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Comptroller DiNapoli’s Fiscal Stress Initiative

 Janet Mayo, Monitoring and Analysis Unit 

 Jay Phillips, Monitoring and Analysis Unit 

Ni k J R h U i Nick Jenny, Research Unit 

 Overview of the Fiscal Stress Monitoring 
System and What to Expect

 Demonstration of Website

 Walk Through of Self-Assessment Tools 
◦ Fiscal Stress Assessment Tool 
◦ Capital Planning Tool
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 The inability to generate enough revenues to 
meet expenditures.  (Budgetary Solvency)

 Judgment about financial condition. One side 
of a continuumof a continuum.  

Financial Condition

Fiscal 
Health

Fiscal 
Stress

Guiding Principles:

Meaningful 

Manageable in Number 

Come From Existing Data
Create No Additional Reporting 

Transparent and Easy to 
Understand

Comparable Over Time

 OSC Resources

 Research Reports

 ICMA Guidance

 Systems Used In Other States

 Proposed System with Public 
Comment Period
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 9 Fiscal Indicators
 5 Categories Year-End Fund Balance

Operating Deficits

Cash Position

Use of Short-Term Debt

Fixed Costs

 School Districts
◦ 7 Indicators
◦ 4 Categories

Year-End Fund Balance

Operating Deficits

Cash Position

Use of Short-Term Debt

An Outcome Things we can measure

Financial condition is a function of BOTH 
environmental factors AND the local 
government’s response to these factors.  
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 14 Environmental
Indicators

 8 Categories

Population 

Aging Population

Poverty

Property Value

Employment Base

Intergovernmental Revenues

Constitutional Tax Limit

Sales Tax Revenues

 School Districts
◦ 6 Indicators
◦ 5 Categories Property Value 

Enrollment

Budget Vote Results

Graduation Rate

Free or Reduced Priced 
Lunch 

 Fiscal Stress Categories: 
◦ Significant Fiscal Stress        (>=65% of Points, >=65% SDs) 
◦ Moderate Fiscal Stress (>=55% of Points, >=45% SDs) 
◦ Susceptible to Fiscal Stress   (>=45% of Points, >=25% SDs) 
◦ No Designation (<45% of Points, <25% SDs)
◦ Under Review
◦ Have Not Filed

 Environmental Stress Categories: 
◦ ### (>=50% of Points, >=60% SDs)
◦ ## (>=40% of Points, >=45% SDs)
◦ # (>=30% of Points both LGs and SDs)
◦ No Designation (<30% of Points both LGs and SDs)
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 Data is Self Reported

 Objective Score Based Upon Certified AUD/ST-3

 Data Screened for Reliability and Fiscal Condition Data Screened for Reliability and Fiscal Condition

 Examiner Review

 False Positives
◦ Intensive QA process
◦ No unit listed as stressed until properly vetted

 False Negatives False Negatives
◦ Look at those close to the threshold
◦ Data is not real time so units may not appear 

immediately
◦ No designation does not mean “not in stress”

 First Scores – Released June 18, 2013

◦ Local Governments with FYE Dec 31, 2012

 Counties – 57
 Cities – 44
 Towns – 932
 Villages – 10
 Total: 1,043

◦ Data as of May 31, 2013
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 Significant Fiscal Stress: 6

 Moderate Fiscal Stress: 6

 Susceptible to Fiscal Stress: 12

 Under Review: 18

 No Designation: 874

 Not Filed: 124*

 Total: 1,043

 *excludes 3 coterminous towns/villages

 Municipalities in some Level of Fiscal Stress: 24

 Showing Stress by Indicators

◦ Low Fund Balance: 24
◦ Operating Deficits: 21
◦ Low Cash: 20
◦ Short-Term Debt: 8
◦ High Fixed Costs: 4

 Municipalities in some Level of Fiscal Stress: 24
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 Publication of Lists

◦ Once all information is vetted
◦ Tentatively 6 months after the close of the 

fiscal year
 FYE 12/31/2012 Counties/Towns/Cities/Villages FYE 12/31/2012 – Counties/Towns/Cities/Villages
 FYE 5/31/2013 – Villages
 FYE 6/30/2013 – School Districts
 Non-Calendar Cities

 List Updates 

 Website Enhancements
◦ Fiscal Stress Website 
 Data, Lists, Quick Reference Guide, FAQs etc.

 Interactive Self-Help Suite Interactive Self Help Suite
◦ Self-Assessment Tool
◦ Capital Planning Template
◦ Multiyear Planning Template

Policy Research
 Research brief: Fiscal Stress Drivers and 

Coping Strategies
◦ Class level/regional analysis 

 Fiscal profiles Fiscal profiles
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Training and Outreach
 Local Government Leadership Institutes
◦ Watertown, New Paltz

 Webinar series, 2013

 Partnering opportunities 
◦ Local government association conferences, training 

schools

 Tailored workshops
◦ Self-assessment tool
◦ Capital planning template
◦ Multiyear planning template

Website - Five Main Sections
◦ Fiscal Stress Lists 

 Stressed Units 
 Summary Sheet 

Detail (for each municipality with a score) Detail (for each municipality with a score)
 All Data

◦ How can OSC Help? ACT FAST 
◦ Self-help tools
◦ Fiscal Stress Monitoring System 
◦ Selected Publications and Resources

 Comptroller DiNapoli has directed our agency 
to provide an extensive array of services for 
fiscally stressed localities that choose to ask 
for our assistance.  

 These services will include an accelerated risk 
assessment, self help tools, a variety of 
training opportunities, and technical 
assistance from many of OSC’s professional 
team members.  
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Town of ABC
123456789000

% Score

2010 62.5%
2011 50.8%
2012 37.9% 2011 2012 2011 2012

2013 25.8% based on 3 year trend 1 Assigned/Unassigned FB (General Fund) 1.6% 8.8% 3 2

Assigned/Unassigned FB (Combined Fund) 3.5% 8.7%

2 Total FB (General Fund) 4.7% 12.4% 3 3

Total FB (Combined Fund) 6.0% 11.4%
3 # of Operating Deficits in Three Years or last 

year's deficit <= ‐10%

2 1 2 1

4 Cash Ratio (Cash/Current Liability) 77.6% 111.6% 1 0

Fiscal Stress Summary Indicator Scoring Summary 

Fiscal Indicators 
Value Scores 

100.0%

1. Summary
2. Projection 
Worksheet

3. Graphs 4. Comparison 5. Detail

4 Cash Ratio (Cash/Current Liability) 1 0

5 Cash % of Monthly Exp 165.3% 148.4% 0 0

6 Short‐Term Debt Issuance (Debt/Revenues) 0.0% 0.0% 0 0

color left right

7 Short‐Term Debt Trend (consecutive debt or 

BN in last year)

0 0 0 0

Not in Fiscal Stress 45.0% 45.0% 8 Pers Srvc and Emp Benefits % Revs (3 yr avg) 47.3% 47.3% 0 0

Susceptible Fiscal St 10.0% 10.0% 9 Debt Service % Revenues (3 yr avg) 19.8% 19.0% 2 2

Moderate Fiscal Stre 10.0% 10.0%

Significant Fiscal Str 35.0% 35.0%

Environmental Indicators Value Score

1 Change in Population  11.8% 0

2 Change in Median Age  5.1% 0

3 Median Age of Population  43.4 0

4 Child Poverty Rate  4.5% 0

5 Change in Child Poverty Rate  ‐0.7% 0

6 Change in Property Value (4 year avg) 1.1% 0

7 Property Value Per Capita  $77,719 0

8 Change in Unemployment Rate  ‐0.3 0

* 9 Unemployment Rate  7.5% 0

10 Change in Total Jobs in County  ‐2.3% 1

11 Reliance on State and Federal Aid  6.9% 0

12 Change in State and Federal Aid 15.5% 0

13 Constitutional Tax Limit N/A N/A

14 Change in Sales Tax Receipts N/A N/A

** No 
Designation

The summary graph projects a fiscal stress score based on a three‐year 

trend analysis. This score is not based on data submitted by the locality. 

The predicted score is most reliable for municipalities which have 

followed a level trend but is less reliable for municipalities with scores 

that do not follow a steady trend.

Financial information provided on this page is pulled from reports 

submitted by the municipality. OSC performs a formal review of the 

information on an annual basis. However, OSC is unable to verify the 

accuracy of all the data elements upon which an entity’s prior year fiscal 

stress score is based. 
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Comptroller DiNapoli’s Fiscal Stress Initiative


