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Financial Highlights

Our Fiscal Year (FY) 2009 Citizens Financial Condition
Report highlights the financial strength of the County’s
General Fund within the context of population growth that
led the nation and severe financial challenges facing the
national and local economy.

Here are some of the report highlights:

o Conservative fiscal policies have guided spending
and ensured that expenditures did not exceed
revenues.

e The General Fund unreserved fund balance
remained healthy.

o Key County financial indicators compared very
favorably to national benchmarks.

e County net assets, an indicator of whether the
County’s long term financial health is improving,
continued to increase.

e Funding for the County’s primary employee
retirement plan decreased slightly.

About the Financial Condition Report

The FY 2009 edition of the Maricopa County Citizens
Financial Condition Report is based primarily on the
County’s FY 2009 Comprehensive Annual Financial
Report issued December 2009 by the Department of
Finance.

This work, which is part of our approved audit plan,
provides information, trends, and comparisons on County
financial topics including the following:

¢ Revenues and Expenditures
e Cash and Investments

e Long Term Debt and Liquidity
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MARICOPA COUNTY BASICS

Agg\; . Supervisor Andrew Kunasek xhe

M a ri CO pa CO u nty Supervisor Max Wilson B "C‘:E:rg:k e
4 — Superyisor Don Stapley

Maricopa County is located in the south-central i * sogrsaie y
area of the State of Arizona. Approximately 60% e aapmdi“: e
of the state’s total population resides within the ucgeve @ Tmo M e
County, which includes the cities of Phoenix, Sugafg gipervisor Fulton Brock
Mesa, Tempe, Glendale, and Scottsdale. "

Supervisor Mary Rose Wilcox .
State of Arizona

Maricopa County operates under a five member

elected Board of Supervisors representing five Sl
districts divided geographically and by

population to include a mix of urban and rural
constituencies.

GilaoBend

Board of Supervisors

Fulton Brock Don Stapley Andrew Kunasek Max Wilson Mary Rose Wilcox
District District District District District
Financial (Source: Maricopa County FY09 CAFR) Population (Source: Maricopa County CAFR & U.S. Census Bureau)
As of June 30, 2009, the elected County Treasurer Maricopa County is home to 4 million people, the
held $3.6 billion in cash and investments on behalf 4™ |argest population in the nation after Los Angeles

of the County, special districts, and school districts. County (California), Cook County (Chicago, lllinois),

The County received $1.8 billion in revenue during and Harris County (Houston, Texas).

FY 2009. The County’s population grew by 882,449 from July
2000 to July 2008, the biggest population increase in
the nation (2009 data unavailable).

The unreserved General Fund balance exceeded
$410 million in FY 2009, down $102 million from the

previous year, but still higher than fiscal years 2000 Size (Source: Maricopa County CAFR & FY10 Adopted Budget)

to 2004. . . .
At 9,224 square miles, Maricopa County is larger than

History (Source: Maricopa County website) several states, including Connecticut, Delaware,
Hawaii, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey,

Established in 1871, Maricopa was the fifth county
Rhode Island, as well as the District of Colombia.

to be formed in what was then the Arizona Territory.

]
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ECONOMIC OUTLOOK

County Revenue Sources Decreased

(Revenues in millions) Since FY 2007, three of the four major County
revenue sources, state shared sales, vehicle
$748 license, and jail excise taxes, have experienced
$647 significant declines. Shown below are dollar
and percentage declines since FY 2007.

$900
S779

Jail Excise: $ 29 million 20%
I Vehicle License: $ 18 million 12%
I State Shared Sales: $ 85 million 18%

Total decline: $132 million

FYO7 FYO8 FY09
SOURCE: “Tax Revenues by Source” (Statistical Section Maricopa County CAFR)

. . Property Tax Revenues Increased
Property tax revenues continued to increase

. . . $600
during the current recession, offsetting the o - - ss0
other revenue declines shown above. 2 - E/\ 5
However, there is a two year lag between the E sa00 = v =
time property values are assessed and the = E Assessed Value | $30 .S
County Assessor’s valuations used to set the E E Budget Estimates | E
r ©
tax rate. T 5200 1 — >
. R S = 510 O
With the current decline in Maricopa County g_ — a
. ]
housing values, property tax revenues could 4 - : = : : $- ﬁ
. . . . [}
also see declines starting in FY 2011 if tax U] FYO7  FYOS  FY09 FY10 FY1l FY12

rates are not increased. B Gen Prop Tax Primary Assessed Value
SOURCE: “Tax Revenues by Source” (Statistical Section Maricopa County CAFR) & OMB Budget Documents

Staffing Levels Down Capital Outlay Slowed

Conservative budget strategies

I County Population o= Staffing . .
(In millions) (In thousands) kept the Cou.nty f|rIIanC|e’1IIy
42 4 4.4 million healthy qesplte Arlzona S 300 - $301
0 s economic turmoil. To offset $279
' Budget revenue declines, the County: $220
38 - Estimates o
’ T Implemented a hiring freeze  $200
36 - and reduced staffing (left)
34 - 13,471 e Canceled or delayed most $100 -
thousand | 13 capital improvements (right)

32 -
3.0 4 ; 12 >

FY07 FY08 09 FY10 FYo7 FYos FY09

SOURCE: Maricopa County CAFR & FY10 Adopted Budget SOURCE: Maricopa County CAFRs
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GENERAL FUND KEY INDICATORS

The Unreserved General Fund

Unreserved General Fund Balance Remains Healthy

500 Balance
i cilicls) The Unreserved General Fund
$500 A Balance represents funds available
$410 to meet current and future financial
$400 1 needs. A significant portion is
designated for various purposes
5300 1 including covering the self-insured
benefit program and smoothing
3200 1 4154 fluctuations in tax cash collection
100 cycles.
During FY 2009 the unreserved
$- A fund balance fell $102 million

\ & \Z > \a
Q Q Q! Q Q
§ & & N\ &

Q&
3 3

o
Q
Q )

¢ S é@o & (nearly 20%). This decrease is

3 3

primarily due to transfers into the
General Improvements Fund and
payments made to reduce outstanding debt levels. Conservative budget strategies and revenue estimates

have resulted in a healthy fund balance. However, weaknesses in the local economy may further reduce the
fund balance if revenues continue to decrease.

SOURCE: “Governmental Funds Balance Sheet” (Maricopa County CAFRs)

General Fund Balance as a Percent of Revenues

For over ten years, Maricopa County’s General Fund has maintained a healthy fund balance in relation to
revenues, and surpassed the national benchmark average (see page 15 for a list of benchmark counties).

This graph reflects the Fund Balance Compares Well to Benchmarks
availability of financial reserves

to meet unforeseen needs.
45%

Credit rating agencies review

the health of a government’s
unreserved fund balance when  35%
assessing credit worthiness.
Maricopa County’s high
percentage of unreserved
General Fund balance, when 20%
compared to revenues, could

lower the County’s cost of

40%

30%

25%

15%

borrowing money. 10%
5%
<<*QQ «*QN <2\6L & <& Q*& «*Q(O <Z\6\ ‘Z\Q‘b «*Qq
HE Maricopa County Avg of 10 Benchmark Counties

SOURCE: “Balance Sheet and Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund
Balances Governmental Funds” (Maricopa & Benchmark County CAFRs)

Maricopa County Internal Audit 4 FY 2009 Citizens Financial Condition Report
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LIQUIDITY & LONG TERM DEBT

General Fund Liquidity Increased Liquidity Ratio

The liquidity ratio is a measure of
the County’s ability to pay current
obligations, comparing assets
with liabilities.

15.0

12.0

Maricopa County continues to
significantly outperform the
national benchmark average with
a liquidity ratio of almost 16-to-1.
This means that there are ample
funds, $15.80 available in cash,
to pay every $1 in current
liabilities.

9.0

6.0

3.0

0.0

I Maricopa Avgof10 Benchmark Counties

SOURCE: Audit Analysis of “Governmental Funds Balance Sheet” (Maricopa & Benchmark CAFRs)

Long Term Debt

Maricopa County has extremely low debt levels compared to the national benchmark average. The
County’s low debt is the result of a conservative “pay as you go” policy. In FY 2009, the County’s long
term debt was less than $100 per person.

Long Term Debt Per Person Is Low Compared to Benchmarks

$1,500 -

$1,372
$1,200
$900 -
$650 $674 o >750 7l
$630
$600 -
$444
$362 $384
$300 -
$91
o | N , ,
> Q@ ) Q > 9 o ) > &
K & F & & ¥ F S S
O & N Qo Q o) Q e 8 O
N\ P N LS N
@ \/o"o [%5) %'b

SOURCE: Maricopa County LTD for Governmental Activities “Note 13— “Long Term Liabilities” and Benchmark CAFRs
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Sources of County Funds (in millions)

The majority of the County’s Governmental Fund
revenues come from intergovernmental sources
(43%) and taxes (38%).

Intergovernmental revenues are funds received from
federal, state and other local government sources in
the form of shared revenues, grants, and payments
in lieu of taxes.

County generated tax revenues such as property, jail
excise, and other small tax sources, accounted for
nearly 38% of the County’s total governmental
revenue.

Fines, Forfeits,
& Special Assessments
S42 (2%)

Intergovernmental
(State Shared Sales tax,
Vehicle License tax, Grants)

County Generated Taxes
(Property tax, Jail Excise tax,
& other small tax sources)

$687 5784

43% '

$170
Charges for Service

$95
Miscellaneous

Licenses & Permits
S41 (2%)

SOURCE: “Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, & Changes in Fund
Balances Governmental Funds” (Maricopa County CAFR)

Expenditures Reduced to Match Revenues

In FY 2009, Governmental Fund
revenues decreased by $99.6 million,

(in millions)

$2,015

BRevenues
DExpenditures

or 5%, to $1.8 billion.

$2,000 1 $1,919

Y $1,841

$1,853

$1,646

$1,500 4

$1,000 - T T T

$1,819 $1,815

Much of this revenue decrease was
due to a decrease in jail excise tax
revenues of $21 million and in
distributions from the State of Arizona
for shared sales tax of $66 million.
However, additional property tax
revenues of $33 million helped offset
some of these revenue decreases.

To match revenue decreases, the

FYO6 FY07 FYO08

SOURCE: “Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, & Changes in Fund Balances

Governmental Funds” (Maricopa County CAFRs)

»  County reduced expenditures by more
than $25 million (discussed in more
detail on page 7).

FY09

Uses of County Funds (in millions)

Over 70% of FY 2009 Governmental Fund
expenditures were for public safety (49%) and health
and welfare (22%), with the remaining used for
general government (10%), capital outlay (12%),
highways (3%), and other uses (4%). General
Government consists of a broad range of legally
mandated services including elections, property
assessment, revenue and expenditure accountability,
and legal representation for the County.

Highway & Other Public Safety
Streets $71, 4% $896
$54,3%

Health, Welfare, &
Sanitation
$397

Capital Outlay
$220

SOURCE: “Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, & Changes in Fund Balances Governmental Funds” (Maricopa County CAFR)

Maricopa County Internal Audit

6 FY 2009 Citizens Financial Condition Report
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EXPENDITURES

Public Safety Expenditures Increased (FY 2007—FY 2009)

- f’;& °?% (in millions)
$900 { &,
© EFY07 [OFYo8 MFY09
$600 -
$300
S0 A

Public Safety Health, Welfare and Capital Outlay General Government  Highway & Streets Other
Sanitation

SOURCE: “Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balances Governmental Funds” (Maricopa County CAFR)

Changes in Expenditures by Category

Since FY 2007, Governmental Fund expenditures decreased by $58 million (3%). Significant decreases were
capital outlay, decreasing $81 million (27%), and health, welfare, and sanitation, decreasing $65 million
(14%). The capital outlay decrease is due to the completion of some capital projects and a capital purchasing
freeze. The health, welfare, and sanitation decreases were due to the elimination of the disproportionate
share revenue, which now goes directly to the Maricopa County Special Health Care District, a separate legal
entity. These revenues were previously passed through the County to compensate the special health care
district for treatment of low income populations. Increases in public safety expenditures offset some of the
decreases, public safety increases are due to court and justice related personnel and salary increases
occurring in FY 2008 and one-time payments to help the State as part of its 2009 budget balancing initiatives.

Expenditures Per Person Are Relatively Low

(adjusted for inflation) Expenditures Per Person
$1,026 Dk Similar to the national
51,000 1 benchmark average, Maricopa
County governmental
expenditures per person have
5600 remained consistent over the
past eight years.
3483 $441 For FY 2009, Maricopa County’s
$441 expenditures per person
5200 were $25 dollars, or 5.4%, below
FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FYO6 FY07 FY08 FY09 s
m Benchmark Average Maricopa County the County S elght year average

of $466 per person.
SOURCE: Audit Analysis of “Changes in Fund Balances, Governmental Funds” &

“Population statistics” ( Statistical Section Maricopa County & Benchmark CAFRs)

Maricopa County Internal Audit 7 FY 2009 Citizens Financial Condition Report



REVENUES—BUDGET TO ACTUAL

Sales Tax Revenues Fall Short of Budget
S50

a5 { (inmillions)

$25 -+
$6

$5
-$15 A

-$35
$(36)

-$55 A
-$75 A S(64)

5 Q > > % ©
Q Q Q Q Q Q
& & & & & &

a % )
Q Q S
& & &

SOURCE: “Tax Revenues by Source” (Statistical Section Maricopa County CAFR) &
FY09 Adopted Budget

State Share Sales Tax—Budget Variance

Sales tax revenues can be difficult to
predict, as they are subject to volatile
economic forces.

FY 2009 actual sales tax revenues fell
below budgeted amounts by $64 million
despite a modest budget projection for a
7.7% decrease. The average increase
over the previous ten years was 6.1%

Vehicle License Taxes Fall Short of Budget
S15 A

(in millions) 513

0_

»1 S6 S6

%51 $(07)  $(4)

S0 A

_55 -

-$10 A

15 $(12)
<<“\°\, Q*@/ <<‘\°°’ <<‘\Qv <<*°<° Q*Qb <<*°/\ <<‘\°Cb <<*°°)

SOURCE: “Tax Revenues by Source” (Statistical Section Maricopa County CAFR) &
FY09 Adopted Budget

Vehicle License Tax—Budget Variance

Vehicle License Tax (VLT) revenues can
be difficult to predict since citizens can pay
the tax for one or two years. VLT revenues
have suffered as a result of the economic
downturn.

In FY 2009, actual VLT revenues fell short
of the original budget by nearly $12 million,
or 8.4%, despite the conservative
projection of a 3.5% decrease from FY
2008 totals. The average increase over the
previous ten years was 8.3%.

Property Taxes Approach Budget Estimates

(in millions)
s10 $11

$10 A
$7

$5 -

$0 1
$(.6)

$(.6)
-85

_510 J

2 \2 > "3 $ ) A
Q Q Q Q' Q Q Q
<& & <N S <8 <N <N

SOURCE: “Tax Revenues by Source” (Statistical Section Maricopa County CAFR) &
FY09 Adopted Budget

o O
Q' Q
& &8

Property Tax—Budget Variance

Property tax revenues are typically more
predictable, and are therefore easier to
budget, than state-shared sales and
vehicle license taxes.

Despite a history of conservative
budgeting, revenue shortfalls outpaced
budget estimates since FY 2006. In both
FYs 2008 and 2009, actual property tax
revenues fell short of budget by
approximately $650 thousand (less than
0.1%).

Maricopa County Internal Audit 8
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PROPERTY TAXES

Property taxes are major source of revenue for local governments in Maricopa County. The total FY 2009
allocation of property taxes for Maricopa County, school districts, cities, and towns was $4.2 billion.

) | TR RCNE A I B RS S5 S REW S NOVRRE |

TED STATES ORAMERICA: 1$ :
P K765318720 700 W
N e S

¥ in o 1 Y

Use of Property Tax Dollars

Cities/Towns/Special
Districts g N\ Maricopa County

$820 Million ‘=i 19% $558 Million

/ See below for how the typical Maricopa

13% County property tax dollar is spent:
Schools $ 0.68
Cities and Towns $ 0.14
Schools &
choots County $ 0.13
Education
$2,903 Million Special Districts $ 0.06
SOURCE: Department of Finance Property Tax Levy Reports Total $ 1.00
Tax Rates Lowered as Assessed Values Rise - 2.0%
- mmmm Assessed Property Values (in billions)
$60 County Direct Property Tax Rate 458

The Maricopa County Board of Supervisors have
lowered property tax rates every year since

FY 2004. Even with lower tax rates, increases in $40 1.5%
assessed property values resulted in property

= N
taxes remaining a reliable source of revenue
during the economic downturn. However, as $20 1.2%
shown on page three, assessed values are
projected to decline, placing downward pressure l
T T T T T - 1.0%
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

on future property tax revenues. $-
SOURCE: “Assessed Value & Estimated Market Value of Taxable Property” (Statistical Section Maricopa County CAFR)

- 1.5%

Property Tax Delinquency Rate Increased 5% -

Unpaid property taxes for Maricopa County reached 4%
their highest level since 1995 when the delinquency
rate was 4.6%. However, Maricopa County’s

FY 2009 delinquency rate of 4.2% is below the
benchmark average of 4.5%.

3% A

2% - 2.4%

== |\laricopa County

o Deli Rat
Uncollected property taxes negatively impacted the 1% cinateneyRate

County’s operating revenues; over $23 million in
levied property taxes were not collected in FY 2009.

= Benchmark Average

0% T T T T T T T T T )
Q N v ] o » © QA D )

N Q Q Q Q Q QO Q Q QS

O O S S S S S

SOURCE: “Property Tax Levies and Collections” (Statistical Section Maricopa County & Benchmark CAFRs)

]
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CASH & INVESTMENTS

Cash and Investments Decreased Slightly
Cash and Investments

in billions
$4.0 4! ) Total cash and investments held

by the Treasurer decreased to
$3.6 billion in FY 2009. This

$3.0
decrease is most likely due to
decreasing revenue streams as a
52.0 result of the economic downturn
facing the State and local
S1.0 governments.
s
FYO4 FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FYO8 FYO09
SOURCE: “Note 6—Deposit and Investments “(Maricopa County CAFRs)
Investment Returns Fall Investment Strategy and Returns
8%
The County Treasurer pools deposits for the County,
6.17% school districts, and special districts. Cash is

o invested under a strategy giving highest priority to:

o Safety of principal
o Sufficient liquidity to meet County needs

2% o e Return on investment

) Investment returns fell to 3% in FY 2009 due to poor
o T —— —— — — —— ' pond market earnings. Bonds are one of the

FY0O0 FYo1 FYO02 FYO3 FYo4 FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FYO8 FYO09 C s A .
SOURCE: Maricopa County Treasurer ounty’s primary investments.

1.71%

Non-County Funds County General Fund

Fund Ownership $2.2 Billion . $309 Million

Non County Funds: Arizona Statutes require
community colleges, school districts, and other
local governments to deposit certain public
monies with the County Treasurer. These
deposits represent 61% of the total funds held
with the Treasurer.

County Funds: $1.4 billion, or 39% of the $3.6
billion held by the Treasurer as of June 30,

2009 were County funds. $1.1 Billion

Other County

SOURCE: “Balance Sheet” &
Funds

“Note 6—Deposit and Investments” (Maricopa County CAFR)

]
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NET ASSETS

As of June 30 2009, the County’s assets exceeded liabilities by more than $4 billion (net assets). The
increase in total net assets over time indicates the County’s financial condition is improving. Total net assets
increased 35% from FY 2005 to FY 2009.

Total Net Assets Continued to Increase

54 (in billions)

$3

$2

$1

S0

FYOS5 FYO6 FYO?7 FYO8 FYOO

SOURCE: “Statement of Net Assets” (Maricopa County CAFRs)

Net Asset Composition

Net assets have three components:
(1) Investments in capital assets, net of related debt (such as land, building, machinery, and equipment)
(2) Restricted net assets (assets that are subject to external restrictions on how they may be used)

(3) Unrestricted net assets (assets not subject to external restrictions on how they may be used)

Just under 67% of County FY 2009 net assets are invested in capital assets (net of related debt), 14% are
restricted (primarily for public safety and highways and streets functions), and 19% are unrestricted (can be
used to meet the County’s ongoing obligations).

Composition of
Net Assets

(in millions)

Restricted

L $565.2 Million
14%

Invested in Capital

Assets /

$2,704.2 Million
Unrestricted

$776.4 Million

SOURCE: “Statement of Net Assets” (Maricopa County CAFR)

Maricopa County Internal Audit 11 FY 2009 Citizens Financial Condition Report
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RETIREMENT PLANS

The County contributes to four retirement plans, as noted in the FY 2009 CAFR (page 65). Because 69% of
County employees (8,983 out of 13,048) contribute to the Arizona State Retirement System (ASRS), these
pages will focus on ASRS.

Funded Status Defined

The most recognized measure of a retirement plan’s health is its funding ratio, derived by dividing the
actuarial value of plan net assets by the present value of accrued liabilities (projected future retirement
payments). A pension plan whose assets equal its liabilities is 100% funded, or fully funded. A plan with
assets that are less than its liabilities is considered to be underfunded.

The dollar difference between plan assets and accrued liabilities is the unfunded actuarial accrued liability
(UAAL), which is a common measure of a pension plan’s financial condition. Methods used to value assets
and liabilities can be complex and vary from plan to plan, making direct comparisons among plans difficult or
impossible. This report shows the funding ratios based on the actuarial value of assets. The amount of
accrued liabilities depends on the assumptions and cost method. Actual calculations are very technical in
nature and are outside the scope of this report. It is noted, however, that ASRS discounts future benefits at
8.0% per year.

Retirement Funding Status

_ _ _ Retirement Funding Ratio Weakens
FY 2009 audited dollar figures are not available

yet, but based on audited FY 2008 figures, the 130% - SURPLUS: FY00 $3.6 Billion DEFICIT:

UAAL grew over $500 million, or 9%, to $6 billion. 120% FY08 $6 Billion
120% FY09 not available

This increase was largely due to a 7.6% and
18.1% loss on investments in FYs 2008 and 2009
and increases in projected future retirement
payments. As a result, the funded status of the 90% A
total plan decreased from 82.8% in FY 2007 to
82.2% in FY 2008. ASRS reports 79.3% for
FY 2009. 70%
60%

FULLY FUNDED
(above the line)

110% A

100%
UNDERFUNDED

(below the line)  g29

79%
80%

According to a 2008 U.S. Government 09t
Accountability Office report on government 0
pension plans, many experts believe a 80% FY99 FY0O FYO1 FYO2 FYO3 FY04 FYO5 FY06 FYO7 FY08 FY09

funding ratio is sufficient.

SOURCE: ASRS CAFRs, annual actuarial reports, ASRS Presentation

Retirement Contributions to ASRS Have Increased County Contributions

$50 -
Millions a3 ©°

County pension plan contributions
to ASRS decreased 9% from

$42

$40
FY 2008 to FY 2009.

530 1 The decrease is attributed to fewer
participants in the plan. From

520 1 FY 2008 to FY 2009, participation
decreased 5% from 9,499 to 8,983,

»10 1 due to a FY 2009 reduction in
force.

S_ .
FYOO FYO1 FY02 FYO03 FY04 FYO5 FYO6 FYO7 FYO8 FY09 GRAPH SOURCE: ASRS CAFRs

]
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RETIREMENT PLANS

Employee Contributions

According to the Government Accountability Office, government employees generally make
contributions to fund pension benefits, unlike private sector employees.

The Center for Retirement Research at Boston U.S. Contribution Rate Comparison
College said, unlike “the private sector, public 10%

sector defined benefit plans are not financed 7% 8%
entirely by the employer. Employer 8% ]

contributions as a percent of payroll are 6% 5%

roughly the same in the state and local and o
private sectors, and public sector employee 4%
contributions make up for the difference in the 2% -
cost of benefits. Public plans tend to rely more
heavily on employee contributions, invest

0%
0% . .

slightly more aggressively, and be about as Public Sector Private Sector
well funded as their private sector
counterparts.” B Employer Employee

SOURCE: Center for Retirement Research at Boston College, 2008

Ways to Make A Retirement Fund Sustainable

Girard Miller, a nationally known authority on the investment of public funds, states retirement funds
should use the following standards to make public plans sustainable.

ASRS PENSION REPORT CARD

Assuring Proper Funding

Employees should pay half the cost

Employees pay 50%; currently, employees contribute 9% of their
pay, which will rise to 9.6% on July 1, 2010

Public employers should make the required annual contributions
The County funds its required contributions each year

Cost of Living Adjustments (COLAs) must be properly funded

COLAs are only paid if there are “Excess Investment Earnings” in
reserve—the last increase was in 2005; no increases are planned

Pension multipliers should be below 2.5%

ASRS multipliers start at 2% and gradually increase to 2.3%
depending on the number of years worked

Retiree medical benefits must be capped

Medical benefits are set at a monthly amount depending upon
years worked, dependents, and Medicare eligibility

SOURCE: Girard Miller; 2008 ASRS CAFR; Maricopa County CAFR; Arizona Republic

]
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Population

Maricopa County has
been ranked the fourth
most populous of all
3,141 counties in the
nation.

POPULATION & UNEMPLOYMENT

Maricopa County’s Population is 4th Largest in Nation

12,000,000 -
10,000,000 -
8,000,000
6,000,000
4,000,000 =

2,000,000 -

9,862,049

5,294,664

3,984,349 3,954,598
3,010,759

0

LosAngeles
County,

CA

Cook County,

IL

Harris County, Maricopa County, Orange County,

™ AZ CA

SOURCE: 2008 U.S. Census Bureau Reports (2008 is the most recent report)

Population Growth

In addition to having the
largest numerical increase
in population from July
2007 to July 2008,
Maricopa County’s
population increased by
882,449 people from July
2000 to July 2008, more
than any other county in
the nation.

Maricopa County’s Population Growth is Fastest in Nation

100,000 -

50,000 4

89,550

72,153

54,179

41,338 40,842

Maricopa County,
AZ

Harris County,

IS

Los Angeles County, San Diego County, Tarrant County,

SOURCE: 2008 U.S. Census Bureau Reports

CA CA 1S

Unemployment

Maricopa County ‘s
unemployment rate
continues to remain below
national and Arizona
averages. However, since
2007 the national, Arizona,
and Maricopa County
unemployment rates have
increased significantly. In
2009 Maricopa County’s
unemployment rate was
8%, a 5.1% increase over
2007’s rate of 2.9%.
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METHODOLOGY & SOURCES

Definition

Financial Condition is defined as a local government’s ability to finance services on a continuing basis. A
county in good financial condition can sustain existing services to the public, withstand economic downturns,
and meet the demands of changing service needs.

Objective, Scope, and Methodology

The objective of this report is to evaluate Maricopa County’s financial condition using key financial indicators.
Indicators were selected from authoritative sources on evaluating governmental entity financial condition, and
were judged to be the most indicative of a county’s overall financial health.

Our primary information sources were the audited Comprehensive Annual Financial Reports (CAFR) issued
by ten national benchmark counties and Maricopa County. Our analysis did not include component units
(Housing Authority and Sports Commission) and the non-major governmental funds. Below are the
benchmark counties that were used in this report.

National Benchmarks

County Population Major Metro Area
> Clark 2,006,347 Las Vegas, Nevada
» Harris 3,984,349 Houston, Texas
> King 1,884,200  Seattle, Washington
» Los Angeles 10,393,000 Los Angeles, California
» Multnomah 717,880 Portland, Oregon
» Orange 3,139,017  Santa Ana/Anaheim, California
> Pima 1,048,796 Tucson, Arizona
> Salt Lake 1,030,519  Salt Lake City, Utah
» San Diego 3,173,407  San Diego, California
» Santa Clara 1,857,621 San Jose, California

SOURCE: 2008 & 2009 Benchmark County CAFRs

Other sources include Arizona State Retirement System (ASRS) CAFRs and actuarial reports, the U.S.
Census Bureau, Governmental Accounting Standards Board, the International City/County Managers
Association, Maricopa County’s Strategic Plans (budgetary documents), ASRS investment committee
documents, Arizona State Auditor General Reports, and correspondence with internal and external staff.

Trend analysis is used in this report. Trend analysis involves examining historical data. Adjustments for
inflation were made according to the “U.S. Consumer Price Index—All ltems.”

Maricopa County CAFR

Maricopa County’s 2009 CAFR and prior year CAFRs are available by visiting the Maricopa County
Department of Finance website at: http://www.maricopa.gov/Finance/CAFR.aspx.

Cover Photos

Location: Mountain landscape (top right) and saguaro sunset (bottom left) taken at Four Peaks National
Wilderness Area located on the border of Maricopa and Gila Counties by Marcus Reinkensmeyer.

]
Maricopa County Internal Audit 15 FY 2009 Citizens Financial Condition Report




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


