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Michigan lransparency

Recent transparency history

In recent years transparency has emerged as a priority as the federal, state and local levels of government.
In 2002 Sunshine Review began evaluating states.and in 2012 US PIRG created their “Follow the Money”

report.
2010
Since 2010, Michigan made large steps towards proactive disclosure of government information.

In 2010, Sunshine Review evaluated Michigan's government website and state received a C+. The state was
marked down for failing to provide information on administrative staff, how to file public records requests,
and information on public lobbying. Problems were also found with the ease of downloading data and
searching the site.

At the same time, US PIRG gave Michigan a failing grade for not having a transparency portal dedicated to
proactively disclosing government data. :

2011

The following year, 2011, Sunshine Review’s evaluation discovered little improvement and again grade, the
website a C+.

Michigan saw an improved grade from US PIRG in 2011, earning a 70 percent. The state was marked down
on usability, not having archived information, and for not providing information on quasi-public agencies or
local spending. ' ' _
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2012

In 2012, Michigan improved access to information with the creation of two fransparency portals, one
focusing on state expenditures and the other on economic development projects. Michigan also began to
provide checkbook information on state spending, one of the 46 states to do so.

These efforts led to an improved grade from US PIRG, which gave the state a B-, or 83 percent.

Sunshine Review's evaluation also improved to a B- as a resuit of the state’s increased transparency, notably
providing information on administrative staff, - ' '

Currently, Michigan ranks 35th for Sunshine Review's evaluations of state websites.

It was also at this time, Sunshine Review conducted an evaluation to capture a transparency snapshot of the
state as a whole. The organization averaged grades from state website, the five most populous counties, five
largest cities, and ten largest school districts. Sunshine Review gave Michigan a C- ranking it 24th our of 27
states that have been reviewed by this process. "

An alternative evaluation of transparency by the State Integrity Investigation gave Michigan a failing grade,
ranking them 43rd in the nation. This report stands apart from other organizations for expanding its criteria
past proactive disclosure of state expenditures to surveying journalists about the transparency in practice.
The report had a d_etaiied account of criticisms, but was mainly focused on the lack of asset disclosure and
lobbying activity. ' ' ' ' '

What’s next for Michigan?

Michigén now has the opportunity to lead the nation in transparency in 2013. Newly proposed legislation
seeks to create databases and practices that will provide data to citizens.

The House has proposed HB 4096 in 2011, which would create a website detailing the expenditures for all of
Michigan's agencies on one website. This legislation would mandate that the state publish information on the
name and principle location of an entity receiving funding; amount of state funds; type of transaction; funding
state agency; budget source for the funds; and a descriptive purpose for the funds. '

- Introduced in March 2012, HB 5196 requires public embloyers to annually post the number of employess;
total wages; total benefits; and the terms of each severance agreement fo_r each job classification.

t
Lastly, HB 5274 would create a public database requiring all contracts over $25,000 be disclosed.
“All of these proposals should seek to address efficiency. Eliminating duplicate reports, consolidating

information to one transparency portal, and keeping data clean are the best strategies for the state to be
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- Governments have stopped trying to crowd source new laws with
- custom wikis, they are now looking to invest in transparency that works

transparent and cost efficient. Michigan should also conduct a usability test to make sure both those
uploading the data and those downloading it are happy with the setup.

A long term improvemnent the state should initiate is working with localities to mainstream their reporting
methods to mach how information is uploaded on the state website. This would allow citizens to track:
money flowing from the state to their local school district. Texas and Kentucky has enjoyed greatf success
with this approach, whereas Indiana has found their transparency efforts stalled because of this hurdle.

Sunshine Review revamps the transparency checklist
It is acknowledge by many that transparency has cemented itself into

the palitical landscape. Citizen expect transparency. This means the G 2"0'1'3ﬁfféﬁ$h5gé:ﬁ5y’¢hé¢kﬁs'fﬁ;
time for data experimentation is over, it is time to invest wisely into | . Fellows
proven methods of proactive disclosure. Transparency efforts are rapidly

revolving from preliminary and clumsy experimentation to one of sleek
refinement. -

for citizens. These efforts boil down to one thing: usability. States are
creating central hubs of information that are jargon-free, searchable,
downloadable, and organized by type of data instead of the organization

in charge of it.

Inspired by these improvements, Sunshine Review is revamping our
state transparency checklist. During 2013, Sunshine Revigw is making changes to its state transparency
checklist and applying them to our 2013 Sunny Awards, given every year during Sunshine Week.

The organization worked with a variety of pro-transparency organizations, ranging across the spectrum, to
creating our new reguirements. The details of how Michigan will be rated in 2013 are detailed below.

2013 changes

Below are the specific changes we'll be making to state website evaluations.
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Public records

Contact information, including emails, for the
Public Information Officer for every state
agency and department in a central location.

Citizens are able to request public records online, either by
email or an online submission form.

[nformation regarding public information violations. and how
to pursue them are posted online.

Meetings will be broadcast online and archived.

Public meeting announcements are posted online at least

124 hours before the meeting.

Annual compliance surveys will be posted online that
measure the number of FOIA requests submitted, number
fulfiled, average time for compliance, and reasons for de-
nials.

Lobbying

Disclosure of state-paid lobhying activity.

Executive and Legislative lobbying recorded.

Database of registered lobbyists.

Lobbying database specify. lobbyist, company, client,
agency being lobbied, purpose of lobbying.

Agency lobbying contracts posted online.

All grants giveri to non-profit organizations
will be posted online. The reason for the

. igrant will also be disclosed, along with the

contact for organization responsible for over-
sight. '

Budgets

The most current budget be available online,

The proposed budget W|II be posted seven days prior to
being voted on.

|Budget will be archived and available for up

to 3 years.

Publish the Governor’s proposed budget

All appropriations bills posted online as least
one week before being voted on. '

Publish the enacted budget.
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Graphs available that show spending and
revenue over time. -

Publish quarterly and annual reports.

Check register available.

Publish reports regarding tax expenditures.

Reviews expanded beyond just state websi_té.

Usability

Consistent use of web domains.

Databases is downloadable.

Website will have a functional infernal search.

information is ideally found in six clicks or
less. '

All PDFs, financial data, and legislaticn is searchable.

Information is presented in a clear and con-
cise manner, with website being written in
“plain english” instead of legal jargon.

Has a consistent and easy-to-use interface,
especially in regards to how the website is
navigated and information organized.

Contracts

Rules governing contracts are posted online.

Complete statements for awarded contracts are dié—
closed. _ :

Bids and contracts for puréhaées over
$10,000 are posted online.

Public officials

Contact information, including e-mails, is
available for all elected officials, E-mails can
be written out to deflect spam, but e-mail
forms are discouraged.

Salaries and pension benefits are disclosed for elected
officials. -

Terms of office and date of next election are
posted online.

‘islative branches.

There are separate the review for the executive and leg-
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Voting records are available.

: This will be replacing Sunshine Review’s “administrative
officials” section.

Party affiliation is disclose.d.

Conflict of interest agreements are disclosed
online. ' '

Committee appointments are oniine.

Total compensation

Sunshine Review will replace the “taxes” section with
“total compensation.”

Each department will list the cost of salaries and bene-
fits.

Ethics

Must have an ethics commission and guide-
lines for ethical behavior of officials.

None.

Process for reporting ethics violation is avail-
able online.

Results of ethics investigations are posted
online. '

Audits

Information about regular audits is available.

None.

Audit results posted online.

Schedule for audits is poéted online.

Performance audits are posted online.
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Appendix

Sunshine Review’s 2012 evaluation
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State Integrity Investigation 2012 evaluation

_.
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US PIRG - Following the Money 2012

State

Leading States
Kentucky -
Ohio

inois
Minnesota
Texas -
Missouri
Pennsylvania

Emerging States
Alabama -

Hawaif

Nevada

Colorado

New York

Virginia

Kansas

Mississippi

Utah

Rhode Istand

Delaware

Oklahoma-

Louisiana

Florida -~

Maryland

New Mexico -

Oregon

" - Wyoming
South Carolina
Nebraska
California

- Geergia
Tennessee

© Alaska

Lagging States
_New lersey
South Dakota
‘Washington -
Arizona
Arkansas
Connecticut
Idaho -
Indiana
lowa
Maine
Massachusetts
Michigan
Montana
New Hampshire
North Dakota
Vermont
West Virginia
Wisconsin

MNorth Cardling ~ -

oo oUOOUONANNANNNNNNNNNONNN

MMM M M M M M M N M M M MM M

‘Grade

W wwm

- 25

a7 0 4D
84 40
82 40
82 - Ay
81 40
81 40
79 40
79 40
78 40
77 40
77 LA
77 40
74 40
74 40 -
74 40 .
72 40
71 i
& . 40
69 40
67 40
66 - 40
&6 40
65 . 40
59 40
59 - 40
58 40
56 40
53 40-
52 - 40 -
52 40
507 . 40
.0
25 4}
22 . 0
12 1}

10

10

10

10
10
10
10

© 10

10

10 -

10
10
10

10

10

10 .

10
10

10

10

107 - -

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10 -
10

]

0 -

No transparency Web site-

No transparency Web site

‘No transparency Web site -

No transparency Web site

No transparency Web site
No transparency Web site
No transpargncy Web site

No transparency Web site
No transparency Web site
No transparency Web site

. No transparency Web site -

. Mo transpareéncy Web site )
. No transparency Web site
"No transparency Web site

iy

Appendix A: Transparency Scorecard |
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Tax Subsidy
Information
_Provided in the
Database or -

Linked

o

10 ...
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Do oo

Economic,
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ToeaenD
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- Public
Agencies

NONONONM

CNNOONNNGSMNOONOQONNNNNONDN

N MNNO

ARRA . Locall -

Funding: . County ;
“Linki Budgets = Website Address

' “opendoor.ky.gov
transparency.ohio.gov
accountability.illincis.gov.
www.mmb.state.mn.usitap

< www windowstate. trusfcomptroificheckup
mapyourtaxes.mo.gov/MAP/Portal
contracts.patreasury.orgisearch.aspx

SNNNG NS
oomooSoo

‘open.alabama.gov

hawaii.gov/spo2

open.nv.gov -

tops.state.co.us
www.openbooknewyork.com
datapoint.apa.virginia.gov

* kansas.gowKanView

merlin.state.ms.us
www.ncopenbook.gov
utzh.govfransparency
ri.gov/fopengcvernment
checkbook.delaware.gov
ww,ok.goviokaa

- wwwprd.doa.louisiana.govilaTrac/portal.cfm
myfloridacfo.comftransparency .
spending.dbm.maryland.gov
contracts.gsd.state.nm.us
 www.aregon.gov/transparency
wwww.wyorning.govitransparency.htmi
www.cg.sc.goviagencytransparency
nebraskaspending.gov ’
www.reportingtransparency.ca.gov
open.georgiagov .
tn.goviopengov

- fin.admin.state.ak.us/dof/checkbook_onling/index.jsp

ONOOONNNODONMNNONONONNNNGN
o R Y - N e e N - - - - -

. nj.govitransparency
open.sd.gov
fiscalwa.gov
www.azcheckbock.com

oM
(=X~
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US PIRG - Following the Money 2011

Appendix A: Transparency Scorecard

o N . . Contractor - -

S . . ... Summary . - o

.. Point . Checkbook-  © Search by~ Search by - information. - Down- - Past’

" Grade - Total - Level Website . -Contractor - Activify - Available - loadable . Contrac
Kentucky A 96 35 10 10 10 1 5
Texas - A 9% . - 35 10 10 10 - .2 -5
Indiana A- 93 35 10 10 10 2 5
Arizoria - . - AL 082 00 038 L o 10l L 100 . 10 c2 0
Louisiana A- ©92 35 10 10 5 2 5
~ Massachusetts- B+ . 8 - 350 0110, .10 5 2 5
North Carofina B 85 - A 10 10 5 0 - 0
““Ghio . - . . LB .82 .. 35 L0 - 10 10 0 3
Oregon B- 82 35 10 16 2 2 0

Mewlerssy - G+ .78 35 Ww . s 10 3 2 5.7
Pennsylvania C ¥ 78 35 10 10 10 o 5
Virginia G : 77 35 -, 10 10 3. 2 5
Missouri C+ 76 3B 10 10 3 2 5
- Alabama . - c 74 .. 35 - 10 .- 10 5 2 3
Georgia C 74 o35 10 10 3 . 2 0

Nevada CC 747 .35 T8 T 10 5 ] 5 .
BHineis C 73 35 0 10 3 0 o]
. Kansas : N 730 .03 %0 2T 10 ‘3 -0 ~ 5
Minnesota C 73 . 35 10 10 3 2 5
New York Cc 73 : .35 S 10 R [ ] 3 -2 -0
Hawaii C 72 35 10 10 5 4] 5
Maryland " T C. 71 0 38 10 S0 5 ] C 3
Nebraska C 71 35 10 10 3 i} 5
Colorade .C 700350 410 c10 5. 2 0
Michigan C 70 35 10 0 10 2 1]
Mississippi ~ 1o NP 7 EUCOUS- |- AN £/ N [+ 10 0 1]
Utah o 70 35 D10 10 5 2 o
Cklahoma | LG e6 . .35 R 4 0 0 0 0O
Rhode island C 66 35 - 10 10 0 2 5
" South Bakotd D+ 63 s 10 0" 10 0 0
Caiifornia D+ 62 35 i0 0 4 2 5
-Delaware D+ 61 - .7 35 10 S0 3 0 0
New Mexico D+ 61 35 - 10 10 3 0 0
‘South Caralina - D+ ‘61 o035 - .10 0 3 2 3
Wisconsin D+ 61 : 35 10 19 3 "0 0
- Florida > 59 ... 35 10 0 5 o 5
Vermont B 55 L 0 0 3 2 5
Wyoming - -B- 56 . 35 B 14] .0 +] 0 0
Tennessee B- 49 35 o ) 0 3 ¢ 3
Alaska B- a7 35 R I 0 3 2 3
Connecticut F 39 0 10 10 5 ¢] 5
lowa F 32 ] w0 . 10 5 [+] 0
Arkansas F 28 0 10 i0 5 ¢} 0
*Waest Virginia, E 28 0 (A 10 5 [+] 0
Washington F 22 0 0 0 5 0 3
Montana - ‘F 16 - o 0 30 . 5 [} 0
New Hampshire “F 7 4] 0 0 0 1 0
- Idahe 7 . E- 3] 0 0 .0 5 [¢ 3 o
Morth Dakota F 6 0 0 0 5 0 o

Maine ) F - -0 MUST BE A VENDOR TO ACCESS WEBSITE . )

40  Following the Maney 2011
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formation- Development
onTax: - Incentives
pendztures ‘and Grants
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CoNONGOOO O NMNNS
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l.inke&q :

NNNNR
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CONDONNNNNONNOG

“Local/ .
County .~ S
- Spending WebsﬂeAddress

OO MM

MO NNOS D OO NEONDCONOCONDDCON

OO NOODONOOOON

9 KY.G
www.texastransparency.org -
www.in.gov/itp
openbooks.az.gov
www.latrac.la.gov

. www.mass.gov then dick “Massachusetts © -
.Transparency” link

www.nicopenbook.gov
transparency.ohio.gov
WWW.oregon. govltransparency

‘Nj.govitransparency
contracts.patreasury.orgfsearch.aspx

- datapoint.apa.virginia,gov :
mapyourtaxes.mo. goleAP!Porta]

apen.alzbama.gov
apen.georgia.gov
open.nv.gov. :
accountability.illinois.gov

- kansas.gowkanview

www.mmb.state.mn.us/tap
wwaw.openbooknewyork.com
hawail.govfspo2 -
spending.dbm.maryland.gov
nebraskaspending. gov

“tops.state.co.us

apps.michigan. gowM[‘E‘ransparency

“weww.transparency.mississippl.gov -

utah.govitransparency

- www.ok.goviokaa

ri.goviopengovernment .
open.sd.gov -
www.repertingtransparency.ca.gov

. checkbook.delaware.gov

contracts.gsd.state.nm.us

www.cgl.sc.goviagencytransparency
www.ethics.state.wi.us/contractsunshine/

contractsunshineindex.html

. myfloridacfo.comftransparency

finance.vermont.gov

- i wyoming.govitransparency.htmi

tn.gov/opengov

fin.admin.state.ak.Us/doficheckbook online

www.biznet.ct.goviscp_search

wiww.das.gse.iowa.goviowapurchasing
www.dfa.arkansas.gov/offices/procurement

www.state.wv. us/adminfpurchase
fiscal.wa.gov

sve.mt.govigsd/appsffermContractDefault.aspx

www.nh.govitransparentnrh
adm.idaho.gov/purchasing

secure.apps.state. nd. uslcsdlspo/serwces
- www.maine.goviourchages .
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US PIRG - Following the Money 2010

Appendix A: Transparency Scorecard

o ; ) ) ) : - Contract or
: PR S " - " Searchby’ . Searchby- Sumthary :

- S - Point. - - Checkbook- - Searchby  Keywordor -~ ‘Agencyor . Information Historical -
State L Grade = - Total- . LevelWebsite ' Vendor "Activity ' Department . - Avaflabfe - - Expenditures

" Total Possible: s ™ s c i 00 s g s B T T T S L T T
Texas A 98 30 8 g 8 10 5
Kentucky, - 96 30 8 B 8 10 5
Indiana A 93 30 g 8 8 10 5
Louisiang A- e 30. 8 8 I 5 5.
Massachusetts A- 92 30 8 B ) 5 5

_West Virginia A~ 1) .30 8 I (] -5 5
Arizona A~ 90 30 g 8 8 5 3
New York . - By - .- 89 ... ¢ 30 B 8 ‘B8 -5 - 2
North Carolina B+ 87 30 8 8 ) 5 2
Oregon - : B+ 87 " - . 30 - B 8 8 0 5
Utah B+ a7 30 8 8 8 5 3
Connecticut B. 85 . 30 8 B 8 5 1
Washingten B 85 30 8 8 8 5 I

" Michigan B 83 30 ] 8 8 5 2
Nebraska B 83 30 8 8 8 5 3
South Dakota” - B . 83 . 30 8 8 g 19 -3
Pennsylvania B- 82 30 B8 8 8 10 5
Delaware ~ - B- - gl 30 N 8 8 - - 3
\linois B- 21 30 2] B 3] 0 3
Virginia - - B-- - 81 S 30 8 8 8 - 5 -
Mississippi B- 80 30 g 8 8 10 4
Georgia - - L€ I - 8 8 - & o 2.
Alabama C+ 78 30 8 8 8 5 4
Minnesota S 78 . 30 8 8 : 0 A
New Jersey C+ 78 30 8 8 8 4] 5.
‘Oklahoma G % 30 .8 8 ‘8 0 1
Maryiand C+ s 30 8 1] 8 5 3
New Mexico LS 75 . 30 8" g 8 5 . 2
Hawaii o 73 30 8 8 8 5 5
Missourl . - ' c Co7as 30 .B 8 ] KN 5
MNevada [ 70 30 8 a 8 5 5
Colorado -~ - - C 89 . 30 8 8 8 0 3
Kansas C- 68 - 30 -] 8 8 0 4
South Caroling’ s 665 . . 30 g 0. ‘8 5 4
North Dakota [ 66 ) 30 8 8 a 0 4
Florida ~ : D 59 30 8 -0 8 5 5
Ohio : D 55 30 Q 0 4] 5 i
Maing =~ g D- - 54 _ 20 2 0 4 0 3
Tennessee . D- 51 30 0 0 8 1] 4
Vermont . o D- - 51 30 0 0 - [+ E 2
WWisconsin D- 50 30 4 4 4 5 "]

. Alaska o - D= 49 30 L+ 1 1 .0 4
California B- A9 30 4] 0 0 5 5
Rhode lsiand o D- 49 - 30 . 8. ) 0. [ 3
New Hampshire D- 48 30 4] 4] 4] 5 3

< Wyeoming- - - - F L a4 T 30 g 0 ] 0 o
lowa F 19 0 4] 0 0 5 \]
Arkansas - F . 8 0 0 0 1] 5 a
Mortana F 7 g ] 0 4] 5 i

_ldahc o E : [ ) 4] 0 4] 5. 1]

48 Following the Money 2012
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Grants and - e . . N .
CEeomemic . .7 Taxo Cityand -~ .

Development.. .-~ .. " Expenditure Off-Budget County. . . ARRA - :
" Incentives  Downloadable | Reports - Agencies ~ Builgets” . Funding. Feedback Website!
B PR e T Y . s — -
9
9
6
10
g
10
9
9
9

www.texastransparency.org
opendoorky.gov
WWLin.govitp
www.latrac.la.qov
www.mass.govftransparency
transparencywv.org.
openbooks.az.gov
www.openbooknewyork.com
www.ncopenbook.gov

" www.orégan.govitransparency
utah.govitransparency
wwaw.transparency.ct.gov
fiscal.wa.gov
—_apps.michigan.gov/mitransparency
nebraskaspending.gov
open.sd.aoy " '
contracts.patreasury.gov
transparency.delaware.gov’
accountability.illinois.qgov
datapoint.apa.virginia.gov
www.transparency.mississippi.gov
open.geargia.gov :
open.alabama.gov

- wwaw.mmb.state:mn.usttap.
nj.govitransparency

" data.ok.gov -
spending.dbm.maryland.go
www.sunshineportalnm.com
hawaii.gowspo2

" wWww.mo.govimy-government/
transparency-accountability .
Open.nv.gov
tops.state.cous
www.kansas.gowkanview
https:/fssl.sc.govispendingtransparency
data.share.nd.gov/pr
www.myfloridacfo.com/transparency
transparency.chio.gov
www.maine gov/oscfadmin/datashare.shtml
www.tn.govopengov
finance.vermont.gov
sunshine.wi.gov
checkbook.alaska.gov
www.dgs.ca.gov/pd
www.r.gov/opengovernment
www.hh.govitransparentnh
www.wyoming.govitransparency.hitml
data.iowa.gov
www.dfa.arkansas.gov/offices/pracuremant
gsd.mt.gov

purchasing.idaho.gov
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Appendix A 4¢

Sunshine Review ‘ 14







