are addressed through communication with the complainant explaining
why the concern cannot be resolved immediately, and when resolution can be expected. All perceived
problems are responded to through written communication explaining why the Public Works Depart-
ment cannot resolve the problem.

Objective Four: Provide responses to all Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests without incurring
costs to the county.

Performance Measurement: Track the actual costs incurred by Department personnel in responding to
FOIA requests. Track the amount charged to citizens for responding to their FOIA requests.

Goal: Fees collected for responding to FOIA requests should equal but not exceed the cost of respond-
ing to a FOIA request.

Objective Five: Secure and properly manage grant money available from sources outside county govern-
ment used to provide revenue for accomplishing the mission of the Public Works Department.

Performance Measurement One: Track the percentage of the Public Works Departments’ annual
budget that is paid for with grant money.

Goal: Use data collected over FYO5 and FY06 as a benchmark for determining future goals.

Performance Measurement Two: Track the number of times funding is withheld or withdrawn by a
grant provider due to mismanagement of the grant; report results annually.

Goal: No money should ever be withheld or withdrawn by the provider of a grant.
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PUBLIC WORKS

PUBLIC WORKS

MANAGING DEPARTMENT: COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

Revenues

Department Generated

General Support Required *

Total Revenues

* Taxes, Transfers or Fund Balance

Expenditures

Actual Audited n——lp>

2001

$14,165
$254,148

$268,313

2002

$12,798
$283,157

$295,955

2003

9,076
$315,476

$324,552

Projected
2004

37,507
$321,818

$359,325

Budget
2005

8,000
$343,691

$351,691

Personnel $254,594 | $286,718 315,292 317,260 337,368
Operating $13,719 $8,738 8,544 13,065 14,323
Capital Outlay $0 $499 716 29,000 0
Total Expenditures $268,313 | $295,955 | $324,552 $359,325 $351,691
Authorized Personnel (FTE's) 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Public Works Expenditures
2001-2005
o Projeclisd  Appropriated
$4OO 000 - Ctual AUdIItIe_ INRNNNRRRRR NN A,.._J,]. e pp [p
’ $ITTO2g $351.694
$350,000 $324;
$300,000 -
$250,000 -
$200,000 1
$150,000 -
$100,000
$50,000 -
$0 -
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
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ENGINEERING

~Qur Mission~

To design, construct, and administer all public infrastructure projects within Mesa County in order to

assure a safe and reliable system for the benefit of visitors and Mesa County residents.

Organizational Function

The Engineering Division implements $10 - $ 14 million annually on Capital Projects for roads, bridges and
stormwater drainage; manages traffic control signs, signals and road striping as well as collects traffic data
on County roads; administers FEMA Floodplain requirements; upkeeps the Public Land Survey System; is-
sues permits for work in public right-of-way, driveways and floodplain; implements the Federal Clean Water
Act Stormwater Permits and activities; implements the new Traffic Impact Fee Program.

2004 Accomplishments

Capital Projects:
Construction began on 29 Road: Unweep to Highway 50

Construction began on the Colorado River Bridge

Completed the improvements on Orchard Avenue: 29 to 29 1/2 Road
Completed the improvements on B 1/2 Road: 30 to 31 Road
Completed the design/study for the 33 Road Corridor Plan
Completed the 17.5 and N.3 corner improvements

Replaced the 39.4/G.2 Bridge

Replaced the spring Creek Bridge

*® & & 6 O o o o o

Completed the 45.5 / Little Horsethief Drainage improvements

Permits:
¢ Issued 699 Underground Utility and 16 Surface Alteration
¢ Issued 393 Driveway Permits

¢ For FEMA Floodplain issued 4 permits, 93 planning clearances and 74 Development Applications

Clean Water Act Stormwater Permit:

¢ Issued a Municipal Operation Plan
¢ Partnered on grants for water quality studies and information

¢ Gave technical support to Drainage Authority
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ENGINEERING

Performance Measures

Objective One: Implement Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) plan.

Performance Measurement: Track the time and cost for completion of projects identified in the Capital
Construction plan

Goal: Projects identified in the Capital Construction plan will be completed on time at a cost equal to or
below estimates

Objective Two: Provide oversight for the safety of all county bridges.

Performance Measurement: Inspect the structural integrity for all county bridges every two years and
for all minor county bridges every three years.

Goal: No bridge should fall below the 50% sufficiency rating. Bridges nearing this rating should be
scheduled, within funding availability, for replacement or repairs in the following time frames:

¢ Bridges on arterials - first priority
¢ Bridges on collectors — second priority
¢ Bridges on local streets — third priority

Objective Three: Develop a county storm water plan that complies with the federal Clean Water Act.

Performance Measurement: Compare actions taken to develop storm water plan with existing schedule
for development of the plan.

Goal: Complete scheduled activities on time.

Objective Four: Provide timely, accurate information to anyone involved in the development of flood-prone
properties.

Performance Measurement: Track the time it takes to review flood plain permit material submitted to
the county.

Goals: 1) Complete 90% of flood plain reviews within assigned time frame
2) Answer questions about NFIP mapped flood plains within 5 days.

Objective Five: Provide timely, accurate information to the public about right-of-way.
Performance Measurement: Track the time it takes to respond to public inquiries about right-of-way.
Goal: Complete 90% of public inquiries within five working days.

Objective Six: Provide timely, accurate information to anyone involved in the development process.

Performance Measurement: Track the time it takes to review survey plats and engineering plans sub-
mitted to the County Planning Department.

Goal: Complete review of 90% of Development applications within assigned time frame.
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ENGINEERING
MANAGING DEPARTMENT: PUBLIC WORKS

Actual Audited s | Projected Budget
Revenues 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Department Generated $126,248 | $132,300 36,299 133,838
General Support Required * $511,945 | $568,996 | $771,181 $849,988 | $1,123,142

Total Revenues $638,193 | $701,296 | $807,480 $960,451 | $1,256,980

* Taxes, Transfers or Fund Balance

Expenditures

Personnel $550,364 | $616,721 | 721,472 838,712 1,060,323
Operating $87,829 $84,575 84,433 121,363 196,657
Capital Outlay $0 $0 1,575 376 0

Total Expenditures $638,193 | $701,296 | $807,480 | $960,451 | $1,256,980
Authorized Personnel (FTE'S) 8.00 9.00 11.00 13.00 14.00

Engineering Expenditures
2001-2005

Appiepiiated

$1,400,000 H
$1,200,000 Aasatasnsesses >

$1,000,000 ‘
$800,000 1
$600,000 1
$400,000 1
$200,000 1
$0 -

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
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ROAD & BRIDGE OPERATIONS

~Qur Mission~

To provide the transportation industry and the motoring public with a road and bridge system which is

protected, preserved and well maintained in order to maximize infrastructure life at minimum long-term

cost and to ensure a safe and efficient transportation system as per State statutes that regulate the

certified road system.

Organizational Function

The Road & Bridge Department maintains a safe road and bridge system, maintains cattle guards, provides
snow and ice control, repairs curbs and gutters and controls brush and weeds in right of ways in order to
maximize infrastructure life and ensure a safe and efficient transportation system.

2004 Accomplishments

¢ Snowplowing efforts were exemplary with crews being dispatched at all hours to plow and control ice
build-up for just over 1,000 miles each snowstorm.

¢ 2004 was again an exceptionally dry year due to the drought. Continued gravel road maintenance
was nearly impossible due to the lack of moisture from rainfall. Magnesium chloride helped dramati-
cally, which is used yearly on about 90 miles of gravel roads to reduce dust.

¢ Afairly large landslide closed the road to Vega Dam. Crews worked for about a week getting the road
open to one-lane traffic but the complete slide removal took about six weeks to complete. This was an
unplanned emergency and required a lot of manpower and equipment resources.

¢ The asphalt resurfacing program continues but the ability to maintain a successful program is dimin-
ished due to rising costs in petroleum products. Over 31 miles of asphalt roads were overlaid (we
should be doing 35 miles) with new pavement and 34.77 miles were seal coated (we should be doing
closer to 50 miles).

¢ Mesa Lakes Roads Project: In conjunction with the Grand Mesa National Forest Service, the Mesa
Lakes Roads Project was completed which included rebuilding some access roads and associated park-
ing areas as part of our agreement with the Forest Service in 2003. This two-year project was com-
pleted successfully with final paving during the summer of 2004,
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ROAD & BRIDGE OPERATIONS

Performance Measures

Objective One: Maintain and preserve all county roads through effective and timely use of crack sealing,
chip sealing and overlay programs.

Performance Measurement: On an annual basis rate all county roads on a 1-10 basis with one indicat-
ing the best condition and 10 indicating the worst condition.

Goal: Use the data collected during FYO5 to establish a benchmark for determining future goals for ac-
ceptable conditions of county roads.

Objective Two: Maintain cost effective crack seal, chip seal and overlay programs.

Performance Measurement: On an annual basis determine the unit cost for the crack seal, chip seal and
overlay programs. ldentify other appropriate counties using the Pubworks system and compare unit
costs.

Goal: Unit costs for each program should be equal to or less than the average of other comparable
counties

Objective Three: Maintain and preserve all below the road surface structures to include culverts, drains,
and cattle guards, etc.

Performance Measurement: On an annual basis rate the condition of all below the road structures on a
0-5 basis with 0 meaning a rating can not be determined, 5 meaning a structure has been abandoned,
and 1 indicating best condition through 4 meaning worst condition.

Goal: Use the data collected in FYO5 to establish a benchmark for determining goals in future years.

Objective Four: Provide a street sweeping program that successfully limits the clogging of storm water
drains due to excessive buildup of sand, gravel and other debris.

Performance Measurement: On an annual basis, track the number of storm water drains that are
clogged and need to be cleaned out.

Goal: Use data in FYO5 to establish a benchmark for establishing goals in future years.

Objective Five: Keep labor costs as low as possible.

Performance Measurement. Determine the labor cost savings from participating in the Inmate Work
Program with the County jail by using the following formula: Multiply the number of inmate/workers
by the number of days worked by $30.00 a day.

Goal: Use data collected in FYO5 to establish a benchmark for determining future goals.
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ROAD & BRIDGE OPERATIONS
MANAGING DEPARTMENT: PUBLIC WORKS

Revenues

Department Generated
General Support Required *

Total Revenues

* Taxes, Transfers or Fund Balance

Expenditures

Actual Audited m—f>

$6,558,676
($177,146)

$6,381,530

2002

$6,780,617
$98,994

$6,879,611

2003

$6,655,009
$304,498

$6,959,507

Projected
2004

6,785,303
$319,341

$7,104,644

Budget
2005

6,939,265
($169,741)

$6,769,524

Personnel $2,317,754 | $2,491,710 | 2,638,496 2,707,272 2,720,318
Operating $1,252,272 | $1,284,727 | 1,339,338 1,363,349 1,472,339
Capital Outlay $2,811,504 | $3,103,174 | 2,981,673 3,034,023| 2,576,867

Total Expenditures $6,381,530 | $6,879,611 | $6,959,507 | $7,104,644 | $6,769,524
Authorized Personnel (FTE's) 51.00 50.00 50.00 50.00 50.00
Road & Bridge Expenditures
2001-2005
$7,200,000 T @tual AUdth  ANNENENNANENEN $7 04 "‘
$6,959,507

$7,000,000 T $6 0-6 1 ﬁ:ﬁ
$6,800,000 - $6,269:224
$6,600,000 -

6,381,530
$6,400,000 1~ P
$6,200,000 |
$6,000,000 -

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
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SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

~Qur Mission~

To manage the Mesa County Solid Waste Management system as a publicly owned and privately operated

utility for the disposal, recycling and reuse of municipal solid waste generated in Mesa County in order to

maintain a viably priced and accessible disposal option which, in turn allows County residents to

maintain a clean, healthy and aesthetically pleasing environment.

Organizational Function

The Solid Waste Management division operates a dynamic myriad of activities managing the municipal
solid and hazardous waste generated in Mesa County. Duties include providing public education, adminis-
tering the contract of the Landfill and Transfer Stations, operating the Household Hazardous Waste Pro-
gram, managing the Commercial Composting Program and implementation oversight of the Solid Waste
Management Plan. In addition, the Division is required to maintain the plan for placement of a final cover
to the Landfill site within six months of the date it stops accepting waste and to perform certain mainte-
nance and monitoring functions for thirty years after closure. The remaining estimated life of the landfill is
approximately fifty years and the County expects to close the landfill in the year 2049. For purposes of
budgetary comparisons, the 2000, 2001 and 2002 actual expenditures, do not include non cash adjust-
ments of $468,934, ($306,428), and ($107,506) respectively. Please see the Fund Summary section for ad-
ditional details concerning ending retained earnings.

2004 Accomplishments

Hazardous Waste Collection:

+ Collected over 300,000 pounds of material

¢ Served 3,900 residents and 191 small businesses

Education Program

¢ Provided campus tours to over 1,100 individuals
¢ Provided presentation materials or made contact with over 3,700 individuals

¢ Successfully implemented the “Tarp It” litter abatement program

Solid Waste Administration
¢ Acquired state/local permits for biosolids and animal mortality composting
¢ Increased landfill hours during daylight savings time
¢ Held a 2nd Landfill Free Day in the fall of 2004
+ Completed the following capital improvement projects under budget:
0 Fiber installation for IMD conductivity
0 Office construction

¢ Fuel tank installation
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SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Performance Measures

Objective One: Provide viably priced tipping fees for all solid waste disposal services.

Performance Measurement. Compare prices and services offered with other county landfills in the sur-
rounding areas.

Goals: 1) Fees will be at or below surrounding counties

2) Variety of services provided by the Mesa County landfill will be equal to or exceed other
county landfills in the surrounding areas

Objective Two: Encourage the use of alternative methods of disposal of solid waste.

Performance Measurement: Track the utilization of the following alternative special waste management

programs:

1.

Compost: Track the annual amount by the yard of compost sold. Also track the number of bags of
compost sold.

Small Generator Program: On an annual basis track the number of small businesses that utilize the
program and the total amount of hazardous waste collected from the businesses.

Used Syringe Collection Program: On an annual basis track the number of homes utilizing the pro-
gram.

Household Hazardous Waste Program: On an annual basis track the number of households utiliz-
ing the program.

Reuse Program: On an annual basis determine the cost savings for putting product back in use ver-
sus disposing of properly.

Goal: These programs are relatively new so the data collected should be used to establish a benchmark
for evaluation of trends in each program. In the future, goals can be established that will accurately
reflect these trends.

Objective Three: Decrease the amount of litter around the landfill caused by uncovered loads.

Performance Measurement: On an annual basis track the number of vehicles utilizing the landfill and

the number of vehicles charged extra fees for uncovered loads.

Goal: No less than 95% of all vehicles comply with requirement to cover loads.

Objective Four: Provide an outreach program to encourage use of alternative waste management pro-

grams.

Performance Measurement One: Compare utilization of a specific program advertised to the utilization
of the program after advertising begins.

Performance Measurement Two: Include the following questions in the two-year Mesa County survey.

For each waste management program ask the following questions:

*

*

<>

*

Are you aware of the program?

Are you able to use the program?
Do you use the program?

How often do you use the program?

Goails: Initial data collections should be used to establish benchmarks and trends. Expectation is that
program utilization should increase after advertising begins. Over time, more and more citizens should
be aware of programs and should use them.
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SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
MANAGING DEPARTMENT: PUBLIC WORKS

Actual Audited o= Projected Budget
Revenues 2002 2003 2004 2005
Department Generated $2,698,383 | $2,911,102 | $3,424,819 2,965,000 3,275,000
General Support Required * ($992,957)] ($1,468,835)] ($1,441,586)] ($513,750) ($917,262)
Total Revenues $1,705,426 | $1,442,267 | $1,983,233 | $2,451,250 $2,357,738

* Taxes, Transfers or Fund Balance
Expenditures
Personnel $186,569 $250,180 295,258 293,661 333,698
Operating $1,507,612 | $1,192,087 1,687,750 2,156,438 2,010,040
Capital Outlay $11,245 $0 225 1,151 14,000

Total Expenditures $1,705,426 | $1,442,267 | $1,983,233 | $2,451,250 $2,357,738
Authorized Personnel (FTE'S) 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.00

$2,500,000

$2,000,000

$1,500,000

$1,000,000

$500,000

$0

Solid Waste Management System

Expenditures 2001-2005

Projeciiad
IIITITITTIINgT $2 ’ $2
$1,983,233
$1,765;
$1L 442267
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Apprepriafie

738
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SEPTIC SYSTEM ELIMINATION PROGRAM

Organization Functions

The Septic System Elimination Program accounts for revenues and expenditures related to the forma-
tion of Local Improvement Districts (LID). These expenditures may include items such as advertising the
LID or purchasing easements. Historically the LIDs have been located in unincorporated Mesa County.
Once the LID is formed it becomes a component of the Persigo Sewer System. The City of Grand Junc-
tion and Mesa County have developed the process of LID formation and subsequent transfer by using
the Persigo agreement as the framework to identify responsibilities and payment procedures

Actual Audited ) Projected Budget
Revenues 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Department Generated 31,034
General Support Required * ($24,330) $24,000

Total Revenues $0 $0 $0 $6,704 $24,000

* Taxes, Transfers or Fund Balance

Expenditures

Personnel
Operating 4,879 24,000
Capital Outlay 1,825

Total Expenditures $0 $0 $0 $6,704 $24,000
Authorized Personnel (FTE's) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Septic System Elimination Program
Expenditures 2001-2005

pRiiopiiated

$25,000
$20,000 1
$15,000 |

$10,000 -
$5,000

2004 2005
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FUND

Organization Function

The Transportation Impact Fund accounts for the transportation impact fees and are designated for
transportation projects which are intended to mitigate the consequences of development.

Budget Highlights

On June 7, 2004, the Mesa County Board of Commissioners adopted an Impact Fee Regulation to re-
place one that had been in effect since 1982. The new Impact Fee Regulation becomes effective Janu-
ary 1, 2005 and will require, for example, payment of a $1,500 Transportation Impact Fee for a single-
family dwelling. Similar Impact Fees are required for all traffic generating development. Any develop-
ment (including individual residential lots) for which a completed application for a Site Plan is submitted
prior to January 1, 2005, will be subject to the fees in effect prior to the adoption of this regulation, pro-
vided construction begins prior to July 7, 2005. For this purpose, “Construction” means, at a minimum,
the laying of a foundation. After January 1, 2005, all lots and parcels are subject to the “new” Transpor-
tation Impact Fee when an application for a Site Plan is submitted to Mesa County.

Transpertiation lmpact Fee Sehedule

Land Use Type Unit Fee
Residential
Single Family Dwelling $1,500
Multi-Family Dwelling $1,039
Mobile Home/RV Park Pad $754
Hotel/Motel Room $1,414
Retail/Commercial
Shopping Center (0-99KSF) 1,000 SF $2,461
Shopping Center (100-249KSF) 1,000 SF $2,311
Shopping Center (250-499KSF) 1,000 SF $2,241
Shopping Center (500+KSF) 1,000 SF $2,068
Auto Sales/Service 1,000 SF $2,223
Bank 1,000 SF $3,738
Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 1,000 SF $5,373
Golf Course Hole $3,497
Health Club 1,000 SF $2,003
Movie Theater 1,000 SF $6,216
Restaurant, Sit Down 1,000 SF $3,024
Restaurant, Fast Food 1,000 SF $6,773
Officel/lnstitutional
Office General (0-99KSF) 1,000 SF $1,845
Office General > 100KSF 1,000 SF $1,571
Office, Medical 1,000 SF $5,206
Hospital 1,000 SF $2,418
Nursing Home 1,000 SF $677
Church 1,000 SF $1,152
Day Care Center 1,000 SF $2,404
Elementary/Sec. School 1,000 SF $376
Industrial
Industrial Park 1,000 SF $1,091
W arehouse 1,000 SF $777
Mini-W arehouse 1,000 SF $272
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FUND

Revenues

Department Generated
General Support Required *

Total Revenues

* Taxes, Transfers or Fund Balance

Expenditures

Personnel
Operating
Capital Outlay

Total Expenditures

Authorized Personnel (FTE'S)

PuBLIiC WORKS

Actual Audited >

$0

2002

$0

2003

$0

Projected
2004

$0

Budget
2005

850,000
($700,000)

$150,000

$0

$0

$0

50,000
100,000

$0 $150,000

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.00




