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lVfn: The City is broke and Financiat Transparency identifies good Management practices:
Fact: The City maintains a strong $133M balance sheet, inctuding $70.9M in investments. White the
GeneraI Fund is underfunded, new revenue sources are emerging and atternative ptan exist.

Fact: Historicatty, totat city revenues have significantty outpaced infl.ation. Since property taxes are onty
12o/o of the tota[, it's short-sighted not to recognize at[ revenue sources.

Fact: The 2025-2026 Bienniat Budget was batanced with onty a $6.0M tevy. The proposed mid-biennium
update remains incomptete, lacking strategic outtook, sound assumptions, and adequate fund batances.

Fact: ln 2023, Mayor Rosen inherited a GeneraI Fund imbatance of $4.3M (decrease) that was never
reconciled or footnoted. This significant discrepancy remains an unanswered question.

Fact: Councit has permitted reductions in financial transparency contrary to adopted poticy. The
Administration ctaimed $9.8M in identified budget cuts that cannot be independentty verified.

Fact: $15M in Ground Emergency Medicat Transport (GEMT) fees remain outstanding f rom the Regionat
Fire Authority (RFA) and are owed to the City of Edmonds.

MYTH: Everyone can afford this tevy:
Fact: lf approved, Proposition 1 woutd represent the second major tax increase in one yeal signif icantty
burdening homeowners, renters, and smat[ businesses fottowing the RFA tax increase.

Fact: Roughly 750/o of Edmonds househotds earn betow the city's average househotd income, meaning
this tevy witt disproportionatety affect most residents and smat[ enterprises.

Fact: The $14.5M tevy escalates to a $17M annuat permanent tevy-amounting to approximatel.y $95M
over six years, far beyond historicat spending patterns.

MYTH: Deep staff cuts have and witL happen if the $14.5M Levy does not pass:
Fact: The budget does not substantiate this ctaim. Current staffing authorizes 252 positions, with 32
unfitted; 2026 projections inctude 266 positions and a 49/o cost-of-tiving adjustment.

Fact: Juty 2025 financiats show that "cuts" have been equated to currently unfitted positions, not actual
tayoffs or service reductions.

Fact: The $12.1M in annual cost savings from RFA annexation and the $SM/year in new non-property tax
revenues are both avaitabte to fund staff positions.

MYTH: The Frances Anderson Center and other parks wilt cl.ose:
Fact:This is a campaign-driven fear tactic intended to secure a Yes vote.

Fact: The adopted bienniat budget atready incorporates capitat investments within a balanced six-year
ptan. Any shorffatt in operating can be achieved if generat funds are reatlocated as suggested.

MYTH: Proposition 1 is an "Atl or Nothing" decision:
Fact: A balanced atternative budget proposat has been provided to both the Mayor and Councit. ln 2020,
a $1 .5M transfer from the Equipment Rentat Fund to the General Fund estabtished a tegat precedent for
such ftexibitity.

Fact: The Btue-Ribbon Commission has recommended forming a Citizens Finance Committee to work
with City teadership to determine a more appropriatety sized tevy for 2027.
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WHERETHE MONEY
COMES FROM 2025

We have money - only the
PropertyTax revenue is subiect
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The City Claims to have Saved $7,000,000 ...
Staff Approaches

1. Positions etiminated

2. Positions unlunded

3. Furtoughs

4. Unfitted positions

Totat $7,000,000

Number of individuats impacted '130

... The Budget Does Not Support the Narrative
2023 2028

Exoenditures

Supp res

Caprtal
Oebl Serv,(e

Adual Adual f sl imate 80dret Budaet Oullook Ourlool Outloof

817.671
I ti. 716,5 5 8

1.597 .11]
l$ L5l l

I 315 062

,rn,,u
24 917.795

1 010.936
4 66.76E

r 192.219

655 650
I 6,a15 62 r

5 000
59 5,6 2a

b50 000

1 1.3 E 6.7 16

6,OOO

cl4 170

6ao,o00

657.584
I 2 592 948

6.OO0

4.2 4 5,a4 ?

675.000

h77 Ooo

1? q71.o00

6,C00
a.? 4 5.8i 2

6U0 000

697 000
t i.360.000

6.O00
r.u95,84?

boo.000

? 18.0 00
r I 76i OO0

6 000
LU95 84 J

600.oo0

46.4 53,091 52.533 369 5a.38 7_7 6 7 51,933.921 54,O34,842 53, I 67.842 55 562 84?Total Expense5

Source:

3

City Utility Feas 25.7%

loon Prccee*
45%

Oltrer Golermstls
e GmnB 5.5%



lf the $14.5M levy lid Iift passes...

Neighboring City Levy Rate Comparison
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Alternative Budget
(Equivalent level of services)
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2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029

Forecast

$1 .5M transfer
from ISF to GF

Unreserved funds

Adopted
Budgets

Reserves 1

ergency

RFA Annexation

Fiscatemergency
declared 11l6123

$14.5 M Levy
Lid Lift Battot

Proposed
Alternative Budget

Alternative Budget Summary
. A tegal framework to supptement the General Fund
. Utitizes untapped financial resources sitting in the bank
. h 202A, the city used this exact fund transfer approach
. Offsets city proposed "cuts" if the $14.5M Levy faits
. Maintains a balanced budget without cuts
. Provides time to right-size the leyy for a future vote
. Combined with the $5M in new non-property tax revenue that the city

has committed to witl provide for a robust budget
This is a viabte and transparent alternative to the current thinking
that the citizens deserve to know and understand prior to the
el,ection BUT can onty be adopted if we vote t NO'
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Growth Rate of City Revenues Outpaces CPI
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We have a management/spending problem when
our revenue growth consistently exceeds cPl.

General Fund Expenditures
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