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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

LOCAL GOVERNMENT SPENDING IN MARYLAND:
NEEDS AND PERFORMANCE

Introduction

This report presents estimates of relative needs for the
public services provided by the City of Baltimore and local
governments in each of Maryland's 23 counties. The estimates are
developed by calculating the cost of a "representative" level of
public services, defined as the average provided by all local
governments in the state.

Maryland is the first state with a relatively complex sys-
tem of local government in which the representative-expenditure
approach has been used to develop estimates of the relative costs
of the public services for which local governments are respon-
sible.

The cost estimates are independent of the actual policies
of any individual government and of the collective policies of
all the governments in any one county. Instead, the estimates
relate the underlying economic and demographic factors that
determine expenditure needs to the average--or representative--
policies of all local governments in the State.

The calculation of representative expenditures for the
local governments in each county (the cost of providing the
representative level of public services) proceeds by identifying

a "workload" measure for each major expenditure function. The

EXECSUM.WP5 -1 - April 16, 1990



measure is intended to indicate the approximate scope of the
service that must be provided--the relative "need" for the
service--in each county. For example, the combination of two
equally weighted factors in each county--the number of violent
crimes reported and the expected number of arrests for violent
crimes--is the workload measure for the expenditure function
corrections.

The representative-expenditure approach defines a set of
weights so that the workload factors can be combined into a
single, overall measure of the relative costs of the entire range
of services provided by each function of government (such as
education, sanitation and waste removal, and police protection).
A distinguishing aspect of the representative expendituré method
is that it addresses the relative costs of public services on a
highly disaggregated basis. This permits comparison of actual
spending with the representative estimates function by function,
enabling state and local officials to compare each major element
of their budgets with the spending levels necessary to meet a
defined standard of "need." This strategy is explicitly designed
to promote informed discussion of public needs and actual budget

policy. 1In all, 22 separate functions are examined.

Assumptions
Three important assumptions underlie the representative-~
expenditure estimates. The first is that all county and muni-

cipal governments in Maryland operate at comparable efficiency.
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In other words, the real resource cost of producing a unit of a
given service is the same in all counties.

Second, the estimates assume that the unit cost of produc-
ing different quantities of a service is constant: that there
are no economies or diseconomies of scale in the production of
the service. 1In other words, the assumption is that a small
municipality can produce the service at the same average cost per
unit as a large county government.

Finally, the estimates assume uniformity of input prices--
that the prices of the goods and services local governments buy
do not vary significantly within the State. This is, without
question, the most troublesome assumption of the analysis.

Differences in the cost of land between urban and rural
areas translate into major differences in the costs of many types
of capital projects, and are responsible for substantial varia-
tion in the rent per square foot of office space. The cost of
living is generally believed to be higher in urban than in rural
areas, with attendant consequences for the salaries that must be
paid to hire public employees of comparable quality.

This said, the reality is that no reliable estimates of
differences in unit input costs among the counties in Maryland
are available that might be used in this study. 1In an attempt to
gauge the possible significance of the assumption of uniform
unit-input costs, an illustrative analysis is performed using a
1981 index of relative education costs to adjust the estimates of

representative expenditures.
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Results

The estimates of representative expenditure are presented
in Table 1. The estimates are shown as indices of their per
capita values, with the statewide average equal to 100. ' For per-
spective, the percentage distribution of total outlays is shown
in the first row and per capita average actual expenditures in
the second.

The cost of providing the standard level of services is far
and away the highest for Baltimore City, at 142 percent of the
per capita statewide average. The standard level of services is
least costly in Carroll County, where the per capita cost is
83 percent of the state average.

In addition, to Carroll, the per capita cost of the repre-
sentative level of services is 90 percent or less of the State
average in seven counties: Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Frederick,
Harford, Howard, Montgomery, and Queen Anne's. Aside from Balti-
more City, the cost of the representative level of services
exceeds 110 percent of the state per capita average only in Gar-
rett County.

Baltimore City's per capita needs for public expenditures
are the highest in the State for every function except other
public safety, other public works, elementary and secondary edu-
cation, community colleges, and natural resources.

Montgomery County's per capita needs are below the state-
wide average for every function but fire, other public safety,

sanitation, and other public works.
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TABLE 1

INDEX OF PER CAPITA REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, FISCAL YEAR 1988

Police

Fire

Correc-

High-
ways

Sanita-
tion

Oother

Scale:
Percent

Per Capita $1,638.44 $106.19

Total
Standard Dev.

Allegany

Anne Arunde)
Baltimore City
Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Pr. George's
Queen Anne’'s
St. Mary'a
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
wWicomico
Worcester

Source:

MDSTDCLA .WR1

General
Govern-
Total ment
(1) (2)
100.0% 6.4%
100 100
19 (V]
100 100
90 100
142 100
89 100
92 100
102 100
83 100
93 100
98 100
105 100
90 100
112 100
89 100
86 100
95 100
88 100
95 100
1] 100
101 100
104 100
92 100
95 100
101 100
105 100

Table E.13.

5.7%
$93.45

100
25

69
82
149
104
75
78
73
79

87
89
a7
75
82

3.5%
$57.12

100
47

71
111
185
119

37

58

34

45

28
39
48
39
35

1.2%
$18.97

100
35

58
75
168
107
72
73
65
75

86
85
82
64
78
73
59
66

116
69
90
82
74
63

101

97

153

104

8o

6.4%
$104.13

100
26

108

17
133
114

4.8%
$79.22

100
9

93
97
110
100
82
a8
a9
a7

a8
96
96
97
a8
100
95
106

95
85

Health Elem. &
and Second.
Hospi- Social Educa-
tals Services tion
(10) (11) (12)
4.0% 7.8% 37.4%
$65.11 $128.40 $612.34
100 100 100
67 76 10
150 146 93
65 62 99
240 259 113
61 57 85
88 a6 115
147 143 107
57 50 98
96 91 107
82 79 126
168 1685 97
67 63 105
180 177 117
76 73 105
37 31 99
149 145 85
45 41 95
74 EA) 101
93 89 92
113 107 123
185 177 99
119 110 86
114 113 94
128 125 97
136 128 87
04/16/90
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

INDEX OF PER CAPITA REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF ALL LOCAL QOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, FISCAL YEAR 1988

Recrea-
tion &
Parks

Urban

Develop-

ment &
Housing

Oppor-
tunity

Miscel-
Taneous

Percent
Per Capita

Total
Standard Dev.

Allegany
Anne Arunde!l

Baltimore City

Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Pr. George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary’s
Somerset
Talbot
wWashington
Wicomico
Worcester

(13)

3.9%

$64.57

100
6

91
105
99
95
98
91
97
98

107
a7
102
923
102
102
92
94

1"t
91
"
93
83
100
97
90

(14)

2.5%

$40.062

100
70

83
70
257
67
65
80
52
(.1

63
1]
59
94
82
52
81
1}

78
63
70
9
mn
15
77
107

Natural
Librar- Re-
ies sources
(15) (18)
1.3% 0.1%
$20.94 $1.71
100 100
o 185
100 2717
100 38
100 0
100 32
100 228
100 660
100 185
100 2460
100 239
100 977
100 242
100 1,264
100 118
100 64
100 857
100 25
100 27
100 604
100 253
100 890
100 497
100 193
100 2063
100 655

121
80
183
78
93
120

94

89
130

137

0.1%
$2.25

100
78

143
e1
265
56
-1]
139
47
a9

78
161
61
173
72
30
142
41

3.9%
$63.50

100
(4]

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100

100

Source:

ADSTDCLA . WR1

Table E.13.
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Perhaps the most interesting way to consider the estimates
of representative expenditures is in conjunction with actual out-
lays in each county. Table 2 provides the ratios of actual to
representative expenditures. A value in excess of 100 indicates
that the actual outlays of the local governments in a county in
FY 1988 exceed those necessary to provide the statewide average
level of a service or of all services combined. Conversely, a
value of less than 100 shows that the actual expenditures of the
governments in a county are below the level necessary to provide
the average level of the service delivered by all local jurisdic-
tions in Maryland.

Table 2 shows that the total operating outlays of local
governments range from 69 percent of representative expenditures
in St. Mary's County to 142 percent in Worcester County. The
actual outlays of local governments in St. Mary's County are
below the average for every function but highways.

In the case of Montgomery County, actual outlays equal or
exceed those needed to deliver average service levels for every
function but general government, natural resources, economic
development and opportunity, and miscellaneous.

Baltimore City spends substantially more for certain func-
tions than the estimates of this study suggest it would have to
spend to provide average levels of service. These functions are
general government, police, corrections, other public safety,
sanitation, social services, libraries, economic development, and

principal payments on its securities.
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TABLE 2

ACTUAL AS PERCENTAGE OF REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, FISCAL YEAR 1988

Fire

Other

Health
and

Hospi-
tals

Scale:
Percent

Per Capita

Total
Standard Dev.

Allagany

Anne Arundel
Baltimora City
Baltimora
Calvert
Carolina
Carroll

Cecil

Charles
porchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Pr. Georga's
Queen Anne’s
St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
wWashington
Wicomico
Worcestar

Genaral
Govern-

Total ment Police
(1) (2) (3)
100.0% 6.4% 5.7%

$1,638.44 $106.19 $93.45
100% 100% 100%
16 39 32
94 59 61
97 129 114
95 164 136
92 50 85
91 77 73
83 88 51
87 86 39
80 69 42
87 53 80
81 61 74
88 61 51
85 58 25
87 68 69
119 110 99
97 99 63
132 100 131
104 17 83
102 (1] 33
69 45 40
81 105 32
115 65 17
82 49 62
84 51 45
142 135 171

3.5%

$57.12

100%
24

78
131
97
85
49
72
78
29

131
65
85
61
-1}
93
84

122

Correc-
tions Other
(5) (¢)
1.2% 1.2%
$18.97 $19.35
100% 100%
38 43
76 105
97 69
120 181
44 91
256 99
180 17
75 (1:]
161 168
120 44
44 45
84 45
62 30
98 59
17 121
206 39
127 102
90 75
154 80
75 92
101 74
132 73
121 47
17 44
289 76

High- Sanita-
ways tion
(7) (8)
2.9% 6.4%
$47.33 $104.13
100% 100%
71 27
164 113
187 88
47 109
54 83
399 86
144 71
188 54
284 69
87 101
224 £6
164 125
305 87
232 93
119 108
224 45
131 109
75 128
286 237
151 73
184 133
159 79
75 67
148 77
271 157

4.8%
$79.22

100%

75

140
70
80

(o]
20
55
21
53

60
40

4.0%
$65.11

100%
56

83
97
75
239
122
74
137
72

113
61
104
66
73
151
128
132

80
136
70
84
-1
79
71
92

Source:

MDSTODCLA . WR1

Tablas 11.2 and I111.1.

Elem. &
Second.
Social Educa-
Services' tion
(11) (12)
7.8% 37.4%
$128.40 $612.34
100% 100%
29 14
92 99
75 100
119 79
76 100
76 104
62 98
113 101
74 93
88 87
85 102
62 100
55 102
124 94
135 120
49 118
145 126
80 100
78 123
77 88
67 104
57 104
61 97
66 101
52 125
04/16/90



SdM "HNSOaXT

‘91 TTady

066T

ACTUAL AS PERCENTAGE OF REPRESENTATIVE

Recrea-

tion &
Parks

Librar-

TABLE 2 (Continued)

EXPENDITURES OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND,

Natural
Re-
sources

Urban

Develop-

ment &
Housing

Oppor-

FISCAL YEAR

Miscel-.
laneous

Percent
Per Capita

Total
Standard Dev.

Allegany

Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Pr. George's
Queen Anne’s
St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
washington
wicomico
worcester

Source:

MDSTDCLA.WR1

3.9%

$64.57

100%

52

103
97
48
38

2.5%
$40.82

100%
98

108
33
73

[
48

116
53

312

2006
176
39
25
22
57
17
32

1.3%
$20.94

100%
27

a1
93
101
140
65
117
99
90

35
56
38
51
88
118
(-1}
119

98
50
90
38
103

Tables 1I1.2 and III.1.

105
44
44
20

224

(17)

0.6%
$9.59

100%
126

112
1
84

8

112

177

135

204

296

38
228
143
159
413

89
338

(18)

1.0%
$15.81

100%
95

91
10
270
10
43
50
127
14

16
20

100%
233

20

43
378

500

25
42
871
210
780
154
35
12

OC00COO0OWOoOO

3.1%
$51.10

100%
40

54
91
129
118
52
64
45
31

71
33
80
16
55
197
253
135

3.9%
$63.50

100%
49

76
95
91
70
44
47
42
29

49
53

101
58

33
259

2.1%
$34.17

100%
11

49
9

1
288
167
64
119
52

04/16/90



At the same time, Baltimore City spends significantly less
than the amount necessary to provide average services for high-
ways, other public works, health and hospitals, elementary and
secondary education, community colleges, recreation and'parks,
urban development and housing, and economic opportunity. Over-
all, Baltimore City's actual outlays are 95 percent of the level

necessary to enable it to provide an average level of services.
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I. 1INTRODUCTION

Differences in local tax rates are a hallmark of a decen-
tralized fiscal system such as that of the State of Maryland.'
Indeed, the absence of such differences would be grounds for
suspicion whether a state-local fiscal system were truly decen-
tralized. Differences in tax rates translate into differences
in the overall burdens of local taxes on individuals and fami-
lies with similar incomes and wealth who elect to live in dif-
ferent localities. The variation in tax burdens, too, is evi-
dence that decentralization is reality rather than appearance--
that the system is responding to the diversity of voter pref-
erences for public services.

Variation in tax rates and burdens is an attribute of a

healthy decentralized fiscal system only if two key conditions

'Government in Maryland is somewhat less decentralized
than the average in all states of the nation. Localities spend
55 cents and the State government 45 cents of each dollar of
final general expenditures by Maryland's public entities. 1In
the nation as a whole, local governments spend 60 cents of
every dollar. Localities collect 41 cents and the State 59
cents of every dollar of general revenues from Maryland sources
(ignoring federal grants). The comparable figure for local
governments nationwide is 45 cents. If the states are ranked
by the share of direct spending accounted for by local govern-
ments, Maryland is 28th of the 50. Florida is the most decen-
tralized state by this criterion. 1Its local governments are
responsible for 69 percent of direct expenditures in the state.
Hawaii is the most centralized state. Its four county govern-
ments account for only 23 percent of all direct state-local
spending. [All data are from U.S. Bureau of the Census, Gov-

ernment Finances jn 1987-1988, Series GF-88-5 (January 1990),
Table 29.]
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are satisfied, however. Both conditions underline the impor-
tance of the relationship between taxes paid and public ser-
vices enjoyed in evaluating a fiscal system.

The first condition is that the burdens of a local gov-
ernment's taxes be roughly commensurate for all taxpayers with
the benefits they receive from the services the government pro-
vides. In other words, a fundamental principle of equity for
the fiscal system of a local government is that taxes paid be
generally in balance with the benefits realized from the public
services provided.?

The second condition is that the variation in tax burdens
among localities be roughly commensurate with the wvariation in
the levels of public services provided. If this commensurabil-
ity does not prevail, two kinds of inequities are likely:

(1) taxpayers with comparable incomes in different jurisdic-
tions are saddled with disparate tax burdens to finance similar
levels of public services, and (2) taxpayers similarly burdened

by local taxes are enjoying different levels of services.

2This condition, which essentially affirms the benefit
principle of taxation as the touchstone of local government
fipance, is of relatively minor importance in the context of
this report, whose focus is issues relating directly to the
policies of the State government in Maryland. Tt is important
to acknowledge the principle here, nonetheless, because seri-
ous.efforts by local governments to redistribute income through
their tax systems and spending programs prompt responses by
taxpayers and program beneficiaries that tend to aggravate what
are'below referred to as fiscal disparities. To prevent local
policymakers from worsening disparities, state governments may
find it desirable to limit the authority of local officials to
pursue policies whose inevitable consequences--despite their

often admirable intentions--are to accentuate di iti i
the state's fiscal system. disparities in

= . 14 .
MDTXT-I.WP5 April 16, 1990



These inequities are the product of what are referred to
as fiscal disparities, which are significant differences in the
fiscal capacities of local governments. As discussed in detail
below, fiscal capacity is the potential ability of a government
to raise revenue from its own sources relative to the costs of
its service responsibilities, with appropriate allowance for
revenue the jurisdiction receives from other governments.

Fiscal disparities are the Achilles' heel of a decentral-
ized fiscal system. The larger are such disparities, the
stronger are pressures likely to be to compromise decentraliza-

> In particular, the inequities resulting from the dis-

tion.
parities will be appealed to as reasons for shifting responsi-

bility for public services to the state government in the

*The advantages of decentralization--including responsive-
ness to the diversity of public preferences and promotion of
accountability--should need no elaboration. See, for example,
the recent affirmation of support for decentralization by the
members of the Task Force on State-Local Relations, National
Conference of State Legislatures, who put forward the "general
principle" of

. .« . keeping responsibility at the lowest level of
government unless there is an important reason to
do otherwise.

[Recommendations of the Task Force on State-local Relations
(adopted by the NCSL Executive Committee on December 4, 1987),

p. 9.]
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interest either of service "adequacy" or tax equity.‘ Doing
so, assuming that services delivered directly by the state gov-
ernment are provided uniformly throughout the state, guarantees
the commensurability of taxes paid and service benefits
received because state taxes are necessarily uniform everywhere
in a state.

It follows that a fundamental concern in the design of
the fiscal system of a state committed to substantial decen-
tralization of the financing and delivery of public services
must be the limitation of fiscal disparities among local gov-
ernments to reasonable levels. A state-local fiscal system
that does a reasonable job of satisfying this principle can be
described as being in horizontal balance.’

The importance of horizontal balance is exemplified by

the incorporation of standards closely resembling it in the

“The shift may be complete, in the sense that the state
government both finances and delivers a service--as elementary
and secondary education is financed and delivered directly by
the state government in Hawaii. Alternatively, the shift may
be partial--the service may continue to be delivered by local
authorities while the responsibility for financing it is
increasingly assumed by the state (a major trend in recent
decades). Some argue that there is very little difference
between the two, and that the former may actually be preferable
to the latter. The reasoning behind this view rests on the
logic that "he who pays the piper calls the tune," and that the
vitality and accountability of government are compromised by

g;{gzgements that separate operating from financing responsi-
ility.

The concept of horizontal balance as it applies to a
state's fiscal system is explored at some length in Robert W.
Rafuse, Jr., et al., Interdovernmental Fiscal Relations in
Hawaij: Fipal Report, prepared for the Tax Review Commission,

State of Hawaii (Advisory Commission on Intergove ela-
tions, December 1989), pp. 180-230. governmeniaty R

16
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basic law of two of the great federal nations of the world.
The constitution of Canada obligates the federal government to
ensure that

. . provincial governments have sufficient reve-

nues to provide reasonably comparable levels of

public services at reasonably comparable levels of

taxation.

The national government of Australia is required to ensure that
every state in the Commonwealth is able

. « .« to provide, without imposing taxes and

charges at levels appreciably different from the

levels of taxes and charges imposed by the other

States, government services at standards not

appreciably different from the standards of the

government services provided by the other States.’

It goes without saying that recognition of the importance
of fiscal disparities and commitments to their mitigation do
not mean much unless credible measures of the disparities are
available for consideration by state policymakers in addressing
the two key questions:

(1) Do fiscal disparities among our local governments

exceed "reasonable" levels?®

éSubsection 2, Section 36 of Part III of the Constitution
Act, 1982, quoted by Thomas J. Courchene, Egualjzation Pay-

ments: Past, Present and Future, Federal-Provincial Relations

Series, Special Research Report (Ontario Economic Council,
1984), p. 3.

"commonwealth Grants Commission, Report on State Tax Sharing

Entitlements, 1981: Main Report (Canberra: Australian Govern-
ment Publishing Services, 1981), p. 18.

8The definitions of such terms as "reasonably comparable"
and "appreciably different" clearly involve value judgments
that can only ultimately be made by a state's legislature and
governor.
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(2) If the answer to the first question is "yes," how can
we design a policy to bring our fiscal system into a
condition of reasonable horizontal balance?
This report is intended to contribute to the capacity‘for mea-
surement of fiscal disparities in Maryland so that the State's
policymakers have the information they need to deal with these

issues.

The Measurement of Fiscal Capacity

As noted earlier, fiscal capacity is the potential abil-
ity of a government to raise revenue from its own sources rela-
tive to the costs of its service responsibilities, allowing for
the revenue the jurisdiction receives from other governments.
Fiscal disparities exist when the fiscal capacities of local
governments differ significantly. Because fiscal capacity
relates to the relative potential rather than the actual behav-
ior of local governments, an essential characteristic of mea-
sures of revenue-raising ability and service costs is that they

abstract from the actual taxes and éérvices enacted by any par-

ticular government.

Revenue-Raising Abiljity

The revenue-raising potential of a local government
depends on the health of its underlying economy: on the income
of its residents, the value of the real property located within

its boundaries, and other pctentially taxable economic stocks

and flows.

= - 18
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Until recently, discussions of fiscal capacity focused
primarily on the revenue-raising side of the equation. The
involvement of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations in research on the measurement of revenue-raising
ability dates to 1962, and has been updated and refined since.’
The Representative Tax System (RTS) and, later, the more com-
prehensive Representative Revenue System were developed to
improve on personal income as a measure of the revenue-raising
abilities of state and local governments.

The RTS is designed to generate estimates of the relative
amount of revenue each government would collect if it used a
"representative" tax system--that is, a uniform set of taxes
and tax rates typical of those actually in use by:

-- all state and local governments in the nation, when

comparisons among the states are desired; and by

== all local governments in a single state, when the

issue is the relative revenue-raising abilities of

those governments.10

’The Commission's first report on the measurement of dif-
ferences in revenue-raising ability among the states, prepared
by Alice M. Rivlin and Selma J. Mushkin, is Measures o tate
and Local Fiscal Capacity and Tax Effort, Report No. M-16
(1962). The most recent ACIR analysis is 1986 State Fiscal
Capacity and Effort, Report No. M-165 (January 1989). New
estimates comparing the revenue-raising abilities of the states
in 1988 will be published later this year.

1°Comparisons of the finances or fiscal capacities of
individual local governments in different states are rarely
meaningful because of the important differences among the
states in the institutional frameworks within which local gov-
ernments operate.
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The resulting estimates of tax capacity indicate a gov-
ernment's potential to raise revenue, without regard to whether
and at what rate the government actually uses any particular
tax. Given these estimates, a jurisdiction's tax effort can be
computed by comparing its actual collections with the poten-
tial revenue yield of the RTS.'' Differences in the revenue-
raising abilities of local governments in Maryland are explored
in a paper prepared for the Commission on State Taxes and Tax

Structure by Philip M. Dearborn. 2

Public-Service Costs
The relative costs of the service responsibilities of a
local government, commonly referred to as "needs," are best
measured by reference to the cost of a standard level of public
services. These costs depend on two general classes of fac-
tors:
== The prices of the inputs used to produce the ser-
vices, such as the wages and salaries of public
employees, gasoline, and computer diskettes.
== Factors that determine the scope of the services that

must be provided, such as the number of school-age

""Estimates of the tax capacity and effort of Maryland's
local governments have been prepared since 1983 by the Depart-
ment of Fiscal Services using methods adapted from those devel-

oped by AQIR. The most recent of the Department's reports on
these estimates is

(o]
Local Governments in Marvland (January 1990).,

2ngrevenue Disparities, The Piggyback Tax, and Tax Effort"
(April 1990).
g0
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children to be educated and the mileage of roads that
must be maintained.

This report presents estimates of relative needs for the
public services provided by the City of Baltimore and‘local
governments in each of Maryland's 23 counties.'” The estimates
are developed by calculating the cost of a "representative"
level of public services, defined as the average provided by

all local governments in the State.

he Representative enditu oac

To date, the RTS capacity estimates have been expressed
(as have those produced by other methods of estimating revenue-
raising ability) on a per capita basis, and referred to as a
measure of fiscal capacity. In so doing, resident population
has served as an implicit indicator of the relative costs of
public-service responsibilities. Just as the RTS was developed
to improve on personal income as a measure of revenue-raising
ability, the representative-expenditure approach is intended to

improve upon population as an indicator of relative public-

¥In the remainder of this report, general references to
"counties" or to governments in the counties of Maryland should
be understood to include the City of Baltimore.
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service needs in measuring the fiscal capacities of state and

local governments.“

The representative-expenditure approach is similar to
that of the RTS. 1In the present study, representative expendi-
tures are estimates of what it would cost the local governments
(collectively) in each county in Maryland to provide a standard
set and level of public services, regardless of whether and at
what level those services may actually be delivered by local
governments in a particular county.

The standard, or representative, service level is the
actual, statewide average in Maryland for each public service
for which local governments are responsible under State law or
local authorities elect, on average as a group, to provide
under local law. The choice of statewide-average actual policy
as the reference is the distinguishing characteristic of the
representative approach. It offers the prospect of meaningful
comparisons of the representative estimates with actual spend-

ing levels. It also avoids the disputes that would invariably

“The representative-expenditure method was first pre-
sented by Robert W. Rafuse, Jr. in "A Representative-Expendi-
ture Approach to the Measurement of the Cost of the Service
Responsibilities of States," in Rafuse (editor), Federal-State-
Local Fiscal Relations: Technical Papers, Vol. I (Office of
State and Local Finance, U.S. Department of the Treasury,
1986), pp. 133-86. Important precursors of the approach were
analyses of state-local spending by Robert D. Reischauer in
1974 and'Harold A. Hovey in 1985. The approach has since been
refined in Rafuse, Representative Expenditures: Addressing the
Neglected Dimension of Fiscal Capacit (Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations), forthcoming in 1990. It has been
applied in the measurement of local fiscal capacity in Rafuse,
et al., Fiscal Relations in Hawaiij, op.cit.
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arise if an effort were made to base the analysis on a set

of normative standards, that is, levels of services that local
governments ought to provide in order to meet some absolute
conception of "need."

The estimates of representative expenditures are inde-
pendent of the actual policies of any individual government or
of the collective policies of all the governments in any one
county. The estimates, instead, relate the underlying economic
and demographic factors that determine expenditure needs to the
average--or representative--policies of all local governments
in the State.

The calculation of representative expenditures for the
local governments in each county (the cost in each counfy of
providing the representative level of public services) proceeds
by identifying a "workload" measure for each major expenditure
function. The measure is intended to indicate the approximate
scope of the service that must be provided--the relative "need"
for the service--in each county.

For example, the number of county residents living in
households with incomes below the poverty line is the workload
measure for the expenditure function economic opportunity. The
size of this population in each county is directly related to
the need for the services included in this function. The per-
centage distribution of the workload measure among the counties
is applied to the statewide total of actual local expenditures

for the function to obtain estimates of the outlays that would
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be necessary to provide the representative level of service in
each county.

The perception that resident population is a poor indi-
cator of relative needs for many public services is not unique
to the representative-expenditure approach. References to the
larger welfare population or higher crime rate of one area com-
pared with another are the stock in trade of editorial writers.
The distinguishing feature of the representative-expenditure
approach is that it offers an intellectual framework for organ-
izing masses of information about the multiplicity of factors
that influence the relative costs of providing various public
services in different areas.

In particular, the representative-expenditure approach
defines a set of weights so that the workload factors can be
combined into a single, overall measure of the relative costs
of the entire range of services provided by governments,
whether the comparison is of state and local governments
throughout the nation or of local governments in a single state
or region. The weights are relative actual expenditures by
governments in the region, state, or nation--depending on the
scope of the study.

Finally, a distinguishing aspect of the representative-
expenditure method is that it addresses the relative costs of
public services on a highly disaggregated basis. This permits
comparison of actual spending with the representative estimates

function by function, enabling state and local officials to
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compare each major elément of their budgets with the spending
levels necessary to meet a defined standard of "need." This
strategy is explicitly designed to promote informed discussion
of public needs and actual budget policy."

The workload measure used for each category of expendi-
tures is summarized in Exhibit I.l. A detailed discussion of

each function, the reasoning behind the choice of its workload

SAn alternative to the representative-expenditure method
is an approach that estimates the relative costs of public ser-
vices by regression analysis. Such analysis can contribute to
understanding of the determinants of public costs--in fact, the
technique is used in the analysis of the fire function in the
present report. As actually executed as an overall strategy
for research, however, the regression approach has involved
highly aggregated analysis to identify so-called environmental
factors (as distinguished from "demand" variables that reflect
voter preferences for public services from which the analysis
must abstract) that determine relative needs for three or four
general categories of public services. The most notable
example of the approach is the work of Helen F. Ladd and John
Yinger, recently summarized in their America's Ailing Cities:
Fiscal Health and the Design o ba oli (The Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1989).

The analysis by Ladd and Yinger of public-service costs
in 86 U.S. cities during the years 1972-82 aggregates the func-
tions performed by these municipal governments into three cate-
gories: police, fire, and "general." The last comprehends all
other functions, from highways to elementary education. The
regressions run by Ladd and Yinger include many of the vari-
ables used in the workload measures developed in the present
report. The extraordinary level of aggregation, however, makes
it virtually impossible to interpret the results. In an impor-
tant sense, the approach constitutes a proverbial "black box,"
whose operation obscures rather than illuminates public discus-
sion and debate on government expenditures.

A very useful comparison of the representative-expendi-
ture and regression approaches appears in a recent paper by
Jerry C. Fastrup, "Estimating the Cost of Local Public Ser-
vices" (U.S. General Accounting Office, February 25, 1990),
processed.
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EXHIBIT I.1

WORKLOAD MEASURES USED TO ESTIMATE REPRESENTATIVE
EXPENDITURES FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
IN THE STATE OF MARYLAND

1. General Government. Resident population.

2. Police. A combination of three, equally weighted
variables: (a) R+V+E population, (b) the number of violent
crimes reported, and (c) the expected number of arrests for
violent crimes.

3. Fire. R+V+E population adjusted for the portion of
the representative level of service provided by volunteers.

4. Corrections. A combination of two, equally weighted
variables: (a) the number of violent crimes reported, and
(b) the expected number of arrests for violent crimes.

5. e ublic ety. R+V+E population.

6. Highways. A combination of two variables: (a)
total vehicle miles traveled, and (b) lane miles of locally
maintained roads and bridges; weighted 0.825 and 0.175,
respectively.

7. Sanjtation. A combination of two variables:
(a) resident population, and (b) the R+V+E population served by
local sewage treatment plants; weighted 0.333 and 0.667.

8. Other Public Works. R+V+E population.

9. Health and Hosgitg; . A combination of two vari-
ables: (a) R+V+E population, and (b) the population living in
househoéds with incomes below 125 percent of poverty; weighted
0.06 and 0.94.

10. §ggigl_§g;x;g_§: A combination of two variables:
(a) the population living in poverty, and (b) the population
living in households with incomes below 125 percent of the pov-
erty line; weighted 0.667 and 0.333.

11. Elementary and Secondary Education. A combination
of three variables: (a) the elementary (5-14) school-age popu-
lation, (b) the secondary (15-17) school-age population, and
(3) the number of children under the age of 18 living in pov-
erty; weighted 0.6, 1.0, and 0.25.

12. Community Colleges. The total number of course
hours expected on the basis of statewide enrollment propensi-
ties by age group.
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EXHIBIT I.1l: WORKLOAD MEASURES FOR MARYLAND (Continued)

13. Recreation and Parks. A combination of three,
equally weighted variables: (a) R+V population, (b) density-
adjusted R+V population, and (c) the population living in pov-
erty.

14. Librarjes. Resident population.

15. Natural Resources. Acres of undeveloped land used
for agriculture and mining, forests, wetlands, and barren land.

l6. b eve a ousing. Population living in
poverty.

17. Economic Development. A combination of two, equally
weighted variables: (a) resident population, and (b) popula-
tion living in poverty.

18. Economic Opportunity. Population living in poverty.
19. Debt Service: Principal. Resident population.

20. Debt Service: Interest. Resident population.

21. ergovernmen a ts. Resident population.

22. Miscellaneous. Representative expenditures of a
county's governments for all other functions.

Note:
R+V populatjon is the total number of residents of a

county plus the average daily number of visitors, defined as
persons who live more than 30 miles outside the county.

R+V+E population is R+V population plus total employment
in the county.
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measure, and the sources of the data used in the estimates

appears in Appendix A.

The Key Assumptions of the Approach

Three important assumptions underlie the representative-
expenditure estimates. The first is that all county and muni-
cipal governments in Maryland operate at comparable efficiency.
In other words, the real resource cost of producing a unit of a
given service is the same in all counties. The implication of
this assumption is that inferences about operating efficiency
should not be drawn from the relationship between actual spend-
ing in a county for a function and the estimate of representa-
tive expenditures.

Second, the estimates assume that the unit cost of pro-
ducing different quantities of a service is constant: that
there are no economies or diseconomies of scale in the produc-
tion of the service. 1In other words, the assumption is that a
small municipality can produce the service at the same averéége
cost per unit as a large county government.

The literature on this issue is extensive but, on the
whole, remarkably inconclusive. There is agreement that econ-
omies of scale prevail in some aspects of the production of
public services--a notable example is police communications.
There is little or no agreement on whether a school district
with 10,000 pupils can provide a given quality of education

services at lower cost per pupil than a district with 2,000,

- . €8 . :
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though most authorities would probably agree that both can
produce at lower cost than a district with 100 pupils.’®

Finally, the estimates assume uniformity of input prices
--that the prices of the goods and services local governments
buy do not vary significantly within the State. This is, with-
out question, the most troublesome assumption of the analysis.

Differences in the cost of land between urban and rural
areas translate into major differences in the costs of many
types of capital projects, and are responsible for substantial
variation in the rent per square foot of office space. The
cost of living is generally believed to be higher in urban than
in rural areas, with attendant consequences for the salaries
that must be paid to hire public employees of comparable qual-
ity.

Surprisingly little empirical work has been undertaken in
this area. The only recent effort by a state government to
estimate differences in costs among localities is a study by

17

Minnesota's Legislative Auditor. The essential findings of

this study are worth noting, because they are probably similar

“No school districts in Maryland are anywhere near this
small, of course. In Nebraska, however, 65 percent of the dis-
tricts are reported to have fewer than 100 pupils [Kerri Rat-
cliffe, Bruce Riddle, and John Yinger; isca ndition of

School Districts in Nebraska:; Is Small Beautiful? (Nebraskg
Comprehensive Tax Study, Staff Paper No. 15, May 1988), p. ix].

17Program Evaluation Division, Offlce of the Leglslatlve

Auditor, State of Minnesota, Statewide fer-
ences (January 1989).
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to the results that would be produced by such a study in Mary-

land:
-- The cost of living in outstate Minnesota is
about 11 percent lower than in the Twin Cities
metro area.

~-- Non-shelter costs do not vary much across the
state.

-- Higher commodity and utility c%ﬁts outstate are
offset by lower service costs.

Nearly a decade ago, Maryland's Department of Fiscal
Services commissioned development of an index of the relative
cost of elementary and secondary education in each county.w
With the pupil-weighted statewide average set at 100, the val-
ues of the estimated index range from 79 in Garrett and Somer-
set counties to 110 in Montgomery.

Comparing an unweighted average of the index values for
Baltimore City and the then-four metropolitan counties (Anne
Arundel, Baltimore, Montgomery, and Prince George's) with the
average for the other 19 counties reveals education costs
roughly 15 percent lower in "outstate" Maryland than in the
Baltimore~-suburban Washington-Annapolis mega-metropolitan
region. Although this result is not greatly at variance with
the relationship estimated in Minnesota, the exceptional pace
of growth in metropolitan Maryland probably means that the 1981

study's estimate, based on data from the 1970's, understates

Brpid,, Pp. X and xi.

YAlvin s. Rosenthal, Jay H. Moskowitz
Developing a Maryland Cost catio and Stephen M. Bal(’igi

Policy Research, July 1981).
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the unit-cost disparity that a similar analysis would produce
today.-

This said, the reality is that no reliable estimates of
differences in unit input costs among the counties in.Maryland
are available that might be used in this study. Because of the
potential importance of variability in these costs, however, a
special sensitivity analysis of the representative expenditure
estimates is performed in Chapter III using the 1981 index of
education costs discussed above. The results of this analysis
can only be regarded as illustrative, given the age of the
unit-cost index, but the magnitude of the adjustment suggests
the desirability of assigning high priority to the development
of a current measure of the differences in input costs among
the counties in Maryland.

The analysis of representative expenditures is static,
providing estimates for a particular time period. This analy-
sis considers the fiscal year that ended on June 30, 1988--the
most recent year for which actual fiscal data are available.
Thus, throughout this report all references are to fiscal year
1988, unless otherwise noted. The usual caveats apply when
interpreting the significance of the results of a static anal-
ysis: the results necessarily relate to a single year within
longer-term economic and business cycles; they may be distorted
by one-time developments in that year; and they do not reflect

policy changes since 1988.
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Challenges in Calculating Maryland Representative Expenditures

Maryland is the first state with a relatively complex
system of local government in which the representative expendi-
ture approach has been used to develop estimates of thHe rela-
tive costs of the public services for which local governments
are responsible. The approach was applied in 1989 to develop
estimates of the fiscal capacities of the four county govern-
ments--the only local authorities--in Hawaii.

Each analysis presents unique challenges, as governmental
structures and programs vary from state to state, as well as
among local areas. Furthermore, the availability and quality
of data relevant to the analysis varies among the states. The
analysis of local representative expenditures must accommodate
these constraints.

The data on local government expenditures used in this

analysis are those published by the Maryland Department of Fis-

cal Services.?®

The data are compiled from a report required
to be submitted to the Department each year by every local gov-
ernment. However, much of the detail available in a local-
ity's annual financial report is not included in the "uniform

financial report" that must be transmitted to the Department.

Moreover, all of the detail required in that report is not

. ®pivision of Fiscal Research, Department of Fiscal Ser-
vices, Maryland General Assembly, State of Maryland, Local Gov-

ernment Finances in Maryland for the Fiscal Year Ended June 30,

1988 (March 31, 1989).
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compiled and published in the report on local government
finances.

Thus, for example, the proportion of expenditures made up
by major subportions of a category (for example, the various
programs that make up the category of health expenditures) is
not available without consulting the individual financial
reports or officials of the 23 county governments, the City of
Baltimore, and the roughly 175 other cities, special districts,
towns, villages, and special taxing areas in the State.

The workload measures used in the analysis are also con-
strained by the availability and quality of economic, demo-
graphic, and program data. The default workload measure is
resident population. That is, whenever theoretical considera-
tions or data do not suggest or permit a variable or combina-
tion of variables that better represent relative need for a
particular public service, population is used as the workload
measure.

In other cases, second-best available data must be sub-
stituted for data that ideally would be used. For example, the
school-age population variable in the workload measure for ele-
mentary and secondary education would ideally be divided into
two groups corresponding to the usual ages of children attend-
ing elementary and secondary schools, respectively: Kkids aged
5-13 and those aged 14-17. The segmentation is desirable so
that different weights can be assigned to each age group
reflecting the typical differential in the average cost per

pupil of elementary and secondary education.
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Unfortunately, current population data at the county
level in Maryland are available only for the age groups 5-14
and 15-17. Thus, while the workload measure for elementary and
secondary education does not satisfy the theoretical considera-
tions as precisely as would be desirable, it is nevertheless
close enough to be a significant improvement over total resi-
dent population.

The estimates of actual expenditures by all local gov-
ernments in each county used in this report do not include cap-
ital outlays. Capital spending is excluded because of its huge
variability from year to year for individual functions and
individual governments.

Inclusion of capital outlays in the analysis would have
little consequence for the estimates of representative expend-
itures. For all local governments in the State as a group, the
ratio of capital to operating expenditures for a given function
probably does not fluctuate that much from year to year. For
purposes of examining relationships between actual levels of
spending and the representative estimates from county to
county, however, the results would be seriously distorted if
capital outlays were not disregarded.

The rationale for focusing on operating expenditures, and

the methods used to exclude capital, are discussed in detail in

Appendix A.
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Overview of the Remainder of This Report

Chapter II reviews the patterns of actual spending by
local governments in each of the counties of the State. Chap-
ter III presents the estimates of representative expeﬁditures
and examines the relationships between actual outlays and the
estimates of needs.

Appendix A discusses in detail each expenditure function
and the workload measures used in estimating representative
expenditures, and identifies the specific sources of the data
used in the analysis. Appendix B provides a set of tables
showing the data underlying the estimates and the details of

key instrumental calculations.
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II. AN OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC SPENDING IN MARYLAND

The estimates of representative expenditures pfesented in
this report are best appreciated in the context of a general
understanding of the basic dimensions of current spending by
the entire state and local government sector in Maryland. This
chapter provides the necessary background information on the
overall government outlays in the State by major function as
they compare with averages for all state and local governments
in the nation.

Some of the principal characteristics of the division of
responsibility between the State government and local authori-
ties for delivery of the most important categories of public
services are also explored. Finally, this chapter looks at
relative levels of actual spending in 22 functional areas by
all local governments in each county. The county-by-county
information is the basis for comparisons in Chapter III of
actual outlays with the estimates of representative expendi-
tures. The particular focus--as throughout this report--is on

the total spending of all local governments in each county.

tate s d i a t
It is instructive to begin by comparing overall public
expenditures in Maryland with those of states and local govern-
ments throughout the nation. Table II.1 looks at the major

categories of spending separately for the State government and
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TABLE II.1

DIRECT GENERAL EXPENDITURES BY STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
IN MARYLAND RELATIVE TO U.S. AVERAGES, PER CAPITA AND
RELATIVE TO PERSONAL INCOME, FISCAL YEAR 1987

Function Total State Local
(1) (2) (3)
Per Capita
1. Total 103.4% 116.7% 94.5%
Education
2. Primary & Secondary 99.5 357.7 97.3
3. Higher 105.2 95.9 152.7
4. Public Welfare 95.4 122.0 6.3
5. Health & Hospitals 48.7 74.5 25.4
6. Highways 132.0 143.0 115.1
7. Police & Corrections 119.0 149.6 101.9
8. Environment & Housing 123.1 129.5 121.4
9. Interest on General Debt -105.2 101.2 108.4
10. Governmental Administration 107.1 127.6 94.0
11. All Other 115.1 122.8 . 109.1
12. Exhibit: Intergovernmental Flows - 78.3 50.3

13. Total 87.5% 98.8 79.9%
14. Primary & Secondary 84.1 297.1 82.3
15. Higher 88.9 81.1 129.1
16. Public Welfare 80.7 103.3 5.3
17. Health & Hospitals 41.2 63.0 21.5
18. Highways 111.7 121.0 97.4
19. Police & Corrections 100.7 126.5 86.3
20. Environment & Housing 104.2 109.7 102.8
21. Interest on General Debt 89.0 85.6 91.6
22. Governmental Administration 90.7 108.1 79.4
23. All Other 97.4 104.0 92.3
24. Exhibit: Intergovernmental Flows - 66.3 42.5

. Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, v
ip 1987-1988, Series GF-88-5 (January 1990), Table 29; U.S.

Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25,
No. 1044, i S S

e
§gzL_Q%Q_QQE2QB§2§§_2£_QDQDQQ%__12§1_§§ (August 1989), pp. 20
and 43; Survey of Current Business (August 1989), p. 34.
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for local governments as a group. Expenditures are considered
on a per capita basis and as a proportion of personal income.'

In each case, the ratios are expressed as percentages of
the corresponding averages for all state and local governments
in the country. For example, expenditures for elementary and
secondary education in Maryland (in FY 1988) total $687 per
resident of the State. Outlays for this function by all state
and local governments in the nation average $690 per capita.
Hence Maryland's spending is 99.5 percent of the national
average (see line 2, column 1, of Table II.l).

Outlays are assigned to the entity--State or local gov-
ernment--that makes the final expenditure to employees, con-
tractors, or program beneficiaries. In other words, payments
by state governments to localities are not counted as expendi-
tures of the states. Such intergovernmental transfers are
treated as revenues of local governments, and are counted as
expenditures only when they are spent by those jurisdictions.2

In order to compare consistently defined functions, data
compiled by the Governments Division of the U.S. Bureau of the
Census are used in Table II.1l. The Census definitions of func-

tions differ in certain respects from those in the accounts

'The "per capita" calculations refer to the resident popu-
lation of Maryland and of the U.S. as a whole. The personal-
income calculations refer to the total personal income received
by Maryland residents from all sources (and to that of resi-
dents of the U.S.), and not to income earned in the State.

’The "exhibit" lines (12 and 24) in the two panels of Ta-
ble II.1 show relative state payments to local governments and
local payments to state governments in columns 2 and 3, respec-
tively.
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compiled by the Maryland Department of Fiscal Services, which
are used in the rest of this report. The differences do not
compromise the basic perspective on the public sector of Mary-
land provided by the table.

On a per capita basis, total public outlays in Maryland
are 3 percent higher than the national average (see colunn 1,
line 1). Direct spending by the State government is 17 percent
higher in Maryland, however, while the total outlays of all
local governments per resident are less than 95 percent of the
national average.

Table II.1 highlights the special attributes of the divi-
sion of service responsibilities between the State and local
governments in Maryland. For example, local governments spend
53 percent more per resident for higher education than the
national average, reflecting the unusual role of the counties
in administering the State's community college system. At the
same time, per capita local outlays for primary and secondary
education are only 97 percent of the national average.

The financing and administration of public welfare has
been increasingly handled by state governments in recent dec-
ades, but the State government plays a much more important role
in Maryland in delivering this service than in the nation as a
whole (State spending is 122 percent of the national per capita
average, local only 6 percent). The State spends much more

(128 percent) per capita than do state governments nationwide
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for general administration, while Maryland's localities spend
significantly less (only 94 percent of the U.S. average).’

The reiatively high share of spending in Maryland that is
done directly by the State government is consistent with the
much-lower-than-average outlays of the State for assistance to
local governments (well under 80 percent of the U.S. per capita
average)--line 12, column 2.

When public expenditures are viewed in relation to per-
sonal income, as in the bottom panel of Table II.1l, Maryland is
revealed to be a relatively low-spending state. Overall, out-
lays by all governments in the State are less than 88 percent
of the national average as a proportion of the personal income
of Maryland's residents. Spending by the State government is
just below the national average, but expenditures by local gov-
ernments are less than 80 percent of their level in the nation
as a whole.

The general relationship between the ratios in the top
and bottom panels of Table II.1l is worth noting. Every ratio
in the bottom panel is slightly less than 85 percent of its
counterpart in the top panel. The reason is that the personal
income of the typical Maryland resident is 18 percent above the
U.S. average. Hence, per capita spending in Maryland that
equals the national average is only 85 percent of the average

ratio to personal income.

*In the Census accounts, this function includes expendi-
tures for financial administration, judicial.and leggl, general
public buildings, and other governmental administration.
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Table II.2 summarizes the actual operating expenditures
of all local governments in Maryland in fiscal year 1988 by
function and by county. The data are those compiled by the
Maryland Department of Fiscal Services. The data are expressed
on a per capita basis and the per capita ratios are indexed to
the statewide average level of spending for each function.
Display of the information in this form focuses attention on
the variability of spending among the counties, function by
function, abstracting from the way the level of outlays for one
function compares with that for another.

Notwithstanding this focus of Table II.2, it is important
to maintain perspective on the relative importance of the func-
tions. This perspective is provided by the first two lines of
the table, which show the percentage distribution of total out-
lays among the categories and the statewide average level of
per capita expenditures for each function. Tables displaying
the data underlying Table II.2 appear in Appendix B.

The range in total expenditures is large--from 70 per-
cent of the per capita State average in St. Mary's County to
149 percent in Worcester County. The ranges are, as would be..
expected, larger for individual functions than for total spend-
ing. On the high side, for example, Baltimore City spends more
than twice the State average for police and corrections, more
than three times the average for social services, and nearly

five times the average for economic development. The City's
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TABLE II.2

INDEX OF PER CAPITA ACTUAL OPERATING OUTLAYS OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, FISCAL YEAR 1988

High- Sanita-

Other

Health
and

Hospi-
tals

General

Govern-

County Total ment
(1) (2)

Percent 100.0% 6.4%
Per Capita $1,638.44 $106.19
Total 100 100
standard Dev. 20 39
Allegany 94 659
Anne Arundel a7 129
Baltimore City 134 164
Baltimore 82 50
Calvert a4 77
caroline a4 a8
carroll 72 86
Cecil 74 69
Charles ae 53
Dorchester a5 61
Frederick 79 61
Garrett 96 58
Harford 78 68
Howard 102 110
Kent 93 99
Montgomery 116 100
Pr. George's 100 117
Queen Anne's 87 1.}
St. Mary'e 70 45
Somereet a4 105
Talbot 108 65
washington 78 49
wicomico a5 51
worcester 149 135

5.7%
$93.45

100
51

42
94
203
88
66
40
28
33

70
66
44
18
56
a1

3.56%
$567.12

100
51

56
1456
179
101

18

42

28

13

37
25
41
23
23
a3
42
123

74
32
14
24
41
42

44
72
201
46
183
132

121

102

(8)

1.2%

$19.356

100
49

97
67
199
90
a1
16
60
146

39
43
43
29
52
121
37
109

1Al
68
a3

ways tion
(7) (8)
2.9% 6.4%
$47.33 $104.13
100 100
58 40
168 122
131 66
94 145
53 IA!
170 32
166 42
126 30
132 42
45 63
343 47
124 79
602 48
1561 56
76 93
173 43
105 123
60 142
228 100
768 37
181 a3
179 63
a7 55
189 57
287 209

4.6%

$79.22

100
84

130
69
ae

0
17
48
19
46

53
39
105
29
38
121
82
187

Elem. &
Second.
Social Educa-
Services tion
(11) (12)
7.8% 37.4%
$126.40 $612.34
100 100
94 12
135 93
46 99
309 89
43 a5
66 119
89 104
56 99
67 99
70 110
107 99
39 106
98 119
91 99
42 120
71 100
59 119
57 101
68 113
83 109
119 103
63 89
70 91
83 98
67 109

Source: Table E.10.
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TABLE 11.2 (Continued)

INDEX OF PER CAPITA ACTUAL OPERATING OUTLAYS OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, FISCAL YEAR 1988

Commu- urban Eco- Eco- Debt Service Inter-

nity Recrea- Natural Develop- nomic nomic  —emm—mem——————— gov-

Col- tion & Librar- Re- ment & Devel- Oppor- Prin- Inter- ern— Miscel-
County leges Parks ies sources Housing opment tunity cipal est mental laneous

(13) (14) (15) (18) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23)
Percent 3.9% 2.5% 1.3% 0.1% 0.6% 1.0% 0.1% 3.1% 3.9% 0o.1% 2.1%
Per Capita $64.57 $40.82 $20.94 $1.71 $9.59 $15.81 $2.25 $51.10 $63.50C $2.38 $34.17
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Standard Dev. 48 87 27 121 83 176 147 40 49 347 103
Allegany 162 30 41 111 159 110 28 54 76 16 49
Anne Arundel 84 43 93 0 7 8 0 91 95 0 9
Baltimore City 48 139 101 0 222 494 115 129 91 0 1
Baltimore 169 39 140 297 3 8 212 118 70 0 257
Calvert (1] 66 65 163 96 40 (1] 52 44 0 154
caroline 66 45 117 230 246 60 0 64 47 291 66
Carroll 44 20 99 128 64 93 235 45 42 616 98
Cecil 114 13 90 138 181 14 (1] 31 29 102 48
Charles 191 68 35 250 230 15 19 71 49 0 106
Dorchester 51 29 56 433 61 28 68 93 53 0 100
Frederick 82 43 38 107 140 16 533 80 52 101 5
Garrett 141 5 51 250 248 57 364 16 38 58 98
Harford 125 30 88 64 115 10 563 55 32 0 47
Howard 107 61 118 143 128 38 47 197 151 0 13
Kent 76 43 66 800 126 12 49 253 23 33 110
Montgomery 142 207 119 21 137 19 5 135 185 259 39
Pr. George's 68 158 98 41 28 16 4 66 134 0 239
Queen Anne’s 73 1M 50 464 68 199 o 1 26 53 42
St. Mary's 0 217 90 138 42 31 14 47 41 0 11
Somerset 0 23 38 129 2617 45 0 1" 24 53 69
Talbot 1. 16 103 270 231 36 o 72 71 330 108
Washington 97 43 54 118 69 8 0 35 31 202 62
Wicomico 46 60 58 89 17 ] ] 119 82 0 139
Worcester 34 34 58 167 218 108 o 87 124 3,795 159

Source: Table E.10.
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expenditures for corrections, however, are not as high as those
of Worcester County (at 233 percent of the State average).

Montgomery County spends more than twice the State aver-
age for parks and recreation, but no county compares with Kent
County's outlays for natural resources, at eight times the
State average. Garrett County's expenditures for highways, at
more than five times the per capita average, are understandable
given the County's sparse population and high road mileage.

on the low side, no outlays by local governments are
recorded for a few functions in a handful of counties. No
expenditures for community colleges are recorded for the three
counties--Calvert, sSt. Mary's, and Somerset--that do npt have
such institutions, for example.‘ No outlays for the economic-
opportunity function are recorded in 10 counties. Expenditures
by local governments in Garrett County for parks and recreation
are 5 percent of the statewide average. Spending for general
government is short of half the average in St. Mary's and Wash-
ington counties.

The least variability in per capita spending among the
counties is apparent in elementary and secondary education.
The range in outlays is from 85 percent of the State average in

Baltimore County to 119 percent in Calvert County.

‘As explained in Appendix A, two of the three counties
actually do have spending for community colleges in connection
with their residents' attendance at such institutions in other
counties. The information needed to break these outlays out of
the published totals for "education"” has been received, but too
late to incorporate it in this draft.
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The relatively low variability in education spending is
readily apparent in the population-weighted standard deviation
for that function (12), which appears in the fourth line of
Table II.2.° Setting aside intergovernmental payments--a cate-
gory whose composition is virtually impossible to interpret
(see the discussion of this function in Appendix A)--the larg-
est standard deviation appears for economic development (176).
This result is substantially attributable to the very high
level of spending for the function by Baltimore City, whose
population exceeds that of any county. After education, the
least variability in spending is for libraries, with a standard
deviation of 27, more than twice that for education.

The standard deviation for total outlays is a bit more
than 20, reflecting the relatively modest variability in the
functions with the highest spending levels (elementary and
secondary education in particular) and the offsetting nature of
the patterns of expenditures for many functions among the

counties.

The standard deviation of a set of data is the square
rqot of the mean of the squared differences between the indi-
vidual observations and their mean. It indicates the average
variability of the data about the mean. The larger is the
standard deviation, the larger is the dispersion in the data.
If the distribution of the observations resembles a normal
curve, roughly two-thirds of the observations (16 counties) lie
within one standard deviation above and below the mean.
Weighting the county values by population in calculating the
standard deviation dampens the influence of the extreme values
of some of the smaller counties and gives more prominence to

the values of the counties where the bul
Maryland resides. k of the population of

- 46
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III. ESTIMATES OF REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES

The basic results of the study are presented in this
chapter. As discussed in Chapter I, representative expendi-
tures are the outlays the local governments in a county would
have to make in order to provide the statewide average (repre-
sentative) level of public services. The level of representa-
tive outlays in a county compared with those of other counties
for a function can be interpreted as a measure of the county's
relative public-service needs for that function. Estimates are
presented of representative expenditures for each county for
all of the 22 functions for which data are published by the
Maryland Department of Fiscal Services.

The methods used to arrive at the estimates are outlined
in the first chapter of this report and discussed in detail in
Appendix A.

The estimates of representative expenditures are pre-
sented in Table III.1. As in the analysis of actual outlays in
Chapter II, the estimates are presented as indices of per cap-
ita values, with the statewide average equal to 100. For per-
spective, the percentage distribution of total outlays is shown
in the first row and per capita average expenditures in the
second. The standard deviation of the county estimates for
each function appears in the fourth row of the table.

The standard deviation in the estimates of total repre-

sentative expenditures is slightly smaller than that in actual
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TABLE III.1
INDEX OF PER CAPITA REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, FISCAL YEAR 1988

Public Safety Public Works Health Elem. &
Goeneral ---————m e and Second.
Govern- Correc- High- Sanita- Hospi- Social Educa-
County Total ment Police Fire tions Other ways tion Other tals Services tion
(1) (2) (3) (4) (8) (8) (7) (8) (9) (10) (1) (12)
Scale:
Percent 100.0% 6.4% 5.7% 3.5% 1.2% 1.2% 2.9% 6.4% 4.8% 4.0% 7.8% 37.4%
Per Capita $1,638.44 $108.19 $93.45 $57.12 $18.97 $19.35 $47.33 $104.13 $79.22 $65.11 $128.40 $6812.34
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Standard Dev. 19 0 25 47 35 9 49 26 ] 67 76 10
Allegany 100 100 69 71 58 93 97 108 93 150 146 93
Anne Arunde!? 90 100 82 11 75 97 70 77 97 65 62 59
Baltimore City 142 100 149 185 168 110 201 133 110 240 259 113
Baltimors 89 100 104 119 107 100 58 114 100 61 57 85
Calvert 92 100 78 37 72 82 43 37 82 88 86 115
Caroline 102 100 78 58 73 88 115 69 88 147 143 107
Carroll 83 100 73 34 65 89 68 54 8s 57 50 98
Cecil 93 100 79 45 75 87 46 60 87 96 91 107
Char les 98 100 e7 28 [:1.) 88 51 53 [:1:] 82 79 126
Dorchester 1086 100 a9 39 85 96 153 84 96 168 165 97
Frederick 90 100 87 48 82 96 75 63 98 67 63 105
Garrett 112 100 75 39 64 97 164 55 97 180 177 117
Harford 89 100 82 k1.3 78 88 65 59 a8 76 73 105
Howard 86 100 82 89 73 100 63 86 100 a7 an 99
Kent 95 100 71 50 59 95 77 97 95 149 145 85
Montgomery 88 100 79 101 66 106 80 113 106 45 41 95
Pr. George's 95 100 109 713 116 95 67 11 95 74 7 101
Queen Anne’'s 86 100 74 44 69 85 80 42 85 93 89 92
St. Mary’'s 101 100 90 30 90 90 50 51 90 113 107 123
Somerset 104 100 84 47 82 :1:] 99 63 88 185 177 99
Talbot 92 100 85 47 74 106 112 79 106 119 110 86
Washington 95 100 15 58 63 99 117 82 99 114 113 94
Wicomico 101 100 101 112 101 103 127 74 103 128 125 97
Worcester 108 100 109 15 81 165 106 133 165 136. 128 87

Source: Table E.13.
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INDEX OF PER CAPITA REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND,

TABLE III.1 (Continued)

FISCAL YEAR 1988

Commu-
nity
Col-

leges

Recrea-
tion &
Parks

Librar-

ijes

Natural

sOouUrces

Urban

Develop-

ment &

Housing

Oppor-

Miscel-
laneous

Percent
Per Capita

Total
Standard Dev.

Allegany

Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Pr. George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

(13)

3.9%
$64.57

100
(]

2
105
99
95
98
91
97
98

107
87
102
93
102
102
92
94

111
91

(14)

2.5%

$40.82

100
70

83
70
257
87
85
80
52
.14

63
88
59
94
62
52
81
.14

76
83
70
91
M
756

(15)

1.3%

$20.94

100
0

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

(18)

0.1%

$1.7M

100
185

277
38
0
32
228
680
185
246

239
977
242
1,264
118

(17)

0.6%

$9.59

100
78

143
61
285
56
86
139
47
89

78
161
61
173
72
30
142
41

(18)

1.0%

$15.81

100
a9

121
80
183
78
93
120
74
94

89
130
81
137
86
85
121
70

0.1%
$2.25

100
78

143
61
285
56

3.1%
$51.10

100
0

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100

3.9%
$63.50

100
0

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100

100

2.1%
$34.17

100
19

100
90
142
89
92
102
83
93

Source:

MDSTDCLB.WR1
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outlays (19 and 20, respectively). The range in the index for
total expenditures is slightly smaller than that in actual
outlays.

The cost of providing the standard level of services is
far and away the highest for Baltimore City, at 142 percent of
the per capita statewide average. The standard level of ser-
vices is least costly in Carroll County, where the per capita
cost is 83 percent of the State average.

In addition to Carroll, the per capita cost of the rep-
resentative level of services is 90 percent or less of the
State average in seven counties: Anne Arundel, Baltimore,
Frederick, Harford, Howard, Montgomery, and Queen Anne's. In
addition to Baltimore City, the cost of the representative
level of services exceeds 110 percent of the statewide per
capita average only in Garrett County.

With the exception of natural resources, a minor and
highly unusual function, the ranges in the estimates of repre-
sentative expenditures for individual functions are virtually
all smaller than the ranges in actual outlays.

The four functions for which total resident population is
the workload measure--general government, debt service (prin-
cipal and interest), and intergovernmental--show no variabil-
ity. The per capita amounts are, by definition, identical for
all the counties. The following observations disregard these
four functions.

Baltimore City's per capita needs for public expenditures

are the highest in the State for every function except other
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public safety, other public works, elementary and secondary

education, community colleges, and natural resources.
Montgomery County's per capita needs are below the state-

wide average for every function but fire, other public safety,

sanitation, and other public works.

Actual Spending Compared with Needs

Perhaps the most interesting way to consider the esti-
mates of representative expenditures is in conjunction with
actual outlays in each county. Table III.2 provides the neces-
sary ratios of actual to representative expenditures. A value
in excess of 100 indicates that the actual outlays of the local
governments in a county in FY 1988 exceed those necessary to
provide the statewide average level of a service or all ser-
vices combined. Conversely, a value of less than 100 shows
that the actual expenditures of the governments in a county are
below the level necessary to provide the average level of the
service delivered by all local jurisdictions in Maryland.

Table III.2 shows that the total operating outlays of
local governments range from 69 percent of representative
expenditures in St. Mary's County to 142 percent in Worcester
County. The actual outlays of local governments in St. Mary's
County are lower than the amounts that would buy average ser-
vices for every function but highways--for that function,
actual spending is 51 percent higher than the County's repre-

sentative expenditures.

MDTXTIII.WP5 - 51 - April 16, 1990
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TABLE III.2

ACTUAL AS PERCENTAGE OF REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITbRES OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, FISCAL YEAR 1988

Public Safety Public Works Health Elem. &

Genaral —-~—mmemmcceececcecceme e mmm—mmm—e | me e —m————————— e and Second.,

Govern- Correc- High- Sanita- Hospi- Social Educa-

County Total ment Police Fire tions Other ways tion Other tals Services tion
1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (e) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Percent 100.0% 6.4% 6.7% 3.5% 1.2% 1.2% 2.9% 6.4% 4.8% 4.0% 7.8% 37.4%
Per Capita §1,638.44 $106.19 $93.46 $57.12 $18.97 $19.36 $47.33 $104.13 $79.22 $65.11 $128.40 $612.34
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Standard Dev. 16 39 32 24 38 43 71 27 75 56 29 i4
Allegany 94 59 61 78 76 105 164 113 140 83 92 99
Anne Arundel 97 129 114 131 97 69 187 86 70 97 76 100
Baltimore City 96 164 138 97 120 181 47 109 80 75 119 79
Baltimore 92 80 85 85 44 2] 64 63 0 239 76 100
Calvert 81 77 73 49 266 99 399 86 20 122 76 104
Caroline 83 88 51 72 180 17 144 IA 55 14 62 98
Carroll 87 [-1.] 39 78 76 68 186 54 21 137 113 101
Cecil 80 69 42 29 1681 168 284 69 63 72 74 93
Charles 87 63 80 131 120 44 87 101 60 113 88 817
Dorchester 81 61 74 65 44 45 224 56 40 61 65 102
Frederick 88 61 51 85 84 45 164 125 109 104 62 100
Garrett 86 58 25 81 62 30 305 87 30 66 55 102
Harford 87 88 69 1) 98 59 232 93 42 73 124 94
Howard 119 110 99 93 117 121 119 108 121 151 135 120
Kent 97 99 63 84 208 39 224 45 86 128 49 118
Montgomery 132 100 131 122 127 102 131 109 177 132 145 126
Pr. George’s 104 17 83 102 90 75 75 128 146 80 80 100
Queen Anne's 102 66 33 72 154 80 286 237 36 1368 76 123
St. Mary’'s 69 45 40 47 75 92 151 73 38 70 77 88
Somerset 81 105 32 52 101 74 184 133 60 84 67 104
Talbot 115 85 77 88 132 73 159 79 544 86 57 104
wWashington 82 49 62 74 121 47 75 67 208 79 61 97
Wicomico 84 51 45 86 77 44 148 17 99 71 66 101
worcester 142 135 171 190 289 76 2711 157 328 92. 52 125

= ———— - e = - - ———— - = A = _ = o = = - - —— - = ————————— - ——— -

Source: Tables II.2 and III.1.
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ACTUAL AS PERCENTAGE OF REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND,

TABLE II1I.2 (Continued)

FISCAL YEAR

P T T T 1 33 T o0 T T o o R T T e T e T P Y T T T Ty Y e Y ¥

Eco- Debt Service
nomic —m=-—e——m——m—ea
Oppor- Prin- Inter-

tunity cipal est
(19) (20) (21)
0.1% 3.1% 3.9%
$2.25 $51.10 $63.50
100% 100% 100%
233 40 49
20 54 76
b} 91 95

43 129 91
378 118 70
(] 62 44

(V] 04 47
500 45 42
v} 31 29

25 71 49
42 93 53
871 80 52
210 16 38
780 55 32
154 197 151
35 253 23
12 135 185

) .1.] 134

(V] 1 26

13 47 41

o 11 24

0 72 71

(V] 35 31

0 119 82

v} 87 124

Commu- Urban Eco-

nity Recrea- Natural Develop- nomic

Col- tion & Librar- Re- ment & Devel-

County leges Parks ies sources Housing opment
(13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

Percent 3.9% 2.5% 1.3% 0.1% 0.6% 1.0%
Per Capita $64 .57 $40.82 $20.94 $1.71 $9.59 $15.81

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Standard Dev. 52 98 27 308 126 95
Allegany 179 36 41 40 112 91
Anne Arundel 90 61 93 0 1 10
Baltimore City 49 54 101 v} 84 270
Baltimore 177 58 140 918 6 10
Calvert v} 101 65 72 112 43
Caroline 73 55 117 35 177 50
Carroll 45 38 99 69 138 127
Cecid 116 20 90 56 204 14
Charles 179 108 35 105 296 16
Dorchester 59 33 56 44 38 20
Frederick 81 73 38 44 228 20
Garrett 152 [ 51 20 143 42
Harford 122 48 88 54 159 12
Howard 105 116 118 224 413 58
Kent 82 53 (.1.) 93 89 10
Montgomery 151 312 119 84 338 28
Pr. George's 61 200 98 1562 40 19
Queen Anne's 81 176 50 77 78 212
St. Mary's 0 39 90 54 41 30
Somerset (V] 25 38 14 157 34
Talbot 103 22 103 54 219 35
wWashington 97 57 654 61 61 8
Wicomico 48 77 58 34 62 0
wWorcester 38 32 58 25 174 96

Source: Tables I11.2 and III.1.

MDSTDCLC.WR1

0.1%
$2.38

100%
347

16

102

101

Miscel-
laneous

2.1%
$34.17

100%
1

49
9

1
288
167
64
119
52
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In the case of Montgomery County, actual outlays equal or
exceed those needed to deliver average service levels for every
function but general government, natural resources, economic
development and opportunity, and miscellaneous.

Baltimore City spends substantially more for certain
functions than the estimates of this study suggest it would
have to spend to provide average levels of service. These
functions are general government, police, corrections, other
public safety, sanitation, social services, libraries, economic
development, and principal payments on its securities. At the
same time, the City spends significantly less than the amount
necessary to provide average services for highways, other pub-
lic works, health and hospitals, elementary and secondafy edu-
cation, community colleges, recreation and parks, urban devel-
opment and housing, and economic opportunity. Overall, Balti-
more City's actual outlays are 95 percent of the level neces-

sary to enable it to provide an average level of services.

Differences in Unit Input Costs: A Sensjtivity Analysis

The index of representative expenditures presented in
column 1 of Table III.1 measures the relative per capita cost
in each of Maryland's 24 counties of the statewide average
level of public services. As mentioned in Chapter I, an impor-
tant weakness of the index is that it assumes that the purchas-

ing power of a dollar of public expenditures is approximately

the same everywhere in the State.

S 4
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The prices local governments pay for the goods and ser-
vices they buy to produce public services depend on many fac-
tors that are known to differ around the State. Because of
variations in such factors as property values, transportation
costs, climate, and the cost of 1living, a dollar of outlays by
local governments in Montgomery County does not buy as many
goods or services as a dollar of spending in Garrett County.
These differences in the unit costs of goods and services
translate into requirements for different levels of expendi-
tures to provide a given level of a public service.

Unfortunately, an appropriate index of the variation in
unit input costs among Maryland's counties is not available.
An idea of the importance of unit-cost variation can be gained,
however, from an illustrative analysis using the most recent
index of public-service unit costs estimated for Maryland.

This index measures the cost in each county of a standard
set of educational resources relative to its average cost
statewide. The index was developed in 1981 by AUI Policy
Research using data from the 1970's, especially from the 1970
Census of Population, so it is far too out of date to be con-
sidered for incorporation in any State policy- As noted in
Chapter I, however, the general magnitude of the cost differ-
ences is similar to that estimated by a recent study in Minne-
sota, so the index probably provides a rough sense of the
differences that adjustment for unit cost variability would

make in the index of representative expenditures.
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The index of unit input costs is shown in column 2 of
Table III.3. It suggests that unit costs vary from 79 percent
of the statewide average in Garrett and Somerset counties to
110 percent in Montgomery County. The index of repreéentative
expenditures from Table III.1 appears in the first column of
Table III.3, with the counties arrayed in order of their index
values, from Baltimore City at 142 to Carroll County at 83.

The third column of Table III.3 shows the effect of
adjusting the estimates of representative expenditures for the
variation in unit input costs.! Because Baltimore City's unit
costs are slightly higher than the statewide average, its
adjusted per capita cost of providing the representative level
of public services is 45 percent higher than the average rather
than 42 percent higher, as the unadjusted index in column 1
suggests.

The effect of the adjustment is most striking in the case
of Montgomery County, whose index of representative expendi-
tures jumps from 88 to 97 when account is taken of the County's
unit costs, which the AUI index suggests are 10 percent higher
than the statewide average. At the same time, Garrett County's
index drops from 112, unadjusted, to 89, when allowance is made

for its unit costs at more than 20 percent below the average.

'column 3 is calculated by multiplying a county's repre-

sentative index in column 1 by its unit-cost i i
and dividing by 100. index in column 2

56
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TABLE III.3

ILLUSTRATIVE ADJUSTMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURE INDEX
FOR DIFFERENCES IN UNIT INPUT COSTS, COUNTIES RANKED HIGH
TO LOW BEFORE AND AFTER ADJUSTMENT, FISCAL YEAR 1988

Adjusted for Differences
in Unit Input Costs

Unadjusted for Differences =====-cccccccccccccccccccccccccaaa-
in Unit Input Costs Illustra-
-------------------------- tive Unit Adjusted
County RE Index County Cost Index RE Index
(1) (2) (3)
Total 100 Total 100 100
Baltimore City 142 Baltimore City 102 145
Garrett 112 Prince George's 106 101
Worcester 105 Montgomery 110 97
Dorchester 105 Worcester 92 97
Somerset 104 Dorchester 88 92
Caroline 102 Anne Arundel 101 91.
Wicomico 101 Charles 93 91
St. Mary's 101 Baltimore 102 91
Allegany 100 St. Mary's 89 90
Charles 98 Garrett 79 89
Prince George's 95 Wicomico 86 87
Kent 95 Allegany 87 87
Washington 95 Washington 90 85
Cecil 93 Calvert 92 85
Calvert 92 Talbot 92 84
Talbot 92 Howard 98 84
Anne Arundel 90 Kent 88 84
Frederick 20 Harford 93 83
Harford 89 Frederick 92 83
Baltimore 89 Somerset 79 82
Montgomery 88 Caroline 80 82
Howard 86 Cecil 87 81
Queen Anne's 86 Queen Anne's 86 74
Carroll 83 Carroll 84 69

Sources: Table III.1; Alvin S. Rosenthal, Jay H. Mosko-

witz, and Stephen M. Barro, Developing a Maryland Cost of Fdu-
cation Index, a report prepared for the Maryland Department of

Fiscal Services (AUI Policy Research, 1981), p. 8.
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APPENDIX A

'THE CALCULATION OF REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES

This appendix describes each expenditure function con-
sidered in this study and its relative importance in the budg-
ets of local governments in Maryland. The workload measures
used in estimating representative expenditures in each county
are explained, as are some of the options considered but not
used. The sources of the data employed in the analysis are
identified.

The objective of this appendix is to provide sufficient
information to enable the interested reader to understand pre-
cisely what factors drive the estimates of representative
expenditures, and even to replicate them--or some variation in
the choice of factors or their weighting in a workload measure
--should that be thought appropriate.

Appendix B provides a set of tables showing the data used
in the analysis and the major instrumental calculations in the
estimation process. These include the dollar amounts of actual
outlays and the estimates of representative expenditures and
the per capita values underlying the indices discussed in Chap-
ter III.

The discussion begins with an explanation of the reason
capital outlays are excluded from the analysis. This is fol-
lowed by a review of the three major population concepts used

in estimating representative expenditures and a discussion of

MDTXTA.WP5 = &g March 29, 1990



an effort to extrapolate 1979 data on the number of children
living in poverty. Then each expenditure function is discussed

in the order it appears in the tables in this report.

Note on the eat

The estimates of actual expenditures by all local gov-
ernments in each county used in this report are the sum of the
spending reported by the Department of Fiscal Services in the
"total" column of Table II.II for each county government and in
the "total operations" column of Table III.II for each munici-
pality, adjusted to exclude capital outlays.1

The estimates of capital outlays appear in the column
headed "government operations - capital" for each county and
municipal government. The Department of Fiscal Services
advises that the only capital outlays included in the spending
totals are those displayed in this column. 1In other words, the
capital outlays shown in the line "memo: capital outlay" are
not included in the tabulations of expenditures by function.

The capital outlays appearing on the line "transfers to
boards" are attributed to functions, from which they are
excluded, on the basis of information in Table II.VI, which
shows the disposition of each county's transfers for capital

among its board of education, board of trustees for community

colleges, and library board.

'The references are to tables appearing in Division of
Fiscal Research, Maryland Department of Fiscal Services, Local
Government s 4

June 30, 1988 (March 1989).
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Capital outlays are excluded from the analysis because of
the huge variability from year to year in such spending for
individual functions and by individual governments. Inclusion
of capital outlays in the analysis would have little conse-
quence for the estimates of representative expenditures. The
reason is that, for all local governments in the State as a
group, the ratio of capital to operating expenditures for a
given function probably does not fluctuate very much from year
to year, and is probably fairly uniform across functions.

For purposes of examining relationships between actual
levels of spending and the representative estimates from county
to county, however, the results would be seriously distorted if
capital outlays were not disregarded. For example:

-- In FY 1987, Anne Arundel County's capital outlays for

recreation and parks totaled $2.5 million, nearly

30 percent of its total spending--$8.6 million--for
the function. In FY 1988, Anne Arundel's total
expenditures for recreation and parks more than
doubled, to $19.0 million. The County's capital
spending soared to $12.5 million, however, 66 percent
of total outlays for the function. Operating expend-
itures for recreation and parks rose from $6.0 mil-
lion to $6.4 million--7.3 percent.

-- In FY 1987, Somerset County's outlays for corrections

totaled $1.9 million. In FY 1988, the total plunged
to $0.3 million. Capital outlays are the villain.

In the first year, capital spending was $1.6 million:
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in the second, less than $10,000. Somerset's oper-
ating expenditures increased 7.3 percent, however.

-- Baltimore City's total expenditures for corrections
increased almost 44 percent in FY 1988--from $25 mil-
lion in FY 1987 to almost $36 million. The rise in
operating outlays was less than 25 percent, however,
because the City's capital spending for corrections
jumped from $1.8 million in FY 1987 to $7.1 million
in FY 1988.

-- In FY 1988, total spending for economic development
by Queen Anne's County was $12.4 million, four times
more than the $3.1 million spent the year before.
Almost 95 percent of the increase was attributable to
capital outlays, however, which soared from 52.6 mil-
lion in FY 1987 to $11.4 million. The County's oper-
ating expenditures rose from $507,922 to $985,860--
still a very large increase, but hardly the perform-

ance suggested by the data on total spending.
Population Concepts
Table A.1 displays the three population concepts incor-
porated in workload measures used in this report. The con-
cepts and their individual components are shown as percentage
distributions of their respective statewide totals to focus
attention on their relative values in each county, the key

concern when considering their use in workload measures. The

first line of the table, designated "scale," shows an index of

- &
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TABLE A.1

COMPARISON OF POPULATION CONCEPTS USED IN THE ESTIMATION OF
REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES FOR MARYLAND COUNTIES,
: PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS

Resident 1988 FY 1988
Population Visitors Employ-
County 1/1/88 (R) (V) ment (E) R+V R+V+E
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Scale 100.0 3.0 43.6 103.0 146.6
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Allegany 1.64 .62 1.32 1.61 1.53
Anne Arundel 9.03 19.27 7.56 9.35 8.82
Baltimore City 16.42 10.31 22.32 16.28 18.07
Baltimore 14.92 4.29 15.46 14.65 14.89
Calvert 1.02 *1.20 .41 1.02 .84
Caroline .55 .23 .35 .54 .48
Carroll 2.55 .78 1.71 2.50 2.27
Cecil 1.54 2.01 .84 1.56 1.34
Charles 2.03 3.08 1.16 2.07 1.80
Dorchester .66 .51 .58 .66 .64
Frederick 3.00 8.00 2.26 3.15 2.89
Garrett .58 1.89 .43 .62 «57
Harford 3.63 1.74 2.35 3.58 3.22
Howard 3.46 2.31 3.56 3.44 3.47
Kent .37 .32 .32 «37 .35
Montgomery 15.11 7.73 18.76 14.93 16.07
Prince George's 15.14 4.39 13.23 14.86 14.38
Queen Anne's .68 .33 .36 .68 .58
St. Mary's 1.50 1.43 1.00 1.51 1.36
Somerset .42 .34 .26 .42 .37
Talbot .61 .97 .71 .62 .65
Washington 2.55 2.71 2.43 2.56 2.53
Wicomico 1.55 1.81 1.67 1.56 1.60
Worcester .80 23.73 .96 1.47 1.32

Note: Visitors is the average daily number in calendar
year 1988; employment is the average for the quarters 1987-I1I
through 1988-II, which coincide with FY 1988.

Sources: Resident population is from the U.S. Bureau of
the Census. Visitors and employment are from the Maryland
Department of Economic and Employment Development (see text
footnotes for specifics).
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the relative magnitudes of the statewide totals for the five
measures, with resident population set equal to 100.

Resident population is the total number of people of all
ages living in a county on a specific date--in column 1 of
Table A.1l, January 1, 1988. The population on this déte is
used because it is the midpoint of the fiscal year of Mary-
land's local governments that ended on June 30, 1988-~-the focus
of this study. The estimates for January 1, 1988, are averages
of the official estimates by the U.S. Bureau of the Census for
July 1, 1987 and July 1, 1988.2

The visitor estimates underlying column 2 of Table A.1l
are the average numbers of visitors present in each county on
the typical day in 1988. Theoretically, a visitor is a nonres-
ident who is present in a county for any reason other than
merely passing through to another destination. Visitors are of
two types: day visitors, who spend time in a county but do not
stay overnight: and overnight visitors, whose stay in a county
extends to at least two consecutive days.

The estimates of visitors are derived from information on
the total number of day and overnight visitors in each county

in 1988 and the average length of the typical overnight visi-

2y.S. Bureau of the Census,

Current Popul
Series P-26, No. 88-A, Co P ation Reports,

1988, 1987, and 1986 (August 1589), p. o8-
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tor's stay (statewide).3 The average number of visitors pres-
ent each day is calculated in two steps. First, a county's
total numbers of day and overnight visitors are multiplied by
the statewide average days of stay-~1 for day visitors and 2.5
for overnight visitors. Second, the resulting estimates of
visitor days are summed and divided by 365 to arrive at the
average number of visitors present in the county each day of
the year.

An important characteristic of these data is that they
include very few commuters because a visitor is defined by the
Maryland Department of Economic and Employment Development as a
person who lives at least 30 miles outside a county. The
exclusion of commuters is not surprising because this is, pre-
sumably, the purpose of the 30-mile criterion=--to limit the
count to persons who do not regularly visit a location in Mary-
land for the purpose of employment (that is, commute to work).

From the perspective of most of the workload measures
developed for purposes of this study, it is difficult to see
any difference between the visitor who drives down for the day
from Harrisburg to tour the battlefield at Antietam and the
commuter who lives in Frederick and works at the National
Institute of Standards and Technology in Gaithersburg (who
would not be counted as a visitor because Frederick is less

than 30 miles from Montgomery County). 1Is the commuter from

>The visitor estimates are from Dr. Massoud Ahmadi, an
economist with the Maryland Department of Economic and Employ-
ment Development.
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Frederick different in any important respect from the NIST
employee who commutes from Hagerstown (more than 30 miles from
Montgomery County)?

An attempt to come to grips with this question leads to
consideration of total employment in a county as another com-
ponent of the options for population concepts for use in work-
load measures. Column 3 of Table A.l shows the percentage
distribution among Maryland's counties of total employment in
the State.’

The source of the employment data is the quarterly con-
tribution reports private employers and the State and local
governments are required to file by Maryland's unemployment

insurance law.’

Estimates of employment by the Federal .govern-
ment are drawn from special reports that must be filed by all

federal installations. Although the estimates do not include a

“s1ightly less than 2 percent of total employment in the
State estimated by the Maryland Department of Economic and
Employment Development is reported as "nondistributable," that
is, employment of "sales and other personnel with no permanent
place of work as well as employment of those employers with no
established place of business in the state." [Office of Labor
Market Analysis and Information, Maryland Department of Eco-
nomic and Employment Development, Employment and Payolls Cov=
pred e nemploymen surance LaWw ol (- ) ; -

‘ (no date), p. 25.] The nondistributable employ-
ment is not taken into consideration in Table A.1l.

. The data are provided by Mr. Dale Ziegler, Deputy Admin-
istrator, Division of Employment and Training, Maryland Depart-
ment of Economic and Employment Development; and by Ms. Mary J.
Yeisley, Supervisor, Office of Labor Market Analysis and Infor-
mation, Maryland Department of Economic and Employment Develop-
ment. The data are published in Office of Labor Market Anal-

ysis and Information, Maryland Department
Employment Development, Emzmmnimm&wzgy_ms

Unemployment Insurance lLaw of Maryland (1987 and 1988), p. 7-
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number of types of employment, reported employment is estimated
to account for 98 percent of all wages and salaries paid in the
State. The exclusions are

. . agricultural labor with quarterly payroll$s

of less than $20,000 and fewer than 10 employees;

domestic service with quarterly payrolls of less

than $1,000; religious organizations with employ-

ment in other than nonprofit schools; the self-

employed; services for relatives; and railrcad

workers.

The three population concepts used in the workload meas-
ures discussed in this appendix are shown in columns 1, 4, and
5 of Table A.1l:

-- resident population:;

-~ residents plus visitors (column 4, designated as R+V

population in this appendix); and

-- residents plus visitors plus employment (column 5,

hereafter referred to as R+V+E population).
The rationale for the choice of the concept in each workload
measure is discussed in context below.

A general caution about the R+V+E measure deserves men-
tion before turning to the workloads. As noted above, the
visitor concept--as measured by Maryland's Department of Eco-
nomic and Employment Development--includes, at least theoreti-
cally, persons employed in a county who commute from residences
located at least 30 miles beyond the boundaries of the county.

It is not clear whether the survey and other methods used by

the Department to develop the visitor estimates actually cap-

‘Ibid., p. iii.

MDTXTA.WPS - 67 . March 29, 1990



ture many of these commuters, especially since the estimates
apparently are intended to exclude them. 1In any event, to the
probably minimal degree that the visitor estimates include
these commuters, they are double counted in the R+V+B‘measure.
They are certainly counted in the employment data (unless they

are in one of the excluded categories, which is unlikely).

Note on the Data Available on the Poverty Population

One of the most worrisome problems with the data used in
this study is that the most recent information on the popula-
tion living in, or close to, poverty in Maryland's counties is
from the 1980 Census. (Strictly speaking, the poverty popula-
tion of a county is the number of persons living in the county
on April 1, 1980, whose total household income in 1979 was
below the poverty line.) 1In one form or another, the poor or
near-poor population is an important factor in the workloads
for seven functions.

In view of the age of these data, an effort was made to
determine whether some method might be identified to extrapo-
late the 1979-80 data to a year more correspondent with the
timing of the other available data. The only promising possi-
bility is use of information on the number of children reported
to be receiving payments under Aid to Families with Dependent
Children. This program is administered by the Maryland Depart-
ment of Human Resources rather than by local agencies, as in
many other states. As a consequence, the likelihood seemed

high that administrative practices are reasonably uniform
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across the counties and that consistently reported program-
beneficiary data would be available.

The hope was that the relationship between the 1980 Cen-
sus count of the under-18 poverty population and the average
number of children receiving AFDC in 1979 would be good
enough to warrant use of 1988 AFDC information to extrapolate
the under-18 poverty population. Table A.2 summarizes the
available information. The poverty population and AFDC recipi-
ents in 1979 are clearly strongly correlated (the R is 0.989).

Unfortunately, close inspection of the the ratio of AFDC
children to the poverty population under age 18 in column 3
reveals a major anomaly and a degree of variation in the ratio
among the counties that cast serious doubt on the presumption
of uniform administration of the program. The anomaly is that
21,200 (32 percent) more children are reported to have received
AFDC benefits in Baltimore City in the average month of 1979
than the Census reports as living in the City's poor households
in that year. 1In the counties, the percentage of the poverty
population under age 18 receiving AFDC varied widely, from
33 percent in Washington to 91 percent in Prince George's.

An explanation for this variation was sought from Mr.
Richard E. Larson, Assistant Director of the Division of AFDC
Policy, Maryland Department of Human Resources. Mr. Larson
suggests that in 1979 several provisions of the law allowed a
family to be eligible for AFDC with an income above the poverty
level. These provisions include the absence of standardization

in the exclusion of certain expenses from countable income, and
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TABLE A.2

POVERTY POPULATION UNDER 18 AND CHILDREN RECEIVING AFDC
ASSISTANCE IN MARYLAND, BY COUNTY, 1979 AND 1988

2 = - =

1979 1988 % Dist.

........................ AFDC PovPop<18

Poverty AFDC (2) % Chil- =-===cccc—ao.
County Pop<18 Children of (1) dren 1979 1988

1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Total 143,012 140,408 98% 116,184 100.0% 100.0%
Allegany 3,049 1,535 50 2,549 251 4.0
Anne Arundel 8,426 6,505 77 4,849 5.9 5.0
Baltimore City 67,178 88,404 132 68,184 47.0 40.9
Baltimore 10,099 6,086 60 7,073 7.1 9.3
Calvert 1,416 1,179 83 758 1.0 .7
Caroline 921 669 73 554 .6 .6
Carroll 1,517 781 51 742 1.1 1.1
Cecil 1,811 1,367 75 1,077 1.3 i S5
Charles 2,630 1,894 72 1,686 1.8 1.8
Dorchester 1,418 1,121 79 976 1.0 1.0
Frederick 2,274 975 43 1,171 1.6 2.2
Garrett 1,363 534 39 722 1.0 1.5
Harford 4,028 3,130 78 1,854 2.8 1.9
Howard 1,424 555 39 685 1.0 1.4
Kent 554 319 58 251 .4 .3
Montgomery 7,388 5,328 72 5,075 5.2 5.6
Prince George's 14,807 13,499 91 10,665 10.4 9.2
Queen Anne's 783 506 65 459 5 .6
St. Mary's 2,453 1,465 60 1,172 1.7 1.5
Somerset 949 527 55 617 o7 .9
Talbot 780 401 51 386 o) .6
Washington 3,854 1,253 33 2,386 2.7 5.8
Wicomico 2,594 1,868 72 1,670 1.8 1.8
Worcester 1,296 509 39 623 .9 1.3

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980 Censug of Popu-

Cc G: ; ,» Volume 1, Chapter

4 il_ﬁnQ_Eggngmig_gngrgg;grigtig§ Part 1, Mary-
land, PC80-1-C22 (1983), Table 181; Income Maintenance Adminis-
trat}on{ Maryland Department of Human Resources,

Annualized
Statistical Report for fiscal Years 1979 and 1988; and see
text.
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the disregard of the contributions of stepparents toward the
cost of a child's care. In addition, the Census almost cer-
tainly undercounted the poverty population more seriously in
Baltimore City than elsewhere in the State. The program
factors affected every county in Maryland to some degree, but
it is apparent from the data that they disproportionately
influenced the 1979 data for Baltimore City.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA) and
subsequent changes in federal law significantly altered program
eligibility requirements, reducing the number of individuals
qualified for AFDC. According to Mr. Larson, OBRA and more
recent changes in AFDC policy have drastically skewed the rela-
tionship between AFDC and poverty in different socio-economic
settings.

In the entire State, the number of children receiving
AFDC declined by more than 17 percent between 1979 and 1988.
The number dropped nearly 23 percent in Baltimore City, how-
ever, and by less than 8 percent in the rest of Maryland.

Given the apparent futility of the search for a good
method of updating the 1979 poverty estimates, Mr. Larson and
Mr. Herb Roe, Assistant Director of the Information Management
Services Division of Baltimore City's Department of Social
Services, both advise that the 1979 data provide the best mea-
sure of poverty at the county level in Maryland until the 1990
Census results are available.

For purposes of the workload measures using the poverty

population under the age of 18, the 1979 data are used in this

MDTXTA .WP5 - 71 o March 29, 1990



study. The percentage distribution of these data among the
counties is shown in column 5 of Table A.2.

The distribution resulting when the 1979 poverty popula-
tion of each county is extrapolated at the same rate as the
change in the county's children receiving AFDC is displayed in
column 6. If this distribution were used in the workload mea-
sures rather than the 1979 data, the major share loser would be
Baltimore City, although Anne Arundel, Harford, and Prince
George's counties would also lose significantly. The major
share gainers would be Allegany, Baltimore, Frederick, Howard,

Montgomery, Washington, and Worcester.

The Expenditure Functijons and Workload Measures

This subsection outlines the types of governmental activ-
ities included in each function, defines the workload measure
used to estimate representative expenditures for the function,
and identifies the specific sources of the data used to prepare

the estimates.

1. General Government

This function, which accounts for 6.5 percent of total
local operating expenditures, includes spending for legisla-
tive, judicial, and chief executive offices; the board of
elections; and staff operations, including financial adminis-
tration, legal counsel, personnel administration, planning and
zoning, and general services. These outlays are, for the most
part, overhead costs whose magnitude depends on the overall

size of the community served, which is best measured by the
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number of residents. Hence resident population on January 1,
1988, is the workload for this function.

2. Police

The workload measure for this function (5.7 peréent of
local expenditures) is a combination of three, equally weighted
variables: (1) R+V+E population; (2) the number of violent
crimes reported:7 and (3) the expected number of arrests for
violent crimes, given the age distribution of the resident pop-
ulation in each county. The workload measure for each county
is the mean of its percentage shares of the three variables.
Each of the factors reflects considerations that contribute to
the relative need for police services.

The need for many police services has little to do with
crime. These services include traffic control, accident inves-
tigation, and enforcement of local safety and parking ordi-
nances. The need for such services depends on the size of a
county, best measured by total resident population, but it also
depends on the number of visitors present on the typical day
and on the number of people regularly employed in the county.

Most of those employed in a county are, of course, resi-
dents of that county. Adding total employment to the resident
population clearly double counts resident employees. Nonethe-
less, people rarely work at--or in the same neighborhood as--

their residences. If the number of people present is an appro-

’Data are from the Criminal Justice Information System
Central Repository, Uniform Crime Reports: Crime in Maryland,
1988 (1989), pp. 80-111.
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priate indicator of the need for police services at the place
of work, it is hard to see a rationale for assigning a lower
weight to the resident worker than to the commuter. At the
same time, police services must be maintained during the day in
the residential areas of a county, even as absent resident-
workers are generating needs for police services at their
places of employment. Thus the double counting of resident
employees is not as serious a problem as it might at first
appear.

In any event, the only available data that might be used
to distinguish between residents and commuters in local employ-
ment are from the 1980 Census, and commutation and employment
patterns have changed enormously in Maryland in the past
decade. An effort to use the 1980 data to develop estimates of
resident and nonresident employees in each county--including
consideration of commutation patterns involving the neighbor-
ing District of Columbia and states of Delaware, Pemnsylvania,
Virginia, and West Virginia--would also be too expensive and
time~consuming to justify its undertaking for purposes of the
present study.

The rate of crime in a jurisdiction is also an indicator
of the need for police services, particularly for patrol and
investigation. The variable representing this aspect of need
is the number of violent crimes--defined ag murder, forcible
rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.

Violent crimes are used as a proxy for total crimes

because--of all offenses--they are most likely to be reported
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on a consistent basis by all jurisdictions. Therefore, the
data on violent crimes are likely to provide a more accurate
measure of the relative incidence of crime among the counties
than data on total crimes. The number of violent crimes in
every Maryland county is large enough to justify a presumption
of reasonable stability from one year to the next and to
diminish the consequence of reporting problems.

The age distribution of the resident population of an
area is another important factor in the need for police ser-

vices.®?

Arrest rates, for example, vary dramatically among age
groups. (The arrest rate is defined here as the number of
arrests for violent crimes per 100,000 resident population.)

As shown in Table A.3, the range in Maryland is from fewer than
20 arrests per 100,000 children under 10 years of age and
adults over 65 to approximately 700 per 100,000 for the age
group 15-24.

Table A.3 also displays the comparable arrest rates for

the nation as a whole. The overall Maryland rate is 35 percent

an argument could be made that the age distribution of
visitors and those employed in an area should also be taken
into consideration. For example, the age mix of visitors to
Ocean City (Worcester County) is probably substantially dif-
ferent from that of visitors to Montgomery County. The need
for police services as a consequence of the (probably) younger
age mix of visitors to Ocean City considerably exceeds that
associated with the (probably) older mix in the latter
instance. Similarly, the average age of employees in Ocean
City is probably significantly younger than that of employees
in, say, Baltimore City, with attendant implications for the
need for police services. Unfortunately, reliable estimates of
the age mix of visitors and employment in all the counties are
not available.
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TABLE A.3

ARREST RATES FOR VIOLENT CRIMES PER 100,000 RESIDENT
POPULATION, MARYLAND AND U.S., 1987

Maryland
as Percent
Age Maryland U.s. of U.s.
(1) (2) (3)
Total 262.7 193.9 135%
Under 10 11.4 3.7 310
10-14 248.0 115.3 215
15-19 708.6 507.6 140
20-24 693.9 529.3 131
25-34 453.1 366.3 124
35-44 206.2 182.9 113
45-54 94.9 86.0 110
55-64 35.4 34.5 103
Over 65 17.3 10.5 165
Sources: Federal Bureau of Investigation, U s. Depart-
ment of Justice, 7 S;
United States (July 1988), pp. 174 and 175; Maryland Department
of Public Safety and Correctional Services, 1987 Uniform Crime
Reports: Crime in Marvland (no date), pp. 132 and 133; U.S.

Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25,
No. 1022, U.S. Population Estimates, by Age, Sex., and Race:

1980 to 1987 (March 1988), pp. 11 and 12.

higher than the national rate (see column 3, which compares the
two rates). Strikingly, the ratios of Maryland's arrest rates
to the comparable U.S. rates decline steadily from a high of
310 percent for the under-10 age bracket to 103 percent for age

55-64. Then, curiously, the Maryland rate jumps to 165 percent

of the U.S. rate for those over 65. It is interesting to spec-

ulate about the attributes of the reporting or criminal justice

systems in Maryland that may account for this pattern.
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In any event, it is clear that the age mix of a county's
population is an important factor in the incidence of crime and
other behavior that requires police intervention. The effect
of a population's age distribution on the need for police ser-
vices is captured by including in the workload measure an esti-
mate of the expected number of arrests.” This factor is
intended to represent the higher workload for police in coun-
ties with age distributions especially high in the groups for
which the likelihood of activity calling for the attention of
the police--as indicated by arrest rates--is highest.

A variable reflecting population density was considered
as a means of adjusting the relative need for police protection
between rural and urban areas. Such a variable is not included
because it is not clear whether, on balance, density affects
the cost of a given level of police services in a degree not
already allowed for in the worklcad measure.

In thinly populated areas, for example, responses to
calls for service involve long travel times and, as a conse-
quence, high average cost per response. In more densely popu-

lated areas, travel times are short so the officer-time cost of

*The expected number of arrests in a county is calculated
separately for each age group. A county's population in an age
group is multiplied by the statewide arrest-propensity (arrests
per 100,000) for that group. The resulting estimates of
arrests by age group are summed to yield the total number of
expected arrests in a county. The source of the data on _
arrests for violent crimes by age group in 1987, statewide, is
shown in Table A.3. The county populations by age group are
unpublished estimates of resident population on July 1, 1987,
provided by Ms. Estelle Apelberg of the Maryland Department of
Health and Mental Hygiene.
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responding to a call is low. On the other hand, crime rates
tend to rise with the density of population, increasing the
number of calls. Since crime and arrest rates are already in
the workload measure, it is not at all clear what additional
dimension of need would be captured by a population-density

factor.

3. Fire

In addition to the activities commonly associated with a
fire department, the fire function includes rescue and emer-
gency-medical services. Overall, the function accounts for
3.5 percent of the operating expenditures of local governments
in Maryland. The services are delivered by a mix of career and
volunteer personnel. Local governments throughout the State
have career fire personnel, but only Baltimore City has an
entirely career service. Of the 23 counties, local governments
in 16 rely largely on volunteers, while localities in 7 have
substantial numbers of career personnel.

This organization of the production of fire, rescue, and
emergency-medical services (hereafter referred to only as
"fire") presents a challenge for the measurement of the need
for public spending. The contributions of volunteers clearly
reduce the need for the expenditure of public funds to produce
a given quantity and quality of services. As the level of vol-

unteer involvement increases, the public outlays required for a

given level of services decreases.
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Therefore, the need for fire services cannot be equated
with the public expenditures required to ensure the availabil-
ity of those services in each county. 1In other words, repre-
sentative expenditures for the fire function cannot bé esti-
mated by the standard approach of identifying a workload mea-
sure and using it to apportion the actual, statewide total of
outlays on the service among the counties. Estimates of repre-
sentative expenditures for fire must take explicit account of
the actual contributions of volunteer personnel in each county.
A key assumption is that, in the short run at least, volunteer
activity would not change if public funding were modified to
reflect statewide averages.

Three steps are necessary for the analysis. The first is
to define a workload measure that reflects the relative need
for fire services among the counties. The second is to deter-
mine the approximate amount of services actually provided by
volunteers in each county. The third step is to combine the
two sets of results to arrive at the desired estimates of rep-
resentative expenditures: the public outlays necessary to
finance the needed services, that is, the cost of the fire ser-

vices needed but not delivered by volunteers.

The Workload Measure. The need for fire services is

determined not only by the number of residents of a county, but
also by the number of visitors present and total employment, as
in the case of the police function. In other words, fire pro-

tection is provided to commercial, industrial, and tourist
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areas as well as to residential neighborhoods and stores where
residents shop. Therefore, the workload measure for fire is
R+V+E population.

Several other variables were considered as posgible fac-
tors in the relative need for fire services. The total number
of calls (career as well as volunteer) and the dollar value of
fire losses were the two main options. Both were excluded from
consideration because of the lack of uniformity in reporting
among the counties. If accurate data were available, they
might be useful to refine the workload measure of the relative

need for fire services.

Evaluating the contributions of Volunteers. A moment's
reflection suggests the futility of an effort to establish the

extent of services provided by volunteer personnel by direct
reference to such information as the number of participating
volunteers or the number of calls responded to. Given the
records compiled by entities with an interest in volunteer
companies in Maryland contacted in the course of this study--
including the Maryland State Firemen's Association and the
State Fire Marshal--it is not feasible to arrive at any kind of
common denominator, such as full-time-equivalent personnel, for
volunteers. Similarly, the available data on such variables as
calls of various types (fire, rescue, medical crisis) are
insufficiently complete or reliable to permit any kind of

direct measure of volunteer activity across counties to be

defined and estimated.
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Therefore, an indirect approach is used. First, data are
compiled on the number of full-time-equivalent (FTE) career
fire personnel in each county.10 As noted earlier, Baltimore
city is the only major jurisdiction in Maryland with an
entirely career staff. Therefore, the ratio of the City's FTE
fire personnel to its total R+V+E population is taken as the
staffing required for fully career (publicly financed) delivery
of a standard level of fire services throughout the State.

This approach assumes that the number of career personnel
is a reascnable proxy for all of the physical resources needed
to produce fire services, and that the efficiency with which
the services are produced in Baltimore City is roughly compar-
able with what could be achieved elsewhere in the State. Note
that this approach abstracts from the budgetary cost of the
inputs used to procduce fire services. For example, land for
fire stations in Baltimore City may be more expensive than it
is in rural counties, and personnel policies in the City may
result in higher wages for fire personnel than would be paid

elsewhere in the State.

%rhe information, collected for purposes of this study,
is from the personnel office, fire marshal, or emergency opera-
tions center in each county. The personnel are defined as
those whose work is related to fire protection--including
inspection, suppression, enforcement, protection, communica-
tions (such as dispatchers and 911 service), and investigation
--and emergency medical services. Most of the information is
from cognizant offices of county governments. In a few cases,
when the information is not otherwise available, it is col-
lected directly from municipal officials.
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Given the actual number of career personnel in each
county, a rough estimate of the relative importance of the con-
tribution of volunteer perscnnel is given by an index of career
employment (ICE). The index is arrived at by calculating each
county's ratic of career personnel to its R+V+E population. a
county’s ICE is then given by dividing its ratio by Baltimore
City's (and multiplying by 100 to convert the percentage to an
index number). Baltimore City's ICE obviously is 100; those of
the 23 counties are all less than 100.

If the overall level of fire protection actually avail-
able in each county is roughly equivalent throughout the State,
the portion of fire services delivered by volunteers is the
inverse of a county's index of career employment-~that is, 100
minus the county's ICE. For example, Carrol County's R+V+E
population is 152,075. Local governments in the County have 24
FTE career fire personnel: 0.16 career personnel per 1,000
population. Baltimore City has 1.75 career personnel per 1,000
population, so Carroll County's ICE is 9.1, that is,
(0.16/1.75)*100. It follows that slightly less than 91 percent

of fire protection services in Carroll County is produced by

volunteers.

Estimating Representative Expepditures. The question now

is how the estimated ICE's can be used to produce for each
county an estimate of the public cost of the fire services that

are not delivered by volunteers. The desired estimate of rep-

MDTXTA .WPS - 82 o March 29, 1990



resentative expenditures for county i is defined by the expres-

sion:
RE; = (R+V+E), * EPC, (1)

where RE; is the estimate of representative expenditures for fire
services of the ith county, (R+V+E); is the workload measure (the
R+V+E population) of county i, and EPC; is the average government
outlays for fire services per R+V+E population of county i. What
is needed is an estimate of EPC;, and several approaches are
possible.

One option is to identify an estimate of the average cost
per workload unit of fire services delivered entirely by career
personnel. This cost, multiplied by a county's ICE (divided by
100), is an estimate of the cost per workload unit in the county
of the fire services not delivered by volunteers, that is, EPC;.

Algebraically,
EPC, = K * ICE, (2)

where K is the cost per workload unit of fire services deliv-
ered entirely by career personnel and ICE; is county i's index
of career employment.

The question is what value should be used for K? An
obvious candidate is the average cost of the fire services pro-
vided by Baltimore City, whose actual operating expenditure for
the function is $63.31 per R+V+E population. Figure A.l dis-

plays the resulting estimates against a scatter of points show-
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ing each county's actual outlays per R+V+E population plotted
against its ICE.

The lower of the two lines in the figure plots the esti-
mated outlays per R+V+E population that result when Baltimore
City's actual average is taken as the base (K). Note that the
line begins at the City's point in the upper right corner. 1If
the line were extended to the left, it would intersect the ori-
gin. The general equation of the line is EPC; = a + K * ICE,
and, in this instance, the value of the vertical intercept, a,
is zero (as it is, implicitly, in equation 2, above).

The problem with this approach is that the estimates of
representative expenditures yielded by the values of EPC indi-
cated by the lower line in Figure A.1 sum to only 85 percent of
total actual outlays for fire by all local governments in Mary-
land. If the estimates are scaled to the total of actual out-
lays, the estimated EPC of every county is increased by some-
what more than 17 percent.

In other words, the line pivots upward to the position of
the upper line in Figure A.1, with the vertical intercept
remaining at the origin (a 17 percent increase in zero remains
zero). The effect on the estimate for Baltimore City is the
most dramatic, of course: when its scaled EPC is multiplied by
its R+V+E population, the estimate of the City's representative
expenditure for fire becomes $90.2 million, more than $13 mil-
lion higher than its actual outlays.

This result clearly is unacceptable because it contra-

dicts the premise of the approach--that Baltimore City's actual
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spending per R+V+E population is an appropriate estimate of the
value of K. The problem is that the approach misrepresents a
fundamental aspect of local government outlays for fire protec-
tion in Maryland.

That is, expenditures per R+V+E population (EPC) do vary
directly with the relative level of career employment (or
inversely with volunteer activity), as the approach stipulates.
However, local outlays in areas with significant volunteer
activity also take the form of direct subsidies to volunteer
companies, and those payments are neither directly nor
inversely related to career employment.

Conceptually, this means that, even if a county had no
career fire personnel, its expenditures for the function would
not be zero, which is what the formulation of equation 2
implies. 1In other words, the vertical intercept of the line
representing the relationship between ICE; and EPC; should be
at some level exceeding zero.

This hypothesis can be tested by estimating the relation-
ship between ICE; and EPC; by least squares regression using

the values of the two ratios for all the counties. The esti-

mated regressicn equation is'"

. ''The t-statistic associated with the estimated coeffi-
cient of ICE (the estimate divided by its standard error) is
37, indicating that the estimated relationship is highly sigr
nificant statistically. The coefficient of determination (Rﬂ
is 0.83, which means that 83 percent of the variation among the
counties in outlays for fire protection per R+V+E population is
explained by the index of career employment. The county obser-
vations in the regression are weighted by R+V+E population.

86
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EPC; = 9.67 + 0.56 * ICE,

The equation indicates that the expenditure per R+V+E popula-
tion of county i is $9.67 plus $0.56 for each point ip the
county's index of career employment. The regression line is
plotted in Figure A.2 along with all the information previously
shown in Figure A.1.

Note that the regression line passes slightly above the
actual observation for Baltimore City. This suggests that the
actual average cost (per R+V+E population) of the career ser-
vice in Baltimore City is a bit lower than the average cost
throughout the State, controlling for differences in ICE's.
Such a relationship would be consistent with the existence of
modest economies of scale in career delivery of fire sérvices,
but the existence of such economies cannot be verified from the
information examined here.

The estimates of representative expenditures for fire
services presented in this report rely on the estimate of the
EPC for each county yielded by the regression. As expressed in
equation 1, that estimate multiplied by a county's R+V+E popu-

lation is the county's representative expenditure for fire.

4. Corrections
The corrections function (1.2 percent of total expend-
itures) includes outlays for county-operated adult institutions
and support for juvenile delinquents in other institutions.
The workload measure for corrections consists of (1) the number

of violent crimes reported, and (2) the expected number of
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arrests for violent crime (see the discussion of these vari-
ables in connection with the police function). The variables
are weighted-equally. The corrections workload is the same as
that for police protection, without the R+V+E population vari-
able.

Since the incidence of serious crimes reflects the need
for correctional facilities, and the number of violent crimes
is a proxy for total crime in a county, total violent crimes is
an appropriate workload indicator. The arrest variable is
included to take account of the varying propensities of persons
at different ages to be arrested for crimes and the substantial
variation in the age distribution among the counties. Although
minors committing crimes are not sent to county jails, they go
to juvenile facilities that are partially funded by local gov-

ernments.

5. Other Public Safety

This function accounts for 1.2 percent of local operating
outlays. It includes building, plumbing, electrical, and gas
inspections as well as civil defense and traffic engineering.
The workload measure is R+V+E population because the need for
most of these services depends on the number of places of

employment and transient accomodations as well as residences.

6. Highwavs
Most outlays for this function, which accounts for
2.9 percent of local operating expenditures, are for mainte-

nance of streets and roads. (Capital outlays for construction,
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55 percent of all spending by local governments for this func-
tion in Maryland, are not included in the analysis.) The work-
load measure for this function is the sum of weighted percent-
age distributions of: (1) vehicle miles traveled in 1988 on
locally maintained roads, and (2) lane miles of locally main-
tained roads and bridges.12

Both these variables are related to the maintenance
expenditures required by the deterioration of highways as a
result of traffic and the passage of time. Deterioration

attributable to traffic is represented by vehicle miles trav-

eled. The cost of highway maintainance resulting from deteri-

21nformation on lane miles of and vehicle miles traveled
on locally maintained roads in 1988 is provided by Mr. George
F. Sims and Mr. Michael Baxter of the Highway Information Ser-
vices Division, Maryland Department of Transportation. Accord-
ing to Mr. John T. Neukam, Chief of the Bureau of Highway Sta-
tistics, MDOT, the estimates of locally maintained lane miles
do not include alleys. Mr. Baxter was unable to provide infor-
mation on lane miles of alleys in all areas of the State except
Baltimore City. Mr. Frank Murphy of Baltimore City's Traffic
Division was unsuccessful in his efforts to locate information
on lane miles of alleys in the City. Mr. Neukam advises that
the unavailability of data on alleys should not significantly
impair the reliability of the analysis because most costs of
alley maintenance are paid by the owners of abutting property
(the usual practice with sidewalk maintenance).

Nonetheless, the consequence of the unavailability of
data on alleys is that Baltimore City's share of the statewide
total of locally maintained roads probably is somewhat under-
stated. Therefore, the estimates of representative expendi-
tures for highways are slightly understated for Baltimore City

gzdtcorrespondingly overstated for all other localities in the
ate.

The number of lane miles of bridges in a county is calcu-
1§ted by dividing the square footage of bridge deck grea (pro-
vided by Mr. Chris Barth of MDOT) by the number of square feet

in a lane mile (63,360--that is, 5,280 ti
dverawe Jatie e e feet).' ' mes the statewide
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oration caused by weather is approximated by the stock of
locally maintained roads and bridges. Vehicle miles traveled
and lane miles are weighted 0.825 and 0.175, respectively, in

rough proportion to their contribution to highway deteriora-

tion."

Information provided by State officials indicates that
the maintenance of a lane mile of State bridges costs an addi-
tional amount equal to roughly 20 times the average cost of
routine maintenance of a lane mile of State roads (bridges are
included in road mileage). Comparable estimates are not avail-
able for locally maintained roads and bridges, but it seems
likely that a comparable cost-relationship applies.

Therefore, in order to account for the disproportionaté
cost of maintaining bridges, the State ratio is used. That is,
the lane mileage of locally maintained bridges in each county
is multiplied by a factor of 20. The result is added to the
number of lane miles of locally maintained roads in each county
to produce an adjusted total of workload lane miles.

The climate in Maryland varies from the harsh winters and
cool summers of Garrett County in the northwest to the temper-
ate winters and hot summers of the Eastern Shore. For present

purposes, this climatic variation is important because the cost

Bpor further discussion of this issue, see U.S. General
Accounting Office, Highway Funding: Federal Distribution For-
mulas Should be changed, Report No. GAO/RCED-86-114 (1986),

p. 67; dlscussed in Robert W. Rafuse, Jr., Representative
enditu Ne ted io
Capacity (draft of May 18, 1989), p. 32.
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of snow removal (per lane mile) and the damage to highways and
bridges from frequent applications of salt and other snow- and
ice-melting agents are higher in Maryland's northern and moun-
tain counties than in those whose weather is tempered.by the
Bay and the Atlantic. Unfortunately, a reliable variable could
not be identified to account for this source of variation in
highway operating and maintenance costs. Suggestions would be
welcone.

Tﬁe measure of vehicle miles traveled would be improved
by an adjustment reflecting the rapid rate at which damage to
pavement increases with the weight of a vehicle. Regrettably,
the data necessary to carry out this refinement are not cur-
rently available.

Other options considered as measures of the relative need
for highway expenditures are fuel consumption and a breakdown
of local lane miles between urban and suburban. It is diffi-
cult to see what a distinction between urban and suburban lane
miles would accomplish apart from reflecting higher traffic
volumes in urban areas. Such an adjustment would be superflu-
ous because the vehicle-miles variable already accounts for the
differences in traffic volume.

Fuel consumption would be a much better indicator of
pavement damage due to traffic than traffic volume alone, as it
would reflect the weight as well as the number of vehicles.
However, the concept is infeasible to implement as a variable.

Data on motor fuel sales by county are available, but estimates

of fuel consumption are not. As an indicator of fuel consump-

- 9
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tion, fuel purchased is problematic because motor fuel is often

purchased in one county (or state) and consumed in another.

7. Sanitation & Waste Removal

The principal activities encompassed by this function
(6.4 percent of local operating expenditures) are sewerage and
solid waste collection and disposal. The workload measure is a
weighted combination of (1) resident population, and (2) the
population served by municipal and county-run sewage treatment

¢ The weights are 0.333 and 0.667 because total actual

plants.1
outlays by local governments for solid waste are approximately
half those for sewerage.

The use of resident population as the indicator of need
for solid waste services assumes that the trash generated at
and by business, including the visitor industry, is largely
disposed of by private haulers. The validity of this procedure
also rests on the premise that the tipping fees private firms
are charged for any use they may make of public disposal
facilities--landfills, incinerators--are adequate to ensure
that the firms are not publicly subsidized.

The amount of solid waste generated in each county was
considered as an alternative to resident population. However,

reliable and uniform data for all 24 counties on total tons of

solid waste generated and a breakout of the portion handled by

“Information on gallons of sewage generated and the per-
centage of total sewage treated by local plants in 1988 1s pro-
vided by Mr. Gary Kelman of the Maryland Department of the
Environment.
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private firms are unavailable. 1In any event, the influence of
local policy on the volume of waste disposed of by public
authorities would preclude use of such a measure even if good

data were available.

8. Othex Public Works
This category, 4.8 percent of local operating expendi-

tures, includes outlays for water, gas, and electric utilities
and airport and transit services. The need for these services
varies with the extent of publicly owned utilities and public
infrastructure development in a community. Since these ser-
vices are needed for visitors and places of business as well as

residents, R+V+E population is the workload measure.

9. Health and Hospitals

Services provided by local health departments (3.5 per-
cent of local spending) can be divided into three general cate-
gories: community health; environmental health; and mental
health, developmental disabilities, and addictions programs.
The workload measure is the weighted sum of the percentage dis-
tributions of the R+V+E and poor/near-poor populations.

Environmental health services include the enforcement of
standards for food processing and handling, sanitation, solid
waste, air quality, and consumer product safety. The extent of
these services required depends on the prevalence of regulated
activities in the county, which can reascnably be represented
by the resident population, the typical number of visitors

present, and the level of employment in a county. Hence R+V+E
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population is the indicator of need for these services. This
variable is assigned a weight of 6 percent, the statewide aver-
age proportion of expenditures for the function devoted to
environmental health services.'’

The community-health, mental-health, development-disabil-
ities, and addictions programs and facilities mostly serve low-
income residents who lack insurance. The services include
alcohol and drug abuse programs, mental health, family plan-
ning, adult day care, and communicable disease control. The
measure of need for these services is the total population
living in households with incomes below 125 percent of the pov-
erty level.'

The higher income-threshold is used because people in
households below and near the poverty line are the most fre-

17

quent users of public health services. A weight of 94 per-

cent is assigned to this variable, reflecting the statewide

15Specifically, 6 percent is the ratio of total environ-
mental health expenditures of $19 million in FY 1988 to total
health expenditures used in this study, approximately $298 mil-
lion. The estimate of total outlays for environmental health
is provided by Mr. William Miller of the Maryland Local Family
Health Administration.

y.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980 Census of Population:
Characteristijcs of the Population, Volume 1, Chapter C, General
Social and Economic Characteristics, Part 1, Maryland, PC80-1-
C22 (1983), Table 181.

VInformation concerning specific aspects of health care
programs is provided by Mr. Charles Macleod and Ms. Julia Irons
of the Maryland Association of Counties. See also Maryland
Association of Counties, Presentation Before the Governor's
Commission on Health Care Policy and Financing (November 23,
1988).
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average share of all health expenditures accounted for by these

services.

10. ci ices

Expenditures for social services account for 7.5 percent
of local operating outlays, and include funding for homeless
shelters, day care, foster care, in-home aid services for the
disabled, adoption, food programs, and energy-assistance pro-
grams. Outlays for the operation and maintenance of other
county-operated charitable institutions are also recorded in
this function. The population predominantly served by these
programs and institutions lives in households with incomes
below the poverty level. However, some of these services are
geared to people living near the poverty level.'®

Therefore, two variables are combined in the workload
measure: (1) the population of households with incomes below
the poverty level, and (2) the population of households with
incomes below 125 percent of the poverty level. The percentage
distributions of the two variables are weighted 0.667 and

0.333, reflecting the predominant targeting of these programs
to the poor.

11. Elementary and Secondary Education

The workload measure for this function (37.4 percent of
local operating expenditures) is a weighted average of the ele-

mentary (age 5-14) and secondary (age 15-17) school-age resi-

wIEj d
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dent populations,19 with special allowance for the number of
children living in households with incomes below the poverty
line.”

The weights (1) adjust for the lower cost per pﬁpil of
elementary education, which is assumed to average 60 percent of
the cost per pupil of secondary education; and (2) allow for
the higher cost of the compensatory and remedial programs that
pupils from poverty households tend to require more often than
pupils from other households by assigning a weight of 1.25 to
each child under 18 living in poverty.

Population data are used because enrollment and average-
daily-attendance (ADA) data do not reflect the need for public
education. Dropout rates, which are strongly influenced by
local school policy, account for much of the difference
between school-age population and enrollment. Use of enroll-
ment data would imply that counties with depressed enrollments

because of high dropout rates have lower costs for public edu-

YThe age groups 5-13 and 14-17 would more accurately
reflect the actual ages of most children in the two levels of
schools, but the data are not available.

0ps discussed earlier in this appendix, the most recent
available data on the poverty populations of the counties are
for 1979, from the 1980 decennial census. This being the case,
two options suggest themselves for using the 1979 data in con-
junction with resident populations in 1987. The first is to
assume that the number of children in poverty in 1987 is the
same as it was in 1979 in each county. The second is to assume
that the same proportion of children in each county is poor in
both years. The first assumption is used on the reasoning that
the relative incidence of poverty has almost certainly declined
in counties whose populations have grown since 1979, while rel-
ative poverty is probably rising in counties that have experi-
enced population stagnation or loss.
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cation. Therefore, enrollment and ADA data are poor candidates
for a workload measure.

Other variables considered for the measure are school-
construction and student-transportation needs. Neither is used
because both are influenced by local policy (and because out-
lays for construction are predominantly capital rather than
operating).

A key issue is whether enrollment in private schools
should be subtracted from total school-age population.

Clearly, private schools diminish the number of children that
must be served by the public system. Hence, subtracting pri-
vate school enrollment might give a more accurate indication of
need. For purposes of comparisons among the states, adjustment
for enrollment in private schools seems advisable because the
importance of private institutions varies significantly from
state to state due to cultural and religious traditions.?

The principal argument against adjustment for private
enrollment is that it may be as much or more a response to the
quality of public programs as to religious or cultural tradi-
tion. Within the State of Maryland, it appears that the qual-
ity of public schools--when it is superior as well as when it
is inferior--is a factor that affects private school enrollment

in certain areas. To the extent this is the case, such private

Apor further discussion of this issue see Rafuse, Rep-

resentatjve Expenditures, op. cit., pp. 21-4.
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enrocllment should not be subtracted from the school-age popula-
tion.

This analysis does not adjust for enrollment in private
schools because it has not been sufficiently established that
family tradition, religion, ethnic background, or race outweigh
the importance of the quality of the public schools in a fam-
ily's decision to send a child to a public or private school.
Comments or advice concerning the private school issue in Mary-
land would be welcome.

The population eligible for special education programs
also has to be considered a possible variable for the workload
measure. Children with disabilities need more personalized
attention and care at higher cost than is incurred for pupils
without disabilities. The available data on the actual number
of handicapped children under the age of 21 relative to the
resident population under the age of 20 (the closest possible
match of age groups given the available data) are summarized in
Table A.4.

Despite the Maryland Department of Education's attempt to
instill uniformity into the reporting process, the number of
handicapped individuals reported continues to be influenced by
such aspects of school policy as the aggressiveness with which
children with disabilities are sought out. Certain areas
believed to offer superior programs for handicapped children
are reported to attract families to locate in the areas in
order to qualify for the programs. As this behavior clearly is

a response to local policy, the analysis cannot rely on data
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TABLE A.4

HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AGE 0-20 IN MARYLAND, AS
PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION AGE 0-19,
BY COUNTY, 1988
(state Average = 6.5 Percent)

Handicapped Handicapped

County Percentage County Percentage
(1) (2)

Above Averade Below Averade
Dorchester 9.8% Howard 6.4%
Caroline 9.1 St. Mary's 6.4
Garrett 8.7 Worcester 6.4
Somerset 8.7 Charles 6.3
Carroll 8.0 Baltimore 6.0
Baltimore City 7.7 Talbot 6.0
Washington 7.6 Montgomery 5.9
Cecil 7.3 Wicomico 5.9
Calvert 7.0 Kent 5.4
Anne Arundel 6.9 Prince George's 4.9
Frederick 6.9
Allegany 6.7
Harford 6.7
Queen Anne's 6.5

Sources: Division of Special Education, Maryland Depart-
ment of Education, Special Services Information System Report

312 for December 1, 1988 (March 1989); and Ms. Estelle Apel-
berg, Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene.
that reflect such responses. Whether the reporting problem is
serious enough to preclude use of the data is not at all clear.
Suggestions on the handling of this issue would be welconme.

To the extent that handicaps are related to poverty,
allowance is already made in the analysis for the higher than

average ~osts of educating children living in households with

incomes below the poverty line. The implicit assumption of the

analysis that the cost of educating such children is 25 percent

100
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higher than the average for all children may not be adequate.
The advice of readers on this issue would be appreciated.

In the absence of substantial information to the con-
trary, it seems reasonable to assume that the incidence of most
handicaps among school-age children is approximately uniform
throughout the State. As a result, allowance for the number of
handicapped children would involve application of a statewide
percentage to all 24 counties. As this would not affect the
distribution of the school-age population among the counties,

the workload measure would not be significantly different.

12. community Colledes

The workload measure for this function, 3.9 percent of
local outlays, is an estimate of the total expected number of
course hours, derived by applying statewide average propensi-
ties to enroll in course-work in community colleges by age to
the actual age distribution of the resident population of each
county.

The age mix of students enrolled in courses in colleges
and universities, part-time and full-time, has shifted substan-
tially in recent decades. This underlines the importance of
taking into account in a workload measure the enrollment pro-
Pensities of all age groups, as well as each group's extent of
involvement, as measured by course hours.

The workload measure is calculated by multiplying each
age group's statewide propensity to enroll in community college

on a full-time and part-time basis by the population in each
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age group in each county. This yields an estimate of the num-
ber of potential full- and part-time enrollees in each county
by age group.

The full-time student's more extensive use of community-
college facilities is factored in by multiplying the estimates
of the number of potential full- and part-time enrollees by age
group in each county by the statewide average number of course
hours taken by students in each age g:roup.z2 Full-time stu-
dents enroll in 2-4 times more credit hours than part-time
students, depending on age (see Table A.5). Therefore, ref-
erence to the total number of course hours automatically pro-
vides for the appropriate weighting for the relative use of
facilities by each age group. Total hours are then summed for
all age groups in each county. The result is an estimate of

the total expected number of course hours in each county.

Note: Expenditures for the functions elementary and
secondary education and community colleges in this draft differ
slightly from the amounts that will be used in the final
report. Three counties do not have community colleges, and the
colleges of some counties have more limited course offerings
than others. 1In order to provide their residents with broader
ranges of options than they are able to offer in their own col-

leges, some counties make payments to the community colleges

ZInformation on statewide full-time and part-time enroll-
ment and average credit hours in 1989 for each age group are
provided by Mr. Daniel D. McConochie, Director of Research/
Planning, Maryland State Board for Community Colleges.
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TABLE A.5

AVERAGE COURSE HOURS TAKEN BY STUDENTS IN MARYLAND
COMMUNITY COLLEGES, BY AGE, 1989

Age Group Full-Time Part-Time
(1) (2)
Total 13.7 4.9
Under 15 14.3 4.1
15-19 13.8 6.6
20-29 13.5 5.3
30-39 13.3 4.5
40-49 13.4 4.1
50-59 13.1 3.6
60 and older 13 3 3.1

Source: Unpublished information provided by

Mr. Daniel D. McConochie, Director of Research/

Planning, Maryland State Board for Community Col-

leges.
of other counties. Information on the amounts of these inter-
governmental transfers for community colleges has been obtained
from Ms. Elaine Ryan, Executive Vice President, Charles County
Community College. Time has not permitted its incorporation in
the estimates for this draft; therefore, the contracted funds
are included in elementary and secondary education expendi-
tures.

In the final report, actual outlays for Calvert County
will be $219,945 for community colleges, rather than zero, and
lower by the same amount for elementary and secondary educa-
tion. The same adjustment will move $397,068 for St. Mary's

County from elementary and secondary education to community

colleges (shown as zero in the present draft). No adjustment
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is necessary for Somerset, the only other county for which no

outlays for community colleges are shown.

118 creati s

The worklocad measure for this function (2.5 peréent of
local expenditures) consists of three equally weighted vari-
ables: (1) R+V population, (2) density-adjusted R+V popula-
tion, and (3) the population living in households with incomes
below the poverty line. The indicators are chosen because each
reflects considerations that contribute to the relative need
for recreation and parks.

R+V population is included because public recreation
facilities, such as parks and beaches, are available to and
used by visitors as well as residents. As a result, the need
for expenditures for the operation and maintenance of these
facilities is determined by the R+V population.

Density-adjusted R+V population is calculated by multi-
plying each county's R+V population by the ratio of its R+V
population per square mile of land to the statewide average
density.? This factor is included because, other things
equal, the need for public parks and recreation facilities is
inversely related to population density. According to the

Maryland's Program Open Space, which sets standards for county

2
The square miles of land in each count
Maryland Association of Counties, Inc., y are from the

Fiscal Year 1988-89
MWMME&M (February

1989), p-
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acquisition of land for recreation purposes,“ the need for
recreation and parks per 1,000 residents depends on the exist-
ing supply of open land, parks, and recreation facilities,
which tends to vary inversely with the density of a county.

Finally, the need for public expenditures for parks and
recreation facilities depends inversely on the ability of resi-
dents to purchase access to such facilities in the market. 1In
the extreme, the millionaire with private pool, tennis court,
and health facilities who vacations in exotic foreign locations
has little interest in public parks or recreation facilities
except as such parks may contribute to the general quality of
the environment.

At more modest but still comfortable income levels, fam-
ilies are likely to belong to a private country club or swim-
ming pool, and to vacation at private resorts or national
parks, though they may be occasional users of facilities pro-
vided by local governments. It is at the lower end of the
income distribution that dependence on local public park and
recreation facilities is greatest. To capture this special
dimension of the need for public park and recreation services,
the population living in households with incomes below the pov-
erty level is included as the third variable in the workload

measure.

%Information provided by Mr. Chip Price, Program Open
Space, Maryland Department of Natural Resources.
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14. Libraries

These services, which account for 1.3 percent of local
expenditures, are the responsibility in each county of a
library board whose funding is largely in the form of “grants
from the State government and transfers ("contributions") from
the county board. The need for public library facilities and
programs depends on the overall size of a community, but visi-
tors to and employees in a locality rarely use the services.®

Therefore, resident population is the workload variable for

this function.

15. Natural Resources

The two principal programs in this function (0.1 percent
of local expenditures) are the Agriculture Extension Sérvice
and the Soil Conservation Service. The need for these programs
varies directly with the amount of undeveloped land. There-
fore, the workload measure is the total undeveloped acreage in
a county used for agriculture and mining, together with the

acreage of forests, wetlands, and barren land.?

BThere are, reportedly, cases near the borders of coun-
ties where significant numbers of the users of the library
facilities of one county are residents of another. The use of
public libraries in Baltimore County located near the City by
residents of the City has been cited as such a case. It is
difficult to see how this phenomenon could be accomodated in
the analysis. Suggestions would be welcome.

%Maryland Department of State Planning, Maryland's Land:

A o c = _ (December 1987), pp. 39-
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16. Urban Development and Housing

This function accounts for only 0.6 percent of local
expenditures: The workload measure is the resident population
living in households with incomes below the poverty level. The
need for the urban rehabilitation and public housing programs
that are the major activities comprehended by this function
clearly depends primarily on the size of a county's poverty

population.

17. Economic Development

The outlays included in this function (1.0 percent of
local expenditures) are intended to promote economic develop-
ment and growth by providing financial assistance to private
firms locating or expanding activities in certain areas and by
acquiring and improving industrial sites. The need for spend-
ing on this function tends to depend on the extent of poverty
as well as the overall size of a local area. Therefore, the
workload measure is an equally weighted combination of poverty

population and total resident population.

18. Economic Opportunity

Local operating outlays for this function account for
only 0.1 percent of expenditures. The services included in the
function are intended to alleviate poverty and its causes
through job training and day care. The obvious choice for the
workload measure is the population living in households with

incomes below the poverty line.
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1% and 20.

Debt service accounts for 7.0 percent of local expendi-
tures. The actual obligations of the local governments in a
county for debt service are, by definition, a function of the
borrowing policies of those governments in the past. The
default workload--total resident population--is used for both

of these functions to ensure policy neutrality.

21. Intergovernmental

This category, 0.1 percent of local expenditures, encom-
passes a very mixed bag of activities, making it difficult to
characterize the function and to identify an appropriate work-
load measure. Review of the uniform financial reports of par-
ticular local governments suggests that the only consistency in
reporting for the function involves contributions for local
boards (education, community colleges, health departments).

Howaver, most of the expenditures of these boards are
netted out of the intergovernmental category and recorded in
their appropriate function (for example, the outlays of boards
of education are classified as education spending), leaving the
intergovernmental category with a variety of miscellaneous
expenditures that apparently reflect little uniformity in
reporting by local governments in the various counties. As a

result, the default variable resident population is used as the

workload measure for this function.
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22. Miscellaneous

This category accounts for 2.1 percent of local expend-
itures, including outlays for settlement claims against local
governments, retirement and pension contributions, workers'
compensation, and social security. The need for expenditures
for this function depends on the overall magnitude of a govern-
ment's needed expenditures for all other functions. Therefore,
the workload measure is the total representative expenditures

of a county's governments for all other functions.
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TABLE E.12

REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, BY FUNCTION, FY 1988

Goneral - Sanitation &
County Total Government Police Fire Corrections Other Highways Waste Removal Other
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Total $7,502,401,758 $486,238,606 $427,919,949 $261,541,437 $86,880,659 $688,605,842 $216,738,848 $476,811,450 $362,750,918
Allegany 123,047,177 7,996,018 4,876,704 3,071,980 822,351 1,351,970 3,439,646 8,490,105 5,534,945
Anne Arundel 613,779,023 43,994,028 31,821,358 26,222,255 5,861,725 7,810,729 13,780,256 33,002,981 31,977,003
Baltimore City 1,751,054,746 80,007,966 104,768,796 79,566,876 24,056,293 16,012,874 71,799,078 104,102,244 65,556,455
Baltimore 1,002,723,918 72,739,342 66,784,611 46,403, 391 13,871,179 13,192,369 31,830,267 81,120,409 54,009,351
Calvert 70,515,601 4,953,708 3,276,925 977,439 633,130 744,172 940,647 1,813,314 3,046,626
Caroline 41,818,771 2,654,720 1,829,229 825,569 347,636 427,224 1,361,120 1,530,565 1,749,049
Carroll 158,032,181 12,413,473 7,934,577 2,241,346 1,432,549 2,006,857 3,756,084 6,604,315 8,216,042
Cecil 107,219,247 7,507,550 5,233,974 1,803,104 1,010,470 1,190,211 1,554,018 4,433,870 4,872,703
Charles 149,580, 769 9,891,489 7,535,499 1,486,452 1,515,320 1,590,131 2,264,921 5,142,411 6,509,972
Dorchester 52,186,102 3,222,831 2,511,419 668,630 488,734 563,181 2,199,899 2,653,933 2,305,655
Frederick 203,336,740 14,611,582 11,189,550 3,762,588 2,153,897 2,557,436 4,906,968 9,017,935 10,470,102
Garrett 49,262,761 2,845,860 1,869,154 592,725 322,966 502,329 2,085,028 1,548,207 2,056,526
Harford 244,311,938 17,696,367 12,700,193 3,370,309 2,470,347 2,850,372 5,130,209 10,317,246 11,669,379
Howard 223,688,161 16,868,094 12,150,873 8,085,539 2,192,690 3,075,485 4,744,413 14,269,536 12,590,988
Kent 26,582,540 1,805,210 1,134,673 486,326 191,863 313,490 622,040 1,714,614 1,283,423
Montgomery 1,001,286,929 73,647,256 51,341,536 39,992,697 8,654,903 14,239,067 26,357,611 81,461,329 58,294,517
Prince George's 1,087,085,699 73,806,539 70,572,558 28,794,613 15,246,391 12,740,359 22,157,212 80,309, 829 52,158,827
Queen Anne's 44,101,760 3,334,329 2,176,914 793,839 410,515 514,935 1,187,729 1,379,892 2,108,135
St. Mary’s 114,705,645 7,332,338 5,793,908 1,168,539 1,176,108 1,200,177 1,640,713 3,680,031 4,913,507
Somerset 33,114,805 2,060,063 1,524,508 515,444 301,641 331,734 905,968 1,265,458 1,358,114
Talbot 41,647,735 2,946,740 2,203,574 739,703 390, 841 571,614 1,475,992 2,295,370 2,340,178
Washington 181,743,332 12,445,330 8,209,901 3,851,303 1,403,318 2,237,490 6,471,322 10,056,430 9,160,247
Wicomico 118,546,691 7,571,263 6,760,964 4,559,102 1,365,673 1,414,225 4,295,764 5,523,384 5,789,814
Worcester 63,029,525 3,886,511 3,718,539 1,561,679 560,120 1,167,410 1,831,443 5,078,042 4,779,359

Sources: See text.
Worksheet Source: Range name MDREPX88 from WORKLOAD.WR1, cursor at A57.
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TABLE E.12

REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF MD. LOCAL GOVTS., FY 1988

Economic Debt Service
Oppor-  =--—wececemccecccer—————e e Intergov- Miscel-
County tunity Principal Interest ernmental laneous
(19) (20) (21) (22) (23)

Total $10,286,993 $233,975,055 $290,755,979 $10,872,859 $1£56,468,058
Allegany 241,867 3,847,635 4,781,377 178,800 2,566,239
Anne Arundel 566,985 21,169,658 26,307,098 983,757 12,800,808
Baltimore City 4,487,362 38,499,346 47,842,344 1,789,071 36,519,523
Baltimore 861,004 35,001,728 43,495,926 1,626,536 20,912,538
Calvert 89,683 2,383,694 2,962,168 110,771 1,470,654
Caroline 78,241 1,277,435 1,587,442 59,363 872,161
Carroll 123,578 5,973,288 7,422,882 277,580 3,295,876
Cecil 140,920 3,612,587 4,489,287 167,878 2,236,135
Charles 162,762 4,759,724 5,914,811 221,185 3,119,616
Dorchester 109,771 1,550,807 1,927,155 72,066 1,088,379
Frederick 189,359 7,031,004 8,737,284 326,732 4,240,737
Garrett 104,177 1,369,411 1,701,738 63,637 1,027,412
Harford 270,499 8,515,384 10,581,892 395,711 5,095,304
Howard 107,813 8,116,824 10,086,610 377,190 4,665,180
Kent 54,135 868,656 1,079,461 40,367 554,398
Montgomery 632,690 35,438,611 44,038,832 1,646,838 20,882,568
Prince George's 1,107,677 35,515,257 44,134,078 1,650,400 22,671,965
Queen Anne’s 61,433 1,604,459 1,993,828 74,559 919,774
St. Mary's 160,194 3,528,276 4,384,516 163,960 2,392,270
Somerset 73,944 991,290 1,231,855 46,065 690,633
Talbot 65,705 1,417,953 1,762,061 65,893 868,593
Washington 297,172 5,988,617 7,441,931 278,292 3,790,390
Wicomico 197,420 3,643,245 4,527,386 169,302 2,472,378
Worcester 102,600 1,870,165 2,324,016 86,907 1,314,527

wWorksheet Sourc
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Total

Allegany

Anne Arundel
Baltimore City

Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecil
Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Prince George's
Queen Anne's

St. Mary'’'s
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

wWorksheet Sourc

REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, BY FUNCTION, FY 1988
Education

--------------------------- Urban Economic
Health & Social Elementary Community Recreation Natural Development Develop-

Hospitals Services & Secondary Colleges & Parks Libraries Resources & Housing ment

(10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)
$298,141,389 $587,923,858 $2,803,916,362 $295,685,325 $186,896,047 $95,870,367 $7,843,557 $43,891,816 $72,386, 284
7,343,868 14,159,699 42,976,187 4,408,898 2,547,281 1,576,554 356,913 1,031,983 1,446,157
17,577,444 32,791,377 250,553,480 28,036,321 11,885,934 8,674,185 272,912 2,419,171 5,269,546
117,697,924 251,023,322 523,427,536 48,256,931 78,969,972 15,774,957 6,028 19,146,362 21,743,487
27,292,025 50,026,941 355,791,190 42,073,481 18,853,251 14,341,822 379,229 3,673,672 8,443,666
2,660,473 5,172,360 32,853,488 2,957,379 1,243,102 976,709 182,239 382,654 684,266
2,386,182 4,589,257 16,344,309 1,466,767 819,577 523,424 282,786 333,832 472,882
4,360,197 7,473,765 69,965,564 7,349,669 2,480,690 2,447,531 370,255 527,275 1,358,738
4,416,453 8,289,309 46,451,361 4,467,162 1,908,582 1,480,243 297,536 601,267 1,054,629
4,973,982 9,455,027 71,898,023 6,414,140 2,390,868 1,950,278 380,769 694,462 1,308,927
3,328,036 6,429,988 18,044,884 1,699,023 1,084,072 635,437 507,734 468,363 626,104
6,047,078 11,082,141 88,682,267 9,018,887 3,298,285 2,880,926 570,190 807,945 1,753,845
3,142,560 6,095,753 19,132,243 1,612,085 1,026,620 561,111 580,364 444,495 578,362
8,291,204 15,701,606 106,764,163 11,012,196 4,231,831 3,489,145 335,496 1,154,146 2,268,938
3,791,943 6,325,108 96,777,173 10,483,698 3,384,482 3,325,837 173,774 460,009 1,634,901
1,652,417 3,173,795 8,870,189 1,011,686 564,351 355,928 249,698 230,981 324,833
20,457,162 36,401,170 401,627,372 42,147,207 18,797,668 14,520,833 299,588 2,699,516 7,707,958
33,363,471 63,735,373 428,819,753 49,635,655 21,674,839 14,552,238 321,519 4,726,160 9,390,385
1,911,121 3,604,302 17,669,720 1,839,173 808,251 657,421 324,978 262,118 464,334
5,088,032 9,491,796 52,108,823 4,959,493 1,984,518 1,445,698 299,844 683,504 1,109,400
2,342,678 4,408,518 11,752,335 1,166,876 716,896 406,177 295,612 315,497 413,500
2,156,062 3,930,265 14,574,196 1,494,096 800,551 581,001 236,489 280, 345 450,513
8,682,403 17,078,136 67,106,691 7,583,566 3,578,910 2,453,812 387,694 1,267,954 1,971,924
5,948,747 11,481,959 42,188,006 4,472,127 2,251,368 1,492,806 321,261 842,237 1,258,159
3,229,926 6,002,891 19,537,409 2,118,809 1,594,186 766,293 410,648 437,768 650,276
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TABLE E. 13

PER CAPITA REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, BY FUNCTION, FY 1988

Public Safety Public Works Health
Res1ident Generadlll o e EEE e e = = s = L = e s st e = e (el el and
Population Govern- Correc- High- Sanita- Hosp1- Soctal
County 1/1/88 Total ment Police Fire tions Other ways tion Other tals Services
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Total 4,579,000 $1,638.44 $106.19 $93.45 $57.12 $18.97 $19.35 $47.33 $104.13 $79.22 $65. 11 $128.40
Allegany 75,300 1,634.09 106.19 64.76 40.80 10.92 17.95 45.68 112.75 72.51 97.53 188.04
Anne Arundel 414,300 1,481.48 106.19 76.81 63.29 14.15 18.85 33.26 79.66 77.18 42.43 79.15
Baltimore City 753,450 2,324.05 106.19 139.05 105.60 31.93 21.25 95.29 138.17 87.01 156. 21 3313 17
Baltimore 685,000 1,463.83 106.19 97.50 67.74 20.25 19.26 46.47 118.42 78.85 39.84 3.02
Calvert 46,650 1,511.59 106.19 70.25 20.95 13.57 15.95 20.16 38.87 65.31 57.03 110.88
Caroline 25,000 1,672.75 106.19 73.17 33.02 13.91 17.09 54.45 61.22 69.936 95.45 183.57
carroll 116,900 1,351.86 106.19 67.88 19.17 12.25 17.17 32.13 56.50 70.28 37.30 63.92
Cecil 70,700 1,516.54 106.19 74.03 25.50 14.29 16.84 21.98 62.71 68.92 62.47 117.25
Charles 93,150 1,605.81 106.19 80.90 15.96 16.27 17.07 24.32 5§5.21 69.89 53.40 101.50
Dorchester 30,350 1,719.48 106.19 82.75 22.03 16.10 18.56 72.48 87.44 75.97 109.66 211.86
Frederick 137,600 1,477.74 106.19 81.32 27.34 15.65 18.59 35.66 65.54 76.09 43.95 80.54
Garrett 26,800 1,838.16 106.19 69.75 22.12 12.05 18.74 77.80 57.77 76.74 117.26 227.45
Harford 166,650 1,466.02 106.19 76.21 20.22 14.82 17.10 30.78 61.91 70.02 49.75 94 .22
Howard 158, 850 1,408.17 106.19 76.49 50.90 13.80 19.36 29.87 89.83 79.26 23.87 39.82
Kent 17,000 1,563.68 106.19 66.75 28.61 11.29 18.44 36.59 100.86 75.50 97.20 186.69
Montgomery 693,550 1,443.71 106.19 74.03 57.66 12.48 20.53 38.00 117.46 84.05 29.50 5§2.43
Pr. George's 695,050 1,564.04 106.19 101.54 41.43 21.94 18.33 31.88 115.55 75.04 48.00 91.70
Queen Anne’s 31,400 1,404.52 106.19 69.33 25.28 13.07 16.40 37.83 43.95 67.14 60.86 114.79
St. Mary's 69,050 1,661.20 106.19 83.91 16.92 17.03 17.38 23.76 53.30 71.16 73.69 137.46
Somerset 19,400 1,706.95 106.19 78.58 26.57 15.55 17.10 46.70 65.23 70.01 120.76 227.24
Talbot 27,750 1,500.82 106.19 79.41 26.66 14.08 20.60 53.19 82.72 84.33 77.70 141.63
washington 117,200 1,550.71 106.19 70.05 32.86 11.97 19.09 55.22 85.81 78.16 74.08 145.72
wicomico 71,300 1,662.65 106.19 94.82 63.94 19.15 19.84 60.25 717.47 81.20 83.43 161.04
Worcester 36,600 1,722.12 106.19 101.60 42.67 15.30 31.90 50.04 138.74 130.58 88.25 164.01

Sources: Table E.12 and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-26, No. 88-A,
County Population Estimates: July 1, 1988, 1987, and 1986 (August 1989), p. 18.
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TABLE E.13

PER CAPITA REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, BY FUNCTION, FY 1988

Education Urban Debt Service
----------------- Recrea- Natural Develop- Economic Economic =----—----—-----=- Inter-
Elem. & Comm. tion & Librar- Re- ment & Devel- Oppor- Prin- Inter- govern- Miscel-
County Second. Colleges Parks ies sources Housing opment tunity cipal est mental lanecus
(13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)
Total $612.34 $64 .57 $40.82 $20.94 $1.71 $9.59 $15.81 $2.25 $51.10 $63.50 $2.38 $34.17
Allegany 570.73 58.55 33.83 20.94 4.74 13.71 19.21 3.21 51.10 63.50 2.38 34.08
Anne Arundel 604.76 67.67 28.69 20.94 0.66 5.84 12.72 1.37 51.10 63.50 2.38 30.90
Baltimore City 694.71 64.05 104.81 20.94 0.01 25.41 28.86 5.96 51.10 63.50 2.38 48.417
Baltimore 519.40 61.42 27.52 20.94 0.55 5.36 12.33 1.26 51.10 63.50 2.38 30.53
Calvert 704 .26 63.40 26.65 20.94 3.91 8.20 14.67 1.92 51.10 63.50 2.38 31.53
Caroline 653.77 58.67 32.78 20.94 11.31 13.35 18.92 3.13 51.10 63.50 2.38 34.89
Carroll 598.51 62.87 21.22 20.94 3.17 4.51 11.62 1.06 51.10 63.50 2.38 28.19
Ceci) 657.02 63.19 27.00 20.94 4.21 8.50 14.92 1.99 51.10 63.50 2.38 31.63
Charles 771.85 68.86 25.617 20.94 4.09 7.46 14.05 1.75 51.10 63.50 2.38 33.49
Dorchester 594 .56 55.98 35.72 20.94 16.73 15.43 20.63 3.62 51.10 63.50 2.38 35.86
Frederick 644.49 65.54 23.97 20.94 4.14 5.87 12.75 1.38 51.10 63.50 2.38 30.82
Garrett 713.89 60.15 38.31 20.94 21.66 16.59 21.58 3.89 51.10 63.50 2.38 38.34
Har ford 640.65 66.08 25.39 20.94 2.01 6.93 13.62 1.62 51.10 63.50 2.38 30.58
Howard 609.24 66.00 21.31 20.94 1.09 2.90 10.29 0.68 51.10 63.50 2.38 29.317
Kent 521.178 59.51 33.20 20.94 14.69 13.59 19.11 3.18 51.10 63.50 2.38 32.61
Montgomery 579.09 60.1717 27.10 20.94 0.43 3.89 1.1 0.91 51.10 63.50 2.38 30.11
Pr. George's 616.96 71.41 31.19 20.94 0.46 6.80 13.51 1.59 51.10 63.50 2.38 32.62
Queen Anne's 562.73 58.57 25.74 20.94 10.35 8.35 14.79 1.96 51.10 63.50 2.38 29.29
St. Mary's 7154 .65 71.83 28.74 20.94 4,34 9.90 16.07 2.32 51.10 63.50 2.38 34.65
Somerset 605.79 60.15 36.95 20.94 15.24 16.26 21.31 3.81 51.10 63.50 2.38 35.60
Talbot 525.20 53.84 28.85 20.94 8.52 10.10 16.24 2.37 51.10 63.50 2.38 31.30
wWashington 572.58 64.71 30.54 20.94 3.31 10.82 16.83 2.54 51.10 63.50 2.38 32.34
Wicomico 591.70 62.72 31.58 20.94 4.51 11.81 17.65 2.117 51.10 63.50 2.38 34.68
Worcester 533.81 57.89 43.58 20.94 11.22 11.96 17.717 2.80 51.10 63.50 2.38 35.92

r
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TABLE E.17

DATA USED TO CALCULATE WORKLOADS FOR ESTIMATING REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES
FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, BY COUNTY, 1988

Average Average Popula- Career

Number of Total Population Concepts Poverty Popula- tion Fire

Total Resident Population Visitors Employ- —=-=~-=--cceee——mmm tion, 1979 Under Per-
------------------------------- Per Day ment R+V R+V+E ———-==-=--—-~--=-=-~ 125% of sonnel

County 1/1/817 7/1/88 1/1/88 CY 1988 FY 1988 (3+4) (3+4+5) Total Under 18 Poverty 1989
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Total 4,536,000 4,622,000 4,579,000 137,910 1,997,424 4,716,910 6,714,334 404,560 143,012 543,707 6.097
Allegany 75,400 75,200 75,300 850 26,299 76,150 102,449 9,512 3,049 13,718 65
Anne Arundel 411,000 417,600 414,300 26,580 150,998 440,880 591,878 22,298 8,426 31,042 640
Baltimore City 755,500 751,400 753,450 14,220 445,747 767,670 1,213,417 176,476 67,178 222,069 2,118
Baltimore 680,700 689,300 685,000 5,920 308,766 690,920 999,686 33,861 10,099 47,781 1,147
Calvert 45,300 48,000 46,650 1,660 8,082 48,310 56,392 357211 1,416 4,870 14
Caroline 24,700 25,300 25,000 320 7,054 25,320 32,374 3,077 921 4,462 16
Carrol) 115,100 118,700 116,900 1,070 34,105 117,970 152,075 4,860 1,517 7,613 24
Cecil 69,600 71,800 70,700 2,770 16,721 73,470 90,191 5,542 1,811 8,102 29
Charles 91,500 94,800 93,150 4,250 23,096 97,400 120,496 6,401 2,630 9,027 10
Dorchester 30,300 30,400 30,350 700 11,6217 31,050 42,671 4,317 1,418 6,236 8
Frederick 135,500 139,700 137,600 11,030 45,166 148,630 193,796 7,447 2,274 10,730 59
Garrett 26,700 26,900 26,800 2,600 8,665 29,400 38,065 4,097 1,363 5,900 i7
Harford 162,900 170,400 166,650 2,400 46,944 169,050 215,994 10,638 4,028 14,969 40
Howard 154,700 163,000 158,850 3,190 71,013 162,040 233,053 4,240 1,424 6,152 182
Kent 17,000 17,000 17,000 440 6,316 17,440 23,756 2,129 554 2,083 8
Montgomery 682,200 704,900 693,550 10,660 374,792 704,210 1,079,002 24,882 7,388 34,111 923
Prince George's 689,100 701,000 695,050 6,060 264,323 701,110 965,433 43,562 14,807 59,7317 607
Queen Anne’'s 30,800 32,000 31,400 460 7,161 31,860 39,021 2,416 783 3,506 13
St. Mary’'s 67,800 70,300 69,050 1,970 19,927 71,020 90,947 6,300 2,453 9,401 9
Somerset 19,400 19,400 19,400 470 5,268 19,870 25,138 2,908 949 4,415 9
Talbot 27,500 28,000 27,7150 1,340 14,226 29,090 43,316 2,584 780 3,959 10
Washington 116,600 117,800 117,200 3,740 48,612 120,940 169,552 11,687 3,854 15,968 69
Wicomico 70,600 72,000 71,300 2,490 33,377 73,790 107,167 7,764 2,594 10,987 69
Worcester 36,300 36,900 36,600 32,720 19,144 69,320 88,464 4,035 1,296 5,809 D

Sources: See Appendix A.
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TABLE E.17 (Continued)

DATA USED TO CALCULATE WORKLOADS FOR ESTIMATING REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES
FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IN MARYLAND, BY COUNTY, 1988

County Total Under 10 5-14 11-14 15-17 15-19 20-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 Over 65
(12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23)
"'Total 4,535,860 655,440 599,030 287,540 208,740 402,610 383,930 786,950 666,850 466,650 412,190 473,700
Allegany 74,710 8,730 8,890 4,410 3,160 6,820 5,550 9,340 9,280 8,400 9,010 13,170
Anne Arundel 412,620 58,370 54,480 26,710 19,170 37,730 37,400 74,880 63,390 45,720 35,760 32,660
Baltimore City 745,090 119,010 101,870 46,590 34,820 68,210 67,670 115,860 90,130 64,600 69,470 103,550
Baltimore 676,460 85,040 77,860 37,150 27,390 53,430 54,940 117,500 98,660 70,230 73,560 85,950
Calvert 46,230 7,360 7,070 3,370 2,480 4,380 3,210 8,070 7,420 5,080 3,630 3,710
Caroline 24,900 3,570 3,450 1,690 1,220 2,130 1,650 3,910 3,310 2,630 2,590 3,420
Carroll 115,670 16,470 15,400 7,520 5,450 10,520 8,380 19,780 19,1560 12,500 9,710 11,640
Cecil 69,110 10,020 10,020 4,960 3,540 6,690 5,440 10,830 10,480 7,330 6,500 6,860
Charles 93,170 15,890 15,580 7,730 5,480 9,990 7,450 16,370 14,560 9,660 6,060 5,460
Dorchester 30,070 3,850 3,720 1,760 1,300 2,370 2,030 4,360 3,820 3,160 3,470 5,250
Frederick 136,900 20,410 19,420 9,450 6,880 13,010 10,810 24,050 21,580 14,260 10,890 12,440
Garrett 26,580 3,960 3,950 1,860 1,410 2,390 1,840 4,220 3,580 2,720 2,490 3,520
Harford 164,410 23,550 23,080 11,060 8,140 15,780 13,410 29,240 26,690 17,990 14,000 12,690
Howard 157,850 23,470 21,530 10,500 7,570 14,000 11,620 32,120 29,010 17,410 11,160 8,560
Kent 16,970 1,870 1,870 1,010 650 1,450 1,380 2,150 2,260 1,750 2,080 3,020
Montgomery 687,800 99,960 89,210 42,950 31,130 55,110 47,520 125,420 110,830 75,890 61,480 68,640
Prince George's 685,820 102,880 94,030 46,180 32,240 66,070 72,190 128,560 102,660 69,190 52,380 45,710
Queen Anne's 31,010 4,120 3,800 1,810 1,330 2,530 2,090 5,000 4,750 3,480 3,500 3,730
St. Mary's 69,880 12,000 11,150 5,240 3,920 7,280 6,620 12,860 9,240 6,600 4,830 5,210
Somerset 19,400 2,530 2,440 1,170 830 1,860 1,450 2,480 2,370 1,940 2,380 3220
Talbot 27,600 3,440 3,090 1,420 1,090 2,030 1,700 3,980 3,480 2,960 3,320 5,270
Washington 116,250 14,700 14,150 6,770 5,000 10,040 10,930 18,880 15,430 12,020 12,190 15,290
wWicomico 70,750 9,620 8,880 4,300 3,110 6,260 5,800 11,380 9,760 7,210 7,260 9,160
Worcester 36,610 4,620 4,090 1,930 1,430 2,530 2,850 5,710 5,010 3,920 4,470 5,570

Sources: See Appendix A.
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TABLE E.17 (Continued)

DATA USED TO CALCULATE WORKLOADS FOR ESTIMATING REPRESENTATIVE EXPENDITURES

eTT

FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS IM MARYLAND, BY COUNTY, 1988
Locally Maintained Roads and Bridges Percent
--------------------------------------- of Pop- Violent Crimes Acres of Expected Course Hours 1n
Bridges ulation 1987 Square Undevel- Community Colleges

Vehicle = = = = =—c-meeemmoo Served by ------~--------- Miles oped = —mmmemeemm e

Miles Lane Square Lane Public Expected of Resources Part Part

County Traveled Miles Feet Miles Sewers Number Arrests Land 1985 Total Time Time

(24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35)
Total 6,736,694 ,359 46,180 3,463,221 1,093 72.5% 37,411 11,917 9,844 5,614,434 774,228 393,869 380,358
Allegany 81,805,413 1,461 378,322 119 89.3 163 174 427 255,479 11,544 6,029 5,516
Anne Arundel 423,134,178 3,139 123,287 39 49.0 1,496 1,132 418 195,351 73,411 37,337 36,073
Baltimore City 2,563,614,047 4,486 608,802 192 100.0 14,763 1,897 80 4,315 126,357 66,413 59,944
Baltimore 1,052,686,240 4,822 80,574 25 89.3 6,593 1,705 598 271,453 110,166 54,426 55,739
Calvert 13,702,538 716 5,857 2 5.4 165 121 213 130,447 7,744 3,959 3,785
Caroline 18,155,848 1,035 191,330 60 31.9 112 60 321 202,419 3,841 1,953 1,887
Carroll 82,212,461 1,953 26,309 8 26.1 293 300 452 265,029 19,245 9,717 9,528
Cecil 21,098,310 1,183 178,883 56 34.2 306 180 360 212,977 11,697 6,082 5,615
Charles 48,243,072 1,212 49,885 16 24.7 489 260 452 212,555 16,795 8,877 7,317
Dorchester 43,718,558 1,265 94,667 30 58.4 206 68 593 363,437 4,449 2,235 2,214
Frederick 102,035,122 2,614 404,022 128 34.1 706 366 663 408,143 23,615 12,100 11,518
Garrett 32,463,691 1,496 93,022 29 25.3 73 65 657 415,426 4,221 2,172 2,049
Harford 133,820,030 1,912 175,844 56 32.7 725 447 448 240,149 28,835 14,7§5 14,100
Howard 133,678,848 1,460 100,625 32 58.5 520 436 251 124,388 27,451 13,514 13,937
Kent 6,675,390 549 16,576 5 73.7 40 40 278 178,734 2,649 1,364 1,285
Montgomery 854,305,564 4,485 333,609 105 82.8 1,989 1,741 495 214,446 110,359 54,090 56,269
Prince George's 713,983,844 3,916 252,134 80 90.6 6,909 1,982 487 230,144 129,967 67,212 €2,755
Queen Anne’s 13,396,482 1,029 20,996 7 11.6 118 75 372 232,620 4,816 2,388 2,428
St. Mary’s 31,554,633 990 34,086 11 22.0 391 198 373 214,629 12,986 6,883 6,103
Somerset 12,080,146 729 2,995 1 36.7 116 46 338 211,600 3,055 1,618 1,437
Talbot 29,983,823 841 20,522 6 47.9 147 60 259 169,279 3,912 1,974 1,988
washington 184,332,504 1,911 180,365 57 55.0 263 301 455 277,512 19,857 10,144 9,712
Wicomico 111,819,831 1,637 58,200 18 44.3 614 179 379 229,959 11,710 5,990 5,720
Worcester 28,193,786 1,339 32,309 10 67.0 214 85 475 293,943 5,548 2,706 e

Sources: See Appendix A.
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TABLE E.7

OPERATING OUTLAYS OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, BY FUNCTION, FY 1388

Total

Allegany

Anne Arundel
Baltimore City

Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
carroll
Cecil
Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Pr. George's
Queen Anne's

St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
washington
wicomico
Worcester

115,952,224
593,912,906

1,658,296,170

922,774,424
63,956,318
34,511,950

137,077,839
86,106,208

130,512,413
42,469,079

179,166,604
41,967,023

213,636,910

265,531,457
25,770,250

1,320,355,953
1,134,553,899

44,916,782
76,734,522
26,659,596
48,087,442
148,986,787
99,272,768
89,192,212

General
Government

$7,502,401,758 $486,238,606

4,712,278
56,794,756
130,953,921
36,512,068
3,800,755
2,338,804
10,703,830
5,154,447
5,260,888
1,979,267
8,964,947
1,663,693
12,080,418
18,545,752
1,793,430
73,571,379
86,703,636
2,188,880
3,285,333
2,168,477
1,907,996
6,067,714
3,845,407
5,240,470

2,970,487
36,361,147
142,801,498
56,507,732
2,376,686
939,272
3,073,180
2,192,436
6,061,386
1,862,178
5,660,339
462,966
8,756,813
12,062,532
720,257
67,119,456
58,275,857
708,099
2,325,169
431,091
1,695,232
5,112,047
3,024,038
6,360,051

2,396,939
34,381,600
76,826,280
39,482,545

477,811
594,228
1,754,636
515,441
1,950,724
432,462
3,196,109
359,583
2,227,200
7,504,593
406,558
48,800,187
29,385,417
572,116
544,172
270,298
649,838

2,832,061

3,007,188

2,973,451

622,149
5,663,479
28,763,165
6,034,617
1,622,225
627,290
1,067,825
1,627,217
1,810,989
214,138
1,810,407
199,330
2,427,063
2,572,331
394,653
11,033,388
13,691,089
632,363
886,169
303,336
514,840
1,691,809
1,050,123
1,620,664

1,417,324
5,405,961
28,980,618
11,939,746
733,658
73,571
1,363,669
2,003,506
703,113
253,045
1,139,379
152,040
1,667,838
3,713,345
121,640
14,587,234
9,592,700
414,493
1,105,258
246,035
418,612
1,060,460
621,343
891,254

$427,919,949 $261,541,437 $686,880,659 $86,605,842 $216,738,848

5,634,583
25,730,405
33,577,104
17,118,834

3,749,192

1,965,471

6,996,931

4,418,453

1,973,590

4,922,611

8,068,360

6,367,814
11,915,057

5,663,934

1,390,279
34,564,015
16,613,387

3,395,441

2,472,599

1,666,394

2,350,809

4,840,283

6,371,178

4,972,124

Sanitation &
Waste Removal

3476.81].450 $362,750,918

Tables £.8 and E.9.

Sources:

Rafuse MDTABLES.WR1

9,576,100 7,754,971
28,462,609 22,503,487
113,508,274 52,628,147
50,818,835 0
1,566,490 619,114
1,081,145 958,768
3,593,169 1,752,858
3,065,476 2,587,012
5,172,644 3,883,294
1,496,589 933,237
11,296,194 11,403,912
1,348,749 616,355
9,615,296 4,955,490
15,345,138 15,228,394
763,361 1,099,025
88,586,524 102,910,539
103,092,328 76,308,683
3,272,216 765,941
2,686,534 1,859,724
1,678,671 811,261
1,823,243 12,727,754
6,752,726 19,059,656
4,256,092 5,721,624
7,953,047 15,661,672

02/21/90



TABLE E.7

OPERATING OUTLAYS OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, BY FUNCTION, FY 1988

o2t

Education
--------------------------- Urban Economic
Health & Social Elementary Community Recreation Natural Development Develop-
County Hospitals Services & Secondary Colleges & Parks Libraries Resources & Housi1ng ment
(10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)

Total $298,141,389 $587,923,858 $2,803,916,362 $295,685,325 $186,896,047 $95,870,367 $7,843,557 $43,891,816 $72,386,384
Allegany 6,102,072 13,069,472 42,653,135 7,879,696 913,707 639,276 142,618 1,150,812 1,309,050
Anne Arundel 17,106,094 24,560,354 250,212,281 25,120,724 7,200,671 8,039,995 (o] 258,749 549,391
Baltimore City 87,897,376 298,609,052 410,950,668 23,491,363 42,814,762 15,958,864 0 16,016,063 58,813,528
Baltimore 65,307,784 38,034,256 355,504,008 74,665,574 11,014,704 20,083,621 3,481,006 206,066 882,930
Calvert 3,244,356 3,931,827 34,125,242 0 1,251,761 635,231 130,443 427,889 293,122
Caroline 1,766,651 2,853,029 15,951,157 1,066,976 454,129 613,829 98,702 589,999 237,821
Carroll 5,991,534 8,414,403 70,915,569 3,312,780 937,743 2,418,488 255,593 712,668 1,727,100
Cecil 3,158,432 6,115,579 43,074,671 5,202,150 373,839 1,330,835 166,950 1,227,857 152,277
Charles 5,627,846 8,325,440 62,641,547 11,471,137 2,579,679 683,018 398,874 2,055,127 215,502
Dorchester 2,024,321 4,161,693 18,405,252 1,007,699 355,605 355,957 224,919 177,859 124,222
Frederick 6,294,231 6,833,788 88,919,923 7,293,604 2,416,101 1,097,398 252,438 1,844,011 342,099
Garrett 2,085,397 3,379,128 19,533,617 2,444,902 © 59,495 287,736 114,838 636,596 240,798
Harford 6,015,338 19,496,982 100,845,286 13,440,458 2,031,400 3,069,528 182,462 1,831,414 261,224
Howard 5,733,427 8,538,083 116,377,492 11,015,976 3,938,387 3,914,977 390,119 1,901,911 947,218
Kent 2,118,692 1,550,887 10,460,354 829,871 300,522 233,674 232,915 204,805 32,181
Hontgomery 26,941,714 52,907,193 505,552,902 63,719,606 58,677,455 17,212,138 250,328 9,114,156 2,125,221
Pr. George's 26,732,286 50,669,741 430,367,475 30,348,594 44,745,094 14,296,201 488,222 1,874,841 1,744,248
Queen Anne's 2,600,062 2,744,747 21,764,163 1,481,911 1,422,454 325,884 249,728 205,257 985,860
St. Mary's 3,570,456 7,327,753 46,100,469 0 766,773 1,294,406 163,054 281,260 333,419
Somerset 1,973,327 2,952,126 12,206,661 0 181,130 154,232 42,768 495,548 139,038
Talbot 1,844,832 2,251,480 15,165,216 1,541,187 175,710 598,147 128,231 614,297 158,776
washington 6,826,876 10,463,167 65,042,923 7,335,002 2,039,631 1,320,675 236, 341 175,907 148,615
Wicomico 4,221,585 7,600,104 42,762,728 2,132,988 1,741,023 864,054 108,490 525,609 0
Worcester 2,956,700 3,133,774 24,383,622 813,127 504,266 442,203 104,518 763,115 622,744
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Total

Allegany

Anne Arundel
Baltimore City

Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecil
Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Pr. George's
Queen Anne's

St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
washington
Wicomico
Worcester

- - - = - - - - -~ — ———_— - - - - -

OPERATING OUTLAYS OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, BY FUNCTION, FY

Economic
Oppor-
tunity

TABLE E.7

Intergov-
ernmental

$10,286,993 $233,975,055 $290,755,979 $10,872,859

47,362
0
1,949,567
3,258,454
0

0

617,534

0

40,767
46,497
1,648,600
219,064
2,109,646
166,460
18,697
74,676
68,070

[=]

Rafuse MDTABLES.WR1

2,058,858
19,170,234
49,843,215
41,207,875
1,227,760
814,960
2,707,085
1,108,473
3,364,091
1,434,908
5,630,215
212,265
4,679,086
16,011,817
2,196,553
47,728,577
23,569,263
181,623
1,660,070
105,790
1,025,174
2,081,171
4,334,155
1,621,837

3,624,062
25,116,544
43,672,820
30,494,099
1,293,178
753,144
3,124,030
1,291,872
2,913,061
1,017,169
4,499,980
647,288
3,339,011
15,278,373
246,843
81,381,698
59,324,374
514,174
1,800,337
292,980
1,257,476
2,273,746
3,708,331
2,891,389

28,704
0

)

0

0
172,942
1,709,019
170,914
0

0
330,705
36,993
0

0

13,348
4,267,273
0

39,522

0

24,526
217,471
562,521

Miscel-

$156,468,058

1,248,569
1,204,425
239,885
60,219,670
2,449,778
560,062
3,928,135
1,168,371
3,379,696
1,039,451
223,864
898,376
2,689,900
681,197
641,705
9,230,294
56,662,393
451,848
249,962
455,909
1,021,121
2,463,456
3,376,728
1,983,263

1)

02/21/90
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TABLE E. 10

PER CAPITA OPERATING OUTLAYS OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, BY FUNCTION, FY 1988

Public Safety Public Works Heatlth
Resident General oo e and
Population Govern- Correc- High- Sanita- Hospi- Social
County 1/1/88 Total ment Police Fire tions Other ways tion Other tals Services
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
Total 4,579,000 $1,638.44 $106.19 $93.45 $57.12 $18.97 $19.35 $47.33 $104.13 $79.22 $65.11 $128.40
Allegany 75,300 1,539.87 62.58 39.45 31.83 8.26 18.82 74.83 127.17 102.99 81.04 173.57
Anne Arundel 414,300 1,433.53 137.09 87.77 82.99 13.67 13.05 62.11 68.70 54 .32 41.29 59.28
Baltimore City 753,450 2,200.94 173.81 189.53 101.97 38.18 38.46 44 .56 150.65 69.85 116.66 396.32
Baltimore 685,000 1,347.12 53.30 82.49 57.64 8.81 17.43 24.99 74.19 0.00 95.34 5/51. 52
Calvert 46,650 1,370.98 81.47 50.95 10.24 34.77 15.73 80.37 33.58 13.27 69.55 84.28
Carcline 25,000 1,380.48 93.55 37.57 23.717 25.09 2.94 78.62 43.25 38.35 70.67 114,12
Carroll 116,900 1,172.61 91.586 26.29 15.01 9.14 11.67 59.85 30.74 15.00 '51.25 71.98
Cecil 70,700 1,217.91 72.91 31.01 7.29 23.02 28.34 62.50 43,36 36.59 44 .67 86.50
Charles 93,150 1,401.10 56.48 65.07 20.94 19.44 7.55 21.19 55.53 41.69 60.42 89.38
Dorchester 30,350 1,399.31 65.22 61.36 14.25 7.06 8.34 162.20 49. 31 30.75 66.70 137.12
Frederick 137,600 1,302.08 65.15 41.14 23.23 13.16 8.28 58.64 82.09 82.88 45.74 49.66
Garrett 26,800 1,565.93 62.08 17.28 13.42 7.44 5.67 237.61 50.33 23.00 77.81 126.09
Harford 166,650 1,281.95 72.49 52.55 13.37 i4.56 10.01 71.50 57.70 29.74 36.10 116.99
Howard 158,850 1,671.59 116.75 75.94 47.24 16.19 23.38 35.66 96.60 95.87 36.09 53.75
Kent i 17,000 1,515.90 105.50 42.37 23.92 23.22 7.16 81.78 44 .90 64.65 124.63 91.23
Montgomary 693,550 1,903.77 106.08 96.78 70.36 15.91 21.03 49.84 127.73 148.38 38.85 76.29
Pr. George's 695,050 1,632.33 124.74 83.84 42.28 i9.70 13.80 23.90 148.32 109.79 38.46 72.990
Queen Anne's 31,400 1,430.47 69.71 22.55 18.22 20.14 13.20 108.14 104.21 24.39 82.81 87.41
St. Mary's 69,050 1,140.25 47.58 33.67 7.88 12.83 16.01 35.81 38.91 26.93 51. 71 106.12
Somerset 19,400 1,374.21 111.78 25.31 13.93 15.64 12.68 85.90 86.53 41.82 101.72 152.17
Talbot 27,750 1,732.88 68.76 61.09 23.42 18.55 15.08 84.71 65.70 458.66 66.48 81.13
wWashington 117,200 1,271.22 51.77 43.62 24.16 14.44 9.05 41.30 57.62 162.63 58.25 89.28
Wicomico 71,300 1,392.33 53.93 42.41 42 .18 14.73 8.71 89.36 59.69 80.25 59.21 106.59
Worcester 36,600 2,436.95 143.18 173.1717 81.24 44.28 24.35 135.85 217.30 427.92 80.78 85.62

Sources: Table E.7 and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-26, No. 88-A,

County Population Estimates: July 1, 1988, 1987, and 1986 (August 1989), p. 18.
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TABLE E. 10

PER CAPITA OPERATING OUTLAYS OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, BY FUNCTION, FY 1988

Recrea-

tion &
Parks

Librar-

ies

Inter-
est

Inter-
govern-
mental

Miscel-
laneous

- = = - = = S e e e s

Total

Allegany

Anne Arundel
Baltimore City

Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecil
Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Pr. George's
Queen Anne’'s

St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
washington
Wicomico
Worcester

Education
Elem. & Comm.
Second. Colleges

(13) (14)
$612.34 $64.57
566.44 104.64
603.94 60.80
545 .43 31.18
518.98 109.00
731.52 0.00
638.05 42.68
606.63 28.34
609.26 73.58
672.48 123.15
606.43 33.20
646.22 53.01
728.87 91.23
605.13 80.65
732.63 69.35
615.32 48.82
728.94 91.88
619.19 43.66
693.13 47.20
667.64 0.00
629.21 0.00
546.49 55.54
554.97 62.59
599.76 29.92
666.22 22.22

(15)
$40.82

12.13
17.38
56.83
16.08
26.83
18.17

8.02

5.29
27.69
11.72
17.56

2.22
12.19
24.79
17.68
84.61
64.38
45.30
1.1

9.34

6.33
17.40
24.42
13.78

(16)
$20.94

8.49
19.41
21.18
29.32
13.62
24.55
20.69
18.82

7.33
11.73

7.98
10.74
18.42
24.65
13.75
24.82
20.57
10.38
18.75

7.95
21.56
11.27
12.12
12.08

Urban
Natural Develop- Economic Economic
Re- ment & Devel- Oppor-
sources Housing opment tunity
(17) (18) (19) (20)
$1.71 $9.59 $15.81 $2.25
1.89 15.28 17.38 0.63
0.00 0.63 1.33 0.00
0.00 21.26 78.06 2.59
5.08 0.30 1.29 4.76
2.80 9.17 6.28 0.00
3.95 23.60 9.51 0.00
2.19 6.10 14.77 5.28
2.36 17.37 2.15 0.00
4.28 22.06 2.31 0.44
7.41 5.86 4.09 1.53
1.84 13.40 2.49 11.98
4.29 23.75 8.99 8.17
1.10 10.99 1.57 12.66
2.46 11.97 5.96 1.05
13.70 12.05 1.89 1.10
0.36 13.14 3.06 0.11
0.70 2.70 2.51 0.10
7.95 6.54 31.40 0.00
2.36 4.07 4.83 0.31
2.21 25.54 7.17 0.00
4.62 22.14 5.72 0.00
2.02 6.62 1.27 0.00
1.52 7.37 0.00 0.00
2.86 20.85 17.02 0.00

(22)
$63.50

48.13
60.62
57.96
44.52
27.72
30.13
26.72
18.27
31.27
33.52
32.70
24.15
20.04
96.18
14.52
117.34
85.35
16.38
26.07
15.10
45,31
19.40
52.01
79.00

(23)
$2.38

0.38
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.92
14.62
2.42
0.00
0.00
2.40

(24)
$34.17

16.58
2.9
0.32

87.91

52.51

22.40

33.60

16.53

36.28

34.25
1.63

33.52

16.14

Rafuse MDTABLES.WR1
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TABLE E. 11

INDEX OF PER CAPITA OPERATING OUTLAYS OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, BY FUNCTION, FY 1988

Public Safety Public Works Health

Resident General —————mmemmm e mmmmm | e m e m— o - and

Population Govern- Correc- High- Sanita- Hospi- Social
County 1/1/88 Total ment Police Fire tions Other ways tion Other tals Services

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (tt1) (12)

Total 4,579,000 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Allegany 75,300 94.0 58.9 42.2 55.7 43.5 97.3 158.1 122.1 130.0 124.5 135.2
Anne Arundel 414,300 87.5 129.1 93.9 145.3 72.0 67.4 131.2 66.0 68.6 63.4 46 .2
Baltimore City 753,450 134.3 163.7 202.8 178.5 201.2 198.8 94.2 144.7 88.2 179.2 308.7
Baltimore 685,000 82.2 50.2 88.3 100.9 46 .4 90.1 52.8 71.2 0.0 146.4 43.2
Calvert 46,650 83.7 76.7 54.5 17.9 183.3 81.3 169.8 32.2 16.8 106.8 65.6
Caroline 25,000 84.3 88.1 40.2 41.6 132.2 15.2 166.1 41.5 48.4 108.5 88.9
Carroll 116,900 71.6 86.2 28.1 26.3 48.1 60.3 126.5 29.5 18.9 78.7 56.1
Cecil 70,700 74.3 68.7 33.2 12.8 121.3 146.5 132.0 41.86 46.2 68.6 67.4
Charles 93,150 85.5 53.2 69.6 36.7 102.5 39.0 44.8 53.3 52.6 92.8 69.6
Dorchester 30,350 85.4 61.4 65.7 24.9 37.2 43.1 342.7 47.4 38.8 102.4 106.8
Frederick 137,600 79.5 61.4 44.0 40.7 69.3 42.8 123.9 78.8 104.6 70.3 38.7
Garrett 26,800 95.6 58.5 18.5 23.5 39.2 29.3 502.0 48.3 29.0 119.5 98.2
Harford 166,650 78.2 68.3 56.2 23.4 76.8 51.7 t51.1 55.4 37.5 55.4 91.1
Howard 158,850 102.0 109.9 81.3 82.7 85.3 120.8 75.3 92.8 121.0 55.4 41.9
Kent 17,000 92.5 99.3 45.3 41.9 122.4 37.0 172.8 43.1 81.6 191.4 71.1
Montgomery 693,550 116.2 99.9 103.6 123.2 83.8 108.7 105.3 122.7 187.3 59.7 59.4
Pr. George’'s 695,050 99.6 117.5 89.7 74.0 103.8 71.3 50.5 142.4 138.6 59.1 56.8
Queen Anne's 31,400 87.3 65.6 24 .1 31.9 106 .1 68.2 228.5 100.1 30.8 127.2 68.1
St. Mary’s 69,050 69.6 44.8 36.0 13.8 67.6 82.7 75.7 37.4 34.0 79.4 82.7
Somerset 19,400 83.9 105.3 27 .1 24 .4 82.4 65.5 181.5 83.1 52.8 156.2 118.5
Talbot 27,750 105.8 64.8 65.4 41.0 97.8 78.0 179.0 63.1 579.0 102.1 63.2
washington 117,200 77.6 48.8 46.7 42.3 76.1 46.8 87.3 55.3 205.3 89.5 69.5
Wicomico 71,300 85.0 50.8 45.4 73.8 77.6 45.0 188.8 57.3 101.3 90.9 83.0
Worcester 36,600 148.7 134.8 185.9 142.2 233.4 125.8 287.0 208.7 540.2 124 .1 66.7

Sources: Table E.10.
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TABLE E. 11
INDEX OF PER CAPITA OPERATING OUTLAYS OF ALL LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, BY FUNCTION, FY 1988

Education Urban Debt Service
----------------- Recrea- Natural Develop- Economic Economic ---------------- Inter-

Elem. & Comm. tion & Librar- Re- ment & Devel- Oppor- Prin- Inter- govern- Miscel-

County Second. Colleges Parks ies sources Housing opment tunity cipal est mental laneous
(13) (14) (15) (16) (7) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Allegany 92.5 162.1 29.7 40.6 110.6 159.4 110.0 28.0 53.5 75.8 16.0 48.5
Anne Arundel 98.6 94.2 42.6 92.7 0.0 6.5 8.4 0.0 90.6 95.5 0.0 8.5
Baltimore City 89.1 48.3 139.2 101.2 0.0 221.8 493.8 115.2 129.5 91.3 0.0 0.9
Baltimore 84.8 168.8 39.4 140.0 296.7 3.1 8.2 211.7 117.7 70.1 0.0 257.3
Calvert 119.5 0.0 65.7 65.0 163.2 95.7 39.7 0.0 51.5 43.17 0.0 153.7
Caroline 104.2 66.1 44.5 117.3 230.5 246.2 60.2 0.0 63.8 47.4 291.3 65.6
Carroll 99.1 43.9 19.7 98.8 127.6 63.6 93.5 235.1 45.3 42 .1 615.5 98.3
Cecil 99.5 113.9 13.0 89.9 137.8 181.2 13.6 0.0 30.7 28.8 101.8 48.4
Charles 108.8 190.7 67.9 35.0 250.0 230.2 14.6 19.5 70.7 49.3 0.0 106.2
Dorchester 99.0 51.4 28.7 56.0 432.6 61.1 25.9 68.2 92.5 52.8 0.0 100.2
Frederick 105.5 82.1 43.0 38.1 107.1 139.8 15.7 533.2 80.1 51.5 101.2 4.8
Garrett 119.0 141.3 5.4 51.3 250.1 247.8 56.8 363.8 15.5 38.0 58.1 98.1
Harford 98.8 124.9 29.9 88.0 63.9 114.7 9.9 563.4 54.9 31.6 0.0 47.2
Howard 119.6 107.4 60.7 117.7 143.4 124.9 31.7 46.6 197.3 151.5 0.0 12.5
Kent 100.5 75.6 43.3 65.7 799.8 125.7 12.0 49.0 252.9 22.9 33.1 110.5
Montgomery 119.0 142.3 207.3 118.5 21.1 137,14 19.4 4.8 134.7 184.8 259.1 38.9
Pr. George's 101.1 67.6 157.7 98.2 41.0 28.1% 15.9 4.4 66.4 134.4 0.0 238.6
Quean Anne’'s 113.2 73.1 111.0 49.6 464.3 68.2 198.6 0.0 11.3 25.8 53.0 42 .1
St. Mary's 108.0 0.0 27.2 89.5 137.8 42.5 30.5 13.9 47 .1 41.1 0.0 10.6
Somerset 102.8 0.0 22.9 38.0 126.7 266.5 45.3 0.0 10.7 23.8 £3.2 68.8
Talbot 89.2 86.0 i5.5 103.0 269.8 231.0 36.2 0.0 72.3 71.4 330.0 107.7
Washington 90.6 96.9 42.8 53.8 117.7 69.1 8.0 0.0 34.8 30.6 202 .1 61.5
Wicomico 97.9 46.3 59.8 57.9 88.9 76.9 0.0 0.0 119.0 81.9 0.0 138.6
Worcester 108.8 34.4 33.8 57.17 16€.7 217.5 107.6 0.0 86.7 124.4 3,795.1 158.6
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