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Dear County Officials:

In September 2012 the Office of the New York State Comptroller published a document entitled
Proposed Fiscal Stress Monitoring System. The purpose of the report was to provide a model for
the objective analysis and monitoring of a local government’s fiscal health and allow them to
respond to potential stress indicators.

The proposed monitoring system remains subject to public and local government comment. In
order to participate meaningfully in that comment period and to test Ulster County’s standing
under the rigors of the test as proposed; our office immediately undertook the task of applying
the Proposed Fiscal Stress Monitoring System to our County.

We are happy to inform you that applying the System as currently proposed, Ulster County
would receive a “No Fiscal Stress” score under the Financial Indicators analysis, and a “No
Negatives” score under the Environmental Indicators analysis. These categories, as well as the
particular indicators to be considered, are discussed in the following report.

This result is especially laudable for having been achieved in such a difficult economic climate.
Our immediate, pro-active response to the issuance of the state proposal was motivated by our
belief that indicators of fiscal health, while a credit to our mutual efforts at fiscal responsibility,
should be accompanied by a serious assessment of the areas where improvement may be made,
and our continued success ensured.

To that end, our office is developing comments on the proposed System, and will submit a copy
of this Report to the State Comptroller so that its office may benefit from the insight provided by
having its test applied in the field by an important County within its jurisdiction. In order to
improve both our response and the efforts of the State Comptroller in this regard, we welcome
your comments, as well.



It is our belief that our office’s aggressive compliance and support of the state Comptroller’s
initiative in this regard can greatly enhance the executive’s budget function, the legislature’s
policymaking function, and our County’s creditworthiness and its Standard & Poors bond rating
of AA-.

[f we can be of assistance to you, or if you have any questions concerning this report, please feel
free to contact us.

Respectfully submitted,

Ulster County Comptroller



PROPOSED FISCAL STRESS MONITORING SYSTEM AS PROPOSED BY OSC

L INTRODUCTION

Local governments throughout New York State and the entire country have faced many fiscal
challenges since the economic recession which began in December 2007. A number of states,
such as California, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island, have had local governments file for
bankruptcy or have drastically cut or eliminated costly services. Many municipalities within our
own borders, as we well know, have faced the prospect of such difficult choices, and have been
forced to make painful decisions as a result. These challenges will continue to threaten the fiscal
health of local governments as the economy continues to recover from this recession, the likes of
which we have not seen since the Great Depression.

In September 2012, the Office of the New York State Comptroller (“OSC”) published a report
entitled Proposed Fiscal Stress Monitoring System (“OSC Report”, attached hereto as Exhibit
A), the purpose of which is to help local governments in New York State identify and monitor
their fiscal health and enable them to develop measures to avoid severe fiscal stress. Such
preventative actions should result in less cost and less disruption of vital services, and ultimately
avoid the high costs in financial and human resources which result from the need for
“emergency” economic measures. The OSC Report provided a rubric for analyzing numerous
indicators within two categories, which local governments are encouraged to use to determine
their level of fiscal health or stress (the “OSC System™). The OSC secks comments on the OSC
System.

The Office of the Ulster County Comptroller believed that the most effective way to consider the
efficacy of the OSC System as proposed by OSC was to make the effort of applying it to our
fiscal information. We also believed that the premise of the OSC System was sound enough as
proposed that the public, our office, and County government in general, would benefit directly
from knowing and understanding the results of the OSC System as applied to our current
financial condition. It is our belief that this monitoring system, as finally adopted by OSC and
regularly applied, will help identify indicators which may be trending negatively and help direct
wise policy decisions in order to avoid future fiscal crises.

It is our belief that our office’s application and support of the State Comptroller’s initiative in

this regard can greatly enhance the executive’s budget function, the legislature’s policymaking
function, and our County’s creditworthiness and bond rating.

II. OSC’s SYSTEM

Following are selected excerpts from the OSC Report, which describe the basis for the OSC
System:

[Determining] [fliscal stress is a judgment about the financial condition of an
individual entity that must take into consideration its own unique circumstances,
but can generally be defined as assessing a local government’s ... ability to
generate enough revenues within its current fiscal period to cover its expenditures
(budget solvency)...[A] fiscally healthy local government...is able to finance
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PROPOSED FISCAL STRESS MONITORING SYSTEM AS PROPOSED BY OSC

services on an ongoing basis — meaning that [it] can endure short-term financial
pressures (such as revenue shortfalls or unexpected expenditures),

This Proposed Fiscal Stress Monitoring System consists of evaluating local
governments on both financial and environmental indicators. The financial
indicators will be calculated using the county’s financial data that is filed with
New York State in their annual update document (“AUD”)...A score will be
calculated for each financial indicator to arrive at a current overall score...which
will then be used to classify whether the unit is in “significant fiscal stress,”
“moderate fiscal stress,” is “nearing fiscal stress,” or is “not in fiscal stress.”

The environmental [or demographic] indicators will be calculated using an array
of sources, including data from the United Census Bureau, the New York State
Department of Labor, as well as financial data that is filed in AUDs. A score will
be calculated for each environmental indicator to arrive at a current overall score
for each local government..., which will be used to notate the units with negative
environmental conditions.

Once a local government...is evaluated on both financial and environmental
indicators, it will result in the unit having a financial indicator classification and
an environmental indicator classification.

The scoring system utilized by OSC is such that the lower the numeric score, the better
the fiscal health of the unit assessed. The application of these criteria to Ulster County’s
fiscal and environmental data is discussed below.

III. SOURCE DATA

Both the financial and environmental indicators require a base set of data from the local

government which are to be analyzed under the OSC System. Our office took our base data
from:

¢ Audited Financial Statements for the year ended December 31, 2011,
2010, and 2009

o AUD filing information for the years ended December 31, 2011, 2010,
and 2009

Information from New York State’s “Open Book New York”

Sales Tax Reports provided by the Department of Finance

Numerous U.S. Census related sources obtained from their web-site
NYS Department of Labor data obtained from their web-site

Ulster County Planning Department data obtained from their web-site

It is this data which was analyzed according to the OSC System. Attached as Appendix A is a
chart reflecting the data. The results of those analyses are set forth below.
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PROPOSED FISCAL STRESS MONITORING SYSTEM AS PROPOSED BY OS8C

IV. COUNTY FINANCIAL INDICATORS

Discussion of Financial Indicators in Relation to Ulster County: The OSC Report consists of
nine financial indicators within five categories. They are discussed below in relation to Ulster’s
condition in each category, and followed by a chart which details the application of the OSC
System to Ulster’s data.

Scoring of Financial Indicators: The maximum number of points that a county can receive is
29 points. If a local government receives a total score greater than or equal to 18.85 it will be
considered in significant fiscal stress; if a local government receives a total score greater than or
equal to 15.95, but less than 18.85, it will be considered in moderate fiscal stress; if a local
government receives a total score greater than or equal to 13.05, but less than 15.95, it will be
considered nearing fiscal stress; and if a local government receives a total score less than 13.05,
it will not be considered in fiscal stress.

Year End Fund Balance: There are two financial indicators under this category: (i)
Assigned and Unassigned Fund Balance, and (ii) Total Fund Balance. Ulster County’s
score on these two indicators were both “1.” This is an indication under the OSC System
(an indication with which our office independently agrees), that the county fund balance
is low enough to justify increased vigilance in monitoring and projecting its balance
closely on at least a quarterly basis. The assigned and unassigned balance and the total
fund balance represents 13.28% and 17.19% of the county’s total expenditures,
respectively.

The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) generally recommends that a
government establish a formal policy on the amount of unrestricted fund balance that
should be maintained within the general fund. They further recommend that regardless of
the size of the entity, the unrestricted fund balance should be equal to no less than two
months of expenditures. As of December 31, 2011, Ulster County’s unreserved fund
balance is approximately 1.5 months of expenditures, or roughly $8.9 million dollars
below the GFOA recommendation.

Operating Deficits: In this category the county received a score of “2,” as it ran deficits
in two out of the past three years. More simply put, the expenditures were higher than the
revenues received. The multiple years of operating deficits are a reliable sign that the
budget, while balanced as required at the time of its proposal, is not structurally
balanced; that is, in actual practice its current revenues are not sufficient to support
current expenditures.

This ratio depicts how large or small the deficit is in relationship to the operations, Since
several successive years of operating deficits could cause financial hardship for the
County, reviewers should consider the results over several years of operations.
Furthermore if the County continues to rely on this surplus fund balance to finance
current operations (appropriated fund balance for ensuing years’® expenditures) it may
eventually face more serious fiscal problems.
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PROPOSED FISCAL STRESS MONITORING SYSTEM AS PROPOSED BY OSC

Cash _Position: There are two financial indicators under this category: (i) cash ratio, and
(if) cash as a percent of monthly expenditures. Under the cash ratio indicator Ulster
received a score of “1” (a percentage between 75% and 100%). Under the cash as a
percent of monthly expenditures Ulster received a score of “0” (a percentage greater than
100%). Overall these are good scores. It may be worthy of consideration that our cash
position at year end was just under the level of two months of expenditures based on past
experience. It is good fiscal policy to maintain a balance of at least two months’
expenditures throughout the year.

Use of Short-Term Debt: There are two financial indicators under this category: (i) short-
term debt issuance, and (ii) the trend in short-term issuance. The scores for these
indicators were a “2” and *“3” respectively. Under the short-term debt issuance category
Ulster received a score of “2” (between 5% and 15%). Under the issuance trend Ulster
received a score of “3” (an issuance in each year of the last three years). This is the
category in which Ulster County shows the greatest level of stress. Counties that have a
higher reliance on short-term debt are more likely to have cash flow problems. This is
also indicated by the cash as a percent of monthly expenditures as well as the comment
regarding a structurally balanced budget both of which are explained above.

As a County experiences financial stress, they may start to issue more short-term debt to
meet current obligations. Increasingly relying on short-term debt can obscure the need for
an entity to budget appropriately and to adjust its cash flow practices to manage more
effectively.

Fixed Costs: There are two financial indicators under this category: (i) personnel salaries
and benefits as a percent of revenues, and (ii) debt service as a percent of revenues. The
two largest fixed costs of the county are personnel with their associated benefits, and debt
service expenditures. The score on these two indicators were both “0,” which represents
that Ulster’s ratio of fixed expenditures to revenues was below the 65% ratio OSC has
deemed acceptable.
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PROPOSED FISCAL STRESS MONITORING SYSTEM AS PROPOSED BY O5C

Below is a chart detailing Ulster County’s scoring as discussed above:

To identify the amount of fund balance thatis
being used to fund operations and/or that is

Assigned and Unassigned [{Assigned + Unassigned Fund | available to provide a cushion for revenue
Fund Balance Balance}/Gross Expenditures shortfalls or expenditure overruns. 12.75%

[y

Year-End Fund Balance
To identify the amount of fund balance that is
available to be used to fund operations,
provide a cushion for revenue shortfalls or
Total Fund Balance/Gross | expenditure overruns, and/er is reserved for

Total Fund Balance Exﬁenditures sEecificfuture ﬂuioses. 16.50%

[

{Gross Revenues-Gross
Expenditures)/Gross To identify local governments that are
Operating Deficit Expenditures realizing operating deficits.

Operating Deficits

{Cash + Investments)/Current|To identify the ability of the local government

cash Pasition Cash Ratio Liabilities to liquidate current liabilities. 85.85% 1
To identify the ability of the local government
Cash % of Monthly [Cash + Investments)/(Gross | to fund the ensuing fiscal year's operations
Expenditures Expenditures/12 Manths} from available cash. 187 0

[RAN's + TANS's + To identify the amount of short-term debt
Short-Term Debt Issuance BAN's}/Total Revenues that is issued to meet obligations (cash-flow].

Use of Short-Term Debt

Short-Term Debt Issuance To identify the trend in the issuance of short-
Trend Short-Term Debt Issued tesm deht. 45,275,314.00 3

{Personal Services
Personal Services and Expenditures + Empioyee
Employee Benefits % Benefits Exp)/Total To identify the amount that revenues are
Fixed Costs Revenue Revenues restricted to be used for salaries and benefits. 42.66% 0
To identify the amount that revenues are
Debt Service Exp/Total restricted to be used for debt service
Debt Service % Revenues Revenues expenditures. 4.41% 0

Score: 10.00

Notwithstanding certain areas worth close monitoring and policy consideration as noted above,
we are proud to say that Ulster County received an overall financial indicator of 10, which
reflects that under the OSC System, the County would be determined not to be in fiscal stress.
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V. COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATORS

Discussion of Environmental Indicators in Relation to Ulster County: The OSC System for
local government consists of thirteen “environmental indicators” within seven categories. In this
context OSC’s “environmental indicators” refer to demographic factors which impact fiscal
stress analysis.

Scoring of Environmental Indicators: The maximum number of points that a county can
receive is 27 points. If a local government receives a total score greater than or equal to 13.50 it
will be considered to have the worst environmental conditions; if a local government receives a
total score greater than or equal to 10.80, but less than 13.50, it will be considered to have the
next level of negative environmental conditions; if a local government receives a total score
greater than or equal to 8.10, but less than 10.80, it will be considered to have the last level of
negative environmental conditions; and if a local government receives a total score less than
8.10, it will not be considered to have negative environmental conditions.

Population: Ulster scored a“0” in this category, which represents that the population
growth was more than 0%. This is an indication that the population is growing and not

leaving. Ulster’s population has increased in each of the census years of 1990, 2000, and
2010.

Age: There are two environmental indicators under this category: (i) change in median
age, and (ii) the median age of the population in 2010. The score for each of thesc
indicators was*“0” which indicates that the median age has not changed by more than 15%
and the median age is below 50, which are indicators that Ulster’s older population is not
growing and that the average age are a segment of the population that is still a part of the
workforce.

Poverty: There are two environmental indicators under this category: (i) child poverty
rate in 2010 and (i) the change in the child poverty rate from 2000 to 2010. This is the
first category in which Ulster received a score below the normal range. The county’s
child poverty rate had increased by more than 0% which results in a score of 1.

Property Value: There are two environmental indicators under this category: (i) change
in property values and (ii} the property value per capita. The score for each of these
indicators was*“0,” which indicates that Ulster has a strong and vibrant tax base. In order
to receive a score of “0,” the property value per capita had to be over $30,000. Ulster’s
property value per capita was roughly $89,000, or $59,000 over this amount.

Employment Rate: There are three environmental indicators under this category, which
are: (i) change in unemployment rate from 2010 to 2011, (ii) unemployment rate in 2011,
and, (iii) change in total jobs in the county. There was a reduction of total jobs in the
County from 2010 to 2011 according to information we obtained. Any loss of jobs would
be reflected as a score of “1.”
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Intergovernmental Revenues: There are two environmental indicators under this
category: (1) reliance on state and federal aid, and (ii) change in state and federal aid. The
score for the reliance and change in state and federal aid were “0” and “1,” respectively.
This indicates that Ulster’s state and federal aid revenue was less than 30% of the total
revenue and that the federal and state aid decreased from 2010 to 2011 by 1.81%. This
category indicates that Ulster’s state and federal aid is decreasing, and the county should
look at other areas of revenue and/or look into new aid that could be available for which
we have not applied.

Sales Tax Revenue: The County scored a “0” in this category, as the sales tax revenues
have increased by 4% from the year to date figures of August 2011 to 2012. Over the past

two years, county sales tax collections have regained the losses sustained after a nearly
6% decline in 2009.
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Following is a chart detailing the application of the environmental indicators to Ulster County’s
data as discussed above:

We are proud to say that Ulster County received an environmental indicator of “3” which reflects

that the county has no negative environmental conditions.
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{Total Population 2000 Census - Total |To identify local governments where total
Papulation 1990-Census}/Total papulation has declined overthe last two
Change In Population 19%0 |  Population 1990 Census and {Total | decades or significantly declined aver the
to 2010 Population 2010 Census - Total last decade.
Population 2000 Census}/Total
Population Puﬁulation 2000 Census 10% 0
{Median Age of Population 2010 Census-| To identify local governments where the
Change in Median Age of Median Age of Population 2000 median age of their residents has
Population 2000te 2010 | Census)/Median Age of Population 2000 increased.
Census 10% 0
Median Age of Population To identify the median age of the
Aie 2010 Median Aie of Population 2010 Census residents of alocal iovernment. 42.00 0
To identify the child poverty rate of the
Child Poverty Rate 2010 cal government.
Child Poverty Rate 2010 Census local governmen 16% o
: f To identify local governments where the
Change in Child Poverty | o, Poverty Rate 2010 Census - Child : ;
Rate 2000 to 2010 child poverty rate has increased.
Poverty Poverty Rate 2000 Census 2% 1]
{Full Value Most Current Fiscal Year-Full{  Toidentify local governments where
Change in Property Value | value Prior Fiscal Year)/Full Value Prior property values have dedined.
Fiscal Year 1% 0
To identify the property wealth of the
Property Value per Capita full Value Most Current Fiscal lacal gavernment.
Property Value Year/Total Population 2010 Census 89,512.39 0
To identify local governments where the
Change in Unemployment unemployment rate has increased
Rate Unemployment Rate 2011-
Unemployment Rate 2010 0.00% 0
To identify the unemployment rate of the
local government,
Unemployment Rate oGl gov
Unemployment Rate 2011 B.20% 0
ch L Job To identify when jobs have declined
ange In Total Jobs in -
County Total Jobs in County 2011 - Total Jobs in withhin the county.
Employment Rate County 2010 {1,524.00} 1
Reliance on State and State and Federal Aid Current Fiscal | Toidentify the dependence of the lacal
Federal Aid Year/Total Revenues Current Fiscal Year |BoVernment on State and Federal funding. 23.35% 0
(State and Federal Aid Current Year- |  To Identify local governments where
Change in State and State and Federal Aid Prior Fiscal State and federal Aid revenues have
Intergovernmental Federal Aid Year)/State and Federal Aid Prior Fiscal dedlined.
Revenues Year -1.81% 1
To identify the change in sales tax
(Local Sales Tax Receipts Most Current receipts,
h i ales Tax
Change ': Loc.alts 12 Months - Local Sales Tax Receipts
ecelpts Prior 12 Months)/Local Sales Tax
Sales Tax Revenues Receipts Prior 12 Months 3.91% 0
Score:; 3
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS

The positive results achieved by Ulster County under OSC’s proposed OSC System are
extremely encouraging, and, if anything, highlight the value of proactive engagement in a
continuous, systematic monitoring of the proposed indicators in order to maintain and improve
creditworthiness and bond rating, and budgeting and fiscal policies and procedures.

To that end, it is our strong recommendation that a Fiscal Stress Analysis Team be established,
consisting of a representative of the Executive’s Budget staff, the Comptroller’s Office, the
Finance Department, and a qualified civilian professional representative of Ulster County at
large, to conduct, review, and provide comments to County lawmakers and policy makers on a
quarterly basis on the level of financial stress faced not just on an overall scale, but in any
particular indicator, so that preemptive and proactive action can be taken to ensure the County’s
continued and improved financial condition.

We believe our establishment of this team could serve as a model program for the use of the
OSC System statewide, and protect and continually improve the fiscal health and standard of
living for residents of Ulster. Also, the quarterly review will serve as an “early warning system”
for each successive budget cycle, by allowing us to compare the adopted budget to real-world
operation and collect data to improve the correlation of the proposed and adopted annual budget
to the structural balance, or lack thereof, achieved as a result of previously unanticipated changes
in the economy and its drivers.

VII. CONCLUSION

Based upon the Office of the New York State Comptroller’s Proposed Fiscal Stress Monitoring
System, it does not appear that the County of Ulster is in a fiscal stress situation based on past
results. Even the areas of modest concern highlighted within individual indicators are indicative
of the very difficult economic times in which County government must operate, and should not
be viewed as representing mismanagement, but rather, as opportunities for improvement when
observed at the proper distance; quarterly review will allow for that distance, and for the
adoption of policies and practices which can avoid severe financial stress. Further, as stated
above, any attempt to identify or predict fiscal stress must realize that changes in behavior, the
specific financial decisions made in a county, or unforeseen external events, can quickly change
ongoing financial trends. These local decisions can change the financial health of the county
suddenly.

It is for this reason that we believe the establishment of a quarterly review team is important. We
trust you will find the information herein enlightening and consider the recommendations.
Respectfully submitted,

Ulster County Comptroller
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Introduction

Since the onset of the economic recession in December 2007, local governments and school
districts throughout the State and country faced new challenges that threatened their fiscal
health. A growing number of local officials, outside researchers and other intergsted
parties have been sounding the alarm over the financial threats to local governments. We
have seen in other states, such as California, Pennsylvania and Rhode Island, where local
governments have filed for bankruptcy or radically reduced or eliminated the services
they provide. These challenges will continue to threaten the fiscal health of local
governments and school districts as the economy continues to recover from the Great
Recession.

A first step to helping local governments in New York State deal with these fiscal
challenges is to identify clearly those local governments and school districts that are
moving towards, or are already in, fiscal stress. Such monitoring of the fiscal health of
local governments and school districts should allow for early actions to prevent these
entities from ending up in severe fiscal stress. Such preventative actions should result in
less cost and less disruption to vital services.

It is a constitutional and statutory function of the State Comptroller to examine into and
report on the financial affairs and condition of local governments. As part of this
function, we are proposing a public Fiscal Stress Monitoring System that will identify
both local governments and school districts that are in fiscal stress, as well as nearing
fiscal stress. It is hoped that this proposed Fiscal Stress Monitoring System will identify
for local officials the need to take actions in a timely manner that change their financial
trends for the better, with the least disruption and pain to the citizens we all serve.

The data for these measures will be drawn from the information local governments and
school districts already submit. Therefore, this proposed system does not impose any
additional reporting requirements on local governments. Before these measures are
adopted, they will be shared with all local governments and school districts for their
review and comment. This 60-day comment period will be announced shortly.



Proposed Fiscal Stress Monitoring System

Overview

Fiscal stress is a judgment about the financial condition of an individual entity that must
take into consideration its unique circumstances, but can be generally defined as a local
government’s or school district’s inability to generate enough revenues within its current
fiscal period to meet its expenditures (budget solvency). In contrast, a fiscally healthy
local government or school district is able to finance services on an ongoing basis—
meaning that the local government or school district can endure short-term financial
pressures (such as revenue shortfalls or unanticipated expenditures). Any attempt to
identify or predict fiscal stress must realize that changes in behavior, the specific
financial decisions made in a locality, or unforeseen external events, can quickly change
ongoing financial trends. These local actions can change the financial health of a locality
or school district suddenly, either for better or worse.

This proposed Fiscal Stress Monitoring System consists of evaluating local governments
(counties, cities, towns, and villages) and school districts based on both financial and
environmental indicators. The financial indicators will be calculated using financial data
that is filed in annual update documents (AUDs) by each local government and in annual
financial reports (ST-3s) for school districts. A score will be calculated for each financial
indicator to arrive at a current overall score for each local government and school district,
which will then be used to classify whether the unit is in “significant fiscal stress,”
“moderate fiscal stress,” is “nearing fiscal stress,” or is “not in fiscal stress.”

The environmental indicators will be calculated using an array of sources, including data
from the United States Census Bureau, the New York State Department of Labor, and the
New York State Education Department, as well as financial data that is filed in AUDs. A
score will be calculated for each environmental indicator to arrive at a current overall
score for each local government and school district, which will be used to notate the units
with negative environmental conditions. Specifically, units that have negative
environmental conditions will be notated with plus signs from worst to best: “+++,”
“++,” and “+.” Units that are deemed to not have negative environmental conditions will
not receive a notation,

Once a local government or school district is evaluated based on both financial and
environmental indicators, it will result in the unit having a financial indicator
classification and an environmental indicator notation. For example, a local government
that receives the worst overall score from both the financial and environmental indicators
would be classified as in “significant fiscal stress +++.” Additionally, a unit that is
classified as in “significant fiscal stress +++" will be considered worse than a unit that is
classified as just in “significant fiscal stress” with no plus sign notations because, in
addition to having a negative financial condition, the unit also has worse environmental
conditions.



Local Government Financial Indicators

The proposed Fiscal Stress Monitoring System for local governments consists of nine
financial indicators within five categories, outlined in the table below, including the
calculation and the purpose for ¢ach of the financial indicators. An in-depth explanation
of each of the proposed financial indicator calculations has been included in Appendix A.

Local Government Financial Indicators
Financial
Category | - Indicator - Calculation - Purpose
To identify the amount of fund balance that is

Assigned and (Assigned + Unassigned being used to fund operations and/or that is
Unassigned Fund | Fund Balance) / Gross available to provide a cushion for revenue
Balance Expenditures shortfalls or expenditure overruns,

To identify the amount of fund balance that is
available to be used to fund operations, provide a
cushion for revenue shortfalls or expenditure

Year-End Total Fund Balance / overruns, and/or is reserved for specific future
Fund Balance [Total Fund Balance| Gross Expenditures purposes.
(Gross Revenues - Gross
Operating Expenditures} / Gross | To identify local goveraments that are realizng
Deficits Operating Deficit Expenditures) cperating deficits.
(Cash + Investments) / { To identify the ability of the local government to
Cash Ratio Current Liabilities liquidate current liabilities.

(Cash + Investments) / | To identify the ability of the local government to
Cash % of Monthly | (Gross Expenditures / 12 | fund the ensuing fiscal year's operations from
Cash Position Expenditures Months) available cash.

{Revenue Anticipation
Notes + Tax Anticipation
Short-Term Debt | Notes + Budget Notes) / | To identify the amount of short-term debt that is

Issuance Total Revenues issued to meet obligations (cash-flow).
Use of Short- | Short-Term Debt To identify the trend in the issuance of short-term
Term Debt Issuance Trend | Short-Term Debt Issued debt,
Personal Services (Personal Services
and Employee | Expenditures + Employee
Benefits % Benefits Expenditures) / To identify the amount that revenues are
Revenues Total Revenues restricted to be used for salaries and benefits,
Debt Service To identify the amount that revenues are
Debt Service % Expenditures / Total restricted to be used for debt service
Fixed Costs Revenues Revenues expenditures.

Year-End Fund Balance — The level of a local government’s year-end fund balance can
affect its ability to deal with revenue shortfalls and expenditure overruns (emergency
situations). A negative or low level of fund balance can affect the local government’s
ability to provide services at current levels. In addition, since fund balance is the
accumulated results of the local government’s financial operations over time, it is a
strong measure of financial condition and is not unduly affected by short-term
circumstances. Two financial indicators were chosen in this category to evaluate the local
government’s assigned and unassigned fund balance level, and its total fund balance
(difference being reserves).




Operating Deficits — Annual operating results are a good measure of the local
government’s recent financial operations and the direction that its finances are headed.
Local governments that have multiple years of operating deficits or a significant
operating deficit in one fiscal year can face financial hardship. Additionally, multiple
years of operating deficits are a reliable sign that the local government’s budget is not
structurally balanced - that its current revenues are not sufficient to support current
expenditures. One financial indicator was selected in this category to evaluate the trend of
operating deficits and determine whether the local government realized a significant
operating deficit in the most recently completed fiscal year.

Cash Position — Another way to evaluate fiscal health is whether an entity has enough
cash to pay its bills on time. A local government with a low level of cash and short-term
investments may not be able to pay its current obligations (insolvency). The two financial
indicators in this category evaluate the local government’s ability to liquidate current
liabilities and its ability to fund the ensuing fiscal year’s operations from available cash.

Use of Short-Term Debt — Local governments in fiscal stress are more likely to have to
issue short-term debt in order to meet obligations. Increasing reliance on the issuance of
short-term debt indicates that the local government has cash-flow issues that are not
being resolved. The two financial indicators in this category evaluate the amount of short-

term debt that was issued in the last fiscal year and the trend in the issuance of short-term
debt,

Fixed Costs — This category was selected because the level of a local government’s fixed
costs determines the local government’s flexibility with responding to economic changes.
A local government with a high level of fixed costs has more difficulty adjusting service
levels if resources decline. These two financial indicators determine the amount that
revenues are restricted to be used for personal services and employee benefits, and for
debt service (both are of a fixed nature).

When calculating the financial indicators for local governments, the general fund and
combined funds will be used for indicators one and two, the combined funds for
indicators three through five, and all funds (combined funds plus generally the debt
service fund) for indicators six through nine. The specific funds that will be used for each
class of local government are outlined in the table below.

Class General Fund Combinped Funds
Cities General Fund General, All Water, and All Sewer Funds
General, County Road, Road Machinery, Water, Sewer, and All Enterprise
Countigs General Fund Funds
Villages General Fund General, All Water, and All Sewer Funds
General Town-Wide
and Highway Town- | General Town-Wide, General Part-Towr, Highway Town-Wide, Highway
Towns Wide Funds Part-Town, All Water, and All Sewer Funds

A score will be calculated for each of the nine financial indicators to arrive at a current
overall score for each local government. An explanation of the proposed scoring of each
financial indicator and the proposed overall scoring has been included in Appendix B.




Local Government Environmental Indicators

Fourteen environmental indicators' are proposed for evaluating local governments, which
are outlined in the table below, including the calculation and the purpose for each of the
environmental indicators. An in-depth explanation of each of the proposed environmental
indicator calculations has been included in Appendix C.

|

Population

Change In Population
1990 to 2010

(Total Popu

ation
Population 1990 Census) / Total
Popuiation 1990 Census
and
(T otal Population 2010 Census - Total
Population 2000 Census) / Total
Population 2000 Census

200‘0 C:ﬁsus - Total

To identify local governments where total

population has declined over the last two

decadces or significantly declined over the
last decade.

Change In Median Age of
Population 2000 to 2010

(Median Age of Population 2010 Census
- Median Age of Population 2000
Census) / Median Age of Population
2000 Census

To identify local governments where the
median age of their residents has increased.

Age

Mcdian Age of Population
2010

M edian Age of Population 2010 Census

To identify the median age of the residents
of a local government.

Child Poverty Rate 2010

Child Poverty Rate 2010 Census

To identify the child poverty ratc of the
local government.

Poverty

Change In Child Poverty
Rate 2000 to 2010

Child Poverty Rate 2010 Census - Child
Poverty Rate 2000 Census

To identify local governments where the
child poverty rate has increased.

Change In Property Value

(Full Value Most Current Fiscal Year -
Full Value Prior Fiscal Year) / Full Value
Prior Fiscal Ycar

To identify local governments where
property values have declined.

Property Valuc

Property Value Per Capita

Full Value M ost Current Fiscal Ycar /
Total Population 2010 Census

To identify the property wealth of the local

government,

Change In Unemp loy ment
Rate

Unemployment Ratg 2011 -
Unemp loyment Rate 2010

To identify local governments where the
unemp loyment rate has increased.

Unemployment Rate

Uncmployment Rate 201!

To identify the unemployment rate of the
local government,

Employment Base

Change In Total Jobs In
County

Total Jobs In County 2011 - Total Jobs
In County 2010

within counties in which the total jobs in the

To identify local governments that arc

county have declined.

Rcliance on Statc and
Federal Aid

Statc and Federal Aid Current Fiscal Ycar
/ Total Revenues Current Fiscal Ycar

To identify the dependence of the local
government on Statc and Federal funding.

(State and Federal Aid Current Fiscal
Yecar - Statc and Federal Aid Prior Fiscal

To identify local governments where State

Intergovernmental Change in State and Year) / State and Fedceral Aid Prior Fiscal

Revenues Federal Aid Year and Federal Aid revenues have declined.
Constitutional Tax| Constitutional Tax Limit To determing the extent to which a city or

Limit Exhausted Tax Levy / Tax Limit village has exhausted its tax limit.
{Local Sales Tax Receipts Most Current
12 Months - Local Sales Tax Receipts
Sales Tax Changg in Local Salcs Tax Prior 12 Months) / Local Sales Tax To identify countics where local salcs tax
Revenues Receipts Receipts Prior 12 Months receipts have declined.

" All 14 environmental indicators will not be used to evaluate each class of local government, Appendix D
contains a table outlining the environmental indicators that will be used to evaluate each class of local

government.
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Population — The change in population can provide insight into the health of the local
economy and can pose challenges to a local government’s finances. Declining population
in a local government may affect property values and the associated tax base, which
affects a local government’s revenues. Additionally, despite the fact that population is
declining, local government officials are often unable to cut the associated costs, since
many expenditures, including debt service, personal services, and employee benefits, are
fixed in the short term.

Age — The age of the population provides important insight into the service needs within
a community. A local government with an increasing median age or an already high
median age may require additional services (i.e., public transportation and healthcare),
resulting in additional expenditures. The two indicators in this category are the current
median age of the population and the trend in the age (whether the population is trending
older or younger).

Poverty — The level of poverty within a local government provides important insight into
the service needs within a community. The two indicators in this category are the current
poverty rates - as measured by child poverty rates - and the trend in the level of child

poverty.

Property Value — Property value is a useful sign of the health of the local economy and
also may affect one of the local government’s major revenue sources (real property
taxes). A local government with declining property values needs to increase its tax rate(s)
in order to raise the same amount of real property tax revenues. The two indicators in this
category evaluate the current property wealth and the trend in a local government’s
property value.

Employment Base — The level of unemployment and change in available jobs provides
information on the economic activity of an area and also may affect a local government’s
revenues. A local government with an increasing unemployment rate, high
unemployment rate, and/or declining available jobs indicates that its residents are
experiencing reductions in personal income. Therefore, the residents’ ability to support
the local economy is diminished. This may result in a significant decline in the local
government’s revenues that are based on economic activity (i.e., sales tax receipts). The
three indicators in this category determine the current unemployment rate, the trend in the
unemployment rate and the trend in the total jobs in the county in which the local
government is located.

Intergovernmental Revenues — The extent to which a local government’s operations are
supported by intergovernmental revenues from State and Federal sources can pose
challenges to a local government’s finances. A local government with a large dependence
on State and Federal funding can have a greater revenue risk (vulnerability to reductions
of such revenues) because the local government does not control most intergovernmental
revenues. The two indicators in this category evaluate the local government’s current
level of dependence on intergovernmental revenues and whether this dependence is
growing or declining.

Constitutional Tax Limit — This category is applied to cities and villages only. The extent
to which a city or village has exhausted its constitutional tax limit reduces its financing
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options. A city or village that has exhausted a significant amount of its constitutional tax
limit loses flexibility in its revenue structure and may not be able to sustain the current
level of services provided to its residents.

Sales Tax Revenues — This category is applied to counties only. The change in sales tax
revenues can provide insight into the health of the local economy and can pose challenges
to a county’s finances. A county with declining sales tax revenues will need to generate
additional revenues to sustain the current level of services provided to its residents. This
will vary according to the significance of sales tax revenues as a portion of the total
revenues realized by a county.

A score will be calculated for each of the applicable environmental indicators to arrive at
an overall score for each local government. An explanation of the proposed scoring of
each environmental indicator and the proposed overall scoring has been included in
Appendix D.

Schoel District Financial Indicators

The proposed financial indicators for schools are slightly different than for local
governments. Seven financial indicators within four categories were developed for
evaluating school districts, which are outlined in the table below. An in-depth explanation
of each of the proposed financial indicator calculations has been included in Appendix E.

School District Financial Indicators
. Financtal
Category Indicator Calculation Purpose
(Assigned Fund Balance |To identify the amount of fund balance that is being
Assigned and + Unassigned Fund used to fund operations and/or that is availablke to
Unassigned Fund Balance) / Gross provide a cushion for revenue shortfalls or
Balance Expenditures expenditure overruns.
To identify the amount of fund balance that is
avaitable to be used to fund operations, provide a
cushion for revenue shortfalls or expenditure
Year-End Total Fund Total Fund Balance / overruns, and/or is reserved for specific future
Fund Balance Balance Gross Expenditures purpases.
(Gross Revenues - Gross
Operating Expenditures) / Gross To identify school districts that are realizing
Deficits Operating Deficit Expenditures operating deficits,
{Cash + Investments) / To identify the ability of the school district to
Cash Ratio Current Liabilities liquidate current liabilities.
Cash % of (Cash + Investments) / | To identify the ability of the school district to fund
Monthly (Gross Expenditures / 12 | the ensuing fiscal year's operations from available
Cash Position|  Expenditures Moriths) cash,
(Revenue Anticipation
Notes + Tax Anticipation
Shert-Term Debt | Notes + Budget Notes) /| To identify the amount of short-term debt that was
Issuance Total Revenues issued to meet obligations (cash-flow).
Use of Short- | Short-Term Debt To identify the trend in the issuance of short-term
Term Debt | Issuance Trend | Short-Term Debt Issued debt.




Year-End Fund Balance — The level of a school district’s year-end fund balance can
affect its ability to deal with revenue shortfalls and expenditure overruns (emergency
situations). A negative or low level of fund balance can affect the school district’s ability
to provide services at current levels. In addition, since fund balance is the accumulated
results of the school district’s financial operations over time, it is a strong measure of
financial condition and is not unduly affected by short-term circumstances. Two financial
indicators were chosen in this category to evaluate the school district’s assigned and
unassigned fund balance level, and its total fund balance (difference being reserves).

Operating Deficits — Annual operating results are a good measure of the recent financial
operations and the direction that a school district’s finances are headed. School districts
that have multiple years of operating deficits or a significant operating deficit in one
fiscal year can face financial hardship. Additionally, multiple years of operating deficits
are a reliable sign that a school district’s budget is not structurally balanced - that its
current revenues are not sufficient to support current expenditures. One financial
indicator was selected in this category to evaluate the trend of operating deficits and
determine whether the school district realized a significant operating deficit in the most
recently completed fiscal year.

Cash Position — Another way to evaluate fiscal health is whether an entity has enough
cash to pay its bills on time. A school district with a low level of cash and short-term
investments may not be able to pay its current obligations (insolvency). The two financial
indicators in this category evaluate the ability to liquidate current liabilities and the
ability to fund the ensuing fiscal year’s operations from available cash.

Use of Short-Term Debt — School districts in fiscal stress are more likely to have to issue
short-term debt in order to meet obligations. A school district that increasingly relies on
the issuance of short-term debt indicates that the school district has cash-flow issues that
are not being resolved. The two financial indicators in this category evaluate the amount
of short-term debt that was issued in the last fiscal year as well as the trend in the
issuance of short-term debt.

When calculating the financial indicators for school districts, only the general fund will
be used. A score will be calculated for each of the seven financial indicators to arrive at a
current overall score for each school district. An explanation of the proposed scoring of

each financial indicator and the proposed overall scoring has been included in Appendix
F.

School District Environmental Indicators
Six environmental indicators are proposed for evaluating school districts, which are

outlined in the following table. An in-depth explanation of each of the proposed
environmental indicator calculations has been included in Appendix G.
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{Full Valie Most Current
Fiscal Year - Full Value

Budget Votes

Defeats First
Budget Vote Trend

Budget Vote Defeated
First Vote

Property | Change in Property | Prior Fiscal Year) / Full | To identify school districts where property values
Value Vatue Value Prior Fiscal Year have declined.
(Enrollment Most
Current Fiscal Year -
Enroliment Prior Fiscal
Change in Year) / Enroliment Prior | To identify school districts where enroliment has
Enrollment Enrolinent Fiscal Year declined.
Budget Vote

To identify school districts where their budget was
defeated during the first vote multiple times.

Change in Approval
% First Budget
Vote

Approval % First Budget
Vote Most Current
Fiscal Year - Approval
% First Budget Vote
Prior Fiscal Year

To identify school districts where the approval
percentage of their budget during the first budget
vote has declined.

Number of Students That
Graduated / Number of
Students That Entered

Graduation 9th Grade Four Years To identify the graduation rate of the school
Rate Graduation Rate % Prior district.
Free or Free or Reduced Priced
Reduced Free or Reduced | Lunch Eligible Students
Priced Lunch | Priced Lunch % K-6/ Enroflment K-6 | To identify the poverty rate of the schoo] district.

Property Value — Property value is a useful sign of the health of the local economy and
also may affect one of the school district’s major revenue sources (real property taxes). A
school district with declining property values needs to increase its tax rate(s) in order to
raise the same amount of real property tax revenues. This indicator evaluates the trend in
a school district’s property value.

Enrollment — Changes in school district enrollment can provide insight into the health of
the local economy and can pose challenges to a school district’s finances. A school
district with declining enrollment may experience a decline in the property values and the
associated tax base, which may affect a school district’s revenues. Additionally, despite
the fact that enrollment is declining, school districts are often unable to cut the associated
costs, since many expenditures, including debt service, personal services, and employee
benefits are fixed in the short term.

Budget Votes — The level of community support for a school district’s budget directly
affects the school district’s ability to incur the expenditures that are anticipated.
Additionally, because of the onset of the tax cap starting with the 2012-13 fiscal year, the
level of community support for a school district’s budget will directly affect the school
district’s ability to raise real property taxes (major source of revenue). The two indicators
in this category identify school districts that had their budgets defeated during the first
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vote multiple times, and school districts that have had a declining approval percentage for
the first budget vote.

Graduation Rate — Graduation rates may affect the school district’s expenditures. A low
graduation rate may indicate a school district that has students with higher needs that
require additional academic services, resulting in additional expenditures for the school
district.

Free or Reduced Price Lunch — The percentage of students eligible for free or reduced
price tunch is directly correlated with the poverty rate. A high percentage of students that
are eligible for free or reduced price lunch indicates a school district has students with
higher needs that require additional services, resulting in additional expenditures for the
school district.

A score will be calculated for each of the six environmental indicators to arrive at an
overall score for each school district. An explanation of the proposed scoring of each
environmental indicator and the proposed overall scoring has been included in Appendix
H.

Internal Verification

There will be several steps of internal verification performed by OSC prior to finalizing a
list of local governments and school districts that will be classified as in “significant
fiscal stress,” “moderate fiscal stress,” or “nearing fiscal stress.” Specifically, for each
unit initially identified, the data and calculations that were used to determine these units’
classification (significant fiscal stress, moderate fiscal stress, or nearing fiscal stress) will
be reviewed and verified. The internal verification process will also consist of
verification of the data and calculations for a sample of units not identified as being in
fiscal stress.

The draft scoring will then be shared with each local government and school district that
is identified as in or nearing fiscal stress for their review before the list is finalized.



Assistance Provided to Local Governments

Once the fiscal stress monitoring system has identified local governments and school
districts experiencing some level of fiscal stress, there is an array of services that OSC
could provide to these units. The services that are provided to the local governments
and/or school districts would be the responsibility of the OSC regional office that has
oversight responsibility for the unit(s) identified.

Budget Reviews — Review the unit’s budget prior to adoption by the governing board to
ensure that the significant revenue and expenditure projections are reasonable and that the
budget is structurally balanced.

Technical Assistance —~ Contact each unit by phone and discuss the indicators that
resulted in it being deemed in some level of fiscal stress. Provide additional guidance to
the unit via on-site technical assistance.

Multi-Year Financial Planning — Provide each unit with the information to access OSC’s
on-line multi-year financial planning tool. Provide any hands-on assistance the unit
needs to fully utilize the tool and develop a multi-year plan, identify its fiscal issues and
develop a corrective action plan.

Publications and Resources — Provide units with a predetermined set of local government
management guides and other publications related to financial management (e.g.,
financial condition analysis, multi-year financial and capital planning, etc.). Provide units
with a five-year financial comparison of the data they filed in their annual update
document/ST-3 in an excel spreadsheet.

Training — Advise each unit about the full menu of training that OSC offers, including
on-line training, regional training, and association and conference trainings.
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APPENDIX A

PROPOSED LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCIAL INDICATOR
CALCULATIONS

The following contains an in-depth explanation of ecach of the proposed financial
indicator calculations:

Assigned and Unassigned Fund Balance — The general fund’s assigned fund balance
(account codes 914 and 915) plus unassigned fund balance (account code 917) divided by
the general fund’s gross expenditures (EOU) during the same fiscal year. In fiscal years
prior to the fiscal year ending 2011, the numerator would consist of account code 910
(appropriated fund balance) plus account code 911 (unreserved, unappropriated fund
balance). The combined funds’ assigned fund balance (account codes 914 and 915) plus
unassigned fund balance (account code 917 and account code 924 for enterprise funds)
divided by the combined funds’ gross expenditures (EOU) during the same fiscal year.

Total Fund Balance — The general fund’s total fund balance at fiscal year end divided by
the general fund’s gross expenditures (EOU) during the same fiscal year. The combined
funds’ total fund balance at fiscal year end divided by the combined funds® gross
expenditures (EQU) during the same fiscal year.

Operating Deficits — The combined funds’ gross revenues (ROS) minus gross
expenditures (EOU) at fiscal year end divided by the combined funds’ gross expenditures
during the same fiscal year (EOU).

Cash Ratio — The total of the combined funds’ cash and investments (account codes 200-
223, 450, and 451) at fiscal year end divided by the combined funds’ current liabilities
(account codes 600-626 and 631-668 minus account codes 280, 290, and 295) during the
same fiscal year.

Cash as a Percentage of Monthly Expenditures — The total of the combined funds® cash
and investments (account codes 200, 201, 450, and 451) at fiscal year end divided by the
combined funds’ average monthly gross expenditures (EOU) during the same fiscal year.

Short-Term Debt Issuance — The total of short-term debt (RANs, TANs, and budget
notes) that were issued during the fiscal year divided by the general fund’s total revenues
during the same fiscal year.

Short-Term Debt [ssuance Trend — The number of years that short-term debt (RANs,
TANSs, and budget notes) was issued over the last three fiscal years.

Personal Service and Employee Benefits as a Percentage of Revenues — The total of all
funds’ (except the capital projects fund) personal services expenditures and employee

benefits expenditures (expenditure object codes .1 and .8) at fiscal year end divided by all
funds’ (except the capital projects fund) total revenues (except revenue account code
5791 - advanced of refunding bonds) during the same fiscal year.



Debt Service as a Percentage of Revenues — The total of all funds’ (except the capital
projects fund) debt service expenditures (expenditure object codes .6 and .7) at fiscal year
divided by all funds’ (except the capital projects fund) total revenues (except revenue
account code 5791 - advanced of refunding bonds) during the same fiscal year.
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APPENDIX B

PROPOSED LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCIAL INDICATORS

SCORING

Local Government Financial Indicators Scoring

Scoring -
Financlal . Maximum | Welghted
Indicator Scoring - Points Points Awerage
General Fund Only
3 Points = Less Than or Equal to 5% Last Fiscal Year
2 Points = Greater Than 5% But Less Than or Equat to 10% Last Fiscal Year
1 Point = Greater Than 10% But Less Than or Equal to 15% Last Fiscal Year
Assigned and 0 Poitts = Greater Than 15% Last Fiscal Year
Unassigned Combined Funds minus General Fund
Fund Balance 1 Point = Negative Result Last Fiscal Year 4
General Fund Only
3 Points = Less Than or Equal to 10% Last Fiscal Year
2 Points = Greater Than 10% But Less Than or Equal to 15% Last Fiscal Year
1 Point = Greater Than 15% But Less Than or Equal to 20% Last Fiscal Year
0 Points = Greater Than 20% Last Fiscal Year
Total Fund Combined Funds minus General Fund
Balance 1 Point = Negative Result Last Fiscal Year 4 50%
Combined Funds
3 Points = Deficits in Three of Last Three Fiscal Years or a Deficil in the Last Fiscal Year Equal to or
Less Than -10%
2 Points = Deficits in Two of Last Three Fiscal Years
Operating 1 Point = Deficit in One of Last Three Fiscal Years
Deficit 0 Points = Ne Deficits in Last Three Fiscal Years 3 10%
Combined Funds
3 Points = Less Than or Equal to 50% Last Fiscal Year
2 Points = Greater Than 50% But Less Than or Equal to 75% Last Fiscal Year
1 Point = Greater Than 75% Bui Less Than or Equal to 100% Last Fiscal Year
Cash Ratio 0 Points = Greater Than 100% Last Fiscal Year 3
Combined Funds
3 Points = Less Than or Equal to 33.3% Last Fiscal Ycar
Cash % of 2 Points = Greater Than 33.3% But Less Than or Equal to 66.7% Last Fiscal Year
Monthly 1 Point = Greater Than 66.7% But Less Than or Equal to 100% Last Fiscal Year
Expenditures 0 Points = Greater Than 100% Last Fiscal Year 3 20%
All Funds
3 Points = Greater Than 15% Last Fiscal Year
2 Points = Greater Than 5% But Less Than or Equal to 1 5% Last Fiscal Year
Short-Term i Point = Greater Than 0% But Less Than or Equal to 5% Last Fiscal Year
Debt Issuance 0 Points = 0% Last Fiscal Year 3
All Funds
3 Points = Issuance In Each of Last Three Fiscal Years or Issued a Budget Note In Last Fiscal Year
Short-Term 2 Points = Issuance In Each of LastTwo Fiscal Years
Debt Issuance 1 Point = Issuance In Last Fiscal Year
Trend 0 Points = No Issuance 3 10%
Personal All Funds
Services and 3 Points = Last Three Fiscal Year Average Greater Than or Equal to 75%
Employee 2 Points = Last Three Fiscal Year Average Greater Than or Equal to 70% But Less Than 75%
Benefits % I Point = Last Three Fiscal Year Average Greater Than or Equal to 65% But Less Than 70%
Revenues 0 Points = Last Three Fiscal Year Average Less Than 65% 3
All Funds
3 Points = Last Three Fiscal Year Average Greater Than or Equal to 20%
2 Points = Last Three Fiscal Year Average Greater Than or Equal to 15% But Less Than 20%
Debt Service 1 Point = Last Three Fiscal Year Average Greater Than or Equal to 10% But Less Than 15%
% Revenues 0 Points = Last Three Fiscal Year Average Less Than 10% 3 10%
Totals 29 100%
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The categories will be given different weights to reflect their relative importance in
measuring financial stress. The total maximum number of points that a local government
can receive is 29 points. If a local government receives a total score greater than or equal
to 18.85 (65 percent of total points) it will be considered in significant fiscal stress; if a
local government receives a total score greater than or equal to 15.95 (55 percent of total
points), but less than 18.85, it will be considered in moderate fiscal stress; if a local
government receives a total score greater than or equal to 13.05 (45 percent of total
points), but less than 15.95, it will be considered nearing fiscal stress; and if a local
government receives a total score less than 13.05, it will not be considered in fiscal stress.
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APPENDIX C

PROPOSED LOCAL GOVERNMENT ENVIRONMENTAL
INDICATOR CALCULATIONS

The following contains an in-depth explanation of each of the environmental indicator
calculations:

Change In Population 1990 to 2000 — The local government's total population from the
2000 Census minus the local government's total population from the 1990 Census divided
by the local government's total population from the 1990 Census. Additionally, the local
government's total population from the 2010 Census minus the local government's total
population from the 2000 Census divided by the local government's total population from
the 2000 Census.

Change In Median Age of Population 2000 to 2010 — The local government's total
population median age from the 2010 Census minus the local government's total
population median age from the 2000 Census divided by the local government's total
population median age from the 2000 Census.

Median Age of Population 2010 — The median age of the residents of a local government
based on the 2010 Census.

Child Poverty Rate 2010 — The child poverty rate of the local government based on the
2010 Census. The statewide average poverty rate was 19.90% based on the 2010 Census.

Change In Child Poverty Rate 2000 to 2010 — The local government's child poverty rate
from the 2010 Census minus the local government's child poverty rate from the 2000
Census.

Change In Property Value — The local government's full value for the most current fiscal
year minus the local government's full value for the prior fiscal year divided by the local
government's full value for the prior fiscal year.

Property Value Per Capita - The local government's full value for the most current fiscal
year divided by the local government's total population as of the 2010 census.

Change In Unemployment Rate — The unemployment rate for the local government for
2011 minus the unemployment rate for the local government for 2010. Unemployment
rates are only available for local governments with a population of 25,000 or more.
Therefore, for local governments that have a population of less than 25,000, we used the
unemployment rate for the county that the local government most resides in.

Unemployment Rate — The unemployment rate of the local government for 2011. The
statewide average unemployment rate for 2011 was 8.2 percent. Unemployment rates are
only available for local governments with a population of 25,000 or more. Therefore, for
local governments that have a population of less than 25,000, we used the unemployment
rate for the county that the local government most resides in.
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Change In Total Jobs In County -- The total jobs in the county for 2011 minus the total
jobs in the county for 2010. For each local government, we used the data for the county
that the local government most resides in.

Reliance on State and Federal Aid — All funds' (except the capital projects fund) State and
Federal Aid revenues (revenue account codes 3000 through 4000 minus account codes
3960 and 4960) at fiscal year end for the current fiscal year divided by all funds' (except
the capital projects fund) total revenues at fiscal year end for the current fiscal year.

Change In State and Federal Aid — All funds' (except the capital projects fund) State and
Federal Aid revenues (revenue account codes 3000 through 4000 minus account codes
3960 and 4960) at fiscal year end for the current fiscal year minus all funds' (except the
capital projects fund) State and Federal Aid revenues (revenue account codes 3000
through 4000 minus account codes 3960 and 4960) at fiscal year end for the prior fiscal
year divided by all funds' (except the capital projects fund) State and Federal Aid
revenues (revenue account codes 3000 through 4000 minus account codes 3960 and
4960) at fiscal year end for the prior fiscal year.

Constitutional Tax Limit — The city or village tax levy divided by its tax limit,

Change In Local Sales Tax Receipts — The local sales tax receipts for the most current 12
months minus the local sales tax receipts for the prior 12 months divided by the local
sales tax receipts for the prior 12 months. The local sales tax receipts represent the
amount that is distributed to counties on a monthly basis from OSC. We used the change
in the consumer price index (CPI) for the same time period as the change in local sales
tax receipts for scoring purposes.
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APPENDIX D

PROPOSED LOCAL GOVERNMENT ENVIRONMENTAL

INDICATORS SCOR

ING

dicators Scoring

‘Livcal Goveiniment Environmental In

e Clly an

dViliage' -

TFown

County
- Scoring = ] ‘.Scoﬁ,ng- Scorlng -
o Max. Welghted Max,  Welghted Max, Weighted
 Indientor . Scoring - Points - Pointa Awerage Polnts | ~Awerage . | Points Average
3 Puints — Change Between 1990 and 2000 and 2000 and 2010 are Both Less Than 0%
or Change Between 2000 and 2010 Less Than -10%
2 Points ~ Change Between 2000 and 2010 Less Than or Equalio -5%
1 Point = Change Between 2000 and 2010 Less Than % But Morc Than -5%
Change In Population 0 Points = Change Between 2000 and 2050 More Than or Equal to 0%
1990 k0 2010 3 15% 3 15% 3 20%
3 Points: Greater Than or Equal to 25%.
Change In Median 2 Poinis: Greater Than or Equal to 20% But Less Than 25%
Age of Population t Point: Greater Than ot Equal to 15% Dut Less Than 20%
2006 to 2010 0 Points: Less Than 15% 3 3 3
Median Age of ¥ Point: Greater Than ur Byual to 50
Population 20H0 D Points: Less Than 50 1 10% 1 0% 1 10%%
3 Points: Greater Than or Equal to 39.80% (Twice the Statewide A verage)
2 Points: Greater Than or Equal to 29.85% (One and Half The Statewkde Average) But
Less Than }2.80%
; 1 Point: Geeater Than or Equal to 19.90% (Starewide Average) But Ecss Than 29.85%
Child Poverty Rate 0 Points: Less Than §9.900% (Statewide Avemge)
2010 3 3 3
Change In Chikl
Poverty Rate 2000 o 1 Point: Greater Than M8 Poinds
2010 0 Points: Less Than or Equad to 0% Peints [} Hi i 15% 1 20%
3 Poinis - Four Fiscal Year Average Less Than ur Equal 1o -4% or Change Between
Last Two Fiscal Years Less Than -10%
2 Points = Four Fiscat Year Average Less Than or Equal 1o -2% Bur More Than -4%
I Point = Four Fiscal Year Average Less Than or Equal to -1%% But More Than -2%
Change In Propeny  Poinis = Four Fiscal Year Avcrage Creater Than -1%
Value 3 3 3
A Points: Less Than or Equal e $10,000,
2 Points: Greater Than 310,000 But Less Than or Equal to $20,(00
Praperty Valuc Per 1 Paink: Grcater Than $20.000 But Less Than os Equal to $30.000
Capita G Points. Greater Thor $30.000 3 250 3 30% 3 0%
Change tn 1 Point: Greater Than % Puints
Uncmplayment Rate 0 Points: Less Than or Equal 1o 0% Points R ' )
1 Point: Geeater Thon 8.2% {S1atewide Average}
Unemployment Rate 0 Paints: Less Than or Equal to 8.2% (Statewide Average) 1 ] 1
Change In Tosal Jobs 1 Point: Less Than ¢
In County D Points: Geeater Than or Equalte 0 1 1% 1 LY 1 10%%
3 Points = Four Fiscal Year Average Geeater Than er Equalto 50%
2 Peints = Four Fiscal Year Average Greater Than or Equal to 40% But Less Then
50%
ReYance on State and | 1 Feint = Four Fiscal Year Average Greater Thun or Equal 1o 30% But Less Than 400
Federal Aid @ Points = Four Fiscal Year Averge Less Than 30% 1 3 3
Change in Statc and 1 Point: Less Than 0% In Last Fiscal Year
TFederal Aid 0 Points: Greater Than or Equal to (0% In Last Fiscal Year 1 10%% 1 10% ] 1%
3 Peints: Greater Than or Equal to 80%% Las1 Fiscal Year.
2 Points: Greater Than or Equal o 65% But Less Than B0% Last Fiscal Ycar
Constilutional Tax 1 Point: Greater Than or Equal1o 50% But Less Than 65% Last Fiscal Year
Limit Exhausted © Polints: Less Than 50% Las1 Fiscai Year 0 0% 3 10P% 0 0%
& Painis: less Than (P46
2 Paints: Greater Than or Egnal te 0% Bat Less Than 1.35% (One Half the CPI
Change)
Change In Local Sales 1 Point: Greater Than or Equalto 1.35% But Less Than 2.7% (CPI Changey
Tax Receipts 0 Points: Greater Than or Equalte 2.7% (CPl Changce) 3 200 0 P 0 (109
Totals 27 100% 27 100% 24 100%
The categories will be given different weights to reflect their relative importance in

determining environmental conditions. The total maximum number of points that a
county, city, or village can receive is 27 points. If a county, city, or village receives a
total score greater than or equal to 13.50 (50 percent of total points) it will be considered
to have the worst environmental conditions, which will be notated by "+++;" if a county,
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city, or village receives a total score greater than or equal to 10.80 (40 percent of total
points), but less than 13.50, it will be considered to have the next level of negative
environmental conditions, which will be notated by "++;" if a county, city, or village
receives a total score greater than or equal to 8.10 (30 percent of total points), but less
than 10.80, it will be considered to have the last level of negative environmental
conditions, which will be notated by "+;" and if a county, city, or village receives a total
score less than 8.10, it will not be considered to have negative environmenta! conditions
and will not receive a notation.

The total maximum number of points that a town can receive is 24 points. If a town
receives a total score greater than or equal to 12.00 (50 percent of total points), it will be
considered to have the worst environmental conditions, which will be notated by "+++;"
if a town receives a total score greater than or equal to 9.60 (40 percent of total points),
but less than 12,00, it will be considered to have the next level of negative environmental
conditions, which will be notated by "++;" if a town receives a total score greater than or
equal to 7.20 (30 percent of total points), but less than 9.60, it will be considered to have
the last level of negative environmental conditions, which will be notated by "+;" and if a
town receives a total score less than 7.20, it will not be considered to have negative
environmental conditions and will not receive a notation.
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APPENDIX E

PROPOSED SCHOOL DISTRICT FINANCIAL INDICATOR
CALCULATIONS

The following contains an in-depth explanation of each of the proposed financial
indicator calculations:

Assigned and Unassigned Fund Balance — The general fund's assigned fund balance
{account codes 914 and 915) plus unassigned fund balance (account codes 916 and 917)
divided by the general fund's gross expenditures (EOU) during the same fiscal year. In
fiscal years prior to the 2010-11 fiscal year, the numerator would consist of account code
910 (appropriated fund balance) plus account code 911 (unreserved, unappropriated fund
balance).

Total Fund Balance — The general fund's total fund balance at fiscal year end divided by
the general fund's gross expenditures (EQU) during the same fiscal year.

Operating Deficits — The general fund's gross revenues (ROS) minus gross expenditures
(EOU) at fiscal year end divided by the general fund's gross expenditures (EOU) during
the same fiscal year.

Cash Ratio — The total of the general fund's cash and investments (account codes 200-
223, 450, and 451) at fiscal year end divided by the general fund's current liabilities
(account codes 600-626 and 631-668 minus account codes 280, 290, and 295) during the
same fiscal year.

Cash as a Percentage of Monthly Expenditures — The total of the general fund's cash and
investments (account codes 200, 201, 450, and 451) at fiscal year end divided by the
general fund’s average monthly gross expenditures (EOU) during the same fiscal year.

Short-Term Debt Issuance — The total of short-term debt (RANs, TANs, and budget
notes) that were issued during the fiscal year divided by the general fund's total revenues
during the same fiscal year.

Short-Term Debt Issuance Trend - The number of years that short-term debt (RANS,
TANSs, and budget notes) was issued over the last three fiscal years.
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APPENDIX F

PROPOSED SCHOOL DISTRICT FINANCIAL INDICATORS

SCORING
School District Financial Indicators Scoring
Scoring -
Financial Maximum | Weighted
Indicator Scoring - Polnts Points Average
3 Points = Less Than or Equal 1o 0% Last Fiscal Year
Assigned and 2 Points = Greater Than 0% But Less Than or Equal to 2% Last Fiscal Year
Unassigned 1 Point = Greater Than 2% But Less Than or Equal to 5% Last Fiscal Year
Fund Balance 0 Points = GreaterThan 5% Last Fiscal Year 3
3 Points = Less Than or Equal to 0% Last Fiscal Year
2 Points = Greater Than 0% But Less Than or Equal to 5% Last Fiscal Year
Total Fund 1 Pomt = Greater Than 5% But Less Than or Equal to 10% Last Fiscal Year
Balance 0 Points = Greater Than 10% Last Fiscal Year 3 50%
3 Points = Deficits in Three of Last Three Fiscal Years Less Than or Equal to -
1.5%
2 Points = Deficits in Two of Last Three Fiscal Years Less Than or Equalto -
1.5%
Operating 1 Point = Deficit in One of Last Three Fiscal Years Less Than or Equal to -5%
Deficit 0 Points = No Deficits Last Three Fiscal Years 3 20%
3 Points = Less Than or Equal to 50% Last Fiscal Year
2 Points = Greater Than 50% But Less Than or Equal to 75% Last Fiscal Year
1 Point = Greater Than 75% But Less Than or Equal to 100% Last Fiscal Year
Cash Ratio 0 Points = Greater Than 100% Last Fiscal Year 3
3 Points = Less Than or Equal to 33.3% Last Fiscal Year
2 Points = Greater Than 33.3% But Less Than or Equal to 66.7% Last Fiscal
Cash % of Year
Monthly 1 Point = Greater Than 66.7% But Less Than or Equal to 100% Last Fiscal Year
Expenditures 0 Points = Greater Than 100% Last Fiscal Year 3 20%
3 Points = Greater Than 15% Last Fiscal Year
Short-Term 2 Points = Greater Than 5% But Less Than or Equal to 15% Last Fiscal Year
Debt Issuance I Point = Greater Than 0% But Less Than or Equal to 5% Last Fiscal Year
Amount 0 Pomts = 0% Last Fiscal Year 3
3 Points = Issuance In Each of Last Three Fiscal Years or Issued a Budget
Note In Last Fiscal Year
Short-Term 2 Points = Issuance In Each of LastTwo Fiscal Years
Debt [ssuance 1 Point = Issuance In Last Fiscal Year
Trend 0 Points = No Issuance 3 10%
Totals 21 100%

The categories will be given different weights to reflect their relative importance in
measuring financial stress. The total maximum number of points that a school district
can receive is 21 points. If a school district receives a total score greater than or equal to
13.65 (65 percent of total points), it will be considered in significant fiscal stress; if a
school district receives a total score greater than or equal to 9.45 (45 percent of total
points), but less than 13.65, it will be considered in moderate fiscal stress; if a school
district receives a total score greater than or equal to 5.25 (25 percent of total points), but
less than 9.45, it will be considered nearing fiscal stress; and if a school district receives a
total score less than 5.25, it will not be considered in fiscal stress.
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APPENDIX G

PROPOSED SCHOOL DISTRICT ENVIRONMENTAL INDICATOR
CALCULATIONS

The following contains an in-depth explanation of each of the environmental indicator
calculations:

Change in Property Value — The school district's full value for the most current fiscal
year minus the school district's full value for the prior fiscal year divided by the school
distriet's full value for the prior fiscal year.

Change in Enrollment — The school district's enrollment for the most current fiscal year
minus the school district's enrollment for the prior fiscal year divided by the school
district's enrollment for the prior fiscal year.

Budget Vote Defeats First Budget Vote Trend - In fiscal years prior to the 2012-13 fiscal
year budget vote, a majority of total votes had to be "yes" (more than 50 percent) or the
budget would be defeated. Starting with the 2012-13 fiscal year budget vote and budget
votes in fiscal years after, a majority of total votes had to be "yes" (more than 50 percent)
or the budget would be defeated if it did not include an override of the tax cap.
Alternatively, a supermajority of total votes had to be "yes" (more than 60 percent) or the
budget would be defeated if it included an override of the tax cap.

Change in Approval Percentage for the First Budget Vote — The approval percentage for
the first budget vote for the most current fiscal year minus the approval percentage for the
first budget vote for last fiscal year. The approval percentage consists of the total number
of "yes" votes for the first budget vote divided by the total number of votes cast for the
first budget vote.

Graduation Rate Percentage — The total number of students that graduated in the most
current fiscal year divided by the number of students that entered 9th grade four years
prior. The number of students that graduated in the most current fiscal year consists of
students that graduated within four years with a local, regents, or regents with an
advanced designation diploma.

Free or Reduced Priced Lunch Percentage — The total free or reduced priced lunch
eligible students K-6 for the most current fiscal year divided by the total enrollment K-6
for the most current fiscal year.
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APPENDIX H

PROPOSED SCHOOL DISTRICT ENVIRONMENTAL

INDICATORS SCORING

- Scoring - Points

1 Maximum

Points

Change in Property
Value

3 Points = Four Fiscal Year Average Less Than or Equal to -4% or Change
Between Last Two Fiscal Years Less Than -10%
2 Points = Four Fiscal Year Average Less Than or Equal to -2% But Greater
Than -4%
1 Point = Four Fiscal Year Average Less Than or Equal to -1% But Greater
Than -2%
0 Points = Four Fiscal Year Average Greater Than -1%

30%

Change in
Enroliment

3 Points = Four Fiseal Year Average Less Than or Equalto -3.5%
2 Points = Four Fiscal Year Average Less Than or Equal to -2.5% But
Greater Than -3.5%
1 Point = Four Fiscal Year Average Less Than or Equal to -1.5% But
Greater Than -2.5%
0 Peints = Four Fiscal Year Average Greater Than -1.5%

10%

Budget Vote
Defeats First
Budget Vote Trend

3 Points = Budget Vote Defeated First Time Four of Last Four Fiscal Years
2 Points = Budget Vote Defeated First Time Three of Last Four Fiscal Years
1 Point = Budget Vote Defeated First Time Two of Last Four Fiscal Years
0 Points = Budget Vote Defeated First Time One or None of Last Four Fiscal
Years

Change in
Approval % First
Budget Vote

3 Points = Four Fiscal Year Average Less Than or Equal to -9% Pomts and
Last Fiscal Year Approval % Less Than 60%
2 Points = Four Fiscal Year Average Less Than or Equal to -6% Points But
Greater Than -9% Points and Last Fiseal Year Approval % Less Than 60%
1 Point = Four Fiscal Year Average Less Than or Equal to -3% Points But
Greater Than -6% Pomts and Last Fiscal Year Approval % Less Than 60%
§ Pomts = Four Fiscal Year Average Greater Than -3% Points

25%

Graduation Rate %

3 Points = Graduation % Below 1.5 Standard Deviations of That Fiscal Years

Average Graduation Rate % in Three or More of Last Four Fiscal Years

2 Points = Graduation % Below 1.5 Standard Deviations of That Fiscal Years
Average Graduation Rate % m Two of Last Four Fiscal Years

1 Point = Graduation % Below 1.5 Standard Deviations of That Fiscal Years
Average Graduation Rate % in One of Last Four Fiscal Years

0 Points = Graduation % Below 1.5 Standard Deviations of That Fiscal Years

Average Graduation Rate % in None of Last Four Fiscal Years

25%

Free or Reduced

3 Pomnts = Three Fiscal Year Average Greater Than or Equal to 75%
2 Points = Three Fiscal Year Average Greater Than or Equal to 65% But
Less Than 75%
1 Pomt = Three Fiscal Year Average Greater Than or Equal to 55% But
Less Than 65%

Priced Lunch %

0 Points = Three Fiscal Year Average Less Than 55%

3

10%

Totals

18

100%

The categories will be given different weights to reflect their relative importance in

determining environmental conditions.
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school district can receive is 18 points. If a school district receives a total score greater
than or equal to 10.80 (60 percent of total points), it will be considered to have the worst
environmental conditions, which will be notated by "+++;" if a school district receives a
total score greater than or equal to 8.10 (45 percent of total points), but less than 10.80, it
will be considered to have the next level of negative environmental conditions, which
will be notated by "++;" if a school district receives a total score greater than or equal to
5.40 (30 percent of total points), but less than 8.10, it will be considered to have the last
level of negative environmental conditions, which will be notated by "+;" and if a school
district receives a total score less than 5.40, it will not be considered to have negative
environmental conditions and will not receive a notation.
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APPENDIX 1

INDICATORS REVIEWED BUT NOT INCLUDED IN THE
PROPOSED SYSTEM

A number of financial and environmental indicators were evaluated but are not included
in this proposal because they were not as effective as the ones selected. We did not utilize
these financial indicators for an array of reasons, which included, but were not limited to,
the following: the information provided by the indicator was already captured by another
indicator that was utilized, the indicator did not provide information that was as pertinent
as the information that was captured by the indicators that were utilized, or the indicator
simply did not provide useful information.

Local Government Financial Indicators Not Utilized
Financial Indicator . . . Calculation
{Current Fiscal Year Reserve Balance - Previous
Fiscal Year Reserve Balance) / Previous Fiscal Year

Change In Reserve Balance Reserve Balance
(Gross Revenues - Gross Expenditures) + Assigned
Unplanned Deficit Appropriated Fund Balance / Gross Expenditures

(Current Fiscal Year Gross Revenues - Previous
Fiscal Year Gross Revenues) / Previous Fiscal Year
Change In Revenues Gross Revenues
{Current Fiscal Year Gross Expenditures - Previous

Fiscal Year Gross Expenditures) / Previous Fiscal

Change In Expenditures Year Gross Expenditurcs
Assigned Unappropriated Fund (Cash + Short Terrn Investments) / {Assigned
Balance and Unassigned Fund | Unappropriated Fund Balance + Unassigned Fund

Balance Liquidity Balance)
Long-Term Debt Qutstanding Long-Term Debt / Full Valuation
Interfund Advances Due From Other Funds / Total Assets

{Current Fiscal Year Due From Other Funds -
Previous Fiscal Year Due From Other Funds) /

Change In Interfund Advances Previous Fiscal Year Due From Other Funds
Intergovernmental Revenues Intergovernmental Revenues / Total Revenues
Taxes Receivable Overdue / Real Property Tax
RPT Collections Revenues

tio)

{Working Population 2000 Census - Working l-’(-)[.)ula.tion 1990
Census) / Working Population 1990 Census

and
Change In Working Population {Working Population 2010 Census - Working Population 2000
1990 to 2010 Census) / Working Population 2000 Census
Change In Constitutional Tax | Current Fiscal Year Tax Limit Exhausted - Previous Fiscal Year Tax
Limit Exhausted Limit Exhausted
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School District Financial Indicators Not Utilized

Financial Indicator

Calculation

Change In Reserve Balance

(Current Fiscal Year Reserve Balance - Previous
Fiscal Year Reserve Balance) / Previous Fiscal Year
Reserve Balance

Unplanned Deficit

(Gross Revenues - Gross Expenditures) -+ Assigned
Appropriated Fund Balance / Gross Expenditures

Change In Revenues

(Current Fiscal Year Gross Revenues - Previous
Fiscal Year Gross Revenues) / Previous Fiscal Year
Gross Revenues

Change In Expenditures

(Current Fiscal Year Gross Expenditures - Previous
Fiscal Year Gross Expenditures) / Previous Fiscal
Year Gross Expenditures

Assigned Unappropriated Fund
Balance and Unassigned Fund
Balance Liquidity

{Cash + Short Term Investments) / (Assigned
Unappropriated Fund Balance + Unassigned Fund
Balance)

Long-Term Debt

Outstanding Long-Term Debt / Full Valuation

Interfund Advances

Due From Other Funds / Total Assets

Change In Interfund Advances

(Current Fiscal Year Due From Other Funds -
Previous Fiscal Year Due From Other Funds) /
Previous Fiscal Year Due From Other Funds

Intergovernmental Revenues

Intergovernmental Revenues / Total Revenues

Fixed Costs

Fixed Costs / Total Revenues

Reliance on State and Federal

Aid

State and Federal Aid / Total Revenues

Change in State and Federal Aid

(State and Federal Aid Current Fiscal Year - State
and Federal Aid Prior Fiscal Year) / State and
Federal Aid Prior Fiscal Year

Reliance on Local Revenues

Local Revenues / Total Revenues

Change in Local Revenues

(Local Revenues Current Fiscal Year - Local
Revenues Prior Fiscal Year) / Local Revenues Prior
Fiscal Year
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Assigned Fund Balance
Unassigned Fund Balance
Total Fund Balance

Gross Revenues
Gross Expenditures

Total Revenues
Total Expenditures
Cash & Investments
Current Liabilities

Personal Services Expenditures
Employee Benefits Expenditures

State and Federal Aid 2011
State and Federal Aid 2010
Debt Service Expenditures

BAN's O/
Short-Term Debt Issued

2000 Total Population
1990 Total population
2010 Total Population

Median Age 2010
Median Age 2000

Sales Tax YTD 09/13/12
Sales Tax YTD 09/13/11

17,483,296
45,454,085

279,011,456
275,462,265

278.954,716

264,455,461

27,483,047

23,115,652

68,609,380
40,337,299

13,151,785
74,496,838

$ 24,685314.00
$ 45,275,314.00

S 17774900
§ 16530400
§  182493.00

2,00
18.20

$ 51,977,813.00
$ 50,021,435.00

417,648,319

1,758,141

13,651,291
13,232,375

13,651,291
13,132,375
1,089,722
859,910

5.376,776
503,248

2,740,303
2,970,106

$1758,141

R

986,494 $557,395

986,494 557,395

3,389,368
3,733,144

2,316,210
2,417,916

3,389,368
3,133,144

2,316,210
2417916

1,300,428 560,475

394206 647,303

1,217,600
99,823

452,346
241,239

2,311,436
2177417

Child Poverty Rate 2010
Child Poverty Rate 2000

Full Tax Value 2011
Full Tax Value 2010

Unemployment Rate 2011
Unemployment Rate 2010

§
{1,871,110}

41,518,570
47,526,343

36,436,898
47,524,806
23,035,429
37,250,092

15,329,101
10,698,459

16%
18%

$ 16,335,383,709.00
$ 16,246,087,904.00

8.20%
8.20%

20950349

17,483,296.00
46,885,005

339,886,895
342,372,043

334,748 423

331,363,702

53,479,101

62,267,163

90,985,203
51,880,068

78,203,524
79,644,361

1,296,889

10,058,850
10,108,264

110,281
10,108,294

1,296,889

$650,000

$21,600,349
17,483,296
48,181,894

349,945,785
352,480,337

334,858,764
341,471,996
54,775,990
62,267,163

90,985,203
51,880,068

78,203,524
79,644,361

14,768,593




