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1.   PURPOSES OF 2018 BUDGET GUIDELINES  

 

These guidelines are prepared to facilitate the preparation of, and to establish the parameters for revenue and 

expenditure estimates for the 2018 budget. They outline the general direction of preparing the preliminary 

and recommended budgets. This document also serves to assist the County in complying with PA 2, the 

Uniform Budgeting and Accounting Act by supplying requisite information on County finances to 

policymakers prior to adopting the budget.  It is one of several key reports presented on County financial 

management and overall direction.  

 

Budgeting guidelines are defined as the Board of Commissionerôs principle budget policies to be reflected 

in the annual appropriation process.  In order to present these guidelines, it is necessary to review the 

financial position of the organization and projections of this position for the next budget year and beyond.  

Below is an outline of financial information on the core operations selected for analysis. In summary, the 

organization has remained in a state of financial stability from the time this document was drafted last year 

when preparing the 2017 budget. While continued use of reserves has been required to cover budget 

shortfalls, these amounts have generally been trending lower and more stable over time notwithstanding 

year to year variances.  

 

 Financial review includes the following core areas of fiscal management of the County: 

 

¶ Current revenue performance and preliminary estimates of revenues for the upcoming budget 

year.  Economic forecast of the taxable value of real property is of primary focus and consideration 

used in conjunction with the final Boards of Review and tax settlement figures. 

 

¶ Preliminary year-end 2016 expenditures versus budget and the probability of a surplus carryover 

into the next budget year. Evaluating past budget year operating surpluses or deficits and 

understanding the primary factors that led to the financial outcome are provided. This encompasses 

all funds, including the General Fund and cost centers within the General Fund. 

 

¶ Inflation trends and local economic conditions that impact supplies and contracted services. 

 

¶ Prospects for new taxes and fees or changes in current tax and fee rates along with collection 

rates. 

 

¶ Multiple categories of revenues and expenditures reviewed in trend analysis to demonstrate the 

financial impact and position change over time and projections going forward.  

 

¶ Major non-recurring expenditures that fall due in the current budget year. 

 

¶ Major non-recurring revenue that will be realized or end during the budget year including reserve 

funds. 

 

¶ Demands for public and internal support services from the organization and resources available 

to provide these services. 
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¶ External constraints on revenue, demands on the County due to external authorities, new 

obligations, regulations and compliance, specifically Special Revenue Funds for Central Dispatch, 

Child Care and Inmate Dormitory. 

 

¶ Implementation of the requirements of indigent defense counsel services and the financial impact 

related to the new standards. 

 

The objective of this analysis is to define the financial parameters for the 2018 budget. All offices and 

departments should expect to see the financial position of the County reflected in budget policy 

recommendations from this office to the Board of Commissioners for action on the 2018 budget. This will 

ultimately be incorporated into preliminary and recommended budgets and is consistent with past practices 

related to the budget development. 

 

2.   OBJECT  STATEMENT  

 

These guidelines are intended to present a framework with supporting data for preparation of the budget. 

The preliminary outline for the 2018 Budget reflects the supporting figures and assumptions contained 

throughout this document, other ongoing budget management reports and are all subject to updated 

information and figures throughout the budget development phase.  

 

All State funded programs must continually be monitored to insure that changes do not take place that can 

negatively impact the Countyôs current year operating budget and leave the County to cover obligations 

intended for the State.  This is due to the State budget starting October 1 while the County budget is 

calendar year. Changes at the start of the State budget can impact the County budget during the 4
th
 quarter. 

The Board of Commissioners will rely on those departmentôs receiving state funding to confirm the 

accuracy of projected funding for 2017 and those department managers shall be prepared to modify budgets 

should funding levels change even after the County budget is adopted.  

 

A related concern is the Stateôs overall fiscal position in relation to growing and new obligations that are 

being addressed on the Flint water crisis, Detroit Public Schools financing, future State General Fund 

obligations for road funding and legislative efforts at rolling back the income tax rate(s). Illustrating this 

concern was rating agency Standard and Poorôs who last year modified its financial outlook for the state 

moving it from positive to stable. The agency looks closely at reserve funds given the cyclical auto-driven 

economy, and with current short-term challenges, the state will have a difficult challenge in adding reserve 

funds. As a political sub-division, county governments are subject to the annual appropriation process of the 

Michigan legislature and any strategies the state uses to lower transfer out expenditures to local units.  

      

Additional areas of concern relative to State funding that could affect the Countyôs budget and 

corresponding level of services to the community include the following: 

 

¶ Impact from Public Acts 397 through 408 covering personal property taxes. In 2016, the 

Michigan legislature provided the replacement funding intended to make local units whole from the 

loss of revenue from manufacturerôs personal property tax. The state over collected and therefore 

distributed amounts above the formula, and for the 2016 budget the County received a double 

payment that is considered a one-time revenue bonus. Approximately $406,000 is allocated to this 

bonus payment that is not expected going forward.   
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¶ Changes in child care funding, reimbursement rates and associated additional program 

administrative rules and requirements. Last yearôs disputes between the state and Counties impacting 

cost reimbursements, delays in payments and new interpretations of eligible costs highlighted the 

challenge of this partnership with the state, courts and counties.  

 

¶ Changes in funding the Friend of the Court and Public Health along with associated additional 

program requirements. Maintenance of Effort terms in the funding formulas are not beneficial to the 

funding unit and allow the state to leverage County efficiencies and cost controls with unequal 

benefit under the funding formula. Legislation on water quality matters may impose more 

requirements on Public Health and funding may not cover the new requirements.  

 

¶ Department of Corrections prisoner housing reimbursement rates and 911 emergency telephone 

surcharge distribution formula.  

 

¶ Criminal justice reforms that could impact housing of juveniles and a lack of adequate cost 

sharing from the state for any new mandated services.  

 

¶ County revenue sharing in aggregate is at the stateôs FY 2001-2002 level. In the 2018 budget, 

revenue sharing remains at the prior year level and continues to lag inflation thereby providing less 

support for local unit operations.   

 

3.   ANNUAL BUDGET WITH 2 nd YEAR PROJECTION  

 

The Board of Commissioners will consider financial commitments beyond the upcoming budget and weigh 

longer-term impacts from any budget or policy commitment.  This process will require all departments to 

submit estimates of revenues and expenditures for a two-year budgeting cycle for the fiscal years ending 

2018 and 2019.  Finance staff will use these projections for the 5 year budget forecast. These projections 

will not require a detailed evaluation of every line item, but will consider major revenues and expenditures 

to provide an assessment of what trends are forming. The trends will be used to establish a basis to 

proactively adjust operations to balance against resources prior to the ensuing budget cycles.  These 

estimates are modified on an annual basis to adjust amounts for unanticipated events. There is high value in 

projecting the future obligations and resources and is worth the effort. The County will continue to adopt a 

single annual year budget in compliance with the Uniform Budgeting and Accounting Act and projections 

for the second year as required by Public Act 200 of 2012 and as we have done since 2001. 

 

4.   OVERVIEW OF THE  2018 COUNTY BUDGET 

 

Since 2013, we have experienced an easing of the most difficult decisions involved in formulating a 

balanced budget while using reserves to invest in a limited amount of capital expenditures. Associated with 

this has been the governing boardôs ability to adopt a budget much sooner than had been possible in prior 

time periods. However, supplemental revenue has come from reserve funds as the County has not yet 

developed to a point where current year revenues have been sufficient to fund the current yearôs planned 

expenditures. Elected officials and managers have operated within budgets and consistently under spent 

appropriations to help deliver operating surplus in each of the last 7 years.  Notwithstanding these 

developments, budgets continue to be about choices and conflict remains about the best use of limited 

resources within the organization. Questions center on how best to deliver the full service menu of public 

services to our community. In order to meet the goals of the governing board and present a balanced budget, 

we continue to employ a formula using a combination of some reserve funds, some one-time funding 
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sources and short funding of the full annual actuarially recommended contribution to retiree health care. The 

Board has accepted this approach as reasonable to meet current year public service needs and fund long-

term obligations. 

 

While we would have liked to have made more progress in getting to a structurally balanced budget to help 

with the next economic downturn, a number of changes have been made to assist the County with future 

budgets. These tools will be necessary as other financial challenges remain. Some of the challenges are 

routine as part of the budget process and others develop with new levels of importance. At a high level, 

these challenges include: 1) more requests for funding than what is available from current year resources; 2) 

conflict over the prioritization and allocation of limited resources; 3) efforts at cost containment and lower 

baseline expenditures to match forecasts of future sustained revenue growth; 4) employee compensation 

escalation beyond what the employer can fund over the long-term from each yearôs available revenues; and 

5) pension benefit program expenditure increasing more than actuarially projected and continuing to 

consume most of the new revenue as was demonstrated in the 2016 & 2017  budgets. 

 

Local governments, including the County, must meet a broad number of objectives, but none are more 

impactful than maintaining a stable financial position. This results from the fact that any organization will 

be severely constrained in its ability to function in a planned purposeful direction if its finances are not well 

managed, maintained and strong. While capital needs, good management and service delivery are critical 

issues in daily operations, these are all secondary to the financial standing of any organization, and its 

ability to deliver services and chart a stable course forward. Financial position involves adequate margin in 

current year budgets, trends of delivering operating surplus rather than operating deficits and maintaining 

sufficient reserve funds from which rating agencies base in part the Countyôs financial credit rating. Much 

more can be accomplished when financial strength and stability is certain as this allows the organization to 

plan and focus efforts on outcomes rather than managing under financial strain either from factors within or 

outside leadershipôs control. Fortunately, the County is out of the financial crisis it was in from 2009-2012, 

but looking forward, growth will remain minimal due to a number of revenue limits in place from prior 

legislative action.  

 

At the time of drafting this document, we describe the Countyôs finances as stable. The Countyôs credit 

rating was upgraded to AA in 2014 by Standard & Poorôs and in 2017 Moodyôs moved the County to its 

own rating equal to AA. Both upgrades reflect our own internal view of the Countyôs financial position and 

the stable outlook.  A key component of the improvement in the Countyôs financial position has been cost 

control measures that have been developed and remain in place. What remains as primary concerns are the 

unfunded accrued liabilities of the pension and retiree health care trusts at a combined $163.5 million, and 

specifically the trend of increasing UAL of the pension trust. 

 

The County has taken the steps required to be eligible to continue receiving State revenue sharing and to 

qualify for the County Incentive Program (CIP) grants. These steps include being able to demonstrate 

several performance standards or be subject to reduced amounts of State revenue sharing. These 

standards/actions include the following: 

 

 Standard      Compliance Date County Action 

¶ Transparency or dashboard comparative   December 1, 2016 Compliant 

data on operations and finances 
       

¶ Debt Service Report-All Funds    December 1, 2016 Compliant 
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¶ Projected Budget Report     December 1, 2016 Compliant 

  See www.co.monroe.mi.us front page for dashboard 

 

In 2015, the County realized an increase in property tax revenues for the first time since 2007-2008. In the 

period from 2008 through 2015, when property taxes rebounded, cumulative year over year loss in property 

tax revenue was $3.42 million. In fact, in 2017, budgeted property tax revenue remains $1.73 million less 

than actual collections in 2008. We project positive but slow growth in property tax revenues resulting from 

values and new development. Contributing to the slow growth will be Headlee amendment rollbacks should 

the growth from uncapping and development outpace inflation. The County continues its dependence on 

local property tax revenue as the primary source of revenue (64% of General Fund). As you look at the 

property tax projections included later in this document, you will see minimal rates of growth in this source 

of revenue and not getting back to 2008 levels until 2021. 

 

While revenues provide the ability to deliver public services, there will need to be a continued effort to 

achieve higher levels of efficiency and associated cost savings while providing a broad menu of public 

services from a full service County government.  The Countyôs efforts have been successful in leveraging 

technology investments, consolidating and restructuring internal services and lowering costs. Over the past 

several years, the Board has approved reorganizations to restructure departmental staffing, consolidate 

operations and improve internal efficiencies. These have all been pursued while the General Fund Budget 

has been reduced by $9.7 million or 18.2% from 2008 through the current year. 

 

The County has made significant progress in lowering its operating costs to be closer in line with available 

revenues. We point to the 5 year budget trend to demonstrate this. While these spending plans were not 

structurally balanced, they were much improved over 2013 as an example. The structural imbalances come 

from: 1). the County covering the budget shortfall using reserve funds and, 2). short-funding retiree health 

care as follows: 

 

 Use of  Reserve Funds:  

 

Source of Reserve Funds 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

  Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget 

Budget Stabilization  $        873,343   $        129,901   $       152,429   $                   -     $                   -    

Contingency Account Shortfall  $        348,646   $                   -     $                   -     $                   -     $                   -    

Fund Balance  $                   -     $                   -     $       369,000   $        488,670   $        618,731  

Total Use of Reserve Funds  $     1,221,989   $        129,901   $       521,429   $        488,670   $        618,731  

             

 

Short Funding Retiree Health Care Annual Recommended Contribution: 

Due to structural budget imbalances, the County underfunded the actuarial recommended contributions 

(ARC) for retiree health care (RHC) benefits by nearly $2 million in 2013 and 2014 and by $3.1 in 

2015. This was done by design as the choice was made to fund critical public service programs and 

employee positions. In each of these years, the County was able to fund all current RHC claims and put 

money into the trust even though the recommended ARC was not funded. This was possible due to 

lower claims costs resulting from other cost controls.  

 

The last 2 years actuarial valuations continued a significant positive trend with the unfunded actuarial 

accrued liabilities falling by $32.3 million. As a result of this and other valuation changes, the 2017 

budget funded the RHC ARC at 80% or $1.67 million less than the contribution ARC. Efforts will be 

http://www.co.monroe.mi.us/
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made to at least maintain this ratio and improve upon it in the 2018 budget. We feel confident an 80% 

funded level over the long-term for the ARC is a very good level coupled with the other actions 

implemented.   

 

While the County continues to short fund the RHC ARC, the shortfall is viewed to be manageable over 

the long-term. This is due in large part to the Countyôs prior actions to install new health care plans, 

closing RHC to new hires, increasing employee contributions and retiree health care mirroring to current 

plan designs/cost sharing. We are starting to see the impact of these changes in the valuations. 

 

A. BUDGET OUTCOMES/NOTES ON COUNTY FINANCES  

 

The following sections provide a short summary of past major budget results along with some relevant 

notes of our assessment regarding current and long-term financial challenges. Also included are 

summaries about Board strategies developed and implemented to address financial planning in the 

County and planned appropriations for the 2018 Recommended Budget. 

 

1. Operating Results-General Fund  

Prior year actual results over the past eleven (11) years are as follows: 

 

Year  General Fund Operating Surplus/(Deficit) 

2006             $134,059 

2007             ($528,397) 

2008             ($3,412,980) 

2009             ($1,979,822)  

2010             $1,991,171 

2011             $1,887,966 

2012    $146,879 

2013    $507,171 

2014    $360,275 

2015    $269,821 

2016    $894,080* (Preliminary Subject to Audit) 
   

The cumulative net result over this time period is a positive $270,223.  

 

The last seven years demonstrate a positive trend of operating results vs. operating deficits in the 

2007-2009 period. The most recent years 2012-2015 illustrate very small operating surpluses of an 

average of less than 1% per year. The 2016 results are 2% margin but also include a double PPT 

payment. When this is removed, the result is 1% and tracks with the trend average.  A few notes 

regarding budget history and trends in the major categories of the budget include: 

 

2. Retiree Health Care 

From 2006-2017, Retiree Health Care contributions were short funded a cumulative $22.1 million 

from the ARC. The annual contribution amount has been increased from $6.4 million in 2012 to $6.9 

million in 2016. The current year amount was reduced commensurate with the reduction in the 

contribution budgeting amount. This has helped provide some budget relief and we are confident in 

the budgetôs capacity to provide a financially viable benefit program for the promises made to 

employees/retirees.  
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3.  Pension 

The Employeeôs Retirement System funded ratio was 100% as of the 12/31/2005 valuation.   The 

funded ratio fell to 79.3% in the 12/31/2012 valuation and further to 73.1% at 12/31/2015. The 

pension fund UAAL  (all employers) now stands at $73.6 million; up from $67.3 million over last 

year. Employers are paying down the UAAL with a 25 year amortization schedule.   

 

Considering only the Countyôs obligations, the UAAL is $58.5 milli on; adding the County Agency 

brings the total to $64 million.  On a per capita basis, the County share of the UAAL is $388 for 

every resident of the County. For the full UAAL of the fund, the per capita cost is $488 or an 

increase of $39 over last year. 

 

4. Capital Outlay 

A history of the funding allocated to the Capital Improvement Program since 2008 is outlined below:  

 
Year Funded Amount Year Funded Amount 

2008 $                               - 2014       $                               - 

2009 $                               - 2015 $                     175,000 

2010 $                               - 2016 $                     200,000 

2011 $                               - 2017 $                     200,000 

2012 $                               - 2018 $                     200,000 

2013 $                               - Total $                     775,000 

    
Duration: 11 Years 

  
Average $: $                       70,455 

  
 

The Board allocated funding from reserves to construct an ancillary emergency operations storage 

facility to house critical public safety response equipment. Completed in 2016 at a cost of $440,000, 

this amount is not included above as we have only included baseline expenditures the County 

allocated towards CIP.  

 

A budget challenge is that while minimal amounts of capital outlay have been appropriated over the 

past several years, these amounts have been funded in part from transfers-in from the property 

foreclosure fund. This fund will be limited in capacity going forward as foreclosures are falling. 

Accordingly, we need to shift the funding obligation to current revenues of the budget rather than 

reserve funds. In the 2018 budget, we will budget the same amount from the foreclosure fund 

matching the current year effort to build the capacity within the budget to cover this baseline 

expenditure.  

 

In addition to CIP expenditures, capital outlay expenditures will include fleet patrol vehicles in the 

Sheriffôs Office for $320,000. Our budget goal is to establish the fiscal discipline to fund these 

capital expenditures as baseline operational costs as we cannot spike and then cut back on capital 

funding from year to year. The allocation of the funding can be targeted for particular needs, 

however, the expenditure amounts will be needed as a sustaining budgeted amount annually. It is 

important to recognize that capital expenses are a constant expenditure and maintaining these 

budgeted amounts is an important part of a viable and steady budget model going forward.  
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B. BUDGET CHALLENGE S/FINANCI AL MANAGEMENT MEASURES  

 

1. Most Employee groups received a ½% base wage increase in 2017.  For the 2018 budget, a 

number of groups are scheduled to receive a 1% base wage adjustment. In addition, lump sum 

payments which have been negotiated among employee groups will also be included. Lump sum 

payments represent additional compensation amounts of 1.23% to 3.23% of the average base wages 

of the 19 different employee groups from union to elected. These compensation adjustments are 

within the Countyôs financial capacity and ensure a level of sustainability. Total employee 

compensation has been contained over the past seven (7) budget years as a result of flat lined wages 

and fringe benefit program changes. This correlates directly with the financial position of the 

County, its revenue growth and other primary obligations. The following chart illustrates this trend 

and showed that from 2006-2011, total compensation growth was unsustainable given property tax 

reductions and other core obligations. Organization-wide employee total compensation is also being 

contained through the tier 2 compensation program design. What new revenues have been realized, 

have been allocated to support the addition of public safety staffing and fund increasing obligations 

for post employment benefit programs. In the strategy of adding road patrol officers, since January 1, 

2013 the County has added 6 new Sheriff Deputies and 1 Sergeant. Along with other reorganizations 

within the Sheriffôs office, these actions have added an additional 16,536 hours of law enforcement 

services directly in the community.  

 

                      
 

2. The 2010 Voluntary Employee Retirement Program (VERP) resulted in 88 employee separations 

but also increased annual required contributions (ARC) by $220,166 beginning in the 2012 budget. 

This higher contribution was spread over a 20 year amortization schedule and is in addition to other 

demographic, investment and mortality impacts. In 2015, an experience study was part of the 

pension fundôs 12/31/2014 valuation. The outcome resulted in updated mortality tables with higher 

life expectancies and ultimate benefit payments. A 25 year amortization schedule was adopted to pay 

down the pension fundôs $67.3 million UAAL at that time. The UAAL increased to $73.6 million 

following the last valuation. For the 2016 budget, we initially planned for an increase of $216,506 

however, the ARC increased $357,239. For 2017, our projection was for an increase of $177,000 

based on the actuaryôs original amortization schedule. The actual increase was $398,838.  The 2018 

preliminary increase is $194,970 until we receive the 12/31/2016 valuation.  
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3. Our 5-7 year forecast for employee health care costs are projected to increase by 3% annually; 

down from 4% in prior models. The projections were lowered following 2 consecutive years of 

reduced rates combined of nearly 4% and a one year increase of 1%. We will closely monitor the 

quarterly claims data for any change in our forecast but feel the 3% long-term rate is appropriate. A 

rate increase of 3% translates into employer cost increases of approximately $187,379 in 2018.  

 

4. Use of reserves, one-time funding sources and other budgeting techniques has been trending 

positive and stable in successive budgets except for 2015 when the RHC ARC jumped due to the 

discount rate change. This is evidenced when looking at revenue shortfalls that totaled $3.1 million 

and $2.1 million in 2013 and 2014 respectively. In 2016, the amount eased due to the drop in the 

RHC ARC. Below is a year by year summary of how budgets were balanced in the prior nine years, 

while helping illustrate the challenge of budgeting in Michigan local county governments:  

 

× 2010 Budget: Did not use reserves to fill revenue shortfalls. However, Retiree Health Care 

expenses were paid by cashing RHC Trust assets ($1.5 million) to pay obligations normally 

covered by the general fund. This continued to contribute to a budget which was structurally 

out of balance. This specific practice ended in the 2011 budget.   

× 2011 Budget: The County budgeted non-recurring sources of revenues including $863,468. 

This was an improvement over prior years but a gap remained. RHC was short-funded by 

$1,025,263. 

× 2012 Budget: Funded the RHC ARC at 75% or $2 million short-funded.   

× 2013 Budget: Used $150,000 from tax foreclosure fund to pay the cost of Sheriff fleet 

vehicles, $873,343 budgeted from Budget Stabilization Fund, negative contingency account 

of $148,701 and RHC funded at $2 million less to cover the budget shortfall. 

× 2014 Budget: Used $175,000 from tax foreclosure fund to pay for Sheriff fleet vehicles, 

budgeted $129,901 from Budget Stabilization Fund and again funded RHC $2 million less 

than the ARC. 

× 2015 Budget: We budgeted $152,429 from Budget Stabilization Fund to close what we 

calculated to be operational shortfall; $369,000 was used from Fund Balance to close what 

we determined to be a shortfall in paying for necessary capital outlay; and we underfunded 

the RHC ARC by $3.2 million. 

× 2016 Budget: We budgeted $488,670 from Fund Balance and the RHC ARC was 

underfunded by $1.38 million.  

× 2017 Budget: $1.67 million of RHC was underfunded, $618,731 from Fund Balance and we 

used $80,000 from Foreclosure Fund.  

 

The chart below shows the pattern/practice of shortfall budgeting over the past 11 budget cycles: 
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5. The 2017 contingency account is funded at $50,000. To date, $22,900 has been transferred out to 

pay for the countywide election equipment purchase. In 2018, we will budget the same $50,000 

amount in the contingency account plus a yet to be determined figure for collective bargaining 

contingency.  

 

C. BUDGET POSITIVES 

 

Prior year budgeting and associated cost containment efforts by the Board and employees have helped 

and will continue to help solve the most difficult budget challenges. There have been many successes in 

this area. Some of the financial impacts, outcomes and further consideration of Board policies and 

appropriations are noted as follows: 

 

1. In 2018, Property tax revenues will continue their increase for the 4
th
 consecutive year over year 

gain. We continue with our projection that the out-year rates move at annual increases of .75 to 1.5% 

2019 through 2022. The projected increase in tax receipts going forward represents $287,712-

$408,950 of additional revenue annually.  

 

2. Employment/CBA contracts were held at $0 base wage increases for the duration of agreements 

in effect through 2016. In 2017, ½ % base wage increases were implemented and some groups have 

negotiated 1% increases through 2021. These adjustments are expected to be manageable with the 

projected revenue growth over this same time period. The financial impact on wages and wage based 

fringe benefit costs include flattening the growth in pension obligations from increasing wages. 

Long-term, the continued small amount of wage growth will help contain pension contribution 

increases in a low revenue growth environment. If revenue growth is moderate, the financial benefit 

will be enhanced providing that costs are contained at our below the rate of revenue growth. 

 

3. The RHC trust fund withdrew money in 2010 to pay RHC claims and this was the only time the 

trust fund made a withdrawal. Since 2010, there has been steady positive progress in the financial 

position of the RHC Trust fund.  Some of the factors of the positive trend include: 1) lower expected 

claims based on actual claims and; 2) lower future cost increases based again on the Countyôs actual 

claims results. The expected funding level in 2018 will follow the prior yearôs effort to fund 80% of 

the contribution budget figure. Below is a 5 year summary of RHC revenues (excluding investment 

income) less total claims paid and expenses:  

 
 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 5 Yr. 

Total 
5 Yr. 

Average 

Revenues $7,292,713 $6,665,147 $6,948,203 $7,816,345 $7,341,580 $36.06M 7,212,797 

Expenses ($5,178,250) ($5,233,610) ($5,889,859) ($5,297,109) ($5,162,779) $26.76M $5,352,321 

Net WC $2,114,463 $1,431,537 $1,058,344 $2,519,236 $2,178,801 $9.30M $1,860,476 

 

A few noteworthy observations within the above 5 year results are: 

× 2016 expenses are below the 5 year average and the lowest amount in the 5 years.  

Of the expenses, claims were $5,022,522 and employee refunds $140,257 

× 2016 working capital is above the 5 year average and the 2
nd

 highest 

× 2016 revenues are above the 5 year and 2
nd

 highest 

× The revenues over the 5 years are 80% of the ARC 
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4. Retiree Health Care funding contributions from eligible employees has provided some financial 

support to this benefit program. As employees who have this benefit retire, the County will begin to 

see lower overall contributions from employee contributions. However, the ARC must continue to 

be funded, so the difference will come from employer resources. In 2017, approximately $422,910 in 

contributions from eligible employees is being collected for the RHC program but will continue to 

decline further in ensuing years as eligible employees retire. In 2018, we project this employee 

contribution to be $412,009. 

 

5. New health care plans that were developed in 2012, with a choice among three (3) plan options 

have been selected by employees as outlined in the following chart. Annually, the plans are priced 

by the Countyôs TPA for the illustrated premium cost. These plans all fall under the hard cap 

provision of SB7. We are seeing positive results in the year over year experience and a trend line of 

lower total claim dollars paid. (see 6 Expenditures, B. Employee Health Care). These trend lines 

demonstrate that the cost saving features of these plans are taking hold and the savings have been 

reallocated to fund pension and RHC benefit plans. The County continues to be fully compliant with 

the new Michigan publicly funded health insurance contribution act opting for the hard cap cost 

containment measure. The Countyôs plans are also compliant with the federal affordable care act.   

 

 
 

6. The County has avoided the significant problems encountered in the 2009 and 2010 budgets 

when it had multi-million dollar midyear budget shortfalls that followed combined operating deficits 

of $5.4 million in 2008-2009. No such problems have occurred since those budgets. This reflects a 

more stable financial standing driven largely by cost control outcomes. 

 

¶ New methods to improve efficiencies, deliver services, and focus on core priorities have been 

found by most of our managers and employees. The departmentsô organizational structures have 

been flattened from reorganizations in 2014 and 2015 that saved money and added available staff 

hours. All of these efforts aid communication, information sharing and enhance teamwork. As 

noted previously, we are directing more resources into investments in technology, equipment and 
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facilities to better support employee efforts that further leverage their efficiencies to deliver the 

best possible public services to our community.  

 

¶ Full time staffing of County employee positions fell markedly by 29% from 2009-2011 with 

a net reduction of 126 employees. This trend line flattened in 2012-2013 as a result of positions 

being consistently back-filled and had remained generally flat save for a position or two as 

depicted in the following chart. With our long-term forecast, we project this chart to remain flat 

for the next 5 years except for public safety efforts where since 2013 one Sheriff Sergeant and 6 

additional Sheriff Deputies have been added to the force. The chart reflects the Countyôs 

financial position to be able to fund new positions knowing the average total annual investment 

is $87,204: 

 

                              
 

¶ Operating expenses related to most energy and utility costs are expected to trend within 

historical budget amounts, but towards the lower end of the cost range. In 2016, Michigan 

legislation addressing electric choice programs left the 10% load available to choice customers 

of which we have been a choice customer for over 10 years with aggregate savings of nearly 

$600,000. A 3 year summary of the Countyôs budget vs. actual total utility spend is as follows: 

 

Year  Budget  Actual  Difference 

2014  $1,081,625 $1,047,345 $34,280 

2015  $1,042,443 $923,424 $119,019 

2016  $958,565 $896,294 $62,271 

Total Change  $123,060 $151,051 

 

The above represents good outcomes from energy savings programs and purchases of energy 

supplies with the result of less budgeted amounts for utilities over the 3 year period. Longer-

term, some of the results are tied to utility rates that we cannot completely control but will 

manage within budget appropriations.  

 

¶ Liability claims and associated litigation expenditures continue to remain relatively low, 

although the last 18 months have seen a negative trend of an increase in total open litigation 



 

Page 13 
 

cases. Still the count is to the low end of the 30 year average.  The County has benefited from 

reduced pricing from property and liability rates/discounts through the Countyôs group self-

insurance program along with net assets distributed back to program memberôs internal service 

funds. Operating an internal service fund, we adjust the illustrated rates to cover claims, IBNR 

and case reserves against working capital. From 2007 to 2017, the annual contribution has been 

reduced $198,990 not including loss fund contributions. This is an exceptional outcome over a 

ten year period.   

 

¶ We also continue to manage a historically low number of workerôs compensation claims and 

expenditures. Over a growing period of time, the Countyôs claims remain lower than the 

comparable benchmark of other public organizations for workers compensation programs. There 

are no currently litigated claims, and summaries of semi-annual work site inspections are 

transmitted to the governing board demonstrating the collective efforts of employees toward 

workplace safety. However, reinsurance rates hardened in the market and the prior 2 years have 

increased a total $4,450. The increase is minor as the County assumes a large SIR for the benefit.   

 

¶ Property tax revenues have begun to increase and we built the forecast for 2018 with a CPI of 

1.5%. Additionally, the state did make good on the personal property tax reimbursement and in 

aggregate distributed to the County an amount double the expected figure from when calculated 

3 years prior. As a revenue source that is approximately 65% of the General Fund budget, this is 

a welcomed revenue gain. MTT settlements have fallen and this helps with any repayments and 

adjustments to property tax settlement amounts going forward.  

 

¶ Key indicators including the unemployment rate, tax delinquencies, home sales along with 

sale prices, auto sales, etc., had all continued to signal improving economic conditions. In a 

continuation of what we began to see in the last 2-4 years, most economic indices signaled an 

economic recovery was continuing. An example, nationally, in the current recovery, the GDP is 

growing at an inflation adjusted annual rate of 2.2% vs. historical rates double that at 4.6%. 

Within the state, Michigan per capita income has fallen from 19
th
 in 2000 to 37

th
 in 2011 giving 

perspective on the financial struggle citizenôs face. Below are some specific notes from local 

economic activity including: 

 

× 2016 residential housing starts: County-wide are up over 2015 and for the 6
th
 consecutive 

year. New value in residential housing equaled $74 million. The value of the new housing 

starts over the prior year was $19 million more. In total, all new permits totaled in 

$78.1million of additional construction in 2016. 

× Properties in Foreclosure: The Treasurerôs Office is managing 58 foreclosed 

properties/parcels in 2016, down from 65 in 2015. 

× Unemployment in 2016:  averaged 3.6% in November. This is the lowest rate in 12 years 

but also reflects the fact people are leaving the labor force so job growth alone is not 

singularly moving the rate lower. 

× Equity markets: saw new records following national elections in the fall with the Dow 

Jones Industrial average exceeding 20,500 and where it remains today. The Countyôs benefit 

trust funds each performed above their discount rates for investment returns in 2016.   

 

¶ Over the last seven (7) budgets, actual expenditures have consistently been under spent in 

nearly every cost center, save for a few exceptions. Preliminary results for 2016 continue this 

trend with the General Fund under spent by 2.63% and follows the under spent figures of 4.38% 
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and 4.89% in prior respective years. This is reflective of good financial management by all those 

involved along with effective cost controls. We continue to adjust various line items to be in line 

with operating needs of the departments. This is part of the regular budget process and will 

continue. It is important to note we have removed margin between budgeted and actual 

expenditures making it more difficult to remain within line item appropriations. Some of the new 

baseline expenditure savings going forward will be from employee turnover. We will look for 

the cost adjustment opportunities when legacy employees on tier 1 total compensation plans are 

replaced with tier 2 employees. Significant percentages of these savings however, must be 

redirected to legacy benefit programs to be able to support the financial obligations for pension 

and OPEB. 

 

¶ The Countyôs credit rating has improved following Moodyôs Investors Service rating agency 

upgrading the Countyôs credit rating for outstanding debt on certain long-term bonds in February 

2017.  Moodyôs now rates the County at Aa2 that is equal to Standard & Poorôs AA rating.  

Previously, on December 5, 2014, Standard and Poorôs published its most recent rating analysis 

and upgraded the Countyôs credit rating to AA with an outlook of stable. The analysis of the 

Countyôs finances included adequate budget performance with expected break-even or better 

general fund operations and strong management conditions with good financial policies and 

practices. Since then, the rating remains unchanged. 

 

¶ Selected Special Revenue Funds have been a concern the last couple of years and these 

concerns have resulted in the need to increase the transfers-out from General Fund by $264,312 

in the preliminary budget. Some of the concerns in each fund are summarized as follows:  

 

o Child Care Fund: Increasing costs from housing wards with unique needs coupled with 

some changes in reimbursements and spending down fund balance to cover Probate Court 

appointed attorney fees are the key factors requiring an additional $164,312. 

 

o Inmate Dormitory: The last 2 consecutive years have exceeded the budgeted housing 

counts and corresponding revenues. Accordingly, fund balance has been added giving some 

financial margin. However, the margin is such that we include an additional $50,000 of 

transfer-in in the preliminary 2018 to cover growing expenditures.  

 

o Central Dispatch: Concerns over less surcharge revenues and higher expenditures 

indicate an additional $50,000 transfer-in to balance the budget in 2018. 

 

We may have to request a supplemental transfers-out from the General Fund in 2017 to the Child Care 

and Dispatch funds to be able to operate within appropriations. Additional analysis between the date of 

this preliminary budget presentation and the final 2018 budget will be required as we determine if higher 

amounts are necessary. Transfers-out to Special Revenue Funds is a direct expense of the General Fund 

and we will look to contain these expenditures each year.  

 

D. BUDGET SUMMARY:  

 

Our preliminary projection is that the County remains unable to develop a structurally balanced budget. 

This is not surprising given the revenue limitations that over time have left the County with less to meet 

growing needs in providing services to our community. With the long list of obligations, program 

funding needs and basic operational expenses, we do not forecast a scenario where current revenues will 
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meet planned expenditures. Our long-term forecast does not include a date when this will occur, 

meaning the date is beyond 2023. We illustrate this in the following summary. We have leveraged lower 

costs and expenses while striving to provide a level of staffing necessary to meet our menu of public 

services. We remind readers to look at the budgets of the past 7 years to see the reductions in annual 

budgets of $9.7 million from 2008 to current year. In the prior period, the variance was $11.1 million 

indicating a moderate step in overall budget growth.  

 

We again note our focus on cost control to be the primary strategy for maintaining financial stability. 

The addition of some minor to moderate revenue growth will be of value as we move to fill in some 

underfunded baseline expenditures in areas of the organization where investments continue to be 

needed. We take a more conservative assumption with property tax revenues in the below model to err 

on the side of ensuring sufficient resources to meet expenditure growth. Important in our financial 

position is that the Board will continue to possess budgetary flexibility with a healthy fund balance 

heading into 2018. However, as depicted below, the model shows a steady spend down of the Fund 

Balance amount. We will work to outperform the model as it relates to spending down Fund Balance.  

 

Below is a condensed summary of a 7 year income statement of the County based on our updated 

assumptions for expenditures and revenues: 
  GENERAL FUND  

  2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 

  BUDGET FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST 

Charges for Service  $         4,990,495   $        5,021,721   $         5,045,709   $         5,060,351   $         5,064,635   $         5,070,675   $         5,060,716  

Fines & Forfeits  $              32,500   $             32,500   $              32,500   $              32,500   $              32,500   $              32,500   $              32,500  

Interest  $              90,000   $             90,000   $              90,000   $              90,000   $              90,000   $              90,000   $              90,000  

Intergovernmental Revenues  $         5,469,298   $        5,262,134   $         5,203,605   $         5,203,605   $         5,203,605   $         5,203,605   $         5,203,605  

Licenses & Permits  $            241,800   $           241,875   $            241,950   $            242,026   $            242,102   $            242,179   $            242,256  

Local Unit Contributions  $         2,229,311   $        2,264,693   $         2,306,847   $         2,349,306   $         2,332,019   $         2,347,478   $         2,363,361  

Other Revenue  $         1,745,248   $        1,752,809   $         1,751,476   $         1,758,241   $         1,758,248   $         1,758,151   $         1,758,214  

Taxes  $       28,132,482   $      28,444,394   $       28,857,659   $       29,277,123   $       29,702,880   $       30,135,022   $       30,573,647  

Transfer In  $            391,938   $           396,122   $            395,725   $            397,528   $            319,389   $            321,297   $            323,257  

Budgeted Use of fund balance  $            618,731   $                       -     $                        -     $                        -     $                        -     $                        -     $                        -    

Grand Total General Fund Revenues  $       43,323,072   $      43,506,247   $        43,925,472   $       44,410,680   $       44,745,379   $       45,200,907   $      45,647,555  

                

General Fund Expenditure Category  2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 

Full Time Wages  $       14,465,440   $      14,697,017   $       14,732,140   $       14,857,560   $       14,845,706   $       14,894,760   $       14,933,755  

Other Pay  $         1,859,099   $        1,805,234   $         1,807,863   $         1,810,362   $         1,751,377   $         1,753,222   $         1,755,080  

Fringes  $       13,011,046   $      13,157,530   $       13,494,115   $       13,830,320   $       14,123,581   $       14,418,633   $       14,717,623  

Employee Turnover ADJ  $                       -     $           (56,703)  $            (74,789)  $           (77,883)  $           (71,305)  $           (69,166)  $           (67,091) 

Supplies  $         1,199,515   $        1,264,830   $         1,181,303   $         1,277,871   $         1,194,537   $         1,291,302   $         1,208,168  

Services/Other charges  $         3,379,878   $        3,345,274   $         3,347,219   $         3,363,910   $         3,371,661   $         3,386,674   $         3,396,348  

Utilities/Maintenance  $         1,168,631   $        1,185,280   $         1,188,565   $         1,194,192   $         1,199,913   $         1,205,730   $         1,211,647  

Capital Outlay  $            399,898   $           320,000   $            300,000   $            300,000   $            300,000   $            300,000   $            300,000  

Contingency*  $              50,000   $             50,000   $              50,000   $              50,000   $              50,000   $              50,000   $              50,000  

Other Agencies  $         1,282,357   $        1,290,686   $         1,291,715   $         1,292,801   $         1,293,891   $         1,294,988   $         1,296,089  

Transfer Out  $         7,125,937   $        7,464,599   $         7,022,671   $         7,162,324   $         7,239,427   $         7,264,021   $         7,287,061  

Grand General Fund Total Expenditures  $       43,941,803   $      44,523,746   $       44,340,803   $       45,061,456   $       45,298,789   $       45,790,164   $       46,088,680  

                

General Fund Operating 

Surplus/(Loss)  $        (618,731)  $     (1,017,499)  $          (415,331)  $         (650,776)  $         (553,410)  $         (589,257)  $         (441,126) 

                

Beginning Fund Balance  $   10,155,242   $      9,536,511   $        8,519,012   $        8,103,681   $         7,452,905   $         6,899,495   $         6,310,239  

Ending Fund Balance  $     9,536,511   $       8,519,012   $        8,103,681   $        7,452,905   $         6,899,495   $         6,310,239   $         5,869,113  

Unreserved Fund Balance  $     9,343,524   $       8,326,025   $        7,910,694   $        7,259,918   $         6,706,508   $        6,117,252   $        5,676,126  

                

Unreserved Fund Balance as % of 

Expenditures 

21.26% 18.70% 17.84% 16.11% 14.81% 13.36% 12.32% 
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In the upcoming budget, we plan to fill the revenue gap with fund balance. The exact amount will be 

determined at the end of the budget process but at this time we are using the amount outlined above as 

the early estimate. 

 

At this time, the projection is for the 2018 budget to be comprised of revenues $600,000 below the level 

the County had in 2005. This comparative note provides insight and perspective in terms of the ongoing 

challenges and limitations working with amounts the County had 13 years ago.  The following graph 

illustrates General Fund budgets over time and projected through 2023. Interesting, even through 2023, 

the County remains well behind the budgeted resources of 2008. 

 

 
*Amounts 2018-2023 are projected   

 

As work continues on the 2018 budget, we provide a snapshot of key County financial data below with 

major revenue and expenditure categories on the pages that follow: 

 

Key Indicator        Financial Measure 
General Fund current year budget:    $43,941,805 

2016 over 2017 budget increase    1.3% vs. inflation 1.7% 

Full time GF employees:      437 

Taxable value (2017):      $5,802,204,291 

Assessed Value (2017):     $6,860,868,061 

General Fund Debt as of 1/1/2018:    $580,882 

Unfunded liability-Pension Fund @12/31/2015  $73,592,855 

 Funded Ratio      73.1% 

 County Employer Portion    $58,523,030 

 County Agency Portion    $5,510,494 

Pension Trust Market Value Year-end 2016   $189,410,545 

Unfunded liability-RHC @12/31/2015 @ 6.5%  $71,062,590 

Unfunded liability-RHC @12/31/2015 GASB 45  $89,906,535 

RHC Trust Market Value Year-end 2016   $46,866,184 

Unassigned Fund Balance @12/31/2016   $9,764,596 (22.2 % of GF 2017 Budget) 

Budget Stabilization Fund @12/31/2016   $1,947,741 

Credit Rating-Standard & Poorôs Rating Services  AA Stable  

Moodyôs Investor Services     Aa2 
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5.   REVENUES 

 

A. Equalized Valuation & Property Taxes  

The Countyôs Taxable Value for 2015 increased by 2.56% for a total increase in the taxable valuation 

for budget year 2015 of $142,002,468. This was the 1
st
 year we have had an increase in property tax 

revenue since 2008. The significance is that property tax revenues consistently make up approximately 

65% of the General Fundôs revenues.  We are projecting an increase of 2.02% of taxable values from 

2016 to 2017. That is an increase of $115 million or additional net tax revenue to the General Fund of 

$431,000.  Early projections are for the taxable value to increase for 2018 by 1.50%. The rate of 

inflation is unknown at this time and it is too early to estimate. We believe these figures are reasonable 

for now based on known data without being overly cautious or optimistic. 

 

The tracking of Taxable value the last few years has produced a new trend of slightly increasing values.  

The unknowns of future personal property losses, new construction gains, and future inflation rates still 

makes it difficult to project at what rate future taxable value will be in the out years.  However, with the 

2018 budget, the declining property values have ended and it is reasonable to estimate an average 1.50% 

increase in 2018 & 2019 for Taxable value. We incorporate these estimates in the 2018 budget. 

 

B. Sources Of County Property Tax Revenue 
 

 MAJOR TAXPAYERS 

The Countyôs top ten (10) taxpayers and their 2016 Taxable Values are outlined below: 

      

TAXPAYER   PRODUCT/SERVICE 2016 TAXABLE VALUE 

  DTE Energy   Power Plant/Utility  $1,012,849,770 

  International Transmission Utility Transmission  $     41,739,904 

Consumers Power  Utility     $     39,758,123 

Gerdau MacSteel  Steel Processing  $     28,009,250 

  La-Z-Boy Inc.              Furniture                     $     25,736,437 

Good Will Co. (Meijer) Retail/Warehouse  $     23,593,534 

Michigan Gas               Gas Utility   $     20,878,470 

Kroger                              Retail                   $     10,464,369 

R E Fund Newport  Manufactured Homes  $     10,026,461 

Ford Motor Co.   Automotive Plant  $        9,966,819  

    TOTAL                $1,223,023,137 

 

Total 2016 Equivalent Taxable Value   $5,819,876,642 

 

Total 10 Taxpayers as a % of 2016 Total Taxable Value  21.01% 
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 2008-2019 Actual and Estimated Property Tax Revenues 

 

YEAR EST/Actual Property Tax 
Revenue 

  

% Change $    Change 

2008 
$29,580,781 

  

#VALUE! #VALUE! 

2009 $28,632,000 

  

-3.21% -$948,781 

2010 $27,267,793 

  

-4.76% -$1,364,207 

2011 $26,778,208 

  

-1.80% -$489,585 

2012 $26,304,143 

  

-1.77% -$474,065 

2013 $26,219,236 

  

-0.32% -$84,907 

2014 $26,158,335 

  

-0.23% -$60,901 

2015 $26,839,265 

  

2.60% $680,930 

2016 $26,969,035 

  

0.48% $129,770 

2017 $27,400,000 

  

1.60% $430,965 

2018 $27,811,000 

  

1.50% $411,000 

2019 $28,228,165 

  

1.50% $417,165 
     *Tax Revenues reflect payout of Consumers Energy MTT and revised receipt totals 

                      **2017-2019 Tax revenues are estimates based on assumptions 
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C.  Inmate Dormitory Revenue-(Immigration and Customs Enforcement Detainee Housing) 

Since opening the Inmate Dormitory, reimbursement from housing federal detainees has been an 

important source of revenue to help offset the total cost of operating and maintaining the facility. The 

initial pro forma financial modeling to finance operation of the facility included this source of revenue.  

The operations of the facility are recorded in a special revenue fund. Revenues generated from inmate 

housing are a primary source of the fundôs revenue representing 54.4% in the fundôs 2017 budget, up 

from 52% the prior year. The following exhibits show the historical financial performance of the fund. 

The operating results are monitored closely and continue to support the ongoing operation of the facility. 

Revenues generated from federal prisoner housing offset costs the County would have to fund 

exclusively from the General Fund to house County inmates at the facility. A period of lower rates of 

housing ICE inmates in 2013 resulted in revenue targets not being met and using $255,286 of fund 

balance to cover an operating deficit. Housing counts for 2014 averaged 89 inmates per month. That 

average count is one less than the historical high and is due to the Sheriffôs Office additional efforts in 

housing U.S. Marshalôs Service detainees in addition to ICE detainees.  

 

The daily rate of $74.96 per day charged for each detaineeôs housing was adjusted in 2008. The budget 

will continue to be developed based on this rate. The financial performance of the fund is shown below 

along with the net support from the General Fund. There is unpredictability with housing counts and 

these directly correlate with GF contributions as operating costs remain relatively constant. In 2014, the 

fund recorded an increase in Fund Balance of $276,897 even after moving $240,000 out of surplus to 

fund three (3) new Deputy Sheriffs. 2015 results were a $445,923 deficit due to lower than budgeted 

housing counts and 2016 delivered a surplus of $129,688. In the 2017 budget, the budgeted monthly 

average housing count is 70. The preliminary 2016 year-end Fund Balance is $285,845. 
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The historical financial summary of the operation of the Inmate Dormitory Fund is as follows:  

 

YEAR 
FTE 

EMPLOYEES 

INMATE 
DORMITORY 
REVENUES 

NET GF  
CONTRIBUTION 

ANNUAL  
EXPENDITURES 

G F  
CONTRIBUTION 

COST 
ALLOCATION 

1998 - $891,159 $0 $295,104 $0 $0 

1999 38 $411,737 $343,370 $569,852 $343,370 $0 

2000 44 $733,279 $646,767 $1,847,775 $646,767 $0 

2001 40.5 $1,412,203 $1,181,400 $2,907,136 $1,181,400 $0 

2002 42.5 $2,163,427 $1,100,755 $3,059,563 $1,100,755 $0 

2003 42.5 $1,920,391 $1,124,391 $3,241,288 $1,124,391 $0 

2004 43 $1,851,101 $1,289,465 $3,206,594 $1,363,563 $74,098 

2005 36.5 $1,954,598 $1,395,264 $3,383,538 $1,470,434 $75,170 

2006 35.5 $1,669,037 $1,720,132 $3,557,890 $1,788,201 $68,069 

2007 36.5 $1,851,372 $2,129,193 $4,060,930 $2,209,557 $80,364 

2008 36.5 $2,018,374 $2,124,293 $4,202,382 $2,187,100 $62,807 

2009 35.5 $2,103,850 $1,849,988 $4,025,446 $2,003,087 $153,099 

2010 32 $2,695,011 $1,411,659 $3,801,450 $1,533,613 $121,954 

2011 26.5 $2,387,868 $680,727 $3,377,782 $852,875 $172,148 

2012 28 $2,442,822 $1,046,109 $3,690,165 $1,157,830 $111,721 

2013 30 $2,088,554 $1,129,188 $3,575,683 $1,231,844 $102,656 

2014 28.5 $2,382,484 $1,590,144 $3,807,297 $1,701,709 $111,565 

2015 29.5 $1,868,118 $1,465,538 $4,026,654 $1,591,199 $125,661 

2016* 29.5 $2,296,175 $1,568,675 $3,857,998 $1,691,511 $122,836 

2017** 29.5 $2,035,290 $1,562,689 $3,739,163 $1,703,573 $140,884 

         2016* Amounts Preliminary Subject to Audit 

         2017**  Amounts are adopted budget  

 

 
            2016* Amounts preliminary subject to audit 
            2017**  Amounts are budgeted 
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         2016* Amounts preliminary subject to audit 

  2017**  Amounts are budgeted 

 

D.  Court Equity Revenue & Friend Of The Court Fund 

The Court equity Fund, enacted under PA 374 of 1996, created new funding for all county trial courts.  

This legislation also established new responsibilities for local trial courts including the creation of the 

family division in the circuit court, and expanded jurisdiction of the district court.  Past amounts 

received by the County are trending lower and noted as follows: 

 

Amount Year   Amount Year 

$867,882  2007    $649,792 2013 

$865,616 2008      $692,058 2014 

$777,331 2009      $679,063 2015  

$739,541 2010   $642,075 2016 Preliminary subject to audit  

$683,902 2011   $663,000 2017 Budgeted 

$669,914 2012   $663,000 2018 Projected for Budget 

 

E. Court Case Filing Trends & Data 

The case filings of the District and Circuit Courts from 2006-2016 show that year 2016 totals are 12,498 

cases below those from 2006. Year over year, District Court cases trended up while Circuit Court counts 

were lower. The 11 year summary along with court appointed attorney fees is as follows: 

 

Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

District 46,420 44,664 42,889 39,223 37,104 31,858 34,174 35,733 32,698 31,240 33,530 

Circuit 5,129 4,856 4,762 4,309 4,583 4,479 3,418 4,064 3,839 3,595 3,521 

       Per Court Caseload Reports: http://courts.mi.gov/education/stats/caseload/pages/default.aspx 
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Probate Court:  
There has been an increase in court appointed attorney fees in Probate Court as illustrated below. While 

the case filings from 2010 to 2016 are slightly lower including the number of minors, the amount of court 

appointed attorney costs have grown by $94,650. 

 

 

 


