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Overview 

 Fiscal and Economic Challenges:   
 

 A New Data Tool 

 

 Measuring and Evaluating Fiscal Challenges 

 

 Conclusions 



National Issues 

• High Unemployment 

 

• Rising Federal Debt 

 

• Troubled Housing and Financial Markets 



Fiscal Conditions  

• Property Values in Decline 

 

• State Revenue Sharing  

• Flat or in Decline 

• Linked to Intergovernmental Cooperation (EVIP) 

 

• How Can We Do More with Less? 



EVIP 

Economic Vitality Incentive Program (search “EVIP 

Michigan”) 

• Accountability and Transparency 

• Employee Compensation Plan 

• Collaboration 



New Source of Data 

• The F65 Data Portal 

• Detailed Fiscal Data for Counties, Cities, Villages, and 

Townships 

• 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, etc… 

• Easily Downloadable Excel Format 

• Citizen’s Guide Feature 



http://f65.mitreasury.msu.edu/ 



Available Reports 



Citizen’s Guide Tab 



Select Local Unit 



Citizen’s Guide Instructions 



Data Tab 



F65 Cross-walk 



Revenues 



Expenditures 



Position 

 



Example of Data Analysis: Sources 

& Consequences of Fiscal Stress 
• Internal vs. External 

• Internal 

• External 

• Our Goal: 

• Create a measure of fiscal stress (cost index of 

service provision vs. revenue index) that is driven by 

external forces 

• Determine which functional spending categories are 

most responsive to fiscal stress 



Fiscal Stress Framework 

 Fiscal Stress  =  Gov’t Services Cost Index  –  Gov’t Revenues Index 
  
 
 Government Services Cost Index Depends on   
 
-Bureau of Labor Statistics  
    (http://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/surveymost?ci)  
-Turner Building Cost Index          
    (http://www.turnerconstruction.com/corporate/files_corporate/CI4q2007.pdf) 

 
 
Government Revenue Index = sum of all revenue sources (property tax, 
income tax, state and federal revenue sharing, and other revenues) and 
generating the percent change from the 2006 base year. 

  



Evaluating Impacts on Budgets 

 We examine the impact of fiscal stress by regressing a fiscal stress 
measure on various per capita expenditure categories: 

 

   Expenditures= f(Fiscal Stress, Other Factors) 

 
 -General Government 
 -Public Safety 
 -Public Works 
 -Health and Welfare 
 -Community Economic Development 
 -Recreation and Culture 
 -Other Expenditures 
 

 We also examine Capital and Non-capital Expenditures. 



Data 

• Years:  2005 and on 

• Municipalities (2005-2009) 

• Counties (2006-2010) 

• Source:  Michigan Department of Treasury 
• Web-based data input 

• Data downloading publicly available 

• Real-time data access 



Methods 

• Statistically Analysis to Map Fiscal Stress 
against Functional Spending Categories 

 

• Identify which Functional Spending Categories 
Were most Responsive to Fiscal stress 

 

• Details on Methods are Available in Report upon 
Request 



Summary Statistics 

Statewide Average City Fiscal Variables 
Year 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 %Δ '05-'09 

Number of Cities 241 211 189 217 230  

Population 

Population 15,662.50 15,869.67 16,355.65 16,264.68 15,944.64 2% 

        

Fiscal Data in Per Capita Terms 

Property Value Data      

Taxable Value $28,542.47 $30,093.36 $31,192.19 $30,637.24 $29,564.42 4% 

        

State Equalized Value $40,129.55 $41,773.43 $42,739.26 $40,059.78 $35,125.59 -12% 

      

Revenues       

Property Tax $499.68 $514.75 $543.02 $536.02 $535.16 7% 

        

Income Tax a $194.06 $190.08 $192.90 $196.95 $182.96 -6% 
       

Revenue Sharing from State 

Government 

$117.08 $112.35 $107.12 $102.46 $101.67 -13% 

      

Other Intergovernmental  

Rev. from State Gov’t 

$89.68 $43.17 $92.97 $93.16 $86.55 -3% 

      

Intergovernmental Rev. from 

Federal Gov’t 

$65.14 $54.67 $51.24 $45.57 $34.09 -48% 

      

Total Revenues $1,721.42 $1,686.59 $1,747.26 $1,749.45 $1,698.67 -1% 

        

Expenditures       

General Government $179.07 $179.64 $179.45 $171.60 $181.26 1% 

        

Public Safety $268.35 $276.44 $282.60 $282.10 $283.38 6% 

        

Public Works $571.48 $608.65 $601.79 $614.02 $631.38 10% 

        

Health and Welfare $32.95 $35.25 $39.20 $33.83 $32.44 -2% 

        

Community & Economic 

Development 

$56.81 $54.52 $50.80 $51.57 $56.11 -1% 

      

Recreation & Culture $85.98 $83.50 $85.45 $87.31 $82.74 -4% 

        

All Other Expenditures $481.22 $487.25 $459.25 $455.80 $456.54 -5% 

        

Total Expenditures $1,675.87 $1,725.09 $1,697.56 $1,696.23 $1,723.85 3% 

        

a Only 22 cities have an income tax—of these only 15, 13, 11, 14 and 14 reported fiscal data in 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008 and 2009 respectively. 

 



Summary Statistics:  City 

Capital and Non-Capital Expenditures 

 

 

Year 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

     

Total Capital 

Outlay 

$2,987,604.14 $3,610,337.16 $3,480,235.63 $2,739,351.71 $2,772,408.49 

     

 

     

     

      

Total Non-

Capital 

$24,213,540.56 $22,640,785.19 $25,686,049.96 $25,163,136.55 $24,862,766.12 

     

 

     

     



Summary Statistics:  City  

Service Cost and Revenue Indices 
(standard deviation in parentheses)  

Variable 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Gov’t service cost index (GCI) 100.00 104.59 109.60 113.65 115.39 

 - - - - - 

Gov’t employee cost index (GECI) 100.00 103.97 108.40 111.60 115.33 

 - - - -  

Capital cost index (CCI) 100.00 110.60 119.11 126.60 116.00 

 - - - -  

Government Revenue Index (GRI) 100.00 100.87 104.99 109.81 106.77 

 -     

Fiscal stress (FS) 0.00 3.72 4.61 3.84 8.62 

 - (18.022) (18.80) (21.49) (22.09) 

 





Magnitudes of Fiscal Stress Impact 

Spending    Fiscal Stress=9       Fiscal Stress=30 

Category  

General Gov’t      -1.1%     -3.6% 

Public Works       -1.5%     -5.1% 

Parks and Rec.      -6.3%     -22% 

Other         -11%     -39% 

 

Capital        -16%     -54% 

Non-capital       -3.5%     -11.4% 



Concluding Remarks 

• Local Governments Will Continue to Operate 

• Increasing Levels of Cooperation 

• Increasing Levels of Transparency 

• Recalibrating Services 

• Rebalancing Public Services Packages 

• Identifying Areas of Potential Efficiency Improvements 

• New Revenues (rate increases, fees) 

• Anticipate and Make Decisions to Avert “Crisis” 

• Information is a Powerful Tool 


