






 
 

GENERAL FUND OVERVIEW 
 
Comparison to 2008 Actual 
 
Resources:  Total general fund resources in 2009 were $620.3 million, $31.7 
million less than 2008.   This figure is somewhat misleading in that it includes a 
$30.04 million transfer from the economic stabilization fund.  This transfer was 
necessary to meet 2009 general fund obligations, despite passage of the ½ 
percent income tax increase in August.  
  
Income tax revenue growth continued to decline in 2009, even after 
implementation the aforementioned ½ percent income tax increase.  The national 
recession had local repercussions such that by the end of 2009, income tax 
revenues were $3.2 million, or .8 percent less than those of 2008. 
 
Similarly, property taxes declined by 0.2 percent, while the Kilowatt-hour tax and 
Hotel/Motel tax were down by 3.9 and 13.3 percent, respectively. 
  
There was also virtually no growth of shared revenues in 2009.  With the very 
minor exception of the liquor permit fund, which grew by .2 percent in 2009, there 
were no increases of revenue in this category.  The local government fund, the 
greatest source of revenue in this group, was down by nearly $6.6 million in 
2009, or 14 percent.  Estate and cigarette tax revenues were also down, with a 
combined loss of $2.2 million, the vast majority of which was attributable to a 
decline in estate tax proceeds. 
 
Growth in 2009 in the category entitled “all other revenue” was mixed.  There 
was marginal growth in the subcategories of license and permit fees and fines 
and penalties, with increases of 4.6, 3.2 percent, respectively.  In the charges for 
service subcategory, EMS reimbursements account for the 2.0 percent increase.  
These increases are offset, however, by declines in investment earnings and the 
“all other revenue” category.  The $18.5 million loss in investment earnings 
reflects the exceptionally low Federal Reserve rate and its negative effect on 
investment instruments.  There was also a decline in miscellaneous revenues, 
though the amount is misleading due to a large one-time payment in 2008 to the 
city by the Solid Waste Authority, which makes the decline appear by comparison 
larger than it should. 
 
Both encumbrance cancellations and the unencumbered balance were down by 
significant amounts, the former by 47.5 percent and the latter by over 99 percent.   
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