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Measures of Inputs

By Department

FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGET
NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITY SUMMARY
Engineering 851,924 877,809 956,084 994,343 1,065,531 1,185,918
GIS 149,278 155,831 135,635 123,290 140,877 146,074
Planning & Development 507,788 491,568 555,712 645,917 666,826 600,655
CDBG Entitlement 630,065 650,464 576,177 530,463 534,073 1,216,597
Total 2,139,055 2,175,672 2,223,608 2,294,013 2,407,307 3,149,244
CPI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6
Real FY04 $ 2,139,055 2,085,019 2,103,502 2,095,987 2,121,940
% Change in Real
FY04 $, FY04-FY08 -0.80%
By Functional Component
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGET

NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITY SUMMARY

Labor 1,333,461 1,480,756 1,347,617 1,579,187 1,731,786 1,791,198

Operating 792,612 683,812 627,858 690,576 670,521 1,358,046

Capital 12,982 11,104 248,133 24,250 5,000

Total 2,139,055 2,175,672 2,223,608 2,294,013 2,407,307 3,149,244

CPI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6

Real FY04 $ 2,139,055 2,085,019 2,103,502 2,095,987 2,121,940

% Change in Real

FY04 $, FY04-FYO08 -0.80%



Measures of Inputs
Real FY04 Purchasing Power By Department

Sort by % change FY04-FY08

Activities < 4% real growth =

Activities > 4% real growth =
In Real FY04 $

FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 % Change
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL FYO04-FYO08
NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITY SUMMARY

Engineering 851,924 841,234 904,442 908,508 939,221 10.25%
GIS 149,278 149,338 128,309 112,647 124,177 -16.81%
Planning & Development 507,788 471,086 525,696 590,159 587,779 15.75%
CDBG Entitlement 630,065 623,361 545,055 484,672 470,763 -25.28%
Total 2,139,055 2,085,019 2,103,502 2,095,987 2,121,940 -0.80%

In Real FY04 $ less CDBG Entitlement
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 % Change
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL FYO04-FY08
NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITY SUMMARY

Engineering 851,924 841,234 904,442 908,508 939,221 10.25%
GIS 149,278 149,338 128,309 112,647 124,177 -16.81%
Planning & Development 507,788 471,086 525,696 590,159 587,779 15.75%
Total 1,508,990 1,461,658 1,558,447 1,611,315 1,651,177 9.42%

CPI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6
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% Change in Real FY04 $
Neighborhood Quality Program Area Elements FY04-FYO 8

20.00% 15.75%

15.00%

10.25%

10.00%

5.00% —

0.00%

-5.00%

-10.00% —

-15.00% — -16.81%

-20.00%

-25.28%

-25.00% —

-30.00%
Engineering GIS Planning & Development CDBG Entitleme  nt



US Census Population Estimates City of Pocatello, | D FY04-FY08
(FY estimate lags 1 year; i.e. FY08 estimate = census estimate as of 1 July, 2007)

Population Estimate in FY08 is up 3.89% vs. FY04
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Inflation per the CPI in FY08 is up 13.45% vs. FY04

(average pace = 3.36% per year)




4

Engineering Department 7

Service Level Report FY0S8

10



Mission — Engineering

To provide excellent municipal
engineering, surveying, environmental
and mapping services to help ensure
guality construction and lasting
Infrastructure

11



Organizational chart

Public Works Director
Greg Lanning

|
1 1
City Engineer Environmental Scientist
Cac Turner John Sigler
. . ) Engineering Records Manager
Administrative Assistant 9 9 g
Brenda Neville Steve Clover
1
Development Engineer Senior Engineer GIS Director Land Surveyor Project Engineer
Merril Quayle Deirdre Castillo Dennis Hill G;’]i(re;fE'—ingLs Jesse Schuerman
Mark Jensen
( City Surveyor A
Vacant
\. J . .
*Possible Part Time Survey Tecrﬂ
( \
evelopment Engr. Technican3
Dave Hutchinson

\.

\.

Engineering Tech 2
Mick Cuoio




. 9
Services %
(—
Project design and inspection of capital projects

Provide technical engineering support for
various city departments

Administer consultant contracts

Develop and enforce engineering & construction
standards within the public right-of-way

Maintain all easements and legal descriptions
pertaining to City owned utilities or properties

Provide addressing and maintain official City
poundary and street maps
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. L
Services ﬁ‘”‘i\

Provide technical review, inspection, and approval of residential and
commercial subdivisions

Surveying and mapping (GIS) support

Support and maintain E911 dispatch map

Support the Census 2010 enumeration

Establish and maintain vertical and horizontal survey control

Provide walk-in services (Utility Locations, Addresses, General
Development Questions)

Design, Inspect and Administer capital projects including PDA and
Federal Aid Projects

Administer Local Improvement Districts
Maintain public records
Administer FEMA flood plain mapping and determinations

14



Measures of Inputs

People
Engineering FY04 FYO05 FYO06 FYO7 FYO08 FY09
Full Time 11 11 12 13 13 13

Note: FT Survey position vacated in FYQ9; intent is not to fill; FT plan for FY10 =12)

Engineering - GIS FY04 FYO05 FYO06 FYO7 FY08 FYO09
Full Time 1 1 1 1 1 1

Inherited Capital

People, Phones, Computers, Printers, Survey Equipment, 8 Vehicles,
Good Attitudes

15



Money Measures of Inputs
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGET
ENGINEERING
Labor 644,319 759,803 568,950 820,640 943,463 1,044,264
Operating 194,623 118,006 139,001 149,453 122,068 141,654
Capital 12,982 248,133 24,250
Total 851,924 877,809 956,084 994,343 1,065,531 1,185,918
CPI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6
Real FY04 $ 851,924 841,234 904,442 908,508 939,221
% Change in Real
FY04 $, FY04-FY08 10.25%
FY08 Program Revenue: $146,840
FY08 Net Cost: $918,691 ($16.83 per capita)
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGET
GRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS
Labor 66,940 68,455 69,998 72,519 75,290 76,434
Operating 82,338 76,272 65,637 50,771 60,587 69,640
Capital 11,104 5,000
Total 149,278 155,831 135,635 123,290 140,877 146,074
CPI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6
Real FY04 $ 149,278 149,338 128,309 112,647 124,177
% Change in Real
FY04 $, FY04-FY08 -16.81%

FY08 Program Revenue: $127,637
FY08 Net Cost: $13,240 ($0.24 per capita)




Analysis of Inputs

Engineering
Nominal & Real FY04-FY08

1,100,000 -
1,050,000 //
1,000,000
200007 / 939,221
900,000 = = 004,442 908,508
. — /
850,000 851,924<841,234
800,000 -
750,000 Real costs in FY08 are up 10.25% from FY04
700,000 -
650,000
600,000
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
=Total 851,924 877,809 956,084 994,343 1,065,531
—CPI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6
=—Real FY04 $ 851,924 841,234 904,442 908,508 939,221
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Analysis of Inputs

Graphic Information Systems (GIS)

Nominal & Real FY04-FY08
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160,000 —
149,278 m— = 149,338
140,000 \\\\ —
128,309\/
120,000 - \ _ 124,177
112,647
100,000
80,000
60,000 Real costs in FY08 down -16.81% vs. FY04
40,000 -
20,000 -
0
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
T 0tal 149,278 155,831 135,635 123,290 140,877
—CPI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6
e PReal FY04 $ 149,278 149,338 128,309 112,647 124,177
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Measures of Outputs  (iss

Design and Survey layout for Whitman Street Reconstruction along witfSther
survey projects.

7 Subdivisions w/ approximately 200 lots Completed Or Under Construction
(subdivision number about 30% of last years record breaking pace with 4 more in various stages of the
approval process)

6,614 linear feet of Street, 6,211 linear feet of sanitary sewer and water lines,
3,930 linear feet of storm sewer and 7 detention facilities added to the City
system for maintenance

Continued development of ROW standards, Specifications, and Review
protocols

GIS support to private/public development (PDA, Hoku, Triangle, Peterson)
Infrastructure management support

Web-based GIS

Increased assistance to Bannock Planning

Administrative support for PDA and Community Development (Legal
Descriptions for HOKU, Great Western Malting, H & H Dive Railroad Spur)

Survey Cross Sections of Flood Control Levee at various locations to comply
with FEMA recertification process and develop flow model

19



Measures of Outputs

« Managed various capital projects including In-house Designs, Urban Systems
Road Projects, WPC Capital Projects, & PDA Projects such as:

— Design, inspection, and contract administration and inspection for Whitman St.
Sewer Force Main Replacement

— Completed design and coordinated with ITD on construction of Alameda Bike Lanes
Federal Aid Project

— Manage consultant project to rehabilitate Custer Street Bridge
— Oversight & Construction Management for Triangle right-of-way improvements.

— Work with consultants on the Cheyenne Connector, Day Street Storm Sewer ,
South Valley Water Tank and Greenway Enhancement Project

— Design and Construction Management of Several WPC collection projects in Old
Town Area

— Design Review, plat review, approval, and construction inspection of 16 Different
Subdivisions in various stages of development.

— Provide Design and Construction Management for Construction of Downtown
Parking lots at Old Penny’s Site

— Provide Technical assistance and support for HOKU project (IPCO & Int. Gas
Infrastructure Expansion to Support Plant)

20



Outcomes: Effectiveness & Results

Engineering
* One person operating/maintaining the Geographical Information System
(GIS) Many Cities our size would have a GIS staff of 3 to 5)

* One development engineer with support from one tech.
reviewing/inspecting subdivisions. Many Cities our size would have 3 to
10 people responsible for these tasks.

* In house design engineers designing inspecting and administering capital
Improvement projects. Completed design of Alameda Bike Lanes Project.
In house engineering for this 2.5 million dollar project was approximately
$125,000 or 5% while typical costs for consultants on this type project
would range between 10 to 20%. Also the in house engineering costs
expended are applied to our match on the project

» Survey and drafting support for City departments (Projects completed for
Police, Water, Street, Parks and Recreation, Water Pollution Control,
Environmental, Airport, Legal, Mayor, and Clerks office).

» Great working relationship with public utilities, other government
agencies, and ldaho Transportation Department. 21



Explanatory Factors
Engineering / GIS

The department expends significant time and effort producing visual aids
and providing data for economic development activities.

Federal Aid dollars are wonderful but they bring rules which add to the
complexity, cost, and timeliness of projects

The department is methodically updating our vehicle fleet by purchasing
vehicles from government surplus instead of the open market.

Survey and inspection efficiency is directly related to contractor
experience and efficiency.

Subdivision platting and design review efficiency is directly related to the
initial quality of the consultants submittals.

We seem to spend a great deal of time defending decisions that are made
In accordance with City code and ordinances. Everyone seems to think
they are a special case.

22



Whitman St. Rebuild

Before After

23



Alameda Bike Lanes Project

Designed In House
(Contractor said it was one of the best sets of plans he had worked with)

24



New Development

25



E-911 Updates (locates & displays emergency call on computer map)
CLénitEd States

Lots of work to electronically update census data (the stuff that field
workers will be armed with); essential for accurate census and
implications for revenue sharing formulas, etc.

26



Never A Dull Moment In The

Department

Ineering

Eng

Happy Pipe

How Deep Did You Say
27

The Water Was
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Issues & Concerns
Engineering / GIS

A new development inspector has been hired and has been a great asset to the
department, helping to review and inspect new development.

We continue to work on improved permit review and inspection of public utilities
and contractor’s using our right-of-ways. i.e.; street cuts and patch back, traffic
control, track on etc.

GIS software is becoming more and more powerful and user friendly thus
Increasing the frequency that the public and city staff ask for hard copy
products. We may need to increase GIS staff to accommodate these requests.

New and more restrictive regulations add complexity and cost to almost all
projects. I.e.; Total Maximum Daly Loads (TMDL), Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plans (SWPP), Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Federal
Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) etc.

Restructuring of the survey component of the department after Rick Greens
retirement will resulted in $40,000 + yearly savings.

Capital dollars are tight but we need to budget for Global Positioning Equipment
(GPS) replacement. Efficient use of our people depends on utilization of the
latest technology.
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Strive to create a well-planned community.
*Location, Form, Design
*Comprehensive Plan
Enhance community livability.
*Promote Pocatello as a great place to live, work, and do business.
*Build community confidence and good will.
Set standards for development.
*Zoning Ordinance
*Subdivision Ordinance
*Sign Ordinance
Review of development plans.
*Planning and Zoning Commission
*Hearing Examiner
*Site Plan Review Committee
*Design Review
Manage CDBG dollars and facilitate redevelopment.
*Renewal programs
*Sub-recipient monitoring
*Affordable housing for low to moderate income families (rehabilitation & infill development)
*Suitable living environment
*Improving public facilities, i.e. sidewalks
*Economic development for low to moderate income areas (commercial property
acquisition and economic development planning, i.e. “triangle area”)
Be the creative, resourceful, “Go To” support cen ter for elected leaders
*Special projects and research
31
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H

People
Planning & Development FY04 FYO05 FYO06 FYO7 FY08 FY09
Full Time 6 6 6 7 7 6.12
Half Time 1 1 1 0 0 0
L $%& CI0&* +,
Money
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGET
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
Labor 426,664 410,635 478,878 519,904 542,754 488,394
Operating 81,124 80,933 76,834 126,013 124,072 112,261
Capital
Total 507,788 491,568 555,712 645,917 666,826 600,655
CPI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6
Real FY04 $ 507,788 471,086 525,696 590,159 587,779
% Change in Real
FY04 $, FY04-FY08 15.75%
FYO08 Program Revenue: $27,863 (planning fees)
FY08 Net Cost: $638,963 ($11.71 per capita)
" 1#$ %% & "& '()*+,%-. /0! # 1 &# 2 345 6#+ 3



$ %

Planning & Development
Nominal & Real FY04-FY08

800,000
700,000
600,000
500,000
471,086
400,000
300,000 -
Real costs in FY08 are up 15.75% vs FYO04.
200,000
100,000
0
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
T otal 507,788 491,568 555,712 645,917 666,826
—CPlI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6
= Real FY04 $ 507,788 471,086 525,696 590,159 587,779
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Council Agenda Items 87 85 109 78 72
Agendas/Items for Planning & Zoning Commission, Hea  ring Examiner, 125 397 151 62/124 83
Historic Preservation Commission and Site Plan Revi  ew. PDS staff created

and managed the agenda, attended the meetings, tran  scribed the minutes,

and maintained the records.

Site Visits 402 325 519 375 318
Planning Fees Collected $24,599 $33,341 $28,601 $32,393 $20,256
Rezonings 3 2 3 1 1
Annexations 1 1 2 3 1
Subdivision Plats/Lots 29/643 44/1053 33/791 20/528 19/335
Planned Unit Developments 1 2 0 0 0
Conditional Use Permits 16 11 10 12 6
Land Use Exceptions (process not available prior to FYO06) 6 5 6
Variances 15 14 10 10 6
Sign Exceptions 4 25 10 10 5
Sign Permits 137 118 124 115 93
Vacations 6 3 5 5 5
HPC Certificates of Appropriateness 25 7 10 10 9
Residential Building Permits* 312 378 426 269 149
Commercial Building Permits* 126 132 137 129 111
Wireless Communication Facility 0 2 0 0 0
Master Plans 2 1 0 0 0

*Total number of permits; does not reflect number o

f dwelling units/buildings.
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City Liaison to External Organizations:

Greenway Foundation, Old Town Pocatello, Tree Committee, Valley Pride External Affairs
Committee, School District #25 Boundary Committee, ISU Campus Planning Committee, Sub-
Committee, Bannock Transportation Planning Organization Technical Advisory Committee,
Chamber of Commerce Local Issues and Open Space Committee, Education Committees

Staff support for:

Planning & Zoning Commission, Hearing Examiner, Historic Preservation Commission, Open
Space Committee, Building Department, and Pocatello Development Authority

Projects/Programs:

New Zoning Ordinance — Rolled HPC into Ordinance
Old Town Parking Lot Improvements (JCPenney'’s former site)

Idar}ﬁ D((ajpartment of Lands Grant with Greenway for Landscaping at Barton Road & Redhill
Trailhea

Provided Full Coverage for Front Window During Transition to Building Department
Training and Support for Building Department

Appropriation work

Economic Development Projects — Costco, Petersen, Hoku

Right-of-Way Purchases for Various Housing and Economic Development Projects
Initiated Creation of Open Space Plan

Closed out NRCS Funding

\ \_/
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Planning Division staff created and managed agendas, attended meetings,
transcribed minutes and maintained records for a multitude of meetings and
items.

Planning Division staff reviewed 131 land use applications in 2008,
including subdivisions, conditional use permits, signs, etc. Plus, we
participated in 260 residential and commercial building permit reviews.

Planning Division staff has seen a reduction in the number of zoning-related
code enforcement complaints.

No complaints lodged regarding staff determinations or processes, even in
light of the number of people and applications processed.

The majority of staff recommendations on land use exceptions are adopted
by the hearing body and City Council.

Planning staff provided 2,485 hours of staff support to the Building
Department. 37
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S
Measure/Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Planning Positions 6.0 7.5 7.5 *7.0 5.5
Population (constituents) 50,723 | 52,910| 53,372 53,932 54,572
Constituent per Planning 8,454 7,298 7,116 **7,705 9,922
Position
Ratio of Budget per $10.01 $9.29 $9.75| **$11.97 $11.01
Constituent
Ratio of Budget per $84,631 | $67,803 | $71,802 | **$92,274 | 109,210
Planning Position
Total Land Use 677 740 757 574 411
Applications
Applications per Planning 113 102 101 85 75
Position
Ratio of Budget per $1,102 $1,461
Application
Planning positions as 1.0 1.2 1.2 1.0 .8

percent of total City
employees (659)

*Does not include general fund support to Neighborhood & Community Services. 1 position is % hours (1560).
**Increase is result of change in operating budget, reflecting greater administrative support transfer due to
reallocation of building space and using more accurate number of personnel (i.e., not including the Neighborhood

& Community Services Manager position).
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*Slow market conditions nationally and locally.

*Shortage of large parcel commercial and industrial land.

*Rising importance of “redevelopment and mixed use developments.
*Rising land prices in comparison with other markets.

*How does our division need to change to position itself for continued value-added
service to the community (e.g., long-range planning, vision keepers, etc.)?

*Need funds and successful strategies to implement plans (i.e. Open Space Plan,
Greenway Plan, Downtown Revitalization.

*Upper floor housing, mixed-developments, etc...

*Society showing greater interest and concern towards the environment resulting in
citizens using alternative modes of transportation such as buses, bicycling, and walking
more. This has resulted in focusing on mixed use developments and creating bike
plans/lanes etc..

39
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 The complexity and consistency in the number of development plans
involving hillside and outlying areas continues to create great public
concern for protecting natural resources. These issues require a
larger share of staff time.

« Long range planning to achieve the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan continues to require allocation of staff time in
research and writing of land-use ordinances.

e Land use application processes and review and adoption of plans
and ordinances carry with them the requirement for extensive public
involvement and public hearings. This affects timelines—and
perceived timeliness—of the various planning processes.
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1+ Yl % #
People
Neighborhood & Community Services
FYO4 FYO05 FYO06 FYO7 FY08 FY09
Full Time (grants) 3 3 3 3 3 3
Half Time (grants) 1 1 1 1 1 5
Money 08 * + 1$%8&.
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGET
ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS
Labor 195,538 241,863 229,791 166,124 170,279 182,106
Operating 434,527 408,601 346,386 364,339 363,794 1,034,491
Capital
Total 630,065 650,464 576,177 530,463 534,073 1,216,597
CPI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6
Real FY04 $ 630,065 623,361 545,055 484,672 470,763
% Change in Real
FY04 $, FY04-FY08 -25.28%
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$ %

Community Development Block Grant Entitlement
Nominal & Real FY04-FYO08

Real costs in FY0O8 are down -25.28% vs. FY04

300,000
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008
==Total 630,065 650,464 576,177 530,463 534,073
—CPI 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9 216.6
=Recal FY04 $ 630,065 623,361 545,055 484,672 470,763
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People

Neighborhood & Community Services Division

FY02 FYO03 FYO04 FYO05 FYO06 FYO7 FYO08 FYO09

Full Time (grants) 2 2 2 2 2 2.38 2.38
Half Time (grants) 2 2 3 2.5 2 0.5 0.5

Money

Neighborhood & Community Services Division Yr. 9 Yr. 10 Yr. 11 Yr. 12 Yr. 13

PYO01/02 PY02/03 PY03/04 PY04/05 PY05/06 PYO06/07 PY07/08 PY08/09* PY09/10*

Senice Delivery  $156,963  $173,857 $159,681  $173,612 $181,024 $159,830 $126,564 $166,948 $156,434

Capital  $383,446  $342,670 $390,282 $391,473 $347,899  $418,151  $293,289 $183,382 $297,701

Administration $94,872  $101,865 $106,157 $100,996 $117,934 $89,291 $88,393 $81,908 $100,054

Other $88,829 $97,069 $98,523 $91,960 $92,141 $37,564 $11,789 $0 $14,700

Total Expense $724,110 $715,461 $754,643 $758,041 $738,998 $704,836  $520,035 $432,238 $568,889

Federal Grant Allocation ~ $630,000 $609,000 $623,000 $604,000 $569,841  $515,668 $514,384 $496,109 $496,109

Program Income $94,110 $106,461  $131,643 $154,041 $165,657 $176,371  $100,000 $120,816 $72,780

Total Revenue $724,110 $715,461 $754,643 $758,041 $735,498 $692,039 $614,384 $616,925 $568,889

Notes: 1) PY is “Program Year”, running April 1 to March 31
2) *PY08/09 and *PY09/10 are projections based on operations year to date (PY08/09) and scheduled loan payments (PY09/10)

3) Since, 4/04 City’s allocations have dropped 20% at same time Yr. 11 to Yr. 12 16% jump in staff & admin costs

Inherited Capital

Office space (1400 sq ft ); 1 pickup

PY07/08 Total Expense: $692,039
PYO07/08 Program Revenue: $614,384 (federal grant + loan payments)

PY07/08 Net Cost: to community: Management labor contribution of

$57,483 ($1.06 per capita)

PYO07/08 Net Cost to federal taxpayer: $514,384 ($9.43 per capita)




Federal Grant Allocation (Nominal & Real FYO1 $)

$650,000

$600,000

$550,000

$500,000

Real value of federal block grant is
projected to be down -26.4% by program
year 07/08 vs. program year 00/01

$450,000
$428,448

$400,000 PY00/01 PY01/02 PY02/03 PY03/04 PY04/05 PY05/06 PY06/07 PYQ7/08
—e— Federal Grant Allocation $611,000 $630,000 $609,000 $623,000 $604,000 $569,841 $515,668 $514,384
== CP| (Oct. PY 00 - 07/08) 174.0 177.7 181.3 185.0 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9
—u—Real FYO01 $ $611,000 $616,882 $584,479 $585,957 $550,529 $497,753 $444,629 $428,448
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$ %

Total Expense (Nominal & Real FY01 $)

$800,000
$750,000
$700,000 $709,033 $709,772
$686,653 $690,933
$650,000 $648,536 $645,510
$600,000 $607,738
$550,000
Real value of expenses is projected to be
$500,000 down -17.2% by program year 07/08 vs.
program year 00/01
$450,000
$433,155
$400,000
PY00/01 PY01/02 PY02/03 PY03/04 PY04/05 PY05/06 PY06/07 PY07/08
—e— Total Expense $648,536 $724,110 $715,461 $754,643 $758,041 $738,998 $704,836 $520,035
—a—CPl (Oct. PY 00 - 07/08) 174.0 177.7 181.3 185.0 190.9 199.2 201.8 208.9
Real FYOl1 $ $648,536 $709,033 $686,653 $709,772 $690,933 $645,510 $607,738 $433,155
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Housing & Neighborhood Revitalization

PY01/02 PY02/03 PY03/04  PY04/05 PY05/06 PY06/07 PY07/08

Housing Rehab 32
Residential Lot Acquisition 14
Bad Property Demolition 9
New Residential Units 7
Sidewalk/ADA Projects 15

Residental Rescue Rehab Resell
Economic Development
Commercial Lot Acquisition 0

34
11

5
I
I

23
11

8
11
10

22

8
1
8
4

23
11

3
7
2

16

4
1
I
0

147
147

F

O O N o1
|

Total
164
73
32
54
44
0

15
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City Liaison to External Organizations:

I[daho Community Reinvestment Corporation Board and Alternative
Programs Committee, PNHS Community and Government R elations, Real
Estate and Program Outcomes Committee, Idaho Fair H  ousing Forum,
Northwest Association of Community Development Mana gers, State Housing
Roundtable, Southeast Idaho Homeless and Housing Co  alition.

Staff Input To:
PNHS, SEICAA, Gateway Habitat for Humanity, Aid For  Friends, LIFE Inc.,
Idaho Financial Literacy Coalition of Pocatello

Staff Support For:

Fair Housing Committee, Credit Committee, CDBG Advi  sory Committee,
Census 2010 Complete Count Committee, Lasting Legac  y Landmark
Committee

Projects/Programs
 Finalized the 2008—2009 Annual Action Plan for subm ission to HUD

 Implemented all CDBG projects/programs for the 2008 /2009 Annual Action
Plan as approved by HUD

e Continued collaboration with the Triangle Developme nt and launched the
Lasting Legacy Landmark Committee
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