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1. PURPOSES OF 2018UDGET GUIDELINES

These guidelines are prepared to facilitate the preparation of, andiiisbdtae parametefsr revenue and
expenditure estimates ftine 2018budget. They outhe the general directioof preparingthe preliminary

and recommended budget$his document also serves to assist the County in complying with PA 2, the
Uniform Budgeting and Accounting Act by supply requisite information orCounty finances to
policymakersprior to adoptinghe budget It is one of several key reports presented on County financial
management and overall direction.

Budgeting guidelines are def i netdudgetspolitidsoebe Rfteced d

in the annual appropriation process. In order tesgiethese guidelingsit is necessary to review the
financial position of the organization and projections of this position for the next budget year and beyon
Below is an outline offinancial informationon the core operations selected for analysisummary the
organization has remained anstite of financial stability from the timiis document was drafted last year
when preparing the 2017 budgeéivhile continued usef reserveshas been requiretb cover budget
shortfalls,theseamounts have gemnally been trending lower and more stable over tmowvithstanding

year to year variances.

Financial review includeghe following core areas discal management othe County:

1 Current revenue performance and preliminary estimates of revenues fapecbming budget
year. Economic forecast of the &dte value of regbroperty is of primary focus and consideration
used in conjunction with the final Boardf Review and tax settlement figures.

1 Preliminary yeatend 2016xpenditures versus budget ahd probability of a surplus carryover
into the next budget year. Evaluating past budget year operating surpluses or deficits al
understanding the primary factors that led to the financial outcome are provideencompass

all funds including the @neral Fund and cost centers within the General Fund.

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

1 Prospects for new taxes and fees or chang current tax and fee rates along with collection
rates.

1 Multiple categories of revenues and expenditures reviewed in trend analysis to demonstrate 1
financial impact and position change overdiand projections gog forward

1 Major nonrecurring expenditures that fall due in the current budget year.

1 Major nonrecurring revenue that will be realdzer end during the budget year including reserve
funds.

1 Demands for public and internal support services from the organization and resources availat
to provide these services.
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1 External constraints on revenuegngands on the County due to external authorities, new
obligations, regulations and complianapecifically Special Revenue Funds for Central Dispatch,
Child Care and Inmate Dormitory.

1 Implementation othe requirementsf indigent defense counsel sensead the financial impz
related to the new standards.

The objective of this analysis is to define theahcial parameters for the 20b8dget. All offices and
departments should expect to see the financial position of the County reflected in buliget po
recommendations from this office to the Board of Cassimoners for action on the 20b8dget. This will
ultimately be incorporated into pielinary and recommended budgets and is consistent with past practices
related to the budget development.

2. OBJECT STATEMENT

These guidelines are intended to preseftamework withsupportng data for preparation of theidget.
The preliminary outline for the 2018udget reflects the supporting figures and assumptmorgained
throughout this documenbthe ongoing budget management repoatsd are all subject toupdated
information and figurethroughout the budget development phase.

All State funded programs must continually be monitored to insure that changes do not take place that
negatively impac t he Countyods current year operating b
intended for the State. This is due to the State budget starting October 1 while the County budget
calendar year. Changes at the start of the State budget can ihg&cunty budget during thd' uarter.
The Board of Commi ssioners wil|l rely on those
accuracy of projected funding for 2017 and those department managers shall be prepared to modify bud
should furing levels change even after the County budget is adopted.

A related concern is the Stateds overall fisca
being addresskon the Flint water crisisDetroit Public Schools financinguture Sate General Fund
obligations for road funding and legislative efforts at rolling back the income tax ralie@)ating this
concernwas ati ng agency St aastdyearmbdifiednts findh@ab outfosk fowtheostate
moving it from positie to stable. The agency ksclosely at reserve fundgven the cyclical autariven
economy,and with currenshortterm challengeghe state will have a difficult challenge in adding reserve
funds. As a political sublivision, county governments arebgect to the annual appropriation process of the
Michigan legislature andnystrategies the state useddwer transfer out expenditures to local units.

Additional areas of concern relative to_State fundinghta t coul d aff edgetat he
corresponding level of services to the community include the following:

1 Impact from Public Acts 397 through 408 covering personal property t&xe2016, he
Michigan legislaturgorovided the replacement fidingintended to make local unitghole fromthe

loss of revenué r om manuf act ur er & 3he ptata awey oolletted @mnd dhereforeg y
distributed amounts above the formula, and for the 2016 budget the County received a dout
payment that is considered a dimae revenue bonus. Approxinedy $406,000 is allocated to this
bonus payment that is not expected going forward.
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1 Changes in child care funding, reimbursement rates and associated additional progra
administrative r ul es diapute between the state mre@tiesimpadtirey s t
cost reimbursements, delays in payments and new interpretations of eligible costs highlighted t
challenge of this partnership with the state, courts and counties.

1 Changes in funding the Friend of the Court and Public Health alongassibciated additional
program requirements. Maintenance of Effort terms in the funding formulas are not beneficial to th
funding unit and allow the state to leverage County efficiencies and cost controls with unequ:
benefit under the funding formuld.egislation on water quality matters may impose more
requirements on Public Health and funding may not cover the new requirements.

1 Department of @rrections prisoner housimgimbursement rates and 911 emergency telephone
surcharge distribution formula.

1 Criminal justice reforms that could impact housing of juveniles and a lack of adequate cos
sharing from the state for any new mandated services.

T County revenue sharing i n -2002deveelnythet 2618 busigeta t
revenue shargpremains 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 upcondiget lzund weigh
longerterm impacts from any budget or policy commitment. This process will require all departments t
submit estimates of revenues and expenditures for ayéap budgeting cycléor the fiscal years ending
2018 and 2019 Finance staff vlli use these projections for the 5 year budget forecast. These projection:s
will not require a detailed evaluation of every line item, bilt @@nsidermajor revenues and expenditures

to provide an assessment of what trends are forming. tiénds will beused to establisla basis to
proactively adjust operations to balance against resources prior to the ensuing budget cycles. Th
estimates are modified on an annual basis to adjust amounts for unanticipated events. There is high valt
projecting the diture obligations and resources and is worth the effort. The County will continue to adopt
single annual year budget in compliance with the Uniform Budgetinghaodunting Act andprojections

for the secongear as regjred by Public Act 200 of 2012 ard we have dorgince 2001

4. OVERVIEW OF THE 2018COUNTY BUDGET

Since 2013 we have experiencedn easing of ite most difficult decisionsinvolved in formulating a
balancel budget while using reservesinvest in a limited amount of capital expeandes.Associated with
this has been the governing boardés ability to
time periods.However, supplemental revenuleas come from reserve funds as the County has not yet
developed to a point wherercu ent year revenues have been suff
expenditures. Elected officials and ragers ave operated withilbudges and consistently under spent
appropriations to help deliveoperatng surplus in each of the last years. Notwithstanding these
developmentspudgetscontinue to be about choices and conflict remains about the best use of limitec
resources within the organizatioQuestions center dmow best to deliver the full service menu of public
services to our commusyi In order to meet the goals of the governing boardpaesent dalance budget,

we continue to employ a formula usingcambination of some resar funds, somenetime funding
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sourcesand short funishg of the full annuakctuaridly recommended conbution toretiree health cardhe
Board hasaccepted this approach as reason&blmeetcurrent year puld service needs and fudng-
term obligations.

While we would have likéto have made more progress in getting stracturaly balancedoudgetto help

with the next economic downtyra number of changes have been made to assist the County with future
budgets. These tools will be necessaryotr financial challengesemain Some of the challenges are
routine as part of the budget process atieers develop with new levels of importance. At a high level,
these challenges includg) more requests for funding tharhat isavailablefrom current yearesources?2)
conflict overthe prioritization andallocation of limitedresources3) efforts atcostcontairmentand lower
baseline expenditures to match forecadtsuture sustainedrevenuegrowth; 4) employeecompensation
escalatiorbeyond what themployer can fund over the lotgrm frome ac h y e a r réevenuesand i | «
5) pensionbeneft program expenditure increasing more than actuarially projectedcantnuing to
consumemost of the new revenws was demonstrated in the 2@.8017 budges.

Local governmats, including the Countymust meet a broad number of objectiveat none are nre
impactful than maintaining a stablénancial position This results from the fact thany organization will

be severely constrained in its ability to functiona planned purposeful directidfnts finances areot well
managed maintainedand strog. While capital needs, good managemant service delivery are critical
issues indaily operations, these ardl secondary to the financial standing of any organizateond its
ability to deliver services and chart a stable course forwanéncial paition involves adequate margin in
current year budgsttrends of delivering operating surplus rather than operating deficits and maintaining
sufficient reserve funds from which rating agencies base in part theyCoust f i nan c i Much cr
more can be accomplished whénancial strength and stability is certain as this allows the organization to
plan and focus efforts on outcomes ratl@nt managing under financial strain either from factors within or
outside leadeshipd control Fortunately,the Countyis out of the financial crisig¢ was infrom 20092012,

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,evdescribet h e C ofinamdey as stabldh e Count ydé s
ratingwasupgradedo AAin 2014by St andard & MNoordyHsambvied 20E
ownrating equal to AABoth upgradeseflecto ur own i nt er n al financiatpwsitianénd t h e
the stableoutiook A° key component of the i mpr ov ehasebedtosi n
controlmeasures that have ledeveloped and remain in plas&hat remains aprimary concerns are the
unfunded accrued liabilities of the pension and retiesdth care trustat 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 sh&ring an.
qualify for the Countylncentive Pogram (CIP) grants. These steps include being able to demonstrate
several performance standards or be subject to reduced amounts of State revenue sharing. TI
standards/actions include the following:

Standard Compliance Date  County Action
1 Transpaency or dashboard comparative Decembed, 2016 Compliant
data on operations and finances

1 Debt Service Repoll Funds Decembed, 2016 Compliant
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1 Projected Budget Report December 1, 2016 Compliant

Seewww.co.monroe.mi.usont page for dashboard

In 2015, he County realizedn increase in property tax revendiesthe first time since 2002008 In the
period from 2008 through 2015, when property taxes rebounded, cumulative year over yiegoriossrty
tax revenue was $3.42 million. In fact, in 2017, budgeted property tax revenue ré&mhadsnillion less
than actual collections in 2008.aNprojectpositive butslow growth inproperty tax revenues resulting from
values ad new developmenContributing to the slow growth will beleadleeamendmentollbacks should
the growth from ncapping and developmewutpaceinflation. The County continues its dependence on
local propertytax revenue as thprimary source of revenue (64% of General HFuAd you look at the
property tax projections includdaterin this document, yowill seeminimal rates of growth in this smce

of revenueand not getting back to 2008 levels until 2021.

While revenus provide the ability to delivepublic servicesthere will need tobe a continued efforto
achieve higher levels of efficiency and associated cost sawhgde providing abroad menu of public
servicesfrom a full service County governmeni. h e  C o efforts rabebeensuccessful in leveraging
technobgy investments, consolidatiraind restructuringnternal services and lowiag costs Over the past
several years,he Board has approvemtorganizationsto restructure departmental staffingonsolidate
operationsand improve internal efficiencie$hesehave allbeen pursuedvhile the General Fund Budget
has been redudeby $9.7million or 18 2% from 2008 througlthe current year.

The County has madggnificant progress in lowerinigs operatingcoststo be closein line with available
revenues. We pot to the 5 year budget trentb demonstrate thisVhile these spending plas werenot
structurally balancedhey weremuch improved over 2018s an examplelhe structural imbalansecome
from: 1). the County coveringhe budgetshortfall usingreservefunds and 2). shortfunding retiree health
careas 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 Recommerdi€ontribution:

Due tostructural budget imbalangethe Countyundefunded the actuarial recommended contributions
(ARC) for retiree health car€RHC) benefits by nearly $2 millioin 2013 and2014 and by $3.1 in
2015 This was done by design as the clkowas made to fund critical public servicemgrams and
employee positiondn each ofthese years, the County walsle to fund all current RHC claims and put
money into the truseéven thoughthe recommended ARC was not funded. This was possible due to
lower claims costs resulting froather cost controls.

Thelast 2 yearsactuarialvaluatiors continueda significant positive trendith the unfunded actuarial
accried liabilities falling by $32.3 millionAs a result of this and other valuatichanges, th 2017
budget funded the RHC ARC a®@% or $1.67million less than theontributionARC. Efforts will be
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madeto at least maintain this ratiand improve upon it in the 2018i1dget We feel confident an 80%
funded levelover the longerm for the ARC is avery good level coupled with the other actions
implemented.

While the County continues to shduhd the RHC ARCthe shortéll is viewed to bemanageable over

the longt e r m. This is due in | arge part t caretplrs, Cc
closing RHC to new hires, increasing employee contributions and retiree health care mirroring to curre
plan designs/csi sharing. We are starting to see the impact of these changes in the valuations

A. BUDGET OUTCOMES/NOTES ON COUNTY FINANCES

The following sectios provide ashortsummaryof pastmajor budgetesults along with some relevant
notes of our assessment regardirmgirrent and longerm financial challengesAlso included are
summariesabout Boardstrategiesdeveloped and impleméed to address financial planninig the
Countyand planned appropriations for tA@18Recommended Budget

1. Operating ResultsGeneral Fund
Prioryear actual resultsver the pastleven (1) yearsare as follows

Year General Fund Operating Surplus/(Ddlic
2006 $134,059

2007 ($528,397

2008 ($3,412,98)

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 (Preliminay Subject to Audit)

The cumulative net result over thime period isa positive$270,223

The last severyearsdemonstratex positive trenf operating results vs. operating deficitstlre
20072009 periodThe most recent years 202215 illustate vey small operating surpluses af a
averageof less than 1%per year The 2086 results ar€% marginbut also include a double PPT
payment. When this is removed, the result is d8d tracks withithe trend averageA few notes
regarding budget histoand trends in the major categories of the budget include

2. Retiree Health Care

From 20062017 Retiree Health Careontributions were short fundead cumulative$22.1 million

from the ARC.The annual contributioamount hadeenincreasedrom $6.4 millionin 2012to $6.9
million in 2016. The current year amount was reduced commensurate with the reduction in th
contribution budgeting amounthis has helpe@rovide some budget relief and we are confident in

t he b wapgcaytodprovide a financially \able benefit program for the promises made to
employees/retirees.
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3. Pension

The Empl oyeebs Rmdddratioavasel@Ob asdfyhe 1281M20Gvaluation. The
funded ratio fell t079.3% in the 12/31/2012 valuatioard further to 73.1% at 121/2015 The
pension fundJAAL (all employers)how stands a$73.6 million; up from$67.3 millionover last
year. Employers are paying down the UAAL wal25 year amdization schedule

Consideringonit he Count yds o lhlsi$53.anilioo;adling the ICeuntyganky
brings the total to $64illion. On a pe capita basis, th€ounty share of th&JAAL is $388 for
every resident of the Countyor the full UAAL of the find, the per capita cost is $488 or an
increase of $38ver last year

4. Capital Outlay
A history of the funding allocated the Capital Inprovement Prograrsince 2008s 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

w| o] | o] o] &
w| o o | »| @

2013 Total 775,000

Duration: 11 Years

Average $: $ 70,455

The Boardallocatel funding from reserves to construct an ancillary emergepeyabtions storage
facility to house critical public safety response equipm@ompleted in 2016ta cost of $440,000,
this amount is not included above as we hamyy included baseline expenditurdse County
allocated towards CIP.

A budgetchallenges that vhile minimal amounts of capital outlay have been appropriated over the
pastseveral yearsthe®e amountshave beerfundedin part from transfersn from the property
foreclosure fund. This fund will be limited in capacity going forward as forapdssare falling.
Accordingly, we need to shift the fundimdpligation tocurrent revenues dhe budge ratherthan
reserve funds. In the 201&idget, we will budget the same amoufrom the foreclosure fund
matching the current year efford build the @pacity within the buddeto cover this baseline
expenditure.

In addition to CIP expendituresapital outlay expendituresvill includefleet patrol vehicles in the
Sher i f f fors$320F00. Ouc leudget goal is to establish the fiscal discipline uodfthese
capital expenditures as baseline operational costs as we cannot spike and then cut back on car
funding from year to year. The allocation of the funding can be targeted for particular needs
however, the expenditure amounts will be needed sisstining budgeted amouatnually. It is
importantto recognize that capital expenses are a constant expendia maintaininghese
budgeted amounts is an important part of a viable and steady budget model going forward.
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B. BUDGET CHALLENGE S/FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT MEASURES

1. Most Employee group receiveda %% basewage increasén 2017 For the 2018budget,a
number of groups are scheduled to receive a 1% base wage adjustmaahdition, Ump sum
paymentswhich have been negotiated amoamployee grapswill also beincluded Lump sum
payments representlditional compensatioamountsof 1.23% to 3% of the averagbase wages

of the 19 different employee groups from union to elecldaese compensation adjustments are
within the Ca n t yinareial capacity and ensurea level of sustainability.Total empbyee
compensatioras been containexler the pat seven (Y budgetyears as a result dft lined wages
and fringe benefit program change3his correlates directly with the financial position ofth
County, its revenue growth and other primabfigations The following chart illustrates this trend
and showed that from 20811, total compensation growth was unsustaingivien property tax
reductions and other core obligatio@ganizationwide employee total compensationatsobeing
contained through the ti€ compensation program desigiihat new revenues have been realized,
have been allocated to support #uagtion of public safety staffing and fund irgasing obligations

for post employmet benefit programdn the strategy of adding road patrol officers, since January 1,
2013 the County has added 6 new Sh&#éputies and 1 Sergeant. Along with other reorganizstion
of fi ce, 36hoers & laaenforcemans |

wit hin

t

he Sheriffods
servicedlirectlyin the community.

$95,000
$90,000
$85,000
$80,000
$75,000

$70,000

Average Total Compensation

Average Full Time Employee Total Com pensation 2006-2017

$58,530

$36,402

$79,107

$32,002

75,951

$69,021

$65,000
$60,000
$55,000

$50,000

2006

2007

2008

2000

2010

2011

2012 2015 2014 2015 2016 2017

2. The2010Voluntary Employee Retirement Program (VER&uulted in88 employee separations
but also increasednnual required contributions (AR®Y $220,166 beginningin the 2012 budget
This hghercontribution wasspread over a 20 year amortization schedulg is in addition to other
demographic, investment and mortality impadts 2015 an experience study was part of the

pensi on

down t he

f un d aationlThe @dcomeZasulted inpdated mortatly tables with higher
life expectancieandultimatebenefit payments. &5 year amortization schedwes adopted to pay
f u mtdhatstimed Bhé UAAL increbskd to $v3.6UnAllAh

pensi on

following the last valuatianFor the 2016 budgetye initially planned for arincrease 0f6216,506

however the ARC increase®357,239. For 201 7our projection was for an increase of $177,000
actuaryos
preliminary increase is $194,970 until we receive the 12/31/2016 valuation.

based

on

t he

or i gi reasd waad398,838hez2818i o
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3. Our 57 year forecast for employee health care costpmamected to increase by 3% annually;
down from 4% in prior models. The projections werevdoed following 2 consecutive years of
reduced rates combined of nearly 4% and a one year increase of 1%. We will closely monitor tt
guarterly claims data for any change in our forecast but feel the 3%dongate is appropriate. A
rate increase of 3%anslates into employer cost increases of approximately $187,379 in 2018.

4. Use of reserves, ortane funding sourcesnd other budgeting techniqubas been trending
positive and stable in successive budgets except for 2015 when the RHC ARC jumpedhéue to
discount rate change. This is evidenced when looking at revenue shortfalls that totaled $3.1 millic
and $2.1 million in 2013 and 2014 respectively. In 20h6, amount easedue to the drop in the
RHC ARC. Below is a year by year summary of how bislgeere balanced in the prior nine years,
while helping illustrate the challenge of budgeting in Michigan local county governments:

X

2010Budget:Did not usereserves to fill revenue shortfalls. However, Retiree Health Care
expenses were paid by cashing® Trust assets ($1.5 million) to pay obligatiormmaly
covered by the general fund. This continued to contribute to a bwthieh wasstructurally

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

2011 Budget: The County budgetedonrecurring sourcesfaevenues including $863,468.
This was an improvement over prior years but a gap remaRE was shorfunded by
$1,025,263.

2012 BudgetFunded thdRHC ARC at 75% or $2 million sheftinded

2013 Budget:Used $150,000rém tax forelosure fund to payhe cos$ of Sheriff fleet
vehicles,$873,343 budgeteftom Budget Stabilization Fund, negatigentingency account

of $148,701and RHC funded at $2 million less coverthe budget shortfall.

2014 Budget:Used $175,000 from tax forecla® fund to pg for Sheriff fleet vehicles,
budgeted$129,901from Budget Stabilization Fundnd 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 operationdiatfall; $369,000 was used from Fund Balance to close what
we determined to be a shortfall in paying for necessary capital outlay; and we underfunde
the RHC ARC by $3.2 million

2016 Budget:We budgeted $488,670 from Fund Balance and the RHC ARC was
undefunded 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/practitshortfallbudgetingover the past 1budget gcles:

$6,000,001
$5,000,001

$4,000,001

$3,000,001 -

$2,000,001 -

$1,000,001

$1

|Non-recurring Sources of Revenue-Adopted County Budgets 2006-2017 I

A$4.TTO.251
$3 856,402

$3.263.154

$1,976.889

$1,400,382

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2001 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Paged



5. The D17 contingency accountfiendedat $50,000. To date, $22,988s been transferred out to
pay forthe countywide election equipment purchdse2018, we will budget the same $50,000
amount inthe contingency account plus a yet to be deterchifigure for collective bargaining
contingency.

C. BUDGET POSITIVES

Prior yea budgeting andissociated cost containmesfforts by the Boardand employeeblave helped
andwill continue tohelp solve the most difficutudget challenge3 here have been many succedees
this area.Someof the financial impactsoutcomesand further considerationf Board policies and
appropriatios arenoted as follows

1. In 2018, Property tax revenues will continue their increase for'teHdsecutive year over year
gain. We continea with our projection that the eyear rates move at annuatreases of .75 to 1.5%

2019 through 2022. The projected increase in tax receipts going forward represents $287,71

$408,950 of additional revenue annually.

2. Employme/CBA contractswereheld at $0basewage increases for the durationagfreements
in effect through 2018n 2017, ¥2 % base wage increases were implementesoanegroups have

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

projectedrevenue growth over this same time periblde financial impct onwagesandwage based
fringe berefit costs includeflattening the growth irpensionobligations from increasing wages
Longterm, the contined small amount of wage growthill help containpension contribution
increasesn a low revenue growth environmerit.revenue growth is moderate, the fincgal benefit
will be enhancegrovidingthatcosts a@ contained at our below the rate of revenue growth.

3. The RHC trust fundvithdrew money in 20Qto 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 financ
position of the RHC Trust fund. Some of the factors of the positive trend include: 1) lower expecte

clams based on actwual <c¢laims and; 2) | ower fu
claims results. The expected funding | evel i
the contribution budget figure. Below is a 5 year sumnaifigHC revenues (excluding investment
income) less total claims paid and expenses:

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 5Yr. 5Yr.
Total 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 noteworthyobsevations within the above 5 yeagsultsare
x 2016 expenses are below the 5 year averag¢haridwest amount in the 5 years
Of the expenses, claims were $5,022,522 and employee refunds $140,257
x 2016 working capital is above the 5 year average and'fieghest
2016 revenues are above the 5 year dftighest
x The revenues over the 5 years 80% of the ARC

X
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4. Retiree Health Care fundingpntributions from eligible employees has provided some financial
support to this benefit program. As employees who have this benefit retire, the County will begin t
see lower overall contributions from empée contributions. However, the ARC must continue to
be funded, so the difference will come from employer resources. In 2017, approximately $422,910
contributions from eligible employees is being collectedtii® RHC program but will continue
declire further in ensuing years as eligible employees retire. In 2018, we project this employe
contribution tobe $112,009

5. New health care plartbatwere developed in 201%ith a choice amonghree (3) plan options
have been selected by employees as adtlin the following chartAnnually, the plans are priced
by the Countyds TPA f or Thesapiansiall falluusderr tizethard cap r
provision of SB7. We are seeing positive results inyder over year experience and a trend ¢ihe
lower total claim dollars paidsee 6 Expenditures, B. Employee Health Caréese trend lines
demonstratehat the cost saving features of these plares t&ing hold andthe saving have been
reallocated to fund pension and RHC benefit plaihne Countycontinues to béully compliant with

the new Michigan publig funded health insurance contribution apting for the hard cap cost
containment measuré¢ h e Co u nt yafsescompliaat with thafederal affordable care act.
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6. The County has avoad the significant problemsencounteredn the 2009 and 2010 budgets
when it hadmulti-million dollar midyear budget shortfalthat followedcombinedoperating deficits
of $5.4 million in 20082002 No such prot#ms haveoccurredsince those budget$hisreflectsa
more stable financial standing driven largely by cost control outcomes

1 New methods to improve efficienciegeliverservicesandfocus oncore prioritieshave been
found bymost ofour managers and employe@&be departmesborganizationaktructures have
been flattenedrom reorganizationsin 2014and 2015 thasaved money and added available staff
hours.All of these efforts aiccommunication, information shag and enhanceeamwork.As
noted previouslywe are directing more resourcesimvestments in technology, equipment and
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facilities to béter support employee efforts tHatther leverage their efficiencieto deliver the
bestpossiblepublic services to our community.

1 Full time staffing of County employegositionsfell markedly by 29%from 20092011 with
anetreduction of 18 employees. This trend lirflattened in 20122013 as a resutif positions
being consistently backilled and had remained generally flat save for a positionteo as
depicted in the following charWith our longterm forecast, we project this chart tonagn flat

for the next 5 years except for public safety efforts where since 2013 one Sheriff Sergeant anc
additional Sheriff Deputies have been added to the fofbe chart reflects he Coun:
financial positionto be able to fund new positioksowing the average tal annual investment

is $87,204

Budgeted Full Time Employees

2000-2017
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1 Operating expensexlated tomost energy and utility costs are expected teend within
historical budget amount$ut towards the lower end of theost range.In 2016, Michigan
legislation addressinglectricchoice programseft the 10% load available to choice customers
of which we have been a choice customerdeer 10 yearwith aggregate savings of nearly
$600,000A 3 year summargfthe @ u n tbydgesvsactual total utilityspends 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 outesnirom energy savings programs gndachases of energy
supplies withthe result of lesbudgeed amountdor utilities over the 3 year period. Longer
term, some of the results are tied to utility rates that we cannot dempéontrol butwill
manage within budget appropriations.

1 Liability claims and associated liagjon expenditures continue to remaialatively low,
although the last 18 months have seen a negative trend of an increase in total open litigati
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cases. 3t the count is to the low end of the 30 year averagiae County havenefied from
reducedpricing from property and liability ratédiscountst hr ough t he Coeunt
insurance progm along withnet assets distributed back to program mefsbeternal service
funds Operating arninternal service fund, we adjust the illustrated rates to cdaens, IBNR
andcase reserveagainst working capitaFrom 2007 to 2017, the annual contribution has been
reduced $198,990 not including loss fund cdmitions. This is an exceptional outcome over a
ten year period.

1 Wealsocontinue to managehistoricallylow numberof wor ker 6s compen
expenditures Over a growing period of timethe Count yo6s  @wea thamsther e
comparable bechmark of other public orgara@ions forworkers compensation programere

are no currently litigated claimsand summaries of serannual work site inspections are
transmitted to the governing board demonstrating the collective efforts of employess to
workplace safetyHowever, reinsurance ratbardened in the markand the prior 2 years have
increased a total $4,450he increase is minor as the County assumes a large SIR for the benefit

1 Property tax revenudsvebegun to increasendwe bult theforecast for 2018 with a CPI of
1.5%. Additionally, the state did make good on the personal property tax reimbursement and
aggregate distributed to the County an amalmible the expected figure from when calculated

3 years priorAs a revenusource that is approximately 65% of the General Fund budget, this is
a welcomedevenue gainMTT settlements have fallen and this helps with any repayments and
adjustments to property tax settlement amounts going forward.

1 Key indicatorsincluding the uemployment rate, tax delinquencies, home salesg with

sale prices, auto sales, etchad all continuel to signal improving economic conditions) &
continuation of what we began to seethe last 2-4 years, most €onomic indi@s signaledn
economicrecovery wagontinuing 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 frofhin®000 to37" in 2011giving
perspective on the financi srhe sgetific magegdmelocat i t i
economic activity including

x 2016residential housing startCountywide are up over 201&nd forthe 6™ consecutive

year New value in esidential housing equaled $74 milliorhe value of the new housing
starts over the prior year was $19 million more total, all new permits totaled in
$78.1million of additional construction in 2016.

x Properties in ForeclosureT h e Tr easur e managingO5%8f forectosedi s
properties/parcels in 2018own from 65 in 2015.

x Unemployment in 208: averaged.6% in NovemberThis is the lowest rate in 12 years
but also reflects the fact people are leaving the labor force so job growth alone is not
singulaly moving the rate lower.

x Equity markets saw new records following national elections in the fall with the Dow
Jones Indstrial average exceeding 20(bandwh er e it remai ns t oda)
trust funds eacperformed above their discount rafer investment returns in 2016.

1 Over the last seve(i) budyets,actualexpernlitureshave consistentlypeen under spent in
nearly every cost centesave for a few exceptionBreliminary results for 2016ontinuethis
trend withthe General Fund undespent by 2.6% and follows the under spent figsref 4.386
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and 4.89% in prior respective yearsis s reflective ofgood financial management bl those
involved along witheffective cost controldNe continue to adjustarious line items to be irnle
with operating needs of the departmentsis is part of the reguldbudget procesand will
continue. It is important to note&ve haveremoval margin between budgeteand actual
expendituresnaking it more difficult to remain within line item approgras. Someof the new
baseline expenditure savingsing forward will be from employee turnovaie will look for
the cost adjustment opportunitiedien legacy employees on tier 1 tatampensatin plans are
replacedwith tier 2 employeesSignificant pecentages of these savings however, nmhest
redirected to legacy benefit programs to be able to supporintdecial obligationgor pension
andOPEB.

T The Count s cr e dfollowinga o ch g 6 ra BSavide eadirig @geneyd
upgradingheC o u n t s credit rating f-termbondsn Felruany d i |
2017 Momalw 0 sates the County at Aa2 thatit i
Previouslyy @ December 5, 2014, St andar d tirgramhlysBo o r
andupgraded t he Co wo@AA with an oatlook dfistablefha analysig of the
Countybds finances included adequaeven ortbettdrg e t
general fund operations and strong management conditiohsgedd financial policies and
practicesSince then, the rating remains unchanged.

y 0
y 0

1 SelectedSpecial Revenue hds have been a concern the last couple of years and these
concerns have resulted in the need to increase the traoafedrem General Fund b$264,312
in the preliminary budgeBome of the concerns @ach fundare summarized as follows:

o Child Care Fundincreasing costs from housing wards with unigeedscoupled with
some changes in reimbursements and spending down fund balance to ofate Rourt
appointed attorney fees are the key factors requiring an additional $1.64,312

o Inmate Dormitory The last 2 consecutive ysahave exceeded the budgeted housing
counts and corresponding revenues. Accordingly, fund balance has been addedogngng
financial margin. Howeverthe margin is such that we include an additional $50,000 of
transferin in the preliminary 2018 to cover growing expenditures.

o Central Dispatch Concerns over less surcharge revenues and higher expenditure:
indicatean addional $50,000 transfen to balance the budget in 2018

We may have to requeatsupplementatransfersout from the General Fund in027 tothe Child Care

and Dispatch funds tbe able to operate within appropriatioAslditional analysis betweethe date of

this preliminary budget presentatiand the final 2018 budgeiill be required asve deéermine if higher

amountsare necessaryransfersout to Special Revenue Funds is a direct expeh#iee General Fund
and we will lok to contan these experidireseach year.

D. BUDGET SUMMARY:

Our preliminary projection is thahe Couny 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 me
growing needs in providing services to our communhyith the long list of obligations, program
funding needsind basic operational expenses, we do not forecast a scenario where current vellenues
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meet planned expenditure®ur longterm forecast does not inalle a date when this will occur,
meaning the date is beyond 20¥@e illustratethis in thefollowing summaryWe have leveraged lower
costs and expenses whagiving to providea level of staffing necessary to meetr menu ofpublic
services. We remindreadergo look at the budgets of the pasy&ars to see threductions in annual
budgetsof $9.7 million from 2008 to current year. In thggior period the variance wa$11.1million
indicating a moderatstepin overall budget growth

We again noteur 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 som
underfunded baseline expenditures in areas of the organization wivestments continue to be
needed. We take a more conservative assumption vafrefy tax revenues in the belonodel to err

on the side of ensuring sufficient resources to meet expenditure growth. Important in our financi
position is that the Board ilivcontinue to possess budgetary flexibility with a healthy fund balance
heading into2018. However, as depicted belothe model shows a steady spend down of the Fund
Balance amount. We will work to outperform the model as it relates to spending dowB&ance.

Below is a condensed summary of ay&ar income statememf the County based oour 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
IntergovernmentaRevenues $ 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 $ - $ - $ - % -3 - % -
Grand Total General Fund Revenues $ 43,323,072 $ 43,506,247 $ 43,925,472 $ 44,410,680 $ 44,745379 $ 45,200,907 $ 45,647,555
General Fund Expenditure Categoy 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 $ 320,0® $ 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 $ 7,125937 % 7,464,599 $ 7,022,671 $ 7,162,324 $ 7,239,427 $ 7,264,021 $ 7,287,061
Grand General Fund Total Expenditure $ 43,941,803 $ 44,523,746 $ 44,340,803 $ 45,061,456 $ 45298,789 $ 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 $ 8,103681 $ 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 $ 5,676126
21.26% 18.70% 17.84% 16.11% 14.81% 13.36% 12.32%

Unreserved Fund Balance as % of
Expenditures
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In the upcoming budgetye plan tofill the revenue gap with fund balancéhe exact amount wilbe
determined at the end of the budpgebtcessut at this time we aresing the amount outlined above as
the early estimate.

At this time, heprojection is for the 201Budget to beompised of revenug$600,000 belowhe level
the Countyhad in2005 This comparative notprovides insightand perspectivan terms of theongoing
challengesand limitations working with amounts the County had 13 years ddm following graph
illustrates General Fund budgetger time and pre@cted through 2023nteresting, even through 2023,
the County rerains well behind the budgeted resources of 2008.

& |GENERAL FUND BUDGETS 2000-2023 | 2
$55,000,000
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h ¢ J

* Amounts 2018023 areprojected

As work continues on the 201fidget,we provide a snahot of keyCountyfinancial databelow wih
major revenue and expenditure categooieshe pages that follow:

Key Indicator Financial Measure
General Fund current year budget: $43,941,805
20160ver2017budget increase 1.3% vs. inflation 1.7%
Full time GF employees: 437
Taxablevalue (2017 $5.802,204,291
Assessed Value (2017): $6,860,88,061
General Fund Delas of 1/1/2018 $580,882
Unfunded liabilityPension Fund @2/31/2015 $73,592,855

Funded Ratio 73.1%

CountyEmployer Portion $58,523,030

Couwnty Agency Portion $5,510,494
Pension Trust Market Value Yeand 2016 $189,410,545
Unfunded liabilityRHC @12/31/2015 @ 6.5% $71,062,590
Unfunded liabilityRHC @12/31/2015 GASB 45 $89,906,535
RHC Trust Market Value Yeagnd 2016 $46,866,184
Unassignedrund Balance @2/31/2016 $9,764,59622.2% of GF 207 Budget)
BudgetStabilization Fund®12/31/2016 $1,947,741
Credit RatingStanda d & Poor 6s Rat iANGtalleer vi ce s
Moodyds I nvestor Servicesga2
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5. REVENUES

A. Equalized Valuation & Property Taxes

The Countyds Taxabl dby\2&8%ufa a totancreaelirithe taxable vakiaiane
for budget year 2015 of $142,002,468. This was thgehr we have had an increase in property tax
revenue since 2008 he significance is that property tax revenues consistently make up approximatel
65% of the Generdf und 6 s rVeevare projecsng 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
$431,000. Early projections are for the taxable value to increaseOi@& Ry 1.50%. The rate of
inflation is unknown at this time and it is too early to estimdéte.believe these figures are reasonable
for now based on known datatlout being overly cautious or optimistic

The tracking of Taxable value the last few ydaas produced a new trend of slightly increasing values.
The unknowns of future personal property lossesy construction gains, aridgture inflation rates still
makes it difficult to project at what rate futuexable value will be in the oyears However, wth the

2018 budgetthe declining property values have ended and it is reasonable to estimate an average 1.5
increase in 2018 & 2019 for Taxable val\Méeincorporate these estimatesh® 2018 budget.

B. Sources Of County Property Tax Revenue

MAJOR TAXPAYERS
The Countybés top ten (10) taxpayers and th

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
MichiganGas 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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Taxable Value by Land Class & Use
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20082019Actual 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 Consuntemergy MTTand revised receipt totals
**2017-2019 Tax revenues are estimates based on assmspti
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C. Inmate Dormitory Revenue(Immigration and Customs EnforcementDetainee Housing

Since opening the Inmate Dormitory, reimbursemefrom housing federabetaineeshas been a
importantsource of revenue to help offset ttodal cost of operating and maintaining the facilifshe

initial pro forma financial modeling to finance operation of the facility included this source of revenue
The operation®f the facility are recorded ia special revenue fund. Revenues generated from inmate
housingarea primarysource oft h e fravendetmesentind4.4% in thef u n d 6 ud@epPup 7
from 52% the prior yeaiThe following exhibitsshown the historicalfinancial performance of the fund

The operating resulare monitored closely armbntinue to support the ongoing operation of the facility
Revenuesgenerated from federal prisoner housiofiset costs the Coty would have to fund
exclusively from the General Funtb houseCounty inmates at the facilityA period of lower rates of
housingICE inmatesin 2013 resuled in revenue targets not being met aming $255286 of fund
balance to covean operating deficit Housing counts for 201dveragd 89 inmates per montiThat
average count is one | ess than t h eadditionalteforsiinc a |
housing U.S. Marshal s Seraneese detainees in a

The daily rate of $74.96 perdaycharg f or e a c h nglwveas$ adjusted ia 209Fhér budgst i
will continue tobe developed based on this rathae financial performancef the fundis shown below
along with the nesupport from the @neral FundThere is unpredictability with housingpunts and
these directly correlate with GF contribuis as operating castemain relatively constanin 2014, the
fund recorded m increase in Fund Balance of $276,8%&nafter moving $240,000 out of surplus to
fund three (3 new Deputy Sheriffs. 2@Lresults werex $445,923 deficit due to lower than budgeted
housirg counts an®016 delivered a surplus ofi$9,688. In the 201Budget, the budgeted monthly
average housing count9. The preliminary2016yearendFund Balance i$285,845
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The hisorical financialsummary othe operatiorof the Inmate Dormitory Fund &s follows:

YEAR FTE DO”I\?”\chlIL}I'TOERY NET GF ANNUAL GF COST
EMPLOYEES REVENUES CONTRIBUTION | EXPENDITURES | CONTRIBUTION | 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 AmountsPreliminary Subject to Audit
2017* Amounts are adopted budget

$4,500,000
$4,000,000
$3,500,000
$3,000,000
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Inmate Dormitory Fund Summary of Revenues, Expenditures & Net
GF Contribution 1998-2017

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016*2017**

et |NMATE DORMITORY REVENUES e=@==NET GF CONTRIBUTION ete==ANNUAL EXPENDITURES

2016° Amount preiminary subject to audit

2017* Amounts arédudgeed
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Inmate Dormitory Net GF Contribution & Annual Expenditures 1998-2017
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D. Court Equity Revenue & Friend Of The Court Fund

The Court equity Fund, enacted un@ 374 of 1996¢reated new funding for all county trial courts.
This legislation also established new responsibilities for local triaftgancluding the creation of the

family division in thecircuit court,and expanded jurisdiction of the distrcourt.
received by th€ountyare trending lower andotedas follows:
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E. Court Case Filing Trends & Data

Amount
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The case filings of the District and Circuit Courtsnfir@0062016showthat year2016 totalsare 12,498
cases below thogeom 2006.Year overyear, District Court casésended up while Circuit Court counts
were lowerThe 11 year summamjiong with court appointed attorney feesas 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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District Court Case Filings and Court Appointed Attorney Fees 2006-2016
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Circuit Court Case Filings and Court Appointed Attorney Fees 2006-2016
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Probate Court

There has been aimcrease in court appointed attorrfegs in Probate Court as illustrated beldhile
the case filings from 2010 to 2016 are slightly éswncludingthe number of minors, the amount of court
apminted attorney costs have groww $94,650.
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