
 

 

August 5, 2009 
 
 
 
To:  Assistant Superintendents, Business Services 
  Assistant Superintendents, Human Resources 
  Assistant Superintendents, Instructional Services 
  Directors, Business Services 
  Directors, Special Education 
  ROC/Ps 
 
From: Wendy Benkert, Ed.D., Assistant Superintendent 
  Business Services 
 
Subject: REVISED – August 5, 2009 
 2008-09 Year End Closing and 2009-10 Budget Revisions 

and Related Multi-Year Projections  
 
As is often the case, subsequent to the release of the Common 
Message on July 31st, we received some clarifications on the recently 
adopted budget trailer bills and procedures from the California 
Department of Education.  Please see the one page summary of these 
revisions.  We have also attached an updated version of the Common 
Message dated August 5, 2009.  
 
Since May 2008, County Office Chief Business Officials have been 
working with various statewide educational organizations to craft 
common messages and advice to school districts on assumptions for 
budget and interim reports.  The attached Common Message provides 
guidance for the 2008-09 year-end closing and 2009-10 budget 
revisions based on the July Enacted Budget signed by the Governor 
on July 28, 2009. 

 
If you have any concerns or questions regarding this information, 
please contact me at (714) 966-4229. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc:  Superintendents 
  Dari Barzel, Moody’s Investors Services 
  Jean Buckley, Tamalpais Advisors, Inc. 
  Kevin Hale, Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe 
  Arto Becker, Hawkins, Delafield & Wood 
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CCSESA BASC DISTRICT FISCAL OVERSIGHT  
COMMON MESSAGE TALKING POINTS  

2008-09 YEAR END CLOSING AND 
2009-10 BUDGET AND RELATED MYPS 

AUGUST 5, 2009 
 
BACKGROUND   
 
Since May 2008, County Office Chief Business Officials have been working with various statewide 
educational organizations to craft common messages and advice to school districts on assumptions for 
budget and interim reports.  Our goal is to have as consistent a county office message as possible to 
school districts.  This Common Message provides guidance for closing the 2008-09 fiscal year as well as 
2009-10 budget revisions.  This update reflects the July Enacted Budget for 2009-10 that was signed by 
Governor Schwarzenegger on July 28, 2009.   
 
As County Office Chief Business Officials, we recognize that review and approval of budget and interim 
reports requires analysis that involves many factors, including  the State Board of Education adopted 
Criteria and Standards and the FCMAT Predictors of School Agencies Needing Intervention.  While 
recognizing and acknowledging the unique individual school district circumstances, we strongly 
recommend that the following guidelines be used by all school districts for 2008-09 year end closing and 
2009-10 budget development and revisions including multi-year projections (MYPs) for 2010-11 and 
2011-12.   
 

2008-09 YEAR-END CLOSING 

Revenue Limit Deficit Factors 
K-12 school districts should close fiscal year 2008-09 using a revenue limit deficit factor of 7.844% and 
county offices should use a deficit factor of 7.839%. 
 

2008-09 
K-12 Districts 7.844% or 0.92156 
County Offices 7.839% or 0.92161 

200809 Categorical Appropriations/Reversion 
The Proposition 98 minimum guarantee is reduced in 2008-09 by $1.6 billion as a result of the State’s 
shift in unallocated, unexpended, or not liquidated appropriations back to the General Fund.  In 2009-10, 
$1.516 billion will be allocated to local educational agencies (LEAs) for the same purposes of those 2008-
09 appropriations.  There is no effect to LEAs, with the exception of the elimination of the $90 million High 
Priority Schools Grant.  The categorical shift is transparent to LEAs at the local district level as the money 
will be restored under the same categorical programs.  LEAs are advised to continue business as usual 
by booking the appropriate accruals in 2008-09.  In 2009-10, the State will make a one-time reduction in 
revenue limits of an estimated $250 per average daily attendance (ADA) to zero out the increase to 
Proposition 98 due to the categorical shift.  

Programs Funded at 200708 Funding Levels 
For fiscal years 2008-09 through 2012-13, the amounts apportioned to school districts, charter schools, 
and county offices of education for the following programs (see below) will be based on the relative 
proportion that the local educational agency received in the 2007-08 fiscal year:  
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Program Funded at 2007-08 Level 2008-09 Subject to: 
Adult Education 15.38% reduction 
Advanced Placement Fee Waiver Program (schedule 2) 15.38% reduction 
Reader Services for Blind Teachers (schedule 3) 15.38% reduction 
Cal-SAFE Academic and Supportive Services 15.38% reduction 
Class Size Reduction, Grade 9 15.38% reduction 
Community Day Schools 15.38% reduction 
Regional Occupational Center and Programs (ROC/P) 15.38% reduction 
Supplemental Hourly Instructional Programs 15.38% reduction 

 
If LEAs have budgeted based on 2008-09 levels, we advise LEAs to revise their accruals based upon 
2007-08 levels for the programs listed above. 

200708 Ending Fund Balance Sweeps 
Under ABX4 2, LEAs have been granted the flexibility to sweep 2007-08 ending fund balances from the 
following programs which was not previously allowed under the February Enacted Budget SBX3 4: 

• Adult Education Fund 
• California High School Exit Exam Intensive Instruction (CAHSEE) 
• Deferred Maintenance Fund 
• Instructional Materials 
• Pupil Transportation Equipment Fund 
• Restricted Reserves Committed for Capital Outlay 
• Targeted Instructional Improvement Grant (TIIG) 

Please note that LEAs are not allowed to sweep 2007-08 ending fund balances from the following 
programs: 

• Child Development (new) 
• Child Nutrition Programs (new) 
• Economic Impact Aid (EIA) 
• English Language Learner Acquisition and Development Pilot Program (new) 
• Home-To-School Transportation 
• Quality Education Investment Act (QEIA) 
• Special Education 
• Any funding sources for bond funds or federal funds 
• Any funding protected by legal settlements or voter approved initiatives 

Note that deferred revenues as of June 30, 2008 can be included in the calculation of the 2007-08 Ending 
Fund Balance flexibility.   
 
ABX4 2 stipulates that restricted ending balances may not be used if that use would violate federal 
requirements.  Please see discussion of the effects on maintenance of effort requirements and the 
accounting treatment requirements in the letter dated April 17, 2009 from the California Department of 
Education (CDE). 

K3 Class Size Reduction 
Previously, K-3 Class Size Reduction (CSR) funding was based on grade levels included in the District’s 
application.  ABX4 2 caps the funding for eligible K-3 CSR at the total number of classes rather than 
grade levels on the application as of January 31, 2009.  In situations where a district converts an Option II 
classroom to Option I after this time, the CDE will allow the converted classrooms to count as two classes 
for the purposes of calculating the maximum funding that may be received under this new provision. 
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State Fiscal Stabilization Funds 
The categorical restoration apportionment of State Fiscal Stabilization Funds (SACS Resource 3200) was 
received in July of 2009.  CDE has issued guidance indicating that funds received in July should be 
accrued as an accounts receivable and treated as an entitlement. 

Routine Restricted Maintenance 
The contribution requirement for the routine restricted maintenance account has been reduced to zero 
percent for five years (2008-09 through 2012-13) for school districts that meet the facility requirements of 
the Williams settlement. 

2009-10 BUDGET YEAR 

Revenue Limit and Categorical Reversion 
The revised Enacted Budget, ABX4 2, specifies the deficit factor for 2009-10 as defined in the table 
below.  In addition, LEAs should make a one-time reduction to the 2009-10 revenue limit income by an 
estimated $250 per ADA.  This $250 per ADA reduction in 2009-10 is an estimate for the $1.516 billion 
needed to restore the categorical reduction taken in 2008-09.1  Please note that the lower deficit factor in 
2008-09 will result in higher ending fund balances than estimated from the Governor’s May Revision 
proposal.  However, the combined effect of the higher deficit factor in 2009-10 and the one-time $250 per 
ADA reduction to the revenue limit, leaves school districts and county offices with slightly less funding per 
ADA than the May Revision.  Essentially, the higher deficit factor of 18.355% for school districts and 
18.621% for county offices in 2009-10 translates to $23 to $25 less in revenue limit funding per student 
on an on-going basis, as compared to the cuts imposed by the May revision. 
 

 2009-10 
Statutory Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) 4.25% 

K-12 Deficit 18.355% (0.81645) 

County Office Deficit 18.621% (0.81379) 
 
We recommend that school districts use the School Services of California (SSC) dartboard, which will be 
updated in August, in the development of the revised 2009-10 Budget and associated multi-year 
projections. 
 
An additional note of caution, school districts should carefully review their revenue limit projections.  Due 
to the deficits and changes in both property taxes and state aid, it is possible that a school district might 
temporarily shift in or out of basic aid status.  Basic aid districts are also subject to the estimated $250 per 
ADA one-time reduction from their categorical funding in 2009-10.  This amount shall be deducted from a 
basic aid district’s state categorical aid in 2009-10, exclusive of Special Education, After School 
Education and Safety Program (ASES), Quality Education Investment Act (QEIA), and child care and 
development funding. The deduction cannot violate the California Constitutional (Section 6 of Article IX) 
requirement that the state provide at least $120 per ADA, or $2,400 per school agency, whichever is 
greater (Education Code Section 41975). Thus this creates in essence a floor in which a basic aid district 
would always be left with at least the $120/$2400 constitutionally protected funding under this calculation 
and would not lose additional funding once that level is reached. 

                                                 
1 In order to reduce the Proposition 98 funding level without having to suspend Proposition 98, the Legislature 
captured $1.6 billion in categorical funds unallocated, unexpended, or not liquidated in 2008-09.  With the exception 
of High Priority Schools Grant, which is eliminated in 2008-09, $1.5 Billion is restored in 2009-10.  Per Section 5 of 
ABX4 3, apportionments for school districts, county offices, and charter schools are reduced on a one-time basis by 
an equivalent amount to fund the $1.5 Billion categorical restoration. 
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Quality Education Investment Act of 2006 (QEIA) 
Section 39 of ABX4 2 allocates $402 million from Proposition 98 to K-12 and $48 million to community 
colleges to fund selected school sites that participate in the QEIA program in 2009-10.  The bill also 
contains specific instructions to reduce the revenue limit funding of local educational agencies (LEAs) 
receiving QEIA funds by an equivalent amount.  To backfill for this reduction to the revenue limit, LEAs 
that participated in QEIA may, on behalf of eligible school sites, apply for Title I grants.  Please note that 
LEAs applying for these Title I funds must meet all of the eligibility requirements and there is no 
guarantee that LEAs will receive the same amount as what was lost in revenue limit funding due to the 
QEIA funding shift. 
 
QEIA is also extended one more year to 2014-15 to fully meet the State’s obligation for QEIA.  We are 
still waiting for clarification from the CDE on whether or not LEAs can opt out of receiving QEIA funds for 
2009-10. 

Transportation 
Home to School Transportation and Special Education Transportation funding is reduced by 19.84% in 
2009-10. 

Instructional Materials 
ABX4 2 extends the suspension of the Instructional Materials requirement from 2009-10 until 2013-14 
and postpones the State Board of Education’s adoption cycle for an equivalent time-frame.  Therefore 
districts will not be required to purchase materials under the adoption schedule for 2009-10 through 2012-
13 if the materials that are purchased are made available to all pupils for whom they are intended.  
Please note that school districts must adopt the same resolution per Education Code (EC) 60119 as in 
previous years. 

Lottery 
Please note that Lottery funding will be calculated in the same manner as prior years, with the exception 
that through 2012-13, funding components that are based on ADA for programs listed on page 2 will be 
funded based on 2007-08 ADA.   

BASIC AID FAIR SHARE BUDGET REDUCTIONS 

To implement the 2009-10 “Fair Share” reduction, Section 37 of ABX4 2 reduces categorical funding for 
basic aid districts in 2010-11 by the amount that is proportionate to the revenue limit reductions 
implemented for non-basic aid districts as described earlier.  The amount of categorical reduction is equal 
to the basic aid district’s 2009–10 fiscal year total revenue limit subject to the deficit factor, calculated as 
of the 2009–10 fiscal year certified second principal apportionment, multiplied by 5.81 percent. This 
amount shall be deducted from a basic aid district’s state categorical aid in 2010-11, exclusive of special 
education, After School Education and Safety Program, QEIA, and child care and development funding. 
The deduction cannot violate the California Constitutional (Section 6 of Article IX) requirement that the 
state provide at least $120 per ADA, or $2,400 per school agency, whichever is greater (Education Code 
Section 41975).” 

CASH MANAGEMENT 

Apportionment Deferrals 

The Revised Enacted Budget defers an additional $1 billion in revenue limit apportionment from 
November 2009 to January 2010.  The $1 billion that was originally deferred from July 2009 to October 
2009 has been extended to December 2009. Please refer to the table below for a complete list of deferral 
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amounts.  Note that approximately $5 billion in payments is being delayed from one fiscal year to the 
next.  Please refer to Attachment A for a graphical illustration of the apportionment deferrals. 

 

K-12 Deferral Amount Timeframe 

$1.0 Billion July 2009 to December 2009 

$1.5 Billion August 2009 to October 2009 

$1.0 Billion November 2009 to January 2010 

$2.0 Billion February 2010 to July 2010 

$679 Million April 2010 to August 2010 

$1.0 Billion May 2010 to August 2010 

$1.4 Billion2 June 2010 to July 2010 

Total: $8.6 Billion ($5 Billion across fiscal years) 

Apportionment Schedule 
 
In addition to deferrals, ABX4 16 has significantly changed the schedule for the principal apportionment 
and the special purpose apportionment and added a schedule for EC Section 42605 budget items (Tier III 
Categorical Programs).  Please refer to the table below for an example of the change in apportionment 
schedule with the deferrals described in the section above (note that a negative amount includes funds 
being deferred to a different timeframe, a positive amount shows funds being restored from a prior 
deferral).  Attachment B shows the apportionment schedule for the three types of districts.  ABX4 16 
Section 3 also specifies an apportionment schedule for EC 42605 budget items (Tier III categorical 
programs).  We are waiting for clarification from the CDE regarding implementation details.  In light of the 
reduced and deferred apportionments and change in timing of distribution of funds from the State, a great 
deal of emphasis must be placed on cash flow analysis and monitoring.   
 

 Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June 

Prior 
schedule 6% 12% 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 

2/6 
remainder 

(14%) 

1/6 
(7%) 

1/6 
(7%) 

1/6 
(7%) 

remainder 
(7%) 

New ABX4 
Schedule 5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 

1/5 
remainder 

(~9%) 

1/5 
remainder 

(~9%) 

1/5 
remainder 

(~9%) 

1/5 
remainder 

(~9%) 

remainder 
(~9%) 

Change -1% -7% -1% +1% 1% 1% 1% -4.3% +2.3% +2.3% +2.3% +2.3% 

Deferrals on 
top of above 

schedule 
-$1B -$1.5B  +$1.5B -$1B +$1

B  -$2B  -$0.679 B -$1B 
Entire 

amount 
deferred 

Effective 
Schedule 

after 
deferrals 

1% 0% 9% 14% 4.5% 13% 13.5% 0.5% 9% 6% 4.5% 0% 

 
 
We have always stressed the importance of maintaining appropriate reserves.  These cash management 
challenges make it even more imperative that we consider reserve levels greater than the minimums 
required within the State’s Criteria and Standards.  Reserves are especially critical in order to meet cash 
flow needs that guarantee the ability to adequately meet payrolls and other obligations.  

 

                                                 
2 100% of the June P-2 Principal Apportionment is deferred to July (estimated to be $1.4 Billion). 
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RESERVE FOR ECONOMIC UNCERTAINTIES 

The revised Enacted Budget lowers the minimum reserve requirement levels for economic uncertainties 
to 1/3 the percentage level adopted by the State board as of May 1, 2009.  However, school districts are 
required to make progress in the 2010-11 fiscal year to return to compliance with the specified standards 
and criteria adopted by the State board.  ABX4 2 also restores the requirement for the 2011-12 fiscal year 
to the percentage adopted by the State Board as of May 1, 2009.  We believe that the percentages 
established in the Criteria and Standards for reserves prior to the current Enacted Budget are the BARE 
MINIMUM.  Moreover, once the minimum reserve levels are reduced, it would take budget reductions of 
twice the amount of the lowered reserve levels to fully restore the reserve by 2011-12.   
 
Basic aid districts are advised to maintain reserves much greater than the State required minimum 
because they do not have the prior year ADA protection provided to school districts under EC 42238.5, 
whereby revenue limit funding is based on ADA for either the current or prior fiscal year, whichever is 
greater. 
 
Please see the attached School Services of California (SSC) Fiscal Reports for more information on Basic 
Aid reserve levels.  Attachment C answers the question, “Do Basic Aid Districts Need More Reserves?” 
and Attachment D addresses, “How Should a Basic Aid District Designate Excess Reserves?”  
 

NEGOTIATIONS 

Current law requires school districts to issue final layoff notices by May 15th for certificated personnel.  EC 
44955.5 provides governing boards the authority to issue layoff notices between five days after the 
enactment of the Budget Act and August 15th in any year that the enacted State budget contains less than 
a 2% COLA.  School districts contemplating use of the August 15 layoff need to work closely with their 
labor attorney and are advised to continue proceeding forward with the process.  Programs and staff can 
be reinstated when a determination is made that they can be funded.   
 
When considering a multi-year contract, school districts need to be very flexible and have appropriate 
contingency language, such as basing compensation increases on “funded COLA” or “effective COLA”.  
Also recognize that there may be different COLAs and deficits for revenue limits versus categorical 
programs and this should be considered during negotiations. 

 
SUMMARY 

We recognize that these are extraordinary economic times and it is difficult to gauge the future.  School 
district budgets should be managed with a great degree of conservatism over the next few years.  In 
these times of great economic and budgetary uncertainty, school districts need reserves that are much 
greater than the minimum. 

We understand how difficult it is for school districts to deal with the increased pressures, significantly 
reduced funding, apportionment deferrals, and the uncertainty associated with a volatile economy.  It is 
important that school districts be proactive through developing contingency plans that allow the most 
flexibility possible.  School districts are advised to follow through with planned budget reductions for 2009-
10 and begin planning now for necessary reductions for 2010-11 and 2011-12.  While planning necessary 
budget reductions for 2010-11 and 2011-12, school districts can also develop program or expenditure 
restoration priorities if more revenues become available. 



Dec

$1.4 B

June to July

February to July

$2.0B

$679 M

April to August

$1 B

July ‘09 to December ‘09

Nov. ‘09 to Jan.’10

$1 B

Mar May Jun July SepAug NovOct JanFeb Apr

Apportionment Deferrals

May to August

$1 B

Aug ‘09. to Oct ‘09.

$1.5 B

Oct

Red  – ongoing

Blue – one time

Attachment A



New Apportionment Schedules and Deferrals
(from ABX4 16)

Attachment B  

Second Principal (P-2)

Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun

Principal Apportionment

EC Section 14041(a)(1)(2)(3)(4)

5%1 5%2 9% 9% 9%3 9% 9%

1/5 of difference 

between P-1 and 

amounts received 

through January4

1/5 of difference 

between P-1 and 

amounts 

received through 

January

1/5 of difference 

between P-1 and 

amounts 

received through 

January5

1/5 of difference 

between P-1 and 

amounts 

received through 

January6

Difference between P-2 

and actual amounts 

received through May7

Principal Apportionment

EC Section 14041(7)

(Districts with less than 5,000 ADA in 

1979-80 and received 39 percent or 

more, but less than 75% of total 

revenue limits from property taxes  in 

1979-80.)

15%1 15%2 15% 15% 0%3 0% 6%

1/5 of difference 

between P-1 and 

amounts received 

through January4

1/5 of difference 

between P-1 and 

amounts 

received through 

January

1/5 of difference 

between P-1 and 

amounts 

received through 

January5

1/5 of difference 

between P-1 and 

amounts 

received through 

January6

Difference between P-2 

and actual amounts 

received through May7

Principal Apportionment

EC Section 14041(8)

(Districts with less than 5,000 ADA in 

1979-80 and received  75 percent or 

more of total revenue limits from 

property taxes  in 1979-80.)

15%1 30%2 30% 15% 0%3 0% 6% 0%4 0% 0%5 0%6

Difference between P-2 

and actual amounts 

received through May7

*Please note that the footnotes in the table above refer to the various deferrals that are listed below.

Deferrals

1 - $1 billion from July 2009 to December 2009 - one-time deferral

2 - $1.5 billion from August 2009 to October 2009 - one-time deferral

3 - $1 billion from November 2009 to January 2010 - one-time deferral

4 - $2 billion from February 2010 to July 2010 - EC Section 14041.6(a)

5 - $678.6 million from April 2010 to August 2010 - EC Section 14041.6(b)

6 - $1 billion from May 2010 to August 2010 - EC Section 14041.6(b)

7 - 100% of P-2 Apportionment from June 2010 to July 2010 - EC Section 14041.5

Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun

Special Purpose Apportionment

EC Section 14041(5)
5% 5% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%

Advance First Principal (P-1)
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Ask SSC . . .  
 

Do Basic Aid Districts Need More Reserves? 
 

Q. Our Board would like to increase its current approved 5% reserve level as a result of our small district 
(840 ADA) recently becoming basic aid. Do you know what the average reserve level is for school 
districts?  

A.         You are absolutely correct in your conclusion that being basic aid makes a difference in the reserve 
levels needed. In answer to your first question, the average reserve level reported by all California 
districts each year is roughly 10%. But basic aid districts need and report more.  

Adequate reserves give you time to plan for and deal with unpleasant surprises and emergencies. 
Often it takes a year or more to implement budget reductions, especially if staffing cuts are needed.  

For a revenue limit district, the most likely cause of an unpleasant surprise is an unexpected decline in 
enrollment. But a revenue limit district has a safety net in that it will receive revenue based on the 
prior-year ADA and that gives it time to make any reductions that become necessary.  

But a basic aid district is different. The two most likely surprises are an unexpected increase in 
enrollment or overprojection of property taxes. A basic aid district does not receive any help from the 
state until it gains enough students or loses enough property tax to again become a revenue limit 
district.  

The deeper a district goes into basic aid, the further the fall before there is a safety net. So basic aid 
districts need a much larger reserve than revenue limit districts. We would recommend that you 
determine the difference between the revenues you are receiving as a basic aid district and what you 
would get as a revenue limit district and plan to add to your reserves until you are comfortable that 
you could cover that gap over a period of two or three years if you had to.   

You should also have a conversation with your county office of education (COE) about what other 
basic aid districts in your county are doing and what your COE is comfortable with you doing. 
Additionally, a primary support agency for basic aid districts is Schools for Sound Finance [(SF)2], 
and you should consider joining. There is no magic number that fits all districts, but you should 
consider the factors above in determining the appropriate level of reserves for your district.  

—Ron Bennett 

 

dphouangvankham
Text Box
Attachment C



 
Copyright © 2009 School Services of California, Inc. 

Volume 28                       For Publication Date: April 25, 2008                           No. 9  
 
 

Ask SSC . . .  
 

How Should a Basic Aid District Designate Excess Reserves?  
 

Q.        If a basic aid district has reserves in excess of the state-required designation for 
economic uncertainties, what are the implications of designating the excess for 
economic uncertainties as opposed to “other Board designation”? Are there advantages 
or disadvantages to one designation over the other?  

A.        Your seemingly simple question has a little bit more complicated answer. Starting with 
the basics, you have the option of showing a higher Reserve for Economic Uncertainties 
or designating the excess amount as a Basic Aid Reserve, or finally, not designating it at 
all and allowing it to fall into the category of “undesignated” reserves.  

            Any of these options properly identifies and classifies the reserves. But there are good 
reasons to choose carefully. Basic aid districts normally need much higher reserves than 
revenue limit districts. Because the volatility in local property tax revenue affects a 
basic aid district immediately, there is no safety net from the state. The basic aid district 
must therefore create its own safety net. We recommend that you do that by establishing 
a Board policy on reserves.  

            The Board policy, if you choose to have one, should deal with three issues regarding 
reserves:   

               First, the Board may wish to increase the level of the Reserve for Economic 
Uncertainty above the minimum level established by the state. If so, the Board 
should discuss and specify the reserve level that is comfortable given the 
circumstances of the district. Growth, decline, charter schools, opening or 
closing schools and other areas that affect all districts should be considered in 
this category. 

               Second, the Board may want to create a formal designation for a Basic Aid 
Reserve within the general fund. A separate Basic Aid Reserve recognizes the 
volatility of local property tax revenues. The size of the reserve depends on how 
far above the revenue limit the basic aid funding is and how volatile it is judged 
to be. A third of the difference between the revenue limit and the basic aid 
funding is often a good place to start the discussion. This reserve is unique to 

dphouangvankham
Text Box
Attachment D



basic aid and may be very large: 20%-30% of the budget is not uncommon and 
is defensible. 

                Finally, the policy should address other topics of sufficient concern to warrant a 
separate designation. For example, a reserve for computer or other technology 
replacement or amounts set aside for amounts formally offered at the bargaining 
table, but not yet accepted by the union might be designated here.  

            Any amount not affected by the above categories will fall to the undesignated portion of 
the reserve. The important thing to remember is that, while you have great flexibility in 
how you show the reserve, you are trying to be transparent and paint an accurate picture 
of the potential exposures faced by the district and what protection exists if some of 
those exposures become real. A reserve policy that is well-considered before the crisis 
occurs is always helpful. We recommend you share our discussion of this topic with 
your Superintendent and Board and proceed accordingly.  

—Ron Bennett 
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2009 SSC School District and County Office Financial Projection Dartboard  
ABX4 1 Budget Version (Updated August 10, 2009) 

 

This version of SSC’s Financial Projection Dartboard is based on the 2009-10 ABX4 1 State Budget revision. We have 
updated the COLA, CPI, and ten-year T-bill factors per the latest economic forecasts, and this resulted in changes to virtually 
every factor for 2008-09 and thereafter. We rely on various state agencies and outside sources in developing these factors, but 
we assume responsibility for them with the understanding that they are, at best, general guidelines. 

 

Factor 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 
Statutory COLA (use for K-12 and COE 
Revenue Limits)  5.66%  4.25%  0.50%1  2.30%1  2.50%  3.00% 

Revenue Limit Deficits: 
Eliminates COLA 

Further RL Cut 
Total Deficit % 

.94643 

.97372 
7.844% 

.90785 

.89932 
18.355% 

.90785 

.89932 
18.355% 

.90785 

.89932 
18.355% 

.90785 

.89932 
18.355% 

.90785 

.89932 
18.355% 

Net Revenue Limit Change: K-12  -2.63%  -7.64%  0.50%  2.30%  2.50%  3.00% 

Revenue Limit Deficits - COEs: 
Eliminates COLA 

Further RL Cut 
Total Deficit % 

.94643 

.97377 
7.839% 

.90785 

.89639 
18.621% 

.90785 

.89639 
18.621% 

.90785 

.89639 
18.621% 

.90785 

.89639 
18.621% 

.90785 

.89639 
18.621% 

Net Revenue Limit Change: COEs  -2.62%  -7.95%  0.50%  2.30%  2.50%  3.00% 

Other Revenue Limit Adjustments2 – -$250 per 
ADA – – – – 

Special Education COLA (on state and 
local share only)  0.00%  0.00%  0.50%  2.30%  2.50%  3.00% 

State Categorical Funding (including 
adult education and ROC/P)3 Tier I 

Tier II 
Tier III 

 0.00%
 -15.38%
 -15.38% 

 0.00%
 -4.46%
 -4.46% 

 0.50% 
 0.50% 
 0.50% 

 2.30% 
 2.30% 
 2.30% 

 2.50% 
 2.50% 
 2.50% 

 3.00% 
 3.00% 
 3.00% 

California CPI  1.20%  0.50%  1.90%  2.20%  2.70%  3.00% 
 Base  $109.50  $111.00  $111.00  $111.50  $111.50  $111.50 California Lottery4 Proposition 20  $11.50  $13.25  $13.25  $13.50  $13.50  $13.50 

Interest Rate for Ten-Year Treasuries  3.10%  3.60%  4.10%  4.40%  4.70%  4.90% 
 

ESTIMATED STATEWIDE AVERAGE BASE REVENUE LIMITS PER ADA “UNDEFICITED” 
Year Elementary High School Unified 

2008-09 Statewide Average (est.)  $5,882  $7,069  $6,150 
2009-10 Inflation Increase @ 4.25% COLA  $250  $300  $261 

2009-10 Statewide Average (est.)  $6,132  $7,369  $6,411 
 

2009-10 BUDGET ACT ESTIMATED CHARTER SCHOOL RATES 
 K-3 4-6 7-8 9-12 

General Purpose Block Grant 
(will change at each apportionment)2  $4,778  $4,855  $5,003  $5,845 

Categorical Block Grant (est.)5  $401  $401  $401  $401 
Total  $5,179  $5,256  $5,404  $6,246 

 

                                                           
1 While a positive statutory COLA is projected for 2010-11, the state’s ability to fund it is suspect. Districts should have a contingency plan should the state 
decide not to fund this COLA percentage. 
2 The 2009 Budget Revision did not include the 11.428% deficit for 2008-09, which was proposed in the May Revision. Instead, the Budget Revision 
requires school district, COEs, and charter schools to reduce revenue limits by $250 per ADA (est.) on a one-time basis in 2009-10. The charter school 
general purpose rates displayed above include this one-time reduction. 
3 The categorical cut percentages are based on the amount of cuts from prior-year funding. 
4 The forecast for Lottery funding per ADA includes both base (unrestricted) funding and the amount restricted by Proposition 20 (2009) for instructional 
materials. 
5 The Charter School Categorical Block Grant rates do not include Economic Impact Aid funding, which is provided separately. 




