San Rafael Elementary School District
2017-18 Budget Report and Multiyear Fiscal Projection
Public Hearing —June 26, 2017
Adoption — June 28, 2017

Local Educational Agencies are required to adopt a budget prior to July 1 of each year in order to
authorize the expenditure of funds. The proposed budget is only an initial blueprint for revenues and
expenditures since the preparation of the adopted budget occurs before the state has enacted its
budget, and before actual expenditures and revenues are known for the current year. In the event that
material revisions are necessary, a revised budget will be presented to the Board no less than 45 days
after the enacted state budget.

lllustrated below is a summary of the proposed state budget and budget guidelines as provided by the
County Office of Education, and School Services of California. The Proposed Budget Report also
contains financial summaries, multi-year projections and detailed financial state reports relating to the
estimated financial activity for 2017-18 through 2019-20 specific to the San Rafael Elementary School
District (SRHSD), also known as the San Rafael City Schools.

The ESD Budget Advisory Committee convened in November 2016 and have met monthly through
May of this year. This committee reviewed information on various sources of District revenues, types
of expenditures, contractual or mandated obligations and expenditures outside of the control of the
District (e.g. utilities, insurance and payroll driven costs) as well as discussing the potential implications
of the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) and the Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP) that was
adopted by the State in July 2013.

Governor’s Revised State Budget Proposal “May Revision”

The Governor released his revised 2017-18 budget proposal on May 11, 2017 (May Revision), which
contained $1.1 billion of new revenues to K-14 above what was provided for in the January proposed
budget. As in previous years, revenue projections have increased for the May Revision as compared to
the Governor’s January Budget; however, not to the same extent that education has experienced in the
past.

Personal income tax and corporation tax revenues are up $2.9 billion and $400 million, respectively,
while sales tax revenues are down $1.2 billion due to weak cash receipts. These factors reduce the
forecast for 2016-17 by $225 million compared to the January Budget, but increase the 2017-18
forecast by $1.9 billion. Total General Fund revenues are projected to be $118.5 billion in 2016-17 and
$125.9 billion in 2017-18.  On May 15, 2017, the Legislative Analyst Office (LAO) released its analysis
of the May Revision, which concurs with the Administration’s current forecast.

Further, the May Revision proposes to suspend the supplemental appropriation under Test 3 (known
as Test 3B or the “equal pain/equal gain” provision) through 2020-21. This provision becomes
applicable when the minimum guarantee grows less quickly than the rest of the State Budget. The
Administration projects that Test 3B would provide $450 million in 2018-19, $290 million in 2019-20,
and $110 million in 2020-21. It is of important note that the cumulative amount of $850 million would
lower the Proposition 98 guarantee from the level that would otherwise prevail under current law;
thus, increasing funding to the non-Proposition 98 programs.

lllustrated below are the major components of the May Revision:

e The minimum guarantee for 2017-18 is projected to be $74.6 billion,
e Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) is estimated to be 1.56% up from 1.48% as projected in
January.




e The Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) gap funding estimates increased by an additional
$642 million from January to a total of $1.4 billion with the May Revision.
o The gap percentage for 2017-18 is now estimated at 43.97%.
o LCFF implementation through 2017-18 is now projected to be 97% complete.
e Continues Career Technical Education funding as proposed in the Governor’s January Budget,
which consists of a $200 million final installment for the three-year program that began in 2015.
e Includes an additional $239 million investment to fund increases to child care and preschool
provider rates, additional full-day preschool slots, and cost-of-living-adjustments that were part
of the 2016-17 enacted State Budget.
o This provision is new as it was not included in the Governor’s January Budget.
e Contains a final budget appropriation for California Clean Energy Job projects (Proposition 39)
o State-wide amount decreased from $422.9 million that was proposed in January to
$376.2 million.

On June 15™ the Governor signed the 2017-18 Budget with a significant changes that will
impact SRESD as follows:
e 5876 million in one-time discretionary funding is estimated to be approximately $145 per

student and SRESD is projected to receive $ 673,000 in 2017-18.

Local Control Funding Formula Structure

Local Control Funding Formula: The Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) is intended to provide a
funding mechanism that is simple and transparent while allowing local educational agencies (LEAs)
maximum flexibility in allocating resources to meet local needs. While the formula itself is relatively
straightforward, the transition from revenue limit funding to the LCFF is more complex. The primary
cause for this complexity is the state’s commitment to ensuring that all LEAs are funded at no less than
they received in 2012-13 on a per pupil basis.

The Target Entitlement represents what a Local Educational Agency (LEA) will receive at full
implementation. The funding basis under the LCFF shifts from a primarily Average Daily Attendance
(ADA) driven model to one that places emphasis on student population/demographics, as well as, the
District’s ADA. It is calculated annually based on student population (ADA, enrollment, unduplicated
pupil percentage (UPP); foster youth, socioeconomically disadvantaged, and English learners). As
illustrated below, it contains multiple funding allocations.

The most distinct difference between revenue limit funding and the LCFF during the transition relates
to the role and impact of Cost-of-Living-Adjustments (COLA). Under revenue limits, COLAs (and their
deficits) played the central role in determining changes in year-over-year funding; under the LCFF,
COLA’s are but one step in the formula’s calculation. Illustrated below are the basic components of the
formula and transition into the LCFF:
e Average Daily Attendance (ADA)
o Similar to revenue limits, funding is calculated on ADA
e Annual COLA
o Determined by the implicit price deflator as set in May for the budget year and
estimated by the Department of Finance (DOF) for the two subsequent years for
use in projections
= Applied to grade span base grants, which drives grade span adjustment and
Supplemental and Concentration grant calculations
e Unduplicated Percentages
o Certified through enrollment data each Fall (applied to supplemental and
concentration grant calculations)
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o Percentage of Gap Funding During Transition
o Set by the Department of Finance (DOF) for the current year and estimated by the
DOF for the two subsequent years for use in projections

LCFF Gap Funding and Cost-of-Living-Adjustment (COLA):

Increased funding for the LCFF provided an increase of $1.4 billion state-wide (up from $661 million
in January), which would bring the average district to 97% of target. This provides funding enough
to increase the gap percentage to approximately 44% (up from 24% at second interim and down
from 73% at first interim.) Due to the revised gap and COLA factors, the District is entitled to
approximately 1.25 million more of general purpose (LCFF) funding.

Proposition 98 Funding
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Further, the Legislative Analyst Office estimates that the increase in the cost-of-living adjustment from
1.48% estimated in January to the statutory level of 1.56% established in the May Revision costs an
additional $73 million. lllustrated below is a comparison of the gap funding percentages, and COLA
percentages between the 2016-17 enacted state budget and the Governor’s 2017-18 May Revision
proposal.

LN
2015- 2016- 2017- -

LCFF Gap Funding % — Enacted (June 2016) 52.56% 54.18% 72.99% 4 40.36%
__LCFF Gap Funding % — Proposed (Januarv 2017) 52.56% 55.03% 23.67‘%} 43.85%

LCFF Gap Funding % — Revised (May 2017) 53.08% | 49.08% [\43.97% 71.53%

Annual COLA - Enacted (June 2016) 1.02% 0.00% 1.11% 2.42%

Annual COLA — Proposed (January 2017) 1.02% 0.00% 1.48% 2.40%

Annual COLA — Revised (May 2017) 1.02% 0.00% 1.56% 2.15%

Supplemental and Concentration Grants: Education Code Section 42238.02 increases the LCFF base
grant by a supplemental grant and a concentration grant. These are determined by LEA’s unduplicated
count of pupils who are eligible for free and reduced price meals, and/or who are classified as English
Learners, or as Foster Youth.
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The Superintendent of Public Instruction will annually compute the percentage of unduplicated count
using the criteria above, utilizing data reported through the California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement
Data System (CALPADS). A pupil who is identified in more than one category will only be counted once
in determining the unduplicated pupil count. This data is subject to annual review and validation by the
county office of education and is subject to audit under the state audit guidelines.

Local Control Accountability Plans: Effective 2013-14, the LCFF relies on the use of accountability plans
in shifting control of LEA budgets from the state to the local level. Therefore, school districts and county
offices of education (COEs) are required to adopt a Local Control and Accountability Plan (LCAP) using
a template adopted by the State Board of Education (SBE).

Itis required that the LCAP be effective for three years (updated annually), and include annual goals for
pupils (including each subgroup of pupils) to be achieved for state and local priorities, as well as, identify
the specific actions the school district, or COE, will take during each year of the plan to achieve specified
goals.

Prior to adopting or updating the LCAP, a district must provide the public and parent advisory
committees (includes EL parent advisory committees) an opportunity to review and comment on the
proposed LCAP. In addition, a district must hold at least one public hearing to solicit public comments
regarding the LCAP, and must adopt the LCAP at a subsequent public meeting. Further, the LCAP must
be adopted before the budget is adopted.

The May Revision includes the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress mandate to
be included in the mandate block grant; however, funding amounts are proposed to remain the same
despite the inclusion of this mandate.

Routine Restricted Maintenance Account:

Due to the passage of Proposition 51, any local educational agency that applies for state bond
funds and receives a Proposition 51 apportionment by the State Allocation Board (SAB) would be
subject to conditions set forth by the bond measure. The Proposition 51 ballot initiative contained
language that the School Facility Program (SFP) is administered as it existed on January 1, 2015
that includes the provision of contributing the full three percent of General Fund expenditures
into the routine restricted maintenance account (RRMA). This requirement, however, does not
apply to projects funded by Propositions 1A, 47, and 55 as those bond measures did not contain
similar language. Therefore, districts would either be required to contribute the three percent if
participating in Proposition 51 (timing of contribution yet to be determined), or continue to follow
the guidance of AB 104 and gradually increase their contributions as follows:

e 2016-17: The minimum contribution shall be the lesser of 2014-15 contributions or three
percent of total General Fund expenditures

e 2017-18 to 2019-20: The greater of the following:
o the lesser of 2014-15 contributions or 3% of total General Fund expenditures, OR
2% of the total General Fund expenditures for that year

e 2020-21: 3% of General Fund expenditures

Reserves:
District Reserve Requirements (Senate Bill 858): The 2014 State Budget Act and the passage of
Proposition 2 in November 2014 established a hard cap on district reserves, if all of the following
conditions are met:

° The Proposition 98 maintenance factor must be fully repaid
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® Proposition 98 must be funded based on Test 1

* Proposition 98 provides sufficient funds to support enroliment growth and the statutory COLA

* Adeposit must be made into the Proposition 98 reserve when capital gains revenues exceed
8% of General Fund revenues

Currently, the cap is not expected to be in effect for fiscal year 2017-18 since Proposition 98 funding is
expected to be based on Test 3 instead of Test 1.

Senate Bill (SB) 858 also requires that school districts, starting with the 2015-16 adopted budgets, must
add new procedures to the public hearing. The new required procedure consists of providing the
following disclosures at the public hearing beginning with the 2015-16 budget adoption:
° The minimum reserve level required in each year
° The amount of assigned and unassigned ending fund balance that exceeds the minimum in
each year
e Reasons for the reserve being greater than the minimum

On January 21, 2015, the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) released a report regarding Senate Bill 858,
which illustrated the rationale behind school district reserve levels, the benefits of prudent reserves,
and the risks of reduced reserves. The report details five main reasons that school districts maintain
adequate reserves:

°  Managing cash flow

° Mitigating volatility in funding or expenditures

e Saving for larger purchases

° Addressing unexpected costs

° Reducing costs of borrowing

Further, the LAO described specific risks to school districts that lower their reserves in accordance with
the SB 858 cap, including:
* The cap would allow most districts to maintain only a few weeks of payroll
* Emergency facility repairs and other unexpected costs would place districts with low reserves
in a precarious position
* Districts with reserves below the caps have been about twice as likely to be flagged for fiscal
intervention
* Districts with lower reserves could have their credit ratings reduced, increasing the cost of
borrowing money

The experience of the most recent recession has clearly demonstrated the minimum levels are
insufficient to protect educational programs from severe disruption in an economic downturn. The
typical 3% reserve minimum represents less than two weeks of payroll for many districts.

While this is welcome news, the level of growth in student population continues to increase creating
the need for additional teachers as well as other costs associated with educating more students. That
combined with the costs associated with significant STRS rate increases, the ongoing implementation
of CCSS and developing actions to address the needs of our target “at-risk” population of students, is
created fiscal challenges. Many of the expenditures included in the budget were identified during the
LCAP process and needs assessment and were based on community input. Many of these
expenditure also help to ensure that the District can meet the proportionality requirements by
demonstrating that the level of increased or improved services for EL/Low Income students/foster
youth is proportionate to the supplemental & concentration (S/C) grant funding. The increase in S/C
funding the District is expected to spend on our target population is $476,842 for the ESD.
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2017-18 San Rafael Elementary School District Primary Budget Components

% Average Daily Attendance (ADA) is estimated at 4,619 for 2017-18, a decrease of 17 ADA from 16-

17 P-2 attendance reporting

ADA for 2018-19 is estimated at 4,643, an increase of 24

ADA for 2019-20 is estimated at 4,626, a decrease of 17

The District projects to receive $2,832,000 in parcel tax revenue in 17-18 and has budgeted a 3%

voter approved growth factor.

% The District’s estimated unduplicated pupil percentage for supplemental & concentration funding
is estimated to be 67.35% for the ESD.

%+ Lottery revenue is estimated to be $144 per ADA for unrestricted purposes and $45 per ADA for

restricted purposes

Mandated Cost Block Grant is $28 for K-8 ADA $56 for 9-12 ADA.

One-time Mandated Cost reimbursement is $145 per ADA and estimated at $673,000

Except as illustrated under Contributions to Restricted Programs, all federal and state restricted

categorical programs are self-funded.
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General Fund Unrestricted Revenue Components
The District receives funding for its general operations from various sources. A summary of the major
funding sources is illustrated below:

DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
General Purpose (LCFF) Revenue $41,812,831
Federal Revenue $1,999,013
State Revenue $3,819,937
Local Revenue $6,971,632
TOTAL $54,603,413

Total ESD General Fund Revenues

Local Revenue General Purpose

(LCFF) Revenue
76%

13%

State Revenue...

Federal Revenue
4%

Education Protection Account

As approved by the voters on November 6, 2012, The Schools and Local Public Safety Protection Act of
2012 (Proposition 30) temporarily increased the state’s sales tax rate and the personal income tax rates
for taxpayers in high tax brackets.

The creation of the EPA by Proposition 30 provides that a portion of K-14 general purpose funds must
be utilized for instructional purposes. Revenues generated from Proposition 30 are deposited into a
State account called the Education Protection Account (EPA). The District will receive funds from the
EPA based on its proportionate share of statewide general purpose funds. A corresponding reduction
is made to its state aid funds.
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K-14 local agencies have the sole authority to determine how the funds received from the EPA are
spent, but with these provisions:

e The spending plan must be approved by the governing board during a public meeting

e EPA funds cannot be used for the salaries or benefits of administrators or any other
administrative costs (as determined through the account code structure)

e Each year, the local agency must publish on its website an accounting of how much money was
received from the EPA and how the funds were expended

Further, the annual financial audit includes verification that the EPA funds were used as specified by
Proposition 30. If EPA funds are not expended in accordance with the requirements of Proposition 30,
civil or criminal penalties could be incurred.

lllustrated below is how the District’s EPA funds are appropriated for 2017-18. The amounts will be
revised throughout the year based on information received from the state.

Education Protection Account (EPA)
Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2017

Beginning Fund Balance $ 1,900,851
Actual EPA Revenues:
Estimated EPA Funds $2,929,119

Total Available Revenues $ 4,829,970

Actual EPA Expenditures:
Certificated Instructional Salaries $2,929,119
Certificated Benefits S 1,068,769
Total Projected Expenditures S 3,997,888
Projected Balance | $ 832,082.00

Subsequently, on November 8, 2016, the voters approved the California Children’s Education and
Health Care Protection Act (Proposition 55) that maintains increased personal income tax rates for
taxpayers in high tax brackets through 2030. Proposition 55 did not extend the sales tax increase;
therefore, the temporary sales tax increase expired at the end of calendar year 2016.

Operating Expenditure Components

The General Fund is used for the majority of the functions within the District. As illustrated below,
salaries and benefits comprise of approximately 86% of the District’s unrestricted budget, and
approximately 80% of the total General Fund budget.

DESCRIPTION UNRESTRICTED COMBINED
18,751,872 S 23,410,367
4,201,914 S 6,370,573

Certificated Salaries
Classified Salaries

S

$
Benefits S 7,840,127 S 11,553,469
Books and Supplies S 1,254,334 S 2,140,639
Other Services & Oper. S 4,106,233 S 8,609,447
Capital Outlay S 105,551 S 170,551
Other Outgo/Transfer S 153,718 § 1,134,850
TOTAL S 36,413,749 S 53,389,896
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Following is a graphical representation of expenditures by percentage:

Unrestricted General Fund Expenditures
Other Services &

Capital Outlay Other
Oﬁfr' 0% Outgo/Transfer
Books and Supplies % / 0%

Certificated Salaries
52%

Classified Salaries
12%

Total General Fund Expenditures
Capital Outlay
0%

Other Services & Oper.
16%

Certificated Salaries
44%

Books and Supplies
4%

Benefits
22%
Classified Salaries
12%

Unrestricted General Fund Summary

The District’s 2017-18 unrestricted General Fund projects a total operating surplus of $110,038
resulting in an estimated ending fund balance of $10,870,660. The components of the District’s fund
balance are as follows: restricted $377,733; 7% Board designated reserve $3,803,777; state required
3% reserve for economic uncertainty $1,630,190; Assigned and unassigned balances to address
uncertainties regarding special education costs, potential residential placements, deferred
maintenance, pension reform, employee compensation, COLA for utilities and other services &
software $5,436,693.

Cash Flow

The SRESD is funded at approximately 40% from property taxes, with these unrestricted and restricted
funds being received in December and April. However, the Districts major disbursements are made
between August through June. Based on our cash flow statements, the District will need to take
advantage of the County of Marin Tax Anticipation Note and temporarily borrow in October and
November of 2017. Federal and State aid apportionment payments will be based upon each LEA’s
regular payment schedule throughout the year.

Fund Summaries
lllustrated below is a summary of each Fund’s fund balance and corresponding change.
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All Funds of the District

Fund Balance Current Year Fund Balance

Fund Number and Description July 1, 2016 Activity June 30, 2017

01 General Fund $14,309,541  (S$3,324,886) $10,984,655
12 Child Development S8 S8
13 Cafeteria $155,835 ($6,125) $149,710
14 Deferred Maintenance Fund $727,800 $9,020 $736,820
20 Special Reserve for Other Than Capital Outlay $1,739,595 $761,195 $2,500,790
21 Bond $24,723,484  ($6,018,433) $18,705,051
25 Capital Facilities 588,795 $105,200 $193,995
40 Special Reserve for Capital Outlay $968,862 $411,176 $1,380,038
51 Bond Interest Redemption $6,515,897 SO $6,515,897

Multiyear Projection

General Planning Factors:

lllustrated below are also the latest factors released by the Department of Finance (DOF) that Districts
are expected to utilize as planning factors. There is also a comparison of the estimated COLA and gap

fundmg factors for DOF and School Services of California (SSC).

Plahning Factor

COLA (DOF &SSC)
i"LC'FF Gap Funding Percentage (SSC)

- LCFF Gap Funding Percentage (DOF)

STRS Employer Rates

PERS Employer Rates (PERS Board / Actuary)
Lottery — unrestricted per ADA

' Lottery — Prop. 20 per ADA*

‘Mandated Cost per ADA / One Time Allocations (DOF)

Mandate Block Grant for Districts: K-8 per ADA
‘Mandate Block Grant for Districts: 9-12 per ADA

" Mandate Block Grant for Charters: K-8 per ADA
Mandate Block Grant for Charters: 9-12 per ADA

' Routine Restricted Maintenance Account

* Percentage of total general fund expenditures

(Note Due to the November 2016 facility bond proposition  2014-15

| passing, the RRMA requirement may revert to 3% for
| applicable LEAs. Please refer to description noted above.)

[
|
|
|

1
| -

*F undmg approved by Governor 6/15/2017 not a component of the May Budget Revision.

’ Fiscal Year |
2016 17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 |
N I N R
 0.00% 1.56% 2.15% 2.35%2
l  55.03% 43’.97%{ ' 39.03%f o ””41.5”1%;
55.03%  43.97%  71.53% 7351%
{””’12.’5’8%{ '"14.43%;' - 16.28%  18.13%
- 13.888% 15531%  18.10%  20.80%
. $144 ""5'1'4'21]1” 3144 - $144
| | |
R B R T e T e
' i - 8214 "5'1'45*;"”*' S0 " '$0j
e DL R e ST
. $56 “'S‘S'Gj” 556‘  $56
R G R R ey '5'1'21'}]
N $42i $42'7" '342%" ) $42*

| Lesser of: Greafé?df Greaterof Greater of:

3%* Lesser of = Lesserof = Lesser of

or 3%*/ | 3%/ 3%* /
2014-15 @ 2014-15 2014-15 |
Amount = Amount | Amount Amount |
or or or |
2%* 2%* 2%*




10|Page

Revenue Assumptions:

The Local Control Funding Formula is based on the Department of Finance's estimates of COLA and
funding percentages towards the District's LCFF Target as noted above. EPA State funding is projected to
remain unchanged. Unrestricted local revenue has been reduced because these funds are not recognized
until the funds or a grant letter has been received.

Per enrollment trends, the District anticipates year-to-year enrollment to increase in 2017-18 by 66
students, then level off and increase in 2018-19 by 8 and decrease in 2019-20 by 17. EPA and special
education tax revenue is estimated to remain relatively constant. Federal revenue is expected to decrease
by 22% for Title | in 2017-18 and funding for Title Il to be eliminated in 2018-19. State revenue is expected
to decrease from 2016-17 due to the loss of one-time mandate funds from $215 to $145 per ADA in 2017-
18. The increase of contributions to restricted programs is primarily due to budgeting for restricted step
& column increases, potential salary increase, as well as for expected pension increases. The District also
adjusted its routine restricted maintenance contribution in order to contribute 3% of the General Fund
budget.

Expenditure Assumptions:
Included in the current budget and subsequent years are increases in salaries of 1.5% for step & column.
There is no budgeted set-aside for pending salary increases in the current or subsequent years.

On December 21, 2016, the California Public Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS) Board took action
to approve lowering what is known as the “discount rate” from 7.5% to 7.0% over three years beginning
in 2018-19. This action effectively lowers what CalPERS projects will be the annual rate of return on its
entire investment portfolio (i.e. investment return percentage). By reducing the current discount rate
from 7.5% to 7.375% in 2018-19, 7.25% in 2019-20, and then 7.0% in 2020-21, the CalPERS Board will be
scheduling higher employer contribution rates that will significantly exceed previous projected increases.
lllustrated below are the actual rates through 2017-18 and projected rates through 2023-24.

CalPERS Rate Comparison

2016-17 | 2017-18 | 2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24
Description Actual | Projected |Projected |Projected|Projected | Projected | Projected |Projected
Rates @ 16- | 13.888% | 15.50% 17.10% | 18.60%| 19.80%| 19.80% 19.80%| 19.80%
17 1% Interim
Rates @ 16- | 13.888% | 15.80% 18.70% | 21.60%| 24.90%| 26.40% | 27.40% | 28.20%
17 2" Interim
Rates @ 17- | 13.888% | 15.531%| 18.10% | 20.80%| 23.80%| 25.20% | 26.10% | 26.80%
18 Proposed (Actual)

Assembly Bill 1469(CalSTRS full-funding plan) increased the contribution rates that employers, employees
and the State pay to support the California State Teachers’ Retirement System (CalSTRS). Similar to
CalPERS, the CalSTRS Board lowered its assumed rate of return on its investment portfolio from 7.5% to
7.0% and adopted new demographic assumptions on February 10". Under Assembly Bill (AB) 1469 both
state and employer contribution rates may be increased by the CalSTRS Board in order to maintain the
goal of reaching full funding of the retirement system by 2046.

Current law increases contribution rates to 19.1% beginning July 1, 2020. Further under Education Code
Section 22950.5, CalSTRs will have the authority to increase or decrease the employer and state
contribution rates. However, the rates may not be increased by more than one percent in a year and
cannot exceed 12% overall until the remaining unfunded actuarial obligation is eliminated. In addition,
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new CalSTRS members (hired after January 1, 2013) are required to pay at least half of the normal cost of
the defined benefit (DB) program; thus, these members’ contributions will increase by 0.5% effective July
1, 2017.

llustrated below are the statutory rates through 2020-21 and maximum rates from 2021-22 through
2023-24:

CalSTRS Rates per Education Code Sections 22901.7 and 22950.5

2016-17 | 2017-18 | 2018-19 | 2019-20 | 2020-21 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2023-24
Description Actual |Projected |Projected |Projected |Projected | Projected | Projected | Projected

Statutory 12.58% | 14.43% | 16.28% | 18.13% | 19.10% | 20.10% | 21.10% | 22.10%
Rates (Max.) | (Max.) | (Max.)

Therefore, adjustments to benefits reflect the expected increases to employer pension costs.

Unrestricted supplies, operating expenditures, capital outlay and other outgo are estimated to remain
relatively constant. Adjustments may need to be made at 1% Interim to address any unanticipated
excessive increases in utilities. Contributions to restricted programs are expected to increase for 2018-19
and 2019-20 due to additional pension costs for restricted programs that receive support from the
unrestricted general fund.

Estimated Ending Fund Balances:
During 2018-19 and 2019-20, the District projects the General Fund will not deficit spend in unrestricted

programs. The restricted ending General Fund balance at the end of 2019-20 is projected to be zero.

lllustrated below are the components of the estimated ending General Fund balance:

Revised Multi-Year Projection (Total GF)

2016-17 Revised Projected Projected

Description Budget 2017-18 2018-19
Total Revenues $54,603,413.00 $56,422,191.00 $57,788,783.00
Total Expenditures $53,317,490.00 $54,215,482.00 $55,608,849.00
Excess/(Deficiency) $1,285,923.00 $2,206,709.00 $2,179,934.00
Other Sources/Uses -$1,022,185.00 -$1,050,400.00 -$1,050,400.00
Net Increase/(Decrease) $263,738.00 $1,156,309.00 $1,129,534.00
Add: Beginning Fund Balance $10,984,655.00 $11,248,393.00 $12,404,702.00
Ending Fund Balance $11,248,393.00 $12,404,702.00 $13,534,236.00

Conclusion:
The projected budget and multi-year projections support that the District is projecting to be able to meet
its financial obligations for the current and subsequent year.




