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August 19, 2015 
 
 
 TO:  Board of Supervisors 
 
 FROM: Mary Hodson, County Administrative Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Fiscal Year 2015-16 Recommended Budget 
 
 
Overview 
 
Submitted for your review and consideration is the balanced Fiscal Year 2015-16 
Recommended Budget for the operations of all County services and Special Districts 
under your direction.  The Recommended Budget provides a spending plan through June 
30, 2016, and is based on reasonable revenue estimates and a projected General Fund 
beginning balance of $3,321,235.  The Recommended Budget leaves intact the General 
Reserve - $2,333,370 as well as the Pension Obligation Bond (POB) Designation - 
$696,595.  It should be noted that last year the General Reserve was increased by 
$25,000, and that in years past the POB Designation has been used to balance the 
General Fund (a total of $500,000). 
 
For the last several years Departments have been told to submit status quo budgets or 
even budgets with a two-percent reduction due to the recession and its lasting effects on 
the economy.  Because of this financial prudence, the County was able to survive the 
recession period with little to no impact on the County’s workforce.  However, the status 
quo budget process has had a negative impact on the County’s infrastructure – 
technologically and structurally, not to mention being unable to do financial long range 
planning for capital improvements, succession planning, and to begin to address 
unfunded liabilities.   
 
Departments were instructed to submit realistic budgets that included infrastructure 
and personnel needs.  All of the requested budgets followed these guidelines, and the 
Department Heads and their support staff are to be commended for approaching this 
budget cycle with the same fiscal responsibility they have always exhibited.  
Unfortunately, the new requests exceeded revenue estimates and a number of 
recommended adjustments were necessary to balance the Recommended Budget.  Again, 
the Department Heads are to be commended for their willingness to work with 
Administration on adjusting their budgets to attain a balanced Recommended Budget. 
 
The Board of Supervisors has made great strides in the last two years in adjusting the 
salaries of county employees to be competitive.  Just as important, county employees are 



now paying almost all of the employee’s retirement contribution, which in previous years 
had been a county expense.  These salary and benefit adjustments have been accounted 
for in the Recommended Budget, with salary amounts typically increasing from the 
previous fiscal year, but the benefit portion remaining almost status quo to the previous 
year.  Benefit savings will continue to be realized in the coming fiscal years as county 
employees move towards completely paying the employee retirement portion. 
 
The fiscal year that just ended was one of tremendous change for Mariposa County 
government.  Two newly elected members of the Board of Supervisors and the County 
Auditor took office in January 2015; four new Department Heads were selected – County 
Health Officer, Human Resources Director/Risk Manager, Public Works Director, and 
County Administrative Officer; the Clerk of the Board was appointed as a Department 
Head; and the Sheriff-Coroner-Public Administrator assumed leadership of the County 
Fire Department as Interim Fire Chief.  It should also be mentioned that the County’s 
Human Services Director has just completed her first year of county employment.  
Budgets for these departments reflect changes as a result of these new appointments. 
 
General Fund Overview 
 
Total appropriations in the General Fund Requested Budget were $52,371,807 with 
revenue only totaling $49,707,669, resulting in a $2.6 million shortfall.  The 
Recommended Budget was balanced by reducing several new requests for additional 
appropriations, utilizing salary savings, and by increasing the estimated fund balance. 
 
The projected fund balance in the Recommended Budget is increased by $921,235 and 
this is due mainly because of how the Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) performed in the 
last fiscal year.  TOT collections are far exceeding budgeted estimates by over $1.5 
million.  A portion of this increase should, however, be considered one-time in nature, 
due to the unseasonably warm and dry winter the County experienced which allowed 
visitors to experience our communities and Yosemite literally year-round.  If the County 
experiences a “normal” wet/snowy weather pattern, then TOT collections of this amount 
will probably not be attainable. 
 
Also contributing to the projected larger fund balance is a strong General Contingency 
remaining balance and the unanticipated reimbursement by the State for prior year 
SB90 claims.  Additionally, no funding for the Disaster Recovery is requested this year as 
the audit time period has closed, and the remaining funding is being included in the 
fund balance.  All of these should be considered one-time in nature. 
 
Attachment I summarizes the adjustments that were used to balance the Recommended 
Budget.  Also included is additional justification for funding requests from the Clerk of 
the Board and the Mariposa Arts Council. 
 
Non-General Fund 
 
The Road Fund requested a much larger General Fund contribution because of a 
reduction in revenue.  The requested contribution is recommended to be reduced almost 
in half by increasing this fund’s estimated fund balance and with reductions in various 
appropriation line items.  If the fund balance does not come in as anticipated, then a 
larger General Fund contribution may be necessary in order to maintain existing 
services.  There is also the possibility of additional funding being made available through 
State legislation, but this legislation has not yet been enacted.  If the legislation is 



successful, adjustments to the Road Fund will be brought to the Board for review once 
the actual financial impact has been determined. 
 
The Wraparound program has seen a decrease in use and is being requested to be 
included in the Behavioral Health budget.  For ease of accounting, expenses related to 
the In-Home Support Services are being tracked in the Social Services budget.  Both of 
these requests are in line with the reorganization that has been occurring in the Human 
Services Department. 
 
A slightly larger General Fund contribution was requested for the Building Fund, but this 
amount is recommended to be reduced by increasing this fund’s estimated fund balance.  
The General Fund contribution approved by the Board in the previous fiscal year, 
coupled with prudent use of appropriations, should result in a larger than requested 
fund balance.  However, if the recommended fund balance is less than anticipated, then 
this fund may require an increase d contribution amount from the General Fund.  
 
Additional Positions 
 
Three new positions are included in the Recommended Budget.  A PC Technician in the 
Technical Services budget to assist with the increased workload; a Development Services 
Technician in the Health budget based on workload and is offset by fees; and a 
Psychiatric Nurse Practitioner that will be split between Behavioral Health and Social 
Services. 
 
Two new position requests are not being recommended at this time but deserve further 
analysis as both are related to succession planning – a Deputy Agricultural 
Commissioner and a Deputy Community Services Director.  It is recommended that the 
Department Heads work with their Board liaisons, Human Resources, and the County 
Administrative Officer to identify the best course of action for future Board review. 
 
The Farm Advisor has requested that the Extra-Help Master Gardener Coordinator 
position be made either a full-time or a 0.80 Permanent Part-Time position.   In the last 
two fiscal years, this position was made full-time by a University of California Agriculture 
and Natural Resources grant.  Prior to this the position was an Extra-Help position.  It is 
recommended that the Farm Advisor continue to search for grants or other revenue 
sources to again make this a full time position. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Recommended Budget includes several funding enhancements, based on department 
requests or for items that have already received Board approval.  These are listed on 
Attachment II.  Of equal importance are items or areas of concern that are not included 
in either the Requested or Recommended Budget, but deserve to be mentioned for 
possible funding consideration.  A majority of these were not included because exact 
funding is not yet known.  These are listed on Attachment III. 
 
Included on Attachment III are the as yet unknown impacts of Governmental Accounting 
Standards Board (GASB) 68 financial reporting requirements that pertain to pension 
liability.  At this time, the Auditor’s office is working with our outside Auditors to 
determine the financial impact this will have on the County’s enterprise funds and 
possibly the General Fund.  An audit is also being performed on our Superior Court with 
regards to the collection and reporting of fines and penalties.  If corrections are found, 



then this may also have a financial impact.  Just as a cautionary mention, several years 
ago the court audit identified corrections of a little over $300,000 that the General Fund 
had to repay.   Consideration should also be given to the possibility of beginning to pre-
fund the County’s Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB).  Currently the County only 
funds the current year costs, and both CalPERS and Public Agency Retirement Services 
(PARS) offer pre-funding plans which could be beneficial to the County in the long-term. 
 
As stated previously, the Recommended Budget is balanced using estimated fund 
balances.  Adjustments to balance the Recommended Budget with the actual year-end 
fund balances will need to be approved by the Board in late September.  If the final fund 
balance for the General Fund is less than $3.3 million, then additional reductions will be 
required.  If the final fund balance is larger than anticipated, then additional resources 
will be available for unfunded requests or for the General Reserve. 
 
Should additional funding resources be available, it is recommended that by the 
conclusion of the Final Budget Hearings, that the Board compile a list their funding 
priorities for consideration during Balancing Adjustments in September.  The Board may 
make adjustments to the Recommended Budget during Final Budget Hearings keeping in 
mind that the Final Budget must be balanced – financing resources must equal financing 
needs.    
 
I would like to thank the Department Heads and county employees for their support and 
assistance in developing this Recommended Budget.  Getting to a balanced budget 
requires a collaborative effort and I appreciate their willingness in working with me and 
my staff.  Special thanks to the Auditor and her staff for their assistance with budget 
projections.  And very special thanks to our former Deputy County Administrative Officer 
– Cindy Larca for her assistance with the budgeting process and who stayed on an extra 
month to help with the formatting of the Recommended Budget. 









 
 
 

 
TO:       MARY HODSON, County Administrative Officer      
 
FROM:    RENE´ LaROCHE, Clerk of the Board  
 
DATE:     August 4, 2015 
 
SUBJECT:   Request For Additional Funding For Minutes Preservation  

 
 

 

This is in support of my request for additional funding in the sum of $10,000 per year, beginning 
with FY 2015‐2016, to fund a multi‐year project to preserve and digitize historic Board records.  

Under California law, a board of supervisors must “cause to be kept” minute books, ordinances, 
and resolutions. No provision exists that allows for the destruction of any of those records; no 
exceptions exist for older, historical documents; and no allowances are made for loss of records 
due to a lack of preservation.  

The County currently houses seventeen volumes of historic minutes in the County Government 
Center, spanning a time frame from February 5, 1852, to May 22, 1973. Those records have never 
received any additional preservation or maintenance other than to place them in the vault. While 
the vault is climate controlled for temperature and humidity and has helped to preserve the 
documents to this point, such measures do not protect against the march of time, or against the 
inadequacies of the paper.  

As a brief overview, it should be noted that prior to the 1850’s, paper was made from rag fiber or 
animal skin parchments and was very durable. Important government and religious documents 
typically used animal skin parchment because of its extended lifespan. (The five pages of the U.S. 
Constitution, as well as the Declaration of Independence, the Bill of Rights, and the Articles of 
Confederation are all written on this type of parchment.) Wood pulp paper was introduced in the 
mid‐1840s (and used until about 1994) and allowed for rapid expansion of the use of paper 
products; however, as an archival tool it is less than desirable due to its short life expectancy. At a 
recently attended training, the life expectancy of such wood pulp paper was pegged at about 200 
years; however, the Society of American Archivists states that it is “about 100 years ‐ depending 
upon storage, handling, acidity of inks or pigments used upon the paper, and sizing.” 

Compounding the issue of the poor paper quality is the fact that iron gall ink was most likely used 
on the minutes from the County’s formation to approximately 1930. This ink is highly acidic and 
can actually eat through the pages over time (a process known as ink corrosion.) The acid from 
the ink can then migrate to the rest of that page, as well as to neighboring pages. 

The County's minutes are also at risk from other elements in the vault including mold (which was 
introduced within the last few years due to a water leak,) and acidic gasses which are produced by 
any deteriorating paper in the vault (even the storage boxes, themselves.)  
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Spot inspections were recently conducted of those historic minutes and they were found to be in 
generally good shape; however, the ink is fading in some places, the paper is brittle and yellowing, 
and some pages have crumbled at the corners. No major damage or ink corrosion was observed. 

The preservation process (which is the same one that the Recorder's office has used for their 
historic maps and documents) will de‐acidify the paper and its ink and encase each sheet in 
special archival coatings. The encased pages will then be housed in special disaster resistant 
binders. In addition, the documents will also be digitized during the preservation process which 
will allow the County to have duplicates of these legislative records to utilize in the event disaster 
recovery is ever needed. The digitized files will also allow these historical treasures to be accessed 
without further need to disturb them (and chance damaging them further,) and will provide 
increased services for the public as the digitized versions can then be placed online. As you can 
see, preservation of these records will not only keep the County in compliance with applicable 
laws, but will also allow us to preserve the historical legacy that belongs to the "Mother of 
Counties." 

The rough cost for preservation of the minutes in their current condition ranges between $2500‐
$3500 per volume ‐ depending on the number of pages per volume, and providing that no 
significant damage is encountered on any of the pages. However, given that the oldest of these 
documents is 147 years old and is printed on paper that has a life expectancy of between 100 and 
200 years, and given that the preservation expense is directly proportionate to damage and the 
effort needed to preserve the documents, it is safe to say that preservation costs will only 
increase over time as the documents continue to deteriorate; thus, being proactive on this issue is 
the only way to minimize preservation costs.  

In closing, I would ask that you also consider that County funds are budgeted annually expressly 
for the maintenance of buildings, vehicles, and technology – all of which are replaceable. This 
funding request is for overdue maintenance on our long neglected historic legislative records – 
which are irreplaceable.  
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INVENTORY OF HISTORIC MINUTES BOOKS 
Paper Page Dimensions   ≈ 16 inches tall by 12 inches wide 
Binder Dimensions:   ≈ 16.5 inches tall by 12.5 inches wide 
 

VOL. 
No. 

BEGINNING DATE  END DATE NO. OF 
PAGES 

A  February 5, 1852  December 9, 1863 574

B  January 4, 1864  September 7, 1874 726

C  October 5, 1874  January 5, 1886 489

D  February 1, 1886  May 4, 1892 479

E  May 5, 1892  July 16, 1897 498

F  July 19, 1897  December 12, 1910 795

G  January 3, 1911  July 15, 1916 651

H  July 17, 1916  September 2, 1924 (cont’d. to I)  640

I  September 2, 1924  March 7, 1932 637

J  April 4, 1932  December 13, 1937 399

K  January 3, 1938  January 2, 1945 401

L  January 5, 1945  November 5, 1952 508

M  November 10, 1952  March 7, 1960 503

N  March 10, 1960  October 26, 1964 420

O  November 5, 1964  March 12, 1968 440

P  March 19, 1968  August 17, 1971 500

Q  August 17, 1971  May 22, 1973 266
 
PHOTO OF CRUMBLED CORNERS: 

 
(Paper appears lighter than it actually is due to the use of flash photography to capture details.)  









ATTACHMENT III 
 
Additional Funding Concerns for Future Consideration 
 

 Full funding for Courthouse repairs. 
 Enhanced Geographic Information Services (GIS) capabilities either with additional 

personnel or programs. 
 Government Center vault remodel. 
 Economic Development program enhancements. 
 Implementation of Department Head compensation plan. 
 Implementation of 2014 compensation review results. 
 Possible sewer plant repairs. 
 GASB 68 reporting impacts with regards to pension liability. 
 Upgrading to a new financial system. 
 Safety negotiations. 
 Pre-funding Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB). 

 
 
 
 


