Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority for Harrisburg

Minutes of the Governing Board Meeting
July 22, 2020
Via Teleconference on the Zoom Meeting Platform
hbgica.org

Members Ms. Audry Carter, Mr. Douglas Hill, Ms. Kathy
Present Speaker MacNett, and Mr. H. Ralph Vartan
Ex-Officio Mr. Neil Grover and Mr. John Raymond
Members
Present
Staff Jeff Engle, Esq., Independent General Counsel,
Present and Mr. Jeffrey Stonehill, Authority Manager
Call to Order | Ms. Carter called the meeting to order at 4:02 p.m.
First, she welcomed the Board members, Mr.
Charles DeBrunner, City Controller, and Ms.
Marita Kelley, Department of Community and
Economic Development, to the meeting. She
asked Mr. Stonehill to remind the participants that
the meeting was being recorded.
Approval of Ms. Carter presented the minutes, which had been | Minutes;
June 24, 2020 | reviewed by herself and Mr. Vartan; on a motion to | approved 4-0
Minutes approve by Mr. Vartan, seconded by Mr. HIil.

Resignation of
Board Member
Tina Nixon

Ms. Carter explained that the Board accepted Tina
Nixon’sresignation, with regret, and stated that the
resignation was, in part, due to Tina’s frustration
with City administration. A replacement will be
selected by Sen. Jay Costa, which may be as late
as September 2020. There will be no
Secretary/Treasurer until that time.

Resignation of
City of
Harrisburg
Director of
Finance

Mr. Stonehill explained that Act 124 of 2018, which
established the Authority, provided that the
Director of Finance of the Assisted City would be a
Member, ex-officio, of the Board of the Authority. It
is the position, which is a non-voting Member of
the Board, not the individual who holds that seat.
He said that Mr. Bruce Weber resigned from the
City of Harrisburg as Director of Finance. Prior to
his resignation, he submitted correspondence to
the Authority naming Mr. Neil Grover, City
Solicitor, as the designee of his office. Until the
City Council approves a new Director of Finance, it
is the understanding the Mr. Grover will serve in
the function of the ex-officio non-voting
representative to the Board of the Authority from
the City of Harrisburg.

Review of Bills
Paid

Mr. Stonehill reviewed the bills paid since the last
regular meeting of the Authority. Mr. Stonehill
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stated that this is the report as of July 21, 2020,
and the Authority has a fund balance of
$77,706.16. He reminded everyone that this is the
first month of the new fiscal year and that an
allocation of funding from the State was
forthcoming.

Report of the
Harrisburg
City Controller

Ms. Carter introduced Mr. Charles DeBrunner, City
Controller, and Mr. Bill Leinberger, Deputy City
Controller. She mentioned that they are an
amazing resource for the Authority. She hoped
that they could join the Authority on a reoccurring
basis beginning with this meeting. The Board had
received a copy of their presentation, which will be
included herein with these minutes and are posted
on the City Controller's website.

Mr. DeBrunner summarized the goal of the
presentation: to demonstrate what the numbers for
2020 look like at 6/30/2020, examine if revenues
and expenditures in line with projections, and
share observations of the Controller relative to any
impact because of the pandemic. He discussed
the impact of the self-insurance fund with lower
health costs. He discussed the growing fund
balance and the assistance this would provide the
City in these times.

Mr. Stonehill asked about depleting the fund
balance.

Mr. DeBrunner mentioned that cash balances
across City funds were quite healthy.

Mr. DeBrunner mentioned the issues with
revenues trending much lower.

Mr. DeBrunner would like to come back and
discuss City debt and Ambac negotiations.

Mr. Grover added that Ambac negotiations to retire
part of the outstanding debt are dependent on
Council approval of a final agreement.

Mr. Grover mentioned that the Harrisburg Senators
exercised their Force Majeure clause on the City
Island Stadium bonds, which are guaranteed by
the City.

Mr. Leinberger added comments about current
year tax revenues, which, in Mr. DeBrunner’s
opinion are not bad given the circumstances.

Mr. Vartan asked about the Earned Income Tax
revenue for employees telecommuting from home.
Mr. Grover said the general rule is the tax is
associated with the location of the headquarters.
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Mr. Stonehill asked about the extraordinary taxing
authority. Mr. DeBrunner wants to discuss that
issue next time.

Finally, Mr. DeBrunner mentioned the steep
decline in parking revenue. He said that there are
very few people working in downtown.

Mr. Vartan asked about the ramification of having
little parking revenue in the system. Mr. DeBrunner
confirmed that there is a scheme.

Mr. Grover explained that there are ramifications.
He explained that the bond payments are being
made by the long-term lease payments. There is
no City guarantee but there is concern about
capital investments in the facilities.

Mr. Hill asked about use of the reserve funds for
the parking scheme. Mr. Grover said this would
become a State budget issue.

Mr. DeBrunner added that they did a cash
projection for the end of the year and the City is in
good shape.

Mr. Vartan asked about the meaning and purpose
of using “encumbrances” in City accounting.

Mr. DeBrunner and Mr. Leinberger talked about
deficiencies in the accounting software and
system. Apparently, the system is not integrated
among finance, the Controller, and the Treasurer’s
operations and reporting. He added that the
software could be improved.

Mr. Hill asked if the City Controller would make
recommendations for software, personnel, etc., for
the Mayor.

Mr. DeBrunner said he gives his advice to the
Mayor.

Report of the
Act 47
Coordinator

Ms. Carter introduce Marita Kelley from the
Pennsylvania Department of Community and
Economic Development. She added that Ms.
Kelley has been a tremendous resource for the
Authority and very much appreciates the regular
reports that she has provided.

Ms. Kelley thanked Mr. DeBrunner and Mr.
Leinberger for their report and reminded the
Authority that the City will be producing a mid-year
budget report on around August 15 of each year.
She concurred that 2020 is an unusual year and
there will be financial impacts from the crisis.
She also agreed that the City is in a good cash
position.
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The General Fund has a good cash balance of
approximately $33 million.

Ms. Kelley noted that both revenue and
expenditures are down for both the General Fund
and the Neighborhood Services Fund.

Ms. Kelley said that the last quarter of the year
would be important for the City as it entered the
2021 fiscal year.

She added that the City has a significant debt
service payment delayed from March to the fall in
2020. It is budgeted. It will impact the fund
balance.

There are additional concerns about parking.

She added that Dauphin County does guarantee
the bonds for the parking scheme.

She asked if there were any questions.

Mr. Stonehill asked about the impact of revenue
and expenditures on the scheme for the incinerator
settlement.

Ms. Kelley said there are concerns about parking
mentioned in her most recent report. She added
that the actual solid waste fees are not far from the
targets for revenue and expenditures in the
scheme.

Mr. Vartan asked about “budget amendments” and
how they are used in the City.

Mr. Grover explained how “budget amendments”
are utilized. He said that as cash is moved
throughout the budget, any amount greater than
$20,000 requires Council approval. He added that
in any year there are three or four such
movements to account for expenses.

Mr. DeBrunner added that the budgets are much
larger than are necessary based upon real
expenditures. It seems that there is a lot of “fat” in
the revenue side, when you include the fund
balances; he added that there is much more
money to expend and it is used to boost up the
budget. Mr. DeBrunner said that he is looking
forward to the understanding reallocations that the
City does each year. He wanted the Authority to
know that the December budget has changed
throughout the year from the original budget.

Mr. Vartan asked for a copy of these “budget
amendments.”

Mr. Vartan asked whether there are any other
status updates other than the mid-year budget
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report. Was the ordinary budget calendar being
followed in the wake of the crisis?

Ms. Kelley said that the Act 47 Coordinator must
do a report around late September or early
October.

Mr. Grover said that unless the General Assembly
provides a change, the City cannot alter the
budget calendar.

Ms. Carter asked Mr. Stonehill to confirm the 2021
Budget calendar.

Mr. Grover said that the 2021 Budget and the
update to the Mayor’s Five Year Financial Plan
would be done “hand in glove.”

Other
Business

Mr. Hill reviewed the Independent Fiscal Office
report on municipal and school finances in light of
the crisis.

The report estimated a 2.4% reduction in municipal
receipts for Dauphin County communities. A copy
of the report is available on the Authority’s website.
Mr. Stonehill mentioned that the Authority has
created a month-by-month calendar of
submissions by the Authority or by others. There is
a draft report to be distributed of this schedule.

Ms. Carter mentioned that this is a living
document. She added that we want a list of guests
to help us at future meetings.

Mr. Stonehill mentioned that he had sent
correspondence to the Mayor offering assistance
in the recruitment of a new Director of Finance.

Public
Comments

There were no public comments.

Mr. Grover added a clarification for the public
record. Mr. Grover talked about use of reserve
funding for the debt associated with the parking
scheme and wanted to clarify its proper use.

Mr. Grover then added that he wanted to make
three points before the meeting adjourns.

First, Mr. Grover stated he has been involved in
the debt solutions for the City for years. He
mentioned that he is authorized to negotiate an
intergovernmental agreement between the City
and the Authority on behalf of the City. He added
that he does not know why an agreement has not
yet been approved.

Second, Mr. Grover disagrees with the Section
203 Annual Report filed by the Authority to the
General Assembly. He believes it is a result of
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miscommunication between the City and the
Authority.

Finally, Mr. Grover mentioned that the mid-year
budget report may not be available precisely on
August 15 due to the loss of the Director of
Finance.

Ms. Carter said that she is willing to sit down and
negotiate an Intermunicipal Agreement with all the
parties, which should include, in her opinion, City
Council.

Ms. Carter, speaking for herself, said she stands
by exactly what was stated in the Section 203
Annual Report.

Adjourn to At 5:25 p.m., on a motion by Ms. MacNett and a Adjourn to
Executive second by Mr. Vartan, the Authority adjourned into | Executive
Session executive session to discuss litigation. Session,

approved 4-0

Respectfully submitted:

eh{ Authority Manager
ICA for Harrisburg
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Summary of Bills Paid — Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority for Harrisburg

Report — July 21, 2020

e Digital Ocean $10.00 July 1, 2020
Website software licenses

¢ Digital Ocean $5.40 July 1, 2020
Web Host

o PA Media Group $286.18 July 16, 2020
Legal Advertisement

e Shaffer & Engle Law Offices, LLC $670.00 July 22, 2020
Legal services

e MESHPA,LLC $4,200.00 July 22, 2020
Authority Manager

Starting balance: $82,853.92
Ending balance: $77,706.16

o Interest earnings Y-T-D $9.78
o Fees Y-T-D $ -0-



COVID-19 Impact on Local Revenues IFO§
Independent Fiscal Office | Research Brief | July 2020

In response to a request from the General Assembly, this research brief examines how the COVID-19
pandemic and mandated business closures could impact local earned income taxes (EIT), property taxes
and gaming revenues received by municipalities, counties and school districts for the current year. The
analysis excludes other important local revenue sources (e.g., realty transfer taxes, occupational taxes and
various fees) because the Independent Fiscal Office (IFO) lacks relevant data that could be used to inform
projections of those revenues. The revenue projections are aggregated at the county level because there
is insufficient local detail to facilitate projections at the municipal or school district level and much of the
data used for this analysis are only published at the county level.

The analysis uses two distinct time frames based on the local unit impacted. They are as follows:

e For municipalities and counties, the analysis makes projections for revenues received during
calendar year (CY) 2020 because that corresponds to the municipal and county fiscal year. Those
revenues are generally related to (1) property tax bills sent in March 2020, (2) EIT remittances
received during the calendar year, which are attributable to wage compensation and certain net
profits earned one quarter prior (i.e., 2019 Q4 to 2020 Q3) and (3) gaming local share assessment
distributions on a one quarter delay (i.e., 2019 Q4 to 2020 Q3). Hence, COVID-19 will affect only
two quarters of revenues received by local units during the calendar year.

e For school districts, the analysis makes projections for school year (SY) 2020-21, which begins
July 2020 and ends June 2021. Property tax revenues are generally related to property tax bills
sent in July 2020 and EIT remittances are attributable to wages and net profits earned one quarter
prior (i.e., 2020 Q2 to 2021 Q1).! Hence, COVID-19 will affect all four quarters of revenues received
for the school year.

Earned Income Tax

The text that follows describes the methodology and data sources used to make projections for the growth
rate of the two components of the EIT base (wages and net profits) from 2019 Q4 to 2021 Q1. As noted,
all projections are made at the county level, although counties do not receive EIT revenues.

e For 2019 Q4, the wage growth rate is based on actual county-level data from the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics (BLS) from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) for that
quarter. For the entire state, wages grew by 4.5 percent in 2019 Q4 from the prior year.

e For 2020 Q1, it is known that the personal income tax (PIT) withholding growth rate for the state
was roughly 3.5 percent, and that rate should also reflect the average growth rate across all
counties for the wage portion of the EIT base. Projections of county-specific growth rates were
determined based on the relationship of county wage growth to statewide growth for CY 2019. For
example, if a county’s wage growth rate was one-half the statewide average rate for CY 2019, then
it was assumed the county growth rate for 2020 Q1 was 3.5% * 50% = 1.75%.

1 The only school district to receive a gaming local share assessment is the Philadelphia school district, which receives
a guarantee of $5 million annually in addition to a 1 percent assessment on specified iGaming revenue. For this reason,
the impact of COVID-19 on gaming local share assessments distributed to school districts is believed to be nominal and
omitted from this analysis.



e For 2020 Q2, it is known that the PIT withholding growth rate for the state declined by roughly 7
percent, and that rate should also reflect the average growth across all counties for the wage
portion of the EIT base. The analysis used two methods to project 2020 Q2 wage growth for each
county based on (1) May statewide job loss data by sector, (2) county specific employment and
wages paid by sector (CY 2019), (3) total unemployment compensation (UC) payments for 2020
Q2 by county and (4) county data published by the Department of Revenue (DOR) for wage
compensation and net profits reported on the state tax return.?

e For 2020 Q3 to 2021 Q1, projected statewide job loss patterns were applied to each county
based on the industry composition of its wage base for CY 2019. Overall, the analysis assumes that
statewide jobs fall by the following percentages on a year-over-year basis: 14.4 percent (2020 Q2),
10 percent (2020 Q3), 8 percent (2020 Q4), and 6 percent (2021 Q1). The retail trade and
foodservice sectors have higher job loss, while the healthcare and professional service sectors are
lower. Sector-specific forecasts are applied to each county.3

e Most of the EIT base (more than 90 percent statewide) is wage compensation, while the remainder
is net profits of sole proprietors, partners and compensation paid to independent contractors. Due
to lack of data, that part of the EIT base is assumed to fall by 15 percent across all counties. The
impact on EIT collections will depend on the portion of the EIT base comprised of net profits for
each county.

Table 1 lists historical growth of EIT revenues for municipalities (CY) and school districts (SY) for the Great
Recession and the COVID-19 pandemic. (Note: The municipal data exclude Philadelphia due to large
fluctuations in historical growth rates. Moreover, the reported amounts reflect collections at the much
higher city rates on wages and earnings for residents and commuters, and the city has a fiscal year that
ends in June.*) The top bank of figures show amounts reported to the Department of Community and
Economic Development (DCED) or Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) by calendar year or school
year. The middle portion of the table shows the EIT base as reported by DOR.>

During the prior recession, school district EIT fell by 1.3 percent, municipal EIT by 0.6 percent and the
statewide EIT base by 3.1 percent. Reporting periods that do not fully overlap, late payments and penalties
motivate the difference in growth rates. The bottom of the table shows that the ratio of collections to the
EIT base is roughly 0.5 percent in all years, which is also equal to the tax rate for the majority of local
units.

The analysis projects a 7.3 percent decline in school district EIT (-$115 million) for SY 2020-21 and a 3.4
percent (-$60 million) decline for municipal EIT (excludes Philadelphia, see footnote 4) for CY 2020. The
decline for municipalities is more modest because only two quarters of full-year collections were impacted
by COVID-19. Under normal conditions, EIT collections might expand by roughly 3 to 4 percent and the

2 Data sources are as follows: (1) U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, State and Area Employment, (2) U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages and (3) Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry.

3 Because a disproportionate share of lost jobs is part-time or in low-wage sectors (e.g., retail trade and food service),
the projected percentage decline in wages is less than the projected reduction in jobs.

4 Data published by the Philadelphia Department of Revenue show that wage, earnings and net profits collections
increased by roughly $52 million for FY 2019-20. For FY 2020-21, the analysis projects that wage, earnings and net
profits collections could fall by 7 to 8 percent, or $150 to $175 million from the FY 2019-20 level of $2.2 billion. That
potential reduction reflects four full quarters of COVID-19 impact.

5 These growth rates assume that S corporation dividends to shareholders comprise 30 percent of net profits and are
excluded since those dividends are not included in the local EIT base. The DOR data reflect tax year data, or the four
quarters contained within the calendar year, and therefore lag municipal collections data by one quarter but lead school
district collections data by one quarter. See https://www.revenue.pa.gov/GeneralTaxInformation/News%?20and%
20Statistics/ReportsStats/PIT/Pages/default.aspx.
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shortfall relative to that outcome would be roughly $165 to $180 million for school district EIT and $115 to
$130 million for municipal EIT.

Table 1: Earned Income Tax Collections and Tax Base Growth Rates

SY 07-08 SY08-09 SY09-10 SY 10-11 SY 18-19 SY 19-20 SY 20-21

CY 2007 CY 2008 CY2009 CY 2010 CY 2018 CY 2019 CY 2020

EIT Collections

School District 6.2% 1.8% -1.3% 2.6% 4.0% 3.5% -7.3%

Municipal 6.6% 6.5% -0.6% 2.8% 0.9% 3.7% -3.4%
Personal Income Tax Data

Compensation 6.7% 2.7% -2.5% 2.7% 4.3% 4.3% -4.0%

Net Profits 14.5% 6.9% -8.9% 8.5% 7.0% 4.5% -15.0%

EIT Base 7.3% 3.1% -3.1% 3.2% 4.5% 4.3% -5.0%
Ratio: EIT Collections / EIT Base

School District 0.48% 0.48% 0.48% 0.48% 0.51% 0.50% 0.49%

Municipal 0.52% 0.53% 0.55% 0.54% 0.57% 0.56% 0.57%

Note: Personal income tax data assume that 30 percent of net profits is attributable to S corporation shareholder dividends and
those amounts are excluded from growth rate computations because they are not included in the local EIT base. School districts
in Philadelphia, Pike, Wayne and Delaware (mostly) counties do not levy EIT. Only some school districts in other counties levy
EIT (e.g., Bucks and Chester). For EIT base and ratio computations, Philadelphia and Delaware counties were removed from
the tax base. EIT collections do not include Philadelphia.

Sources: DCED, DOR. All projections by IFO.

Appendix 1 (see pages 7 and 8) displays the projected county growth rates for the municipalities and
school districts that reside in each county. The growth rates are averages and do not represent potential
outcomes for any particular municipality or school district within the county. It is noted that school districts
in certain counties do not levy an EIT (Philadelphia, Pike, Wayne and most of Delaware) while only certain
school districts in other counties levy an EIT (e.g., Bucks and Chester).

Property Taxes

Table 2 lists historical growth rates and projections for property tax collections for school districts,
municipalities and counties.® The top half of the table displays growth rates based on amounts reported to
DCED or PDE. The bottom half controls for changes in millage rates and reassessments to allow for a
clearer picture of the impact of economic distress on collections. In addition to economic distress, other
factors can impact growth rates such as (1) the share of payments made in the discount, base and penalty
periods, (2) late/delinquent payments from prior years and (3) changes in total assessed value from normal
economic growth and/or appeals. Shifting payments across the three payment periods can have a
significant impact on property tax growth rates. For example, economic distress could shift more payments
from discount to penalty, which would increase collections, all else equal. For the second factor, delinquent
payments typically comprise roughly 4 percent of total school district collections. For the third factor,
collections data suggest that changes in assessed values due to economic growth and/or appeals increase
net collections by roughly 0.5 to 1.0 percent per annum.

For projections of SY 2020-21 or CY 2020 collections, the analysis makes three general assumptions or
adjustments:

6 The latest data are as follows: school districts (SY 2018-19), municipalities (CY 2018) and counties (CY 2017).
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e Collections data from the Great Recession suggest that financial distress could have temporarily
reduced overall collections by roughly 0.5 to 1.5 percent. This analysis assumes that the COVID-
19 pandemic temporarily reduces overall collections by 1.75 percent for school districts and 1.25
percent for municipalities and counties. A higher rate is used for school districts because property
tax bills were received roughly four months later and COVID-19 would have a greater impact on
ability to pay those bills. They are also larger than municipal and county property tax bills.

e Counties with a larger share of commercial property value include an extra reduction of 0.25 or
0.50 percentage points. That adjustment reflects economic stress of commercial rental properties
and small businesses.” Data from the U.S. Census Bureau show that one-quarter of Pennsylvania
renters missed their most recent rent payment, while 4.7 percent of homeowners missed a
mortgage payment.®

e A financial distress adjustment was also applied for counties where UC payments data suggest that
a relatively larger portion of the wage base was eliminated by COVID-19. This adjustment affects
rural counties that have a disproportionately large share of manufacturing jobs. Based on the level
of distress, a 0.25 or 0.50 percentage point reduction was applied. A positive adjustment of 0.25
percentage points was also applied to counties that were less impacted by COVID-19.°

It is noted that the overall reduction applied to each county reflects an estimate of foregone revenues for
the current calendar or school year. Some of those missed payments will be received in later years. The
analysis also does not attempt to control for shifting across the three payment periods because some local
units have extended the discount and base periods by one or two months, and others may follow. Finally,
the analysis assumes millage rates are held constant and there is no net effect from general economic
growth/contraction and/or appeals. Shifting payments across periods, higher millage rates and general
economic growth (already reflected in bills sent in March and July) would reduce any projected negative
revenue impact and could result in revenue growth in some jurisdictions.*®

7 The share of commercial properties is based on data from the State Tax and Equalization Board (STEB).

8 See https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2020/demo/hhp/hhp8.html#techdoc.

? The two adjustments were applied to county and municipal collections, but at half the rate of school districts and only
in cases where the larger 0.50 percentage point adjustment was applied.

10 A recent analysis by the Allegheny Institute for Public Policy found that 12 out of 26 school districts in their Allegheny
County sample increased millage rates for SY 2020-21. See https://www.alleghenyinstitute.org/coronavirus-impact-on-
school-district-tax-revenue/.
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Table 2: Property Tax Collections and Tax Base Growth Rates

SY07-08 SY08-09 SY09-10 SY 10-11 SY 18-19 SY 19-20 SY 20-21

CY 2007 CY 2008 CY2009 CY 2010 CY 2018 CY 2019 CY 2020

Reported to DCED or PDE

School District 4.6% 4.7% 2.9% 3.5% 3.0% 2.6% -1.9%

Municipal 6.9% 0.2% 2.8% 4.4% 4.5% 3.9% -1.4%

County 3.2% 2.0% 2.8% 3.0% 2.2% 1.1% -1.3%
Control for Millage Rates and Reassessments

School District 1.8% 0.5% 0.6% 1.2% 0.9% 1.0% -1.8%

Municipal -- -- -- -- -- 1.0% -1.3%

County 2.6% 0.4% 0.8% 0.1% 1.0% 1.0% -1.3%

Note: Municipal tax bases not calculated due to missing data and reporting issues.

Sources: School district data reported to PDE. Municipal and county data reported to DCED. For school districts, SY 19-20 and
SY 20-21 are projected by the IFO. For municipalities, CY 2019 and CY 2020 are projected by the IFO. For counties, CY 2018
and after are projected by the IFO.

Appendix 2 (see pages 9 and 10) displays county level detail for all three local entities. For SY 2020-21,
the analysis projects a reduction of 1.9 percent (-$279 million) for school districts. For CY 2020, the
projected reduction is 1.4 percent for municipalities (-$41 million) and 1.3 percent (-$43 million) for
counties. These figures do not include any reductions for delinquent property taxes from prior years. A
recent analysis by the Pennsylvania Association of School Business Officials (PASBO) assumes that school
district delinquent collections could fall by 25 to 35 percent due to financial distress. If delinquent collections
fell by 10 to 20 percent, then the analysis projects further reductions in property tax collections: school
districts (-$55 to -$110 million), municipalities (-$11 to -$23 million) and counties (-$13 to -$26 million).!*

Gaming Revenues

Table 3 displays the actual gaming local share assessment (LSA) distributions by county for CY 2019 and
projected distributions for CY 2020. Actual distributions are based on data provided by the Pennsylvania
Department of Revenue. Projections for CY 2020 are based on actual monthly gaming results through May
2020, the historical collection patterns associated with each casino, planned casino reopening dates and
reduced capacity related to current COVID-19 mitigation efforts. For the purpose of allocating LSA
distributions to counties and municipalities, the following assumptions were applied:

e The analysis omits the LSA distribution to the Philadelphia school district ($5 million plus 1 percent
of specified iGaming revenues). This is the only school district to receive an LSA allocation.

e Any LSA distributed to a specified county for the purpose of municipal grants within that county
appears in the county column.

e LSAs allocated to the Commonwealth Financing Authority for grants and projects in any county are
excluded from the analysis.

e The analysis excludes revenue from any casino that is not yet in operation. Projections of the
amount of revenue that may be generated by a yet-to-be-opened facility under a COVID-19 and
non-COVID-19 scenario were deemed too speculative at this time.

11 Delinquent collections data for municipal and county property tax collections are not available. The analysis assumes
that delinquent taxes comprise the same share of total collections as for school districts (3.8 percent).
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For CY 2020, the analysis projects a total reduction in gaming LSA distributions of 9.6 percent (-$6 million)
for municipalities and 20.5 percent (-$19 million) for counties. In the absence of COVID-19, LSA
distributions to municipalities would have been flat (roughly $64 million) and distributions to counties would
have grown by 1.9 percent ($2 million). Note that some municipality/county LSA distributions are set at
fixed dollar amounts or subject to budgetary caps and are therefore unaffected by reduced gaming
collections related to COVID-19 (e.g., Pittsburgh).

Table 3: Gaming LSA Distributions by County

Municipal (000s) County (000s)

CY 2019 CY2020 Change Growth CY 2019 CY 2020 Change Growth
Total $63,920 $57,767 -$6,153 -9.6% $92,427 $73,506 -$18,922 -20.5%
Allegheny 10,000 10,000 0 0.0 5,958 3,535 -2,423  -40.7
Bucks 11,884 11,078 -807 -6.8 10,213 6,224 -3,990 -39.1
Dauphin 1,202 1,173 -29 -2.4 13,052 11,527 -1,524 -11.7
Delaware 10,444 8,549 -1,896 -18.2 4,375 2,397 -1,978 -45.2
Erie 1,376 1,409 33 2.4 11,157 10,224 -933 -8.4
Fayette 601 387 -214 -35.6 601 387 -214 -35.6
Lebanon 340 285 -55 -16.2 220 220 0 0.0
Lehigh 3,813 2,970 -843 -22.1 1,354 749 -605 -44.7
Luzerne 3,055 3,010 -45 -1.5 11,295 9,683 -1,612 -14.3
Monroe 1,291 1,291 0 0.0 11,875 11,300 -575 -4.8
Montgomery 2,341 1,386 -955 -40.8 2,341 1,999 -342 -14.6
Northampton 11,120 10,120 -1,000 -9.0 4,063 2,248 -1,815 -44.7
Philadelphia n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 7,528 6,483 -1,044 -13.9
Schuylkill n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 50 50 0 0.0
Washington 6,452 6,110 -343 -5.3 8,346 6,477 -1,868 -22.4

Note: Distributions to Bethlehem are included with Northampton County. Delaware County includes payments remitted
directly to Chester City by Harrah's Casino.

Source: Pennsylvania Department of Revenue, Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board and IFO projections.
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Appendix

Appendix 1: EIT Collections by County

Municipal ($ millions)

School District ($ millions)

CY 2020 Change Growth 2020-21 Change Growth
Total $1,7184  -$59.7 -3.4% Total $1,4685 -$1154  -7.3%
Adams 12.3 -0.5 -3.7 Adams 25.4 21 -76
Allegheny 281.3 -8.9 3.1 Allegheny 145.1 -10.7  -6.8
Armstrong 6.2 -0.3 -4.4 Armstrong 7.0 -0.6 -8.2
Beaver 25.5 -0.4 -1.7 Beaver 19.8 -1.7 -7.8
Bedford 4.2 -0.3 -6.0 Bedford 6.1 0.6 -9.0
Berks 78.9 -3.3 -4.0 Berks 65.4 56  -7.9
Blair 19.1 -0.9 -4.6 Blair 12.9 1.2 -8.2
Bradford 6.8 -0.2 -2.5 Bradford 9.0 -0.6  -6.3
Bucks 1155 -4.1 -3.4 Bucks 79.5 -5.9 -6.9
Butler 30.7 -0.8 -2.7 Butler 27.8 21 -7.0
Cambria 13.2 -0.6 -4.1 Cambria 11.7 -1.0 76
Cameron 0.3 0.0 -12.5 Cameron 0.3 00 -12.9
Carbon 6.0 -0.4 -6.1 Carbon 5.9 -0.6 -89
Centre 23.8 -0.8 -3.2 Centre 31.8 24 -6.9
Chester 124.4 -3.1 -2.4 Chester 68.6 41 5.6
Clarion 3.0 -0.2 -6.0 Clarion 3.7 0.4 -9.0
Clearfield 7.0 -0.3 -4.6 Clearfield 8.2 0.7  -8.1
Clinton 33 -0.2 -5.7 Clinton 6.1 -05  -82
Columbia 6.5 -0.3 -4.3 Columbia 14.9 -1.3 -81
Crawford 7.4 -0.5 -6.4 Crawford 5.9 -06 -88
Cumberland 38.1 -0.9 -2.3 Cumberland 70.2 -48  -6.4
Dauphin 45.4 -14 28 Dauphin 65.2 49  -6.9
Delaware 26.6 -0.9 -3.2 Delaware 3.1 -0.2 -6.6
Elk 3.2 -0.3 Ll Elk 2.9 04 -11.0
Erie 33.8 SN -4.7 Erie 26.4 23 -8.1
Fayette 12.0 -0.6 -4.4 Fayette 10.3 -1.0 9.1
Forest 03 0.0 -5.7 Forest 0.3 0.0 -87
Franklin 17.3 -0.6 -3.3 Franklin 25.8 -1.9  -6.8
Fulton 1.4 -0.1 -6.1 Fulton 1.3 -0.1 -8.0
Greene 5.1 -0.3 -5.0 Greene 3.2 -0.3  -7.6
Huntingdon 3.6 -0.2 452 Huntingdon 4.5 -04  -86
Indiana 7.5 -0.4 -4.7 Indiana 11.0 -1.0  -8.2
Jefferson 3.9 -0.2 -5.2 Jefferson 3.4 -0.3 -84

Source: All projections by IFO.
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Appendix 1 Continued: EIT Collections by County

Municipal ($ millions) School District ($ millions)
CY 2020 Change Growth 2020-21 Change Growth

Juniata $2.1 -$0.1 -5.9% Juniata $2.1 -$0.2 -9.2%
Lackawanna 19.8 -1.0 -5.0 Lackawanna 26.7 -2.3 -7.8
Lancaster 71.4 -3.0 -4.0 Lancaster 73.4 -6.3 -7.9
Lawrence 12.4 -0.5 -4.2 Lawrence 8.2 -0.7 -8.2
Lebanon 20.1 -0.5 -2.4 Lebanon 17.3 -1.4 7.4
Lehigh 75.0 -1.3 -1.6 Lehigh 47.0 -3.5 -6.9
Luzerne 49.6 S22 -4.2 Luzerne 39.0 -35 -8.2
Lycoming 10.5 -0.5 -4.7 Lycoming 28.2 -2.4 -7.9
McKean 3.4 -0.3 -8.4 McKean 3.3 -0.3 -8.8
Mercer 19.7 -11 -5.5 Mercer 9.5 -0.8 8.1
Mifflin 4.2 -0.2 -3.5 Mifflin 6.2 -0.5 7.7
Monroe 18.4 -0.7 -3.5 Monroe 15.6 -1.5 -8.8
Montgomery 174.6 -4.4 -2.5 Montgomery 121.3 -8.1 -6.3
Montour 2.5 0.0 -1.7 Montour 7.1 -0.4 -5.1
Northampton 57.3 -1.7 -3.0 Northampton 49.0 -3.9 7.4
Northumberland 9.1 -0.5 -4.8 Northumberland 12.1 -1.1 -8.1
Perry 4.3 -0.1 -3.3 Perry 11.5 -0.9 -7.6
Philadelphia see text see text -7.6 Philadelphia 0.0 0.0 n.a.
Pike 17 -0.1 -3.7 Pike 0.0 0.0 n.a.
Potter 14 -0.1 -5.1 Potter 1.3 -0.1 -7.9
Schuylkill 12.0 -0.4 -3.6 Schuylkill 13.2 1.1 7.7
Snyder 3.6 -0.3 -8.6 Snyder 11.2 -1.3 -10.1
Somerset 6.5 -0.3 -4.6 Somerset 6.3 -0.6 -8.3
Sullivan 0.4 0.0 -8.3 Sullivan 0.4 0.0 -8.2
Susquehanna 3.3 -0.1 -2.6 Susquehanna 1.9 -0.2 -7.3
Tioga 3.7 -0.1 -3.2 Tioga 7.4 -0.6 -7.5
Union 4.3 -0.2 -4.6 Union 10.9 -1.0 -8.1
Venango 5.0 -0.2 -4.0 Venango 4.6 -0.4 -7.8
Warren 6.9 -0.3 -4.4 Warren 3.2 -0.2 -6.7
Washington 34.1 -1.3 -3.7 Washington 27.6 2.2 7.4
Wayne 19 -0.1 -4.5 Wayne 0.0 0.0 n.a.
Westmoreland 47.9 -2.2 -4.5 Westmoreland 42.9 -3.7 -8.0
Wyoming 31 -0.1 -4.1 Wyoming 2.7 -0.2 7.8
York 54.4 -2.0 -3.6 York 74.8 5.8 -7.2

Source: All projections by IFO.
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Appendix 2: Property Tax Collections by County

School District Municipal
2020-21 Change Growth CY 2020 Change Growth CY 2020 Change Growth
Total $14,562.2 -$279.2 -1.9% $2,971.7 -$40.8 -1.4% $3,276.5 -$429 -1.3%
Adams 111.1 -20 -1.8 13.4 -0.2  -1.3 39.3 -05 -1.3
Allegheny 1,500.5 -345 -23 425.3 -6.5 -15 360.7 -55 -15
Armstrong 60.2 -1.2  -2.0 6.5 -0.1  -1.3 18.6 -0.2 -1.3
Beaver 141.7 -25 -1.8 36.0 -05 -1.3 56.3 -0.7  -1.3
Bedford 28.2 -0.6 -2.0 2.2 0.0 -1.3 9.7 -0.1  -1.3
Berks 5735 -11.7 -2.0 94.1 -1.2  -1.3 144.0 -1.8  -1.3
Blair 65.3 -15 -23 16.8 -0.2 -1.3 34.3 -04 -1.3
Bradford 52.1 -0.8 -15 8.5 -0.1  -1.3 11.6 -0.1  -1.3
Bucks 1,163.0 -17.7 -15 121.5 -15 -1.3 199.6 -25 -1.3
Butler 188.3 -34 -18 18.1 -0.2 -13 49.8 -06  -1.3
Cambria 64.5 -1.3  -2.0 18.5 -0.2 -1.3 41.8 -0.5 -1.3
Cameron 2.9 -01  -23 0.7 00 -15 1.8 00 -15
Carbon 77.3 -1.6 -20 11.0 -0.1  -1.3 17.3 -0.2  -1.3
Centre 153.2 -3.1 -20 23.2 -04 -15 27.0 -04 -15
Chester 1,021.0 -155 -15 85.0 -1.1 -1.3 165.3 21  -1.3
Clarion 24.4 -0.5 -20 2.7 0.0 -1.3 9.6 -0.1  -1.3
Clearfield 58.2 -1.3  -23 7.3 -0.1  -1.3 135 -0.2 -1.3
Clinton 24.7 -0.5 -20 4.4 -0.1  -1.3 13.0 -0.2 -1.3
Columbia 57.0 -1.2 -20 8.6 -0.1  -1.3 11.4 -0.1  -1.3
Crawford 49.4 -1.0 -2.0 10.4 -0.1  -1.3 26.5 -0.3  -1.3
Cumberland 260.7 -53 -20 40.6 -06 -15 52.4 -0.8 -15
Dauphin 278.6 -6.4 -2.3 57.2 -09 -15 105.2 -1.6 -15
Delaware 941.4 -143 -15 218.9 -28 -1.3 172.0 -22  -13
Elk 15.7 -04 -23 6.4 -0.1  -15 8.3 -01  -15
Erie 208.4 -48 -2.3 62.0 -0.8 -1.3 76.7 -1.0 -1.3
Fayette 65.3 -1.3  -2.0 9.8 -0.1  -1.3 26.9 -0.3  -1.3
Forest 5.6 -0.1  -20 0.5 00 -13 1.7 0.0 -13
Franklin 137.9 -25 -1.8 11.0 -0.1  -1.3 41.9 -05 -1.3
Fulton 11.0 -0.2  -20 0.4 0.0 -1.3 4.9 -0.1  -1.3
Greene 35.7 -06 -1.8 5.0 -0.1  -1.3 12,5 -0.2 -1.3
Huntingdon 19.9 -0.4 -2.0 2.6 0.0 -13 10.2 -0.1  -1.3
Indiana 60.8 -14  -23 6.8 -0.1  -1.3 21.8 -0.3  -1.3
Jefferson 19.0 -04  -20 5.5 -0.1  -1.3 10.2 -0.1  -1.3

Note: Millions of dollars.
Source: All projections by IFO.
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Appendix 2 Continued: Property Tax Collections by County

School District Municipal
2020-21 Change Growth CY 2020 Change Growth CY 2020 Change Growth
Juniata $141  -$0.3 -2.3% $1.3 $0.0 -1.5% $5.4  -$0.1 -1.5%
Lackawanna 175.7 -3.6 -2.0 54.6 -0.7 -1.3 81.4 -1.0 -1.3
Lancaster 658.3 -134 -2.0 90.3 -1.1 -1.3 121.0 -15 -1.3
Lawrence 52.0 -1.1 -2.0 16.7 -0.2 -1.3 26.5 -0.3 -1.3
Lebanon 152.9 -2.7 -1.8 18.9 -0.2 -1.3 32.8 -0.4 -1.3
Lehigh 485.6 -9.9 -2.0 67.0 -0.8 -1.3 106.9 -1.4 -1.3
Luzerne 250.4 -5.8 -2.3 49.2 -0.6 -1.3 121.6 -15 -1.3
Lycoming 86.8 -1.8 -2.0 24.4 -0.3 -1.3 37.2 -0.5 -1.3
McKean 21.0 -0.4 -2.0 7.3 -0.1 -1.3 13.1 -0.2 -1.3
Mercer 73.2 -1.7 -2.3 12,5 -0.2 -1.3 29.8 -0.4 -1.3
Mifflin 26.1 -0.5 -1.8 6.5 -0.1 -1.3 13.7 -0.2 -1.3
Monroe 329.1 -5.9 -1.8 29.1 -0.4 -1.3 46.8 -0.6 -1.3
Montgomery 1,688.6 -30.1 -1.8 217.5 -2.8 -1.3 232.3 -2.9 -1.3
Montour 14.2 -0.2 -1.5 2.6 0.0 -1.3 4.5 -0.1 -1.3
Northampton 491.0 -8.7 -1.8 89.7 -1.1 -1.3 98.1 -1.2 -1.3
Northumberland 48.7 -1.0 -2.0 12.5 -0.2 -1.3 23.1 -0.3 -1.3
Perry 38.0 -0.7 -1.8 25 0.0 -1.3 9.8 -0.1 -1.3
Philadelphia 788.1  -20.2 -2.5 683.2 -104 -1.5 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Pike 98.8 -1.5 -1.5 11.1 -0.1 -1.3 22.2 -0.3 -1.3
Potter 13.3 -0.2 -1.8 2.3 0.0 -1.3 6.4 -0.1 -1.3
Schuylkill 90.5 -1.8 -2.0 21.8 -0.3 -1.3 43.6 -0.6 -1.3
Snyder 29.0 -0.7 -2.3 2.4 0.0 -1.5 9.5 -0.1 -1.5
Somerset 45.8 -0.9 -2.0 8.9 -0.1 -1.3 20.8 -0.3 -1.3
Sullivan 8.2 -0.2 -2.0 1.3 0.0 -1.3 2.7 0.0 -1.3
Susguehanna 42.6 -0.6 -15 5.4 -0.1 -1.3 8.9 -0.1 -1.3
Tioga 31.0 -0.6 -1.8 6.4 -0.1 -1.3 12.6 -0.2 -1.3
Union 28.9 -0.5 -1.8 6.6 -0.1 -1.3 10.2 -0.1 -1.3
Venango 30.8 -0.5 -1.8 8.8 -0.1 -1.3 11.4 -0.1 -1.3
Warren 23.4 -0.4 -1.8 5.0 -0.1 -1.3 10.8 -0.1 -1.3
Washington 208.2 -4.2 -2.0 32.8 -0.4 -1.3 41.8 -0.5 -1.3
Wayne 58.4 -1.0 -1.8 7.6 -0.1 -1.3 20.6 -0.3 -1.3
Westmoreland 324.2 -5.8 -1.8 48.0 -0.6 -1.3 83.2 -1.1 -1.3
Wyoming 30.6 -0.7 -2.3 2.8 0.0 -1.3 11.7 -0.1 -1.3
York 628.3 -11.2 -1.8 73.8 -0.9 -1.3 160.3 -2.0 -1.3

Note: Millions of dollars.
Source: All projections by IFO.
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Controller's Agenda
| Revenue
A. City of Harrisburg-Projected General Fund Revenue
I Expenditures
A. City of Harrisburg-General Fund-Historical Cash Basis Rev & Exp
Il Impact of Coronavirus on City's revenue
A. City of Harrisburg-Taxes @ 06/30/20
B. City of Harrisburg-General Fund-Parking Revenue
IV Fund Balance

A. City of Harrisburg-Budgetary Fund Balance 06/30/20



City of Harrisburg
Budgetary Fund Balance
Period Ending June 2020

General Fund (01)
Capital Projects Fund
Hotel Tax Cash (06006202)
Street Cut Cash (06000600}
Debt Service Fund (07)
State Liguid Fuels Fund (20)
Host Municipality Fees Fund (21}
Neighborhood Services Fund (25)
Senators Fund (26)
Neighborhood Mitigation Fund (50)
Special Events Fund (51)
Fire Protection Fund (52)
Police Protection Fund (53}
Parks & Recreation Fund (54)
WHBG Fund (55)
Events Fund (56)

Total

Cash Basis Cash Basis Budgetary Fund
Fund Balance YTD Revenue YTD Expense Fund Balance Encumbrances Balance
12/31/19 06/30/20 06/30/20 06/30/20 06/30/20 06/30/20

S 28,394,997 $ 33,062,159 S (24,324,335) $ 37,132,820 $ (3,518,197) S 33,614,623
S 913,092 S 1,880,709 S (1,471,199) S 1,322,602 S (2,377,839) $  (1,055,237)
S 2,993,488 S 265,523 S - S 3,259,011 S - S 3,259,011
S 830,707 S 266,873 S - S 1,097,581 S - S 1,097,581
S 936,358 $ 1,862,084 S (1,854,139) 5 944,304 S - 5 944,304
S 3,156,936 S 1,411,133 $  (1,015,436) S 3,552,633 S (521,568) s 3,031,064
S 412,375 S 177,577 S (80,996) S 508,956 S (77,519) 5 431,437
S 7,815,389 ) 8,162,047 S (7,230,430) S 8,747,005 S  (1,485,834) S 7,261,171
S 178,697 S 335,293 S (513,990) S - S (25,000) S (25,000)
S 341,577 S 33,455 S (9,159) S 365,873 S (32,000) S 333,873
$ 137,770 S 10,616 S - S 148,386 S - S 148,386
S 246,375 S 6,929 S (3,100) S 250,204 S - $ 250,204
S 412,626 S 98,602 S (45,000) S 466,228 S (40,000) S 426,228
S 365,411 S 93,343 S (29,313) S 429,441 S (11,607) S 417,834
S 33,774 S 194 S (21,010) S 12,958 S - S 12,958
S 118,252 S 32,014 S (30,576) S 119,690 S (26,000) S 93,690
S 47,287,822 $ 47,698,552 S (36,628,684) S 58,357,690 $ (8,115,564) $ 50,242,126

This report summarizes available cash balances by fund.

The City owes approximately $24.64 million in loans to AMBAC and $15.97 million for G.O. Series D & F bonds and notes.



City of Harrisburg

Projected General Fund Revenue 2020
2020 Projected
Revenue Adjusted 2020 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 Revenue
Source: Budget Projected Actual Actual Actual Actual Aciual Actual % Budget
Taxes:
Real Estate $18,507,391 $ 17,571,804 §$ 18,266,933 $ 18,989,460 § 18,236,856 $ 17,884,446 $ 17,672,353 § 18,909,111 94.9%
Hotel Tax 900,000 $ 900,000 900,000 - - 840,000 840,000 527,320 100.0%
LST 6,714,405 $ 6,632,276 6,824,394 6,726,219 7,413,159 4,385,662 2,078,643 2,637,709 98.8%
EIT 12,175,314 $ 12,827,724 12,761,772 11,895,302 11,446,980 11,039,790 10,071,681 10,689,449 105.4%
Mercantile/Bus Priv 7,953,082 7,474,704 8,200,696 7,720,195 7,621,587 7,223,526 6,693,799 6,510,162 94.0%
Total Taxes $ 46,250,192 $ 45,406,508 $ 46,953,795 $ 45,331,177 §$ 44,718,582 $ 41,373,424 §$ 37,256,476 $ 39,273,751 98.2%
Deptartmental:
Administration $ 700565 $ 1,175,717 $ 1,151,510 $ 1,126,360 $ 1,090,501 $ 1,117,283 $ 1,109,100 $ 1,512,523 167.8%
Building & Housing 1,432,876 $ 1,386,101 1,561,585 1,772,534 2,039,471 1,265,503 1,002,143 1,396,888 96.7%
Public Safety 6,777,073 $ 7,026,251 6,949,364 6,978,978 7,002,925 6,180,906 1,881,094 2,417,270 103.7%
Public Works 551,256 $ 528,035 610,176 633,302 665,914 503,349 595,665 910,264 95.8%
Parks & Recreation 10,260 10,226 13,801 5,181 10,110 10,357 16,562 13,051 99.7%
Total Departmental $ 9,472,029 $ 10,126,330 $ 10,286,436 $ 10,516,354 § 10,808,922 § 9,077,398 $ 4,604,564 $ 6,249,996 106.9%
Other Revenues:
Fines & Forfeits $ 845102 $ 529470 $ 745232 $ 874079 $ 855222 $§ 816613 $ 1504268 $ 2,300,226 62.7%
Business Lic 578,250 $ 550,857 570,074 592,192 635,509 601,167 593,939 584,134 95.3%
Interest & Property 254223 $ 585,376 599,612 253,935 132,894 114,339 62,759 141,404 230.3%
Shared Costs-THA -3 - - - - - 479,256 1,274,451 N/A
PILOTs & Contrib. 1,086,797 $ 1,045,603 907,773 1,060,462 1,017,364 983,991 699,270 664,712 96.2%
Miscellaneous 1,364,027 1,293,693 1,623,964 988,085 2,485,402 1,775,695 1,709,798 1,191,921 94.8%
Total Other $ 4128400 $ 4,004,999 $ 4446655 5 3,768,753 $ 5,126,391 § 4,291,804 § 5049290 § 6,156,848 97.0%
Intergovernmental
Pension System Aid $ 3,310,806 $ 3,310,806 $ 3,310,806 $ 2,894,903 $ 2,639,729 § 2545914 $ 2,158604 $ 2,438,398 100.0%
Priority Parking 2,370,716 $ 2,394,274 3,516,973 3,557,620 2,641,350 2,811,411 527,900 587,286 101.0%
Fire Protection - 8 - - - - 992,000 - 5,000,000 N/A
Miscellaneous 432,500 202,523 202,523 46,660 202,508 86,845 55,699 333,630 46.8%
Total Intergovernment  $ 6,114,022 §$ 5,907,604 $ 7,030,302 $ 6,499,183 §$ 5483587 $ 6436170 $ 2,742203 $ 8,359,314 96.6%
Other Financing Sources
Sale of Assets $ - % 68,245 § 61,875 §$ - 8 27412 § - $ 174935 § 25,000 N/A
Interfund Transfers - % - - 409,034 134,602 5,018,799 1,758,219 1,649,261 N/A
Miscellaneous - - 19,956 - - - 75,000 - N/A
Total Other Financing  § - 5 68,245 $§ 81,831 $ 409,034 $ 162014 $ 5,018,799 $ 2,008,154 $ 1,674,261 N/A
Total General Fund $ 65,964,643 $65513.685 $68,799,019 § 66,524,501 $66,299496 §66,197,596 $ 51,660,686 $61,714,170 99.3%

$ (5,000,000) $ 5,000,000

2020 actuals through 06/30/2020.
Budget figures exclude appropriation of prior year fund balance of $10,054,842.

61,197,596 56,660,686



CITY OF HARRISBURG

TAXES @ 06/30/2020
2020 YID @ Incr/(Decr) % Incr/(Decr) % Incr/(Decr)
Budget 6/30/2020 over 2019 over 2019 over 2018

Real Estate Tax (Current Year Levy) * $15,270,981 $13,475,057 {$526,987) (3.8) (6.1)
Local Service Tax (LST) $6,714,405 53,223,130 (5192,118) (5.6) (3.6)
Earned Income Tax (EIT) $12,175,314 $6,614,086 $65,952 1.0 6.8
Mercantile/Business Privilege Tax $7,953,082 $4,233,804 (6725,992) (14.6) {9.1)

$42,113,782 $27,546,077 ($1,379,144) (4.8) (3.5)

* Includes revenue from discount, flat, and penalty period of current year levy (301001, 301002, 301003, and 302001).



City of Harrisburg
General Fund

Historical Cash Basis Rev & Exp

Amended Budget

Personnel Exp.
Services Exp.

Supplies Exp.

Debt Service Transfers
Capital Exp.

Other Exp.

Total Expenditures

Total Revenue

Surplus/ (Deficit)

Fund Balance

(lllustrative Only)
2020 2020 2019 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014
Budgeted Projection Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual
N/A N/A S 75,421,435 S 76,476,023 $ 73,273,120 $ 62,351,771 S 60,943,004 $ 59,531,248

$ 44,646,770
$ 7,000,119
$ 2,951,201
$ 14,797,106
$ 3,352,788

$ 3,270,874

$ 34,784,076
$ 5,440,964
$ 1,778,618
$ 14,797,106
$ 474,160

S 2,462,576

$ 40,554,760
$ 5,919,138
$ 2,137,803
$ 10,918,643
S 4,423,164

S 3,746,493

$ 38,675,517
S 6,833,348
S 2,347,103
S 9,858,806
S 4,368,910

$ 1,115,684

$ 38,639,129
S 4,951,820
S 1,789,366
S 9,669,834
$ 2,882,146

S 5,427,630

$ 35,343,834
$ 4,310,520
$ 1,777,104
$ 9,217,206
$ 1,348,821

$ 2,028,286

$ 37,343,768
$ 4,657,666
$ 1,292,562
$ 8,358,230
$ 1,407,881

S 2,478,646

$ 37,513,358
$ 4,667,326
$ 1,818,435
$ 8,779,391
$ 649,833

S 1,951,105

$ 76,018,858

$ 65,964,643

$ 59,737,500

$ 65,513,685

$ 67,700,001

$ 68,799,019

$ 63,199,368

$ 66,524,501

$ 63,359,925

$ 66,299,496

$ 54,025,771

$ 61,197,596

$ 55,538,753

$ 56,660,686

$ 55,379,448

$ 61,714,170

$ (10,054,215)

S 5,776,185

S 1,099,018

$ 3,325,133

$ 2,939,571

S 7,171,825

S 1,121,933

$ 6,334,722

N/A

S 34,171,182

S 28,394,997

$ 27,295,979

$ 23,970,846

$ 21,031,275

$ 13,859,450

$ 12,737,517



City of Harrisburg
General Fund
Parking Revenue

Adopted Budget

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

Total Parking Revenue

2020 2019 Difference
$ 2,370,716 S 3,516,883 $ (1,146,167)
S 107,431 S 132,929 S (25,498)
$ 231,828 S 214,403 S 17,425
$ 179,460 $ 217,841 S (38,381)
$ - $ 328,043 S (328,043)
$ - $ 406,085 $  (406,085)
S - S 342,116 $  (342,116)
Pending S 345,548 N/A
Pending S 357,713 N/A
Pending S 293,074 N/A
Pending S 293,074 N/A
Pending S 293,074 N/A
Pending S 293,074 N/A
S 518,719 $ 3,516,973 $ (1,122,698)



The Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority
for Harrisburg
2205 Forest Hills Drive #10
Harrisburg, PA 17112

Tina Nixon Submits Resignation to the
Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority
for Harrisburg (ICA)

July 2, 2020

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Contact: Jeffrey Stonehill, Authority Manager

Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority for Harrisburg

(717) 645-5431
hbgica ail.com
www.hbgica.org

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania — The Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority for Harrisburg (ICA)
regrettably received the resignation of founding Member of the Board, Tina Nixon. Ms. Nixon is
the Vice President of Mission Effectiveness and Chief Diversity Officer for UPMC/Pinnacle
Health in Harrisburg. She had spent 15 years with the YWCA of Greater Harrisburg, including
serving as the CEO of the organization. Senate Minority Leader Jay Costa appointed her to the
governing board of the ICA.

In her resignation letter, Ms. Nixon expressed gratitude for the opportunity to serve, as well as
frustration with the City of Harrisburg Administration. ‘“Please know that it is a true honor to be
appointed to a Board with the sole focus of helping the City of Harrisburg move forward with a
strong financial plan,” stated Ms. Nixon. “All committee members came to the Authority without
a political agenda and with a strong desire to help and wanting the best for our beloved City of
Harrisburg. However, we have not been able to move the needle in any direction as it relates to
forging an Agreement with the City,” added Ms. Nixon.



Audry Carter, Chair of the Board, added “T am not surprised, but am disheartened, that her
primary reason for wanting to terminate her relationship is frustration with the "unwillingness of
the City Leadership to work in partnership with the ICA to address some serious financial
issues.” Authority Manager Jeffrey Stonehill agreed adding, “It is unfortunate that the
relationship between the ICA and the City has been so counter-productive, but the Board will
continue its work and honor their commitment to the Citizens of Harrisburg.

Ms. Nixon added, “In all the volunteer work that I continue to do and have done in this
community, I have always made a commitment to help influence change in a positive manner...
Please know that this decision was very difficult, however, I will use my time and talent in other
areas to continue to work to make the City of Harrisburg a welcoming place for all to live, work
and play.”

Ms. Carter summarized the resignation, “Tina has been an amazing member of our team and an
outstanding advocate for the betterment of Harrisburg.”

About the ICA

The Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority for Harrisburg (ICA) is a public authority and
instrumentality of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The ICA was created for the general
purpose of fostering the fiscal integrity of the City of Harrisburg, pursuant to the
Intergovernmental Cooperation Authorities Act for Cities of the Third Class (Act of October 24,
2018, P.L. 751, No. 124).

The ICA, composed of five members experienced in finance and management, advises the City
of Harrisburg, the General Assembly and the Governor concerning solutions to fiscal problems
the City of Harrisburg may face.

A governing board exercises the powers and duties of the ICA. All five members are residents of
the City and/or have their primary place of business or employment in the City. In addition, there
are two ex officio, non-voting members of the board representing the City and the Secretary of
the Budget.

The governing board of the ICA retains an Authority Manager and Independent General Counsel
to assist them in their mission.

If you have any questions about the ICA, please contact Authority Manager Jeffrey Stonehill at
hbgica@gmail.com.





