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Paulding County School District Fast Facts!
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FY2022 Budget Development - Major Milestones Februar y 9, 2021
. January 26, 2021 - Budget Timeline and Pricrities Presentation (Work Session) Budget Primer Presentation

. Budget Process o February 9, 2021 - Budget Primer Presentation (Board Meeting)
Review Phase

o February 23, 2021 - Initial Allotments Presentation (Work Session)

(July-Sept)
o March 23, 2021 — Revenue Projections Presentation (Work Session)
. Budget o April 27, 2021 —Budget Update (Work Session)
;r:mework o May 11, 2021 — Tentative Budget Presentation, Last Meeting Before Millage Rate Timeline (Board Meeting)
(o:ts,e[)e c) o May 25, 2021 — Budget Update (Work Session)

(") June 2021 -Receive Consolidation and Evaluation of Digest from Tax Commissioner

June 8, 2021 - Original Budget Presentation and Legal Adoption of FY2020 Budget (Board Meeting)

June 22, 2021 - Legal Adoption Backup Date, If Necessary (Work Session)

Deadline for Budget Adoption or Spending Resolution — June 30, 2021

June 8, 2021 — Adoption of Millage Rate Recommendation

o Indicates BOE Action is Reguired

FY2022 Budget 2021 Millage Rate

) Junes, 2021 — Update Published Budget Overview Flyer (Original) ~August 2021 — Millage Rate Certification, BOC Adopts

() May 11, 2021 —Publish Budget Overview Flyer (Tentative) Millage Rate Resolution and DOR Collection Order

() May 11, 2021 —2nd Public Meeting on Proposed Budget (Board Meeting) () June 8, 2021* — 3rd Public Hearing (6:00pm) (Board Meeting)

) April 27, 2021 - 1st Public Meeting on Proposed Budget (Board Meeting) () June 3, 2021* —1st (8:00am) and 2nd (6:00pm) Public Hearings (Called Meetings),

o April 15 - April 21, 2021 — Advertise two Public Meetings on Proposed Budget May 27 - June 2, 2021* — Advertise 1st, 2nd, and 3rd Public Hearings (1 week)

May 27, 2021* — Issue Millage Rate Press Release

FY2022 Quarterly Financial Updates on Budget Performance o May 20 - June 2, 2021 — Advertise Five Year History
o November 30, 2021 — September 2021 Quarterly Update {Work Session) * If Millage Rate Exceeds Roliback Rate
o February 22, 2022 (tentative) — December 2021 Quarterly Update (Work Session) Notices will be mailed on TBD, Appeal Deadline is TBD
o May 24, 2022 (tentative) — March 2022 Quarterly Update (Work Session) Mote: This schedule may be modified based on DOR 3% variance rule

o August 23, 2022 (tentative) — June 2022 Quarterly Update (Work Session)

O April 2023 (tentative) - Presentation of FY2022 Audit Results (Work Session)

As of January 26, 2021 {2021 Board Meeting Dates Set Jlanuary 12, 2021)

FY2022 Public Meetings and Hearings, Press Releases, Advertisements and Notices Engage. Inspire. prepare,

FY2022 Budget Timeline (Major Milestones)
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Comparable Districts




Large District Enrollment, FY2021 (>10,000 FTE)
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Large District Three-Year CAGR, FY2018-FY2021 (>10,000 FTE)
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Large District Enrollment As of October 2020, PCSD was the 12t largest school
district in Georgia (out of the 180 districts and 35 large districts).

Source: GaDOE (Student Enrollment by Grade), Large Districts are districts with >10,000 FTE

FY2017- FY2021

Enrollment Growth



ESEP Participation. Enroliment in Exceptional Students Educational Programs (ESEP)
has materially increased over the past several years. In FY2021, 15.1% of the student
population was enrolled in an ESEP program, compared to a statewide and large
district average of 12.7% and 12.7%, respectively.

From FY2015 to FY2021, the district, statewide and large district participation
percentage increased 3.0%, 1.7% and 1.7%, respectively.

ESEP Percentage of Total FTE, FY2015-FY2021
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FY2020 Statewide Revenue Sources FY2020 PCSD Revenue Sources

B Local Revenue [OState Revenue [MFederal Revenue M Local Revenue [@OState Revenue @ Federal Revenue

Primary Revenue Sources. Approximately 65% of District
revenue comes from state sources (compared to a statewide
average of 53%) and 31% comes from local sources (compared

to a statewide average of 41%).

Source: GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020 FYZOZO

Primary Revenue Sources




Total Per-Pupil Revenue. As of FY2020, total per-pupil revenue was $10,142. Lower than
any comparable group, including the statewide average, which was $1,171 more per-
pupil. Approximately, S941 or 9.0% was funded through the Equalization Grant (green).
Variances to PCSD appear above the columns.

Per-Pupil Revenue, FY2020 (20,000 - 60,000 FTE)

$20,000

$18,000

$16,000

$14,000

$12,000

$10,000

57,914

$3,028

52{}07 Sl 290 1,512

1,171

59 sip g5 su6 s199 S0 ST 510102 sug ey S128) so7n

$8,000
$6,000
54,000

$2,000

QP

Per-Pupil Revenue: All Sources

Source: GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020




Local Per-Pupil Revenue. As of FY2020, local per-pupil revenue was
31.2% of total revenue. This is lower than any comparable group,
including the statewide average of 41.1%.

Per-Pupil Revenue - Local, FY2020 (20,000 - 60,000 FTE)
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Per-Pupil Revenue: Local



State Per-Pupil Revenue. As of FY2020, state per-pupil revenue was
65.4% of total revenue. This is higher than any comparable group,
including the statewide average of 53.2%.

Per-Pupil Revenue - State, FY2020 (20,000 - 60,000 FTE)
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Source: GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020

Per-Pupil Revenue: State



Total Per-Pupil Expenditures. As of FY2020, total per-pupil expenditures were $9,897.

This is lower than any comparable group, including the statewide average, which is $892
more per-pupil. Variances to PCSD appear above the columns.

Per-Pupil Expenditures, FY2020 (20,000 - 60,000 FTE)
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Source: GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020

Per-Pupil Expenditures: Total



Per-Pupil Expenditure Allocation, FY2020
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Per-Pupil Expenditure Allocation. As of FY2020, PCSD continues to direct
more per-pupil expenditures toward instruction than any comparable
group, while spending half as much on general administrative.

Source: GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020
Per-Pupil Expenditures: Function Allocation




Per-Pupil Instructional Expenditures. As of FY2020, per-pupil instructional expenditures
were 68.9% of total expenditures. This is higher than any comparable group, including
the statewide average of 64.8%.

Per-Pupil Expenditures- Instruction, FY2020 (20,000 - 60,000 FTE)
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Source: GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020
Per-Pupil Expenditures: Instruction




Per-Pupil General Administrative Expenditures. As of FY2020, per-pupil general
administrative expenditures were 2.2% of total expenditures. This is lower than any
comparable group, including the statewide average of 4.6%.

Per-Pupil Expenditures- General Administrative, FY2020 (20,000 - 60,000 FTE)
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Source: GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020

Per-Pupil Expenditures: General Admin



Engage. Inspire. Prepare.

Organizational Factors Influencing Decisions:
Demographic and Economic Factors




Tax Digest. The limited commercial and industrial tax base in Paulding County results in
a lower net digest per student (NDPS), which reduces local funding. In FY2020, PCSD’s
NDPS was approximately $148,000, which was $65,000 or 31% lower than the average
large district in Georgia (enrollment >10,000).

Digest Millage Rate Levy Revenue Expenditures FESR
NDPS 2019 (FY20) 2019 (FY20) 2019 FY2019 FY2019 FY2019
Formula' FY2019 % Non- Net Digest M&O % Variance Levy Local Revenue Expenditures FY2018
* Rank Enrollment Residential per Student Millage Rate to PCSD per Student per Student per Student FESR
Prope rty 1 Cobb Bartow Cobb Muscogee Muscogee Cobb Cobb Muscogee Cherokee
su bject to a 111,122 54% $255,420 23.321 4.571 $4,827 $10,247 $10,005 4.5
9 Cherokee Muscogee Coweta Richmond Richmond Avg Comp Bartow Avg >10k Avg >10k
tax levy, after 42,110 53% $220,874 19.794 1.044 $4,114 $10,224 $9,904 41
applicab|e 3 Avg Comp Richmond Cherokee Douglas Douglas Coweta Avg >10k Cobb Paulding
ti 36,156 53% $218,273 19.650 0.900 $4,106 $10,184 $9,882 4.0
exem p lons 4 Avg >10k Douglas Avg >10k Avg Comp Avg Comp Avg >10k Douglas Douglas Carroll
(net dlgest) 33,768 43% $212,953 19.432 0.682 $4,039 $10,161 $9,765 4.0
s Muscogee Avg >10k Avg Comp Avg >10k Avg >10k Cherokee Muscogee Avg Comp Avg Comp
divided by the | 5
y 30,641 39% $211,724 18.964 0.214 $4,027 $10,088 $9,638 36
num ber Of 6 Paulding Avg Comp Bartow Cobb Cobb Bartow Avg Comp Paulding Muscogee
o,
students 30,226 39% $208,270 18.900 0.150 $3,905 $9,899 $9,578 315
7 Richmond Carroll Muscogee Bartow Bartow Muscogee Coweta Bartow Douglas
PCSD 29,398 39% $166,391 18.750 0.000 $3,880 $9,845 $9,570 35
8 Douglas Coweta Douglas Paulding Paulding Douglas Paulding Carroll Coweta
Example: 26,420 35% $164,502 18.750 0.000 $3,232 $9,739 $9,519 35
HTH Coweta Cobb Richmond Coweta Coweta Richmond Cherokee Richmond Bartow
S4.47 Billion 9
§ 22,212 34% $155,819 18.590 -0.160 $3,084 $9,551 $9,490 35
divided by 10 Carroll Cherokee Paulding Cherokee Cherokee Paulding Carroll Coweta Cobb
0, -
30,226 equals 14,422 34% $147,928 18.450 0.300 $2,774 $9,543 $9,470 315
1 Bartow Paulding Carroll Carroll Carroll Carroll Richmond Cherokee Richmond
$148k per 12,919 18% $141,709 17.998 -0.752 $2,550 $9,537 $9,406 25
Student
Source: GaDOR (Consolidated Tax Digest Summary), GaDOE Enrollment and Revenue/Expenditures Reports, Large Districts are districts with >10,000 FTE -

Tax Digest Overview



Net Digest Allocation: Residential versus Non-Residential
What if Paulding County’s Digest was Similar to the Average Large District in Georgia?

What if...PCSD $213,000 NDPS e Residential would need to
increase 7% or $180 million

* 61% represents $126,300
Residential NDPS, compared
to $121,200 in FY2020

* Non-Residential would need
to increase 207% or

$2 billion

* 39% represents $81,800
Non-Residential NDPS,
compared to $26,700 in
FY2020 - an additional
$55,100 per student

Large District $213,000 NDPS

2.

= Residential, net = Non-Residential, net

= Residential, net = Non-Residential, net

Source: Georgia Department of Revenue, Consolidated Tax Digest Summary - Large

School Districts Average (enrollment >10,000)
Tax Digest: Net Digest per Student



Great Recession. While Paulding County’s housing-centric economy is recovering from the
recession, the residual inflation-adjusted effect on the tax digest remains material. This is
significant to note because approximately one-third of the District’s revenues comes from

local sources.

* Between fiscal
years 2009 and
2014, the net
digest decreased
by 36% or S1.5
billion

* FY2020 net
digest per
student (NDPS)
remains 18%
lower than
FY2009, inflation
adjusted

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, CPI Calculator (measured in January, annually) and Georgia Department of Revenue, Consolidated Tax Digest Summary
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Net Digest per Student (NDPS)

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
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Tax Digest: Great Recession




Poverty: US Census and Free and Reduced Lunch, 2019
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Poverty Metrics. As of 2019, with an 8.8% poverty percentage, the US Census
ranked PCSD 174 (out of 180). PCSD had 40.8% Free and Reduced Lunch rate.

2019 and FY2020

Poverty: US Census and FRL




Per-Pupil Title I. As of FY2020 and based on overall enrollment, per-pupil Title | funding
was $128. This is lower than any comparable group, including the statewide average,
which was $280 more per-pupil. Variances to PCSD appear above the columns.

Per-Pupil Title | Funding, FY2021 (20,000 - 60,000 FTE)
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Source: GaDOE, Title | Awards
Per-Pupil Title | Funding




Top 10 EmployersA Count % Top 10 Industries (by Employment)B % Top 10 Property Tax PayersA %

1) PCSD 3,617 1% 1) Government (Education) 22% 1) Greystone 2.04%
2) Wellstar 1,600 2% 2) Retail 19% 2) Georgia Transmission 1.33%
3) Paulding County 1,052 1% 3) Accomm & Food Services 13% 3) Dogwood Enterprise 1.03%
4) Walmart 750 1% 4) Healthcare & Social Services 13% 4) Progress Residential 0.83%
5) Kroger 500 1% 5) Construction 8% 5) IA Hiram Smith 0.69%
6) Publix 375 0% 6) Admin, Supp & Waste Services 5% 6) Georgia Power 0.76%
7) Chick-fil-a 250 0% 7) Manufacturing (all) 5% 7) Norfolk Southern 0.65%
8) Metromont 212 0% 8) Other Services 3% 8) American Homes 4 Rent 0.63%
9) Learning Bridge 200 0% 9) Profession Services 3% 9) Ocean Harris Bridge 0.57%
10) McDonalds 199 0% 10) Wholesale Trade 2% 10) Comcast of the South 0.56%
Total 8,755 11% 93% Total 9.09%
Education 3,817 5% Unemployment Rate® % Commercial/Industrial Land Use® %
Healthcare 1,600 2% Paulding County 2.9% Paulding County 3%
Retail 2,074 2% Douglas County 3.5% Douglas County 14%
Government 1,052 1% Bartow County 3.3% Bartow County 8%
Manufacturing 250 0% Carroll County 3.4% Coweta County 6%
Total 8,793 11% Cobb County 3.0%

County Where Employedc

30.0%
70.0%

Paulding
Other

A) Source: 2020 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for Paulding County, Georgia

B) Source: Georgia Department of Labor Statistics (Area Labor Profile Updated December 2020)on 1.15.21
C) Source: US Census Residence-to-Workplace County Commuting Flows: 2011-2015 on 1.15.21

D) Source: Georgia Department of Revenue Tax Digest Consolidated Summaries on 1.13.20

Tax Digest: Top 10




Paulding State of

County Georgia %
Large number of
. Population, July 1, 2019 Estimate 168,667 10,617,423 1.6%
school-age children ' / ; o
8 Population, 2010 Census 142,324 9,687,653 1.5%
per household. Tax Change 26,343 929,770
digest issues are % Change 18.5% 9.6%
exacerbated by the
. Y Housing Units, July 1, 2019 59,634 4,378,391 1.4%
high number of Building Permits, 2018 1,635 53,823 3.0%
school-age children
per household in Persons per Household (2014-2018) 2.99 2.70 10.7%
Paulding County, as Population Age 5 - 18 19.6% 17.4% 2.2%
there is not a
. . Housing Persons per HH
CorrEIaUng INncrease District Population % Units % Var perHH Age5-18 Age5-18%
in fundi b Paulding County (12) 168,667 1.6% 59,634 14% 0.2%  2.99 19.6% 0.59
In TUNding because Douglas County 146,343 1.4% 53,384 1.2% 0.2%  2.89 19.5% 0.56
IocaI fU ndin g 1S ba SEd Bartow County 107,738 1.0% 42,298 1.0% 0.0% 276 17.5% 0.48
Coweta County 148,509 1.4% 56,539 1.3% 01% 274 18.2% 0.50
on property tax Carroll County 119,992 1.1% 46,013 11% 01% 271  17.2% 0.47
| t th Cobb County 760,141 7.2% 304,819 7.0% 0.2% 264 17.2% 0.45
values no € Average Comp 211,395 2.0% 91,817 2.1% -0.1% 2.62 16.8% 0.44
number Of SChOOI' Other Compable Districts:
. P . Chatham County (10) 289,430 2.7% 127,433 2.9% -0.2%  2.55 14.7% 0.37
age children I|V|ng In Muscogee County (11} 195,769 1.8% 85,235 1.9% -0.1%  2.59 17.6% 0.46
the home. Richmond County (13) 202,518 1.9% 89,549 2.0% -0.1%  2.69 16.0% 0.43
Houston County (14) 157,863 1.5% 65050 1.5% 0.0% 266 18.9% 0.50

Source: http://www.census.gov/quickfacts on 1.28.21

Large Districts are districts with >10,000 FTE
School-Age Children per Household
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K-12 Enrollment Historical Growth. For the 10 years ending FY2020, the district had
an annual growth rate of 0.7%. FY2010-FY2020 enrollment increased 1,910 or 6.7%. A
result of the COVID-19 pandemic, FY2021 enrollment declined -491 or -1.6% to
29,735. Preliminary FY2022 projections reflect an enrollment increase of 206 or 0.7%

to 29,941.
K-12 Enrollment Historical Growth, FY1996- FY2022 (P)
1% gy
1,700
B7%
2.0%
6.8%
b.5% — 47%
1200 gy 40%
6.3%
=
E
2
5 700
£ 1.9% 17% L17%
E 1.4%
s 1.2%
& 0.7%
200 0.5% 0.5%
-
0.1%
2 -
=l
1300} 0.7%
-16%
(800} _
FYao  FYW0 | FYO1 | FYOZ | FYO3 | FY04 | FYOS | FYO6 | FYO7 | FYOR | FYO9 | FYI0 | FYl | FY12 | FY13 | FYl1d | FYIS | FYl6 | FY17 | FYI8 | FY19 | FY20 | FY21 FY22 (P)
W Growth | 1,071 | 898 1358 1,425 1223 | 1,287 1,271 1975 1925 1194 1064 535 (18  (188) 141 23 58 | 134 341 | 402 501 516 | (481) 206

: GaDOE (Student Enrollment by Grade)
FY1999 - FY2022 (P)

Enrollment: Historical Growth




FY2022 K-12 Enrollment FY2022 K-12 Enrollment Growth
30,500 600 1.7% 1.7%
1.4%
400 1.2%
30,000
0.7%
200
Zg-lﬂm .
29,000
(200
28,500
I N
28,000 (600) e _
FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 [P) Y2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 [P)
m Enroliment | 28,807 29209 29,710 30,226 29,735 29,941 B Growth 341 402 501 516 (491) 206
FY2022 Enrollment by Grade
3,000
2.500
2,000
1,500
1,000
500
= K 1st 2nd 3rd dath 5th Bth Tth Bth Oth 10th 11th 12th
[ W vl 1,885 2,058 2,149 2,161 2,1E5 2,306 2,326 2413 2534 2,567 2538 2,327 2,282
mFY22| 2004 1,989 2,155 2,237 2,252 2,265 2,374 2,392 2,460 2,650 2,430 2,455 2,267

Please Note: These are preliminary numbers and will be influenced by Kindergarten Registration, School Choice, Programs, etc.
FY2022 (P)

Preliminary Enrollment Growth




Population

Population Growth

190,000 3.5%
180,000 3.0%
/ 0, /
170,000 / 2.5% /_,
0,
160,000 2 J/
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140,000 0.5%
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& DD P R R I TN T S - SG ST T TR S S SR
Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q y y Y & » W & \ QV; A\ S
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Birth Rate vs Enrollment
222
r,_,/"MEE“'"-L \L .
2,08 088 098——"
05
94 ’ 53::_—;:____’}33{ — —Live Births
= = argliment
FY2012 FY 2013 FY2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY2017 FY 2018 Y2015 FY 2020 FY2021 FY2022
(2005/6) (2006/7) (2007/38) (2008/9) (2009/10) (2010/11) (2011/12) (2012/13) (2013/14) (2014/15) (2016,/17)

Source: https://oasis.state.ga.us on 2.2.21

FY2012 - FY2022 (P)

Enroliment Metrics: Population & Birth Rate




2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
NPHS 94 71 86 336 446 437 636 792 649 570 665
EPHS 27 10 7 53 199 251 304 269 340 365 612
PCHS 25 26 6 7 28 53 146 a1 137 105 108

HHS 38 15 23 56 160 75 96 189 218 124 149
SPHS 16 6 3 10 11 29 60 170 190 184 231
Total 200 128 125 a62 844 905 1,242 1,501 1,534 1,348 1,765

Paulding County Building Permits by High School Zone, 2010- 2020

00

BO0

700

600

500

400

300

200

100 ——

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
—— HPHS — e— FPHS PCHS HHS o SPHS

Source: Paulding County Economic Development and Paulding County Chief Appraiser

FY2010 - FY2020

Enroliment Metrics: Building Permits




_ _ _ e 2020 Average Sales Price
Properties Sold in Paulding County, 2012 - 2020

4000 Increased $25,666 or 11.2% to

- $255,9398

* Days on the Market Decreased
3,000
-50r-12.5% to 35
2,500
Properties Sold in Paulding County, 2012 - 2020
2,000 $300,000 BO
70
1,500 $250,000
B0
1,000 $200,000
50
50
i 5150,000 40

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Properties

=]

Average Sales Price / Days on Market

mPropertiesSold | 2,081 1,650 1,892 2,362 2,960 3,398 3472 3,324 3,396 100,000
. . 550,000
3,396 Properties Sold in 2020, an 10
Increase over 2019 of 72 or 2.2% > 202 | 205 [ 2014 | ows | 206 | 2007 | 20w | 2019 | 200

mmm Average SalesPrice | 596,87 | 51218 | 5147,9 | 51625 | 5176,7| 5200,7 | 5215,0| 5229,7 | 5255,3
——DaysontheMarket 72 49 59 62 56 58 41 40 35

Source: Paulding County Chief Appraiser
2012 - 2020

Enrollment Metrics: Residential Sales




ESEP Enroliment and Growth. For FY2016-FY2021, ESEP enrollment increased 883 or
24.3%, compared to a large district average increase of 488 or 12.8%. A result of the COVID-
19 pandemic, FY2021 ESEP enrollment declined -1 or 0.0% to 4,511. (red line)

In comparison, for FY2016-FY2021, the district had an annual overall enrollment increased
1,323 or 4.6%, compared to a large district average increase of 71 or 0.0. (green line)

ESEP Enrollmentand Growth, FY2015 - FY2021
5,000 8.0%
4500 7.0%
i e 6.0%
= 3,500 5.0%
£ 3,000 s
= 3.0%
: = —
z 2 O"O .U
s 2,00 1.0%
| 1,500 0.0%
1,000 -1.0%
500 -2.0%
-3.0%
FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21
m— ESEP 3,427 3,628 3,888 4,135 4,323 4,512 4,511
%% ESEP Growth 4% 5.9% 7.2% 6.4% 45% 4.4% 0.0%
=% FTE Growth 0.2% 0.5% 1.3% 1.4% 1.8% 1.8% -1.7%

Source: GaDOE Enrollment by Disability and Student Enrollment by Grade as of FY2021 (includes PK) and FY2019 Excess Cost Report
Excludes disabilities categories with a student count less than 10 students

Large Districts are districts with >10,000 FTE
FY2015 - FY2021

ESEP: Enrollment and Growth Trends




Additional ESEP Cost. In FY2020, per-pupil ESEP cost an additional 12.9% and 16.2%
in Federal and State/Local funds, respectively, over the $8,070 baseline cost of a
student. That is a total additional cost of 19.1%, representing an 8.6% increase from
FY2019 and a 4.7% increase from FY2016.

Additional ESEP Cost by Category, FY2016-FY2020
512,000 20.0%
$10,418
$9,953 $9,729 $9,638 $9,597
510,000
15.0%
58,000
. 10.0%
=
= $6,000
= 5.0%
54,000
0.0%
$2,000
5 -5.0%
FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020
e Federal 51,278 51,130 51,004 51,038 51,038
mm Local & State 52,066 51,363 51,082 5765 51,310
s BEzeeline 56,609 57,236 57,462 57,795 58,070
U Total Growth -2.2% -0.9% -0.4% B.6%

Source: GaDOE Enrollment by Disability and Student Enrollment by Grade as of FY2021 (includes PK) and FY2020 Excess Cost Report
FY2016 — FY2020

ESEP: Additional ESEP Cost
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FY2020 Statewide Revenue Sources FY2020 PCSD Revenue Sources

W Local Revenue [State Revenue [MFederal Revenue M Local Revenue [@OState Revenue M@ Federal Revenue

Dependency on State Sources. With approximately 65% of revenue
coming from state sources (compared to a statewide average of 53%)
the District is highly susceptible to changes in state funding, including
austerity reductions, Equalization Grant funding and changes in the
Quality Basic Education (QBE) formula.

Source: GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020 FYZOZO

Revenue Sources

FY2019




% State and Local Revenue, FY2016 - FY2020

80.0%
70.0% 68.5% 67.8% 66.9%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%

10.0%

0.0%
FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020

EEN Side B Local ss|inear (State) essslinear (Local)

% State and Local Revenue Trend. From FY2016 to FY2020, the percentage of revenue from state
sources has decline from 68.5% to 65.3%, while the percentage of revenue from local sources has
increased from 27.6% to 31.2%.

Source: FY2022 Budget Primer - GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020
FY2016 — FY2020

Revenue Trend: Revenue Per Pupill




Amended FY2021 and FY2022 Budgets

v Governor Kemp released his amended FY2021 and FY2022 budget proposals, which included a
60% restoration of austerity in amended FY2021 and FY2022. It also included equalization
grant funding and bonds for capital outlay, CTAE and school buses in FY2022.

v House finished their version of the amended FY2021 budget, pending FY2022

v’ Senate Appropriations Committee approved their version of the amended FY2021 budget,
pending Senate approval of amended FY2021 and FY2022

v’ State Legislature is scheduled to adjourn on April 2, 2021
v Governor typically sign the amended budget in March/April and upcoming budget in April/May

$1,000 Supplemental Pay

“Gov. Brian Kemp and State School Superintendent Richard Woods plan to provide a one-time,
$1,000 bonus payment to every K-12 public-school teacher and school-level staff member in the
state.” (GaDOE, January 2021)

v" These will be funded out of recent stimulus funds and the Governor’s Office

3t meeting Delayed

As of 2.5.2021

State Revenue: State Budget Update




Per Pupil Local Revenue Comparison, FY1999 - FY2020
55,000 19.000
51,482
54,500 —_—
oL, 300
$4,000 $1,117 . s1308 51,418
1,487
51,08 598 18750
3,500 51,1
=
(T
w $3,000
a
w
z 52,500 5957 18,500
g
= 52,000 557
(%]
]
$1,500
18.250
1,000
5500
5 18.000
FY1999 FY2009 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020
m— PCSD 51,353 52,777 52,133 52,372 $2,502 52,743 52,923 53,168
mmm Comparshies 51,922 53,186 53,277 53,461 53,488 53,631 53,970 54,147
m Steewide Average 52,310 53,894 53,620 53,771 $3,919 54,112 54,404 54,650
— illage Rate 18.909 18.879 18.879 18.879 18.879 18.879 18.750

Per-Pupil Local Revenue. As of FY2020, PCSD remained $979 lower in per-pupil local
revenue than comparable districts or $1,482 lower than the statewide average.

Source: FY2022 Budget Primer - GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020
FY1999 - FY2020

Local Revenue: Per-Pupil Revenue




Non-Residential Digest Percentage, Tax Year 2019
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Local Revenue Metrics. Among large district, PCSD ranked lowest in non-residential digest
percentage, had a lower-than-average millage rate and ranked 8t lowest in levy per FTE.

Source: GaDOR (Consolidated Tax Digest Summaries)

Large Districts are districts with >10,000 FTE m

Local Revenue: Property Tax




Millage Rate Comparison (M&Q), Tax Year 2019

26.000
{‘
D 0 D\

\-3.

24000

22.000

20.000

3 18.000

5| 16.000

14.000

12.000

10.000

Q"J

N
L, (P (_p , .:_‘ I ,;'_a (p q\‘ 1% (& (0 - & I3 o e
{5‘ &* o .5“" f" e.‘" o .3:9‘ Q‘,\b R e‘" @@ P T N L R N L
o at- - T LS <M. S S . g R T S . S
& «:ﬂ 3 G S & oS 5
~ W@ I * W@ P & ¥ @ ':J o qd}
& xS

Local Revenue Metrics. Among large district, PCSD ranked lowest in non-residential digest
percentage, had a lower-than-average millage rate and ranked 8t lowest in levy per FTE.

Source: GaDOR (Consolidated Tax Digest Summaries)

Large Districts are districts with >10,000 FTE m

Local Revenue: Property Tax
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Local Revenue Metrics. Among large district, PCSD ranked lowest in non-residential digest
percentage, had a lower-than-average millage rate and ranked 8t lowest in levy per FTE.

Source: GaDOR (Consolidated Tax Digest Summaries)

Large Districts are districts with >10,000 FTE m

Local Revenue: Property Tax




Austerity Reductions, FY2010 - FY2022 (P) (millions)

$25.0

$(1.00  $(0.2)
$20.0 $0.8

$15.0

$10.0

$(7.0)  $(0.1)

$5.0

$5.3 $(0.0)

S-
FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21(P) | FY22(P)
|l Austerity | $16.2 $19.0 $20.1 $20.2 $19.4 $13.5 $8.3 $3.0 $3.0 S- S- $7.0 $7.1

Austerity Reductions. FY2022 austerity reduction is projected to be 4.2% or $7.1m.

(millions)
FY2010 - FY2022 (P)

Austerity Reduction




Equalization Grant, FY2010 - FY2022 (P)

FY2020

; Per-Pupil EG
40.0
$8.9 Percentage
$35.0 $(2:3) $23 100%
: 9% 5%
$30.0 $1.7 $(0.3) $0.2 o
80%
525.0 70%
$20.0 60%
$15.0 2y
40%
$10.0 30%
$5.0 20
10%
s FY22(P 0%
FY10 | FYLL | FY12 | FY13 | FYL4 | FYIS | FYL6 | FYL7 | FY18 | FY19 | FY20 | Fv21 7" T e
M EG | $16.3|$17.3 | $21.2 | $26.1| $35.0 | $32.7 | $30.0 | $27.9 | $27.4 | $29.0 | $28.8 | $28.9 | $31.2 mRevPP mEG PP
Historical Wealth per Weighted FTE, FY2016 - FY2022 (P)
$300,000 5 An increasing and unfavorable
$250,000 $(10,000) 0
000 | VaAriance between PCSD and
$200,000 ( )
$(30,000) . .
$150,000 . '| Statewide Wealth-per-Weighted
$1,474 $(2,475)  sia0,000)
s $7.432  $2139  4(683) . $(144 s .
scoc2 ) FTE could result in a grant
$50,000 $(60,000)
= FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 Fy2021 FY2022 (P) . Increase (assumlng no Changes
Staewide Average  $135,047 $135,782 $140,378 $144.821 $151,229 $158,976 $168,018 H .
mmm PCSD 574,811 $82,978 589,713 $93,473 $101,354 $108,957 $115,525 In State fundlng)
— Deita $(60,236) 5(52,804) $(50,665) $(51,348) 5(49,874) $(50,019) $(52,493)

(millions)

Equalization Grant
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Var to

Tentative
FY20 Budget FY21 Budget Change % 7.14.20 %
Salaries $ 181.8 $ 183.5 $ 1.7 09% $  (03) -0.2%
Benefits 78.0 74.9 (3.1) -40% $  (0.0)  0.0%
$ 25082 $ 2584 $ (15 -06% $ (03) -0.1%
Professional Services 7.6 7.1 (0.5) -6.5% S (0.0) -0.2%
Technology 7.7 4.1 (3.6) -473% S (3.00 -42.7%
Utilities 5.2 5.4 0.2 48% $ 00 0.8%
Textbooks and Books 2.8 1.3 (1.5) -52.6% S 0.0 1.1%
Supplies 1.7 2.6 09 547% $  (00)  0.0%
Vehicle Purchases 1.8 0.3 (1.6) -86.4% S (0.1) -16.7%
Fuel 1.6 1.4 (02) -132% $ 00 0.7%
Other 7.9 7.5 (0.4 -48% $ 01 1.9%
$ 363 $ 29.7 (6.6) -182% $  (2.9) -8.9%
= Salaries and Benefits & Outsourcing = Other Grand Total S 29%.1 S 288.1 $ (8.1) -2.7% S (3.2) -1.1%
*Excludes Non-QBE Grants and Transfers to Other Funds
Budget Highlights
» Salaries & Benefits and Custodial * For FY2020, significant object categories
Outsourcing typically are 88-90% of included Technology (3%), Utilities (2%),
the total General Fund budget Textbooks (1%), Supplies (1%) and Vehicle
* The remaining budget is reported by Purchases (1%)
Division/Department and Object * All other Objects totaled 4%

General Fund Expenditures: by Object




Historical Technology Spending with % Growth and % of Total Budget
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Technology Budget Trend. From FY2013 to FY2014, PCSD more than doubled technology spending.
Outside of salaries and benefits, PCSD spends more on technology than any object category. The last
three years have exceeded $8 million or approximately 3% of the General Fund budget.

Including FY2021 CARES Act funding
(millions)

Technology Budget

FY2010 - FY2021



Regular & Activity Bus Inventory as of 1.29.21

70

o
30
?n III I

2 02 ?. 2004 | 2005 @ 2006 | 2007 ZCS 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 | 2015 | 2016 2017 | 2018 2019
m Regular & Activity 3 12 32 - 24

Buses

(=

B

Acquisition Regular &

Fiscal Year  Activity
2003 1
2004 2
2005 3
2006 12
2007 42
2008 22
2009 8

2010 -
2011 6
2012 3

2013 -
2014 24
2015 24
2016 28
2017 36
2018 32
2019 32
2020 21
296

Regular & Activity Bus Inventory. As of January 2021, 90 or 30% of the district’s 296
regular and activity buses were older than 10 years. The average age was 6.7 years.
FY2020 and FY2021 scheduled purchases were impacted by the pandemic.

Bus Purchases: Regular & Activity Fleet

2002 - 2020




Per-Pupil Transportation Expenditures. As of FY2020, per-pupil expenditures for
transportation were $547 (based on total enrollment). This is lower than most
comparable groups, including the statewide average, which was $15 more per-pupil.

Per-Pupil (Enrollment) Transportation Expenditures, FY2020 (20,000 - 60,000 FTE)
$900 o
$250
$800 5800
$159
$700 $700
S600 $33 $600
$547  S(1)  §(7) $16 515
5t40) 51359
S(59)  $(61)
$500 SI70) g g, s92) é400
S(100) $(104) s5(108) 5(114)

$400 $(163) $400
$300 $300
$200 $200
$100 o

$- 5-

o“d oo\‘) o(sx o‘:ﬁ \)&”\ o“c\ Q(S\ 03:\ o‘\d o“d \»&N\ o"\\* 00\.:. \)(5\ és\ 0@* 00‘? 0@ «'0%0 @q;"
9 (_)é‘ %(9 & b(p \\Qo e(_;o a;{o & H(Jo & 13 ) & ¢\(‘° s ‘F\a }42, v:f'
2 Q & 0 X R & .

\\-@5‘ \gé& o\&'? y R & W & &o“ ¥ & \)%3 0,_}0 &° p © & & K & 8 X

® \ ? & @ © & xS & e o 4 @ S _ & o o K, &
o) 2 Q & % N & o Q ™ & o o i & &

'.}\ \"-‘\\ % B .\‘:‘ % L\ .\'\' L~ N\ x \('} & I3
& V" '\v “}} ‘1\\ S
\‘{9 v Q i
bjh
R

Source: GaDOE School System Revenue/Expenditures Report as of FY2020

Per-Pupil Expenditures: Transportation



Maintenance, 106, 3% Central & Other Support, 28, 1% Business Services, 16, 0%
General Administration, 12, 0%

Improvement of Instr, 84, 2%

Pupil Services, 53, 2%
Transportation, 340, 9%
School Nutrition (SNP), 239,
7%
Media, 66,2% -
School Administration, 208,
6%

Title 1 & IV, 36, 1%

Positions Current

Instruction 1,745
Special Education 683
Title | &IV 36
School Administration 208
Media 66
School Nutrition (SNP) 239
Transportation 340
Pupil Services 53
Improvement of Instr 84
Maintenance 106
Central & Other Support 28
Business Services 16
General Administration 12
Total Positions 3,617

. . o
Special Education, 683, 19% Instruction, 1,745, 48%

FY2021

Current Allotments



Pupil-to-Total Allotments, FY2017 - FY2021 (Projected & YTD Actual)
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Allotment Ratios




Pupil-to-Total Allotments, FY2017 - FY2021 (Projected & YTD Actual)
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Certified Experince for QBE, FY2017 - FY2021
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Certified Experince for QBE, FY2017 - FY2021
Certification for QBE, FY2017-FY2021
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Budgeting for Outcomes. A performance budgeting process based on the BOE and district
leadership identifying priorities (eight to ten high-level priorities) that reflect the desired results
of the community. These priorities form the basis for organizing the budgeting process and are
validated against Strategic Plan Goal Areas and Performance Objectives to confirm alignment of
budget, strategic plan, community and district leadership.

Price of Government and Major Budget Influencers must also be identified by Business Services
and considered within the framework, especially changes in funding and new or expanding
influences on the budget, which may be positive or negative and short-term or long-term. Price of
Government reflects how much funding is available and is often expressed on a per-pupil basis for
comparative purposes.

Revenue Influencers (Price of Government) Major Expenditure (Budget) Influencers
* Local Taxes (Net Digest, Ad Valorem and TAVT) * Enrollment Growth
* State Funding O ESEP Growth
O QBE: O Class Size
v’ Austerity Reductions O Allotment Assumptions
v' Enrollment (Weighted, Hold Harmless) e COVID-19
v' T&E (CPI) * Face-to-face vs Virtual Instruction
v' Local Fair Share  Technology
v TRS Contribution (19.81%) * Step Increases
v’ SHBP Contribution (5945 PMPM) e Compensation
O Equalization Grant * TRS Contribution

* Federal FU nd I ng (G ra ntS) 2022 Budget Priorities Presentation on 1.26.21 FYZOZZ (P)

Budget Process: Major Influencers



DISTRICTHOME  * OURSCHOOLS

Paulding County School District

Home OurDistrict Academics Departments Board of Education  Employment

District News

Dr. Otott Announces He Will Retire on May 31

Superintendent Brian Otott announced this week he plans to retire after
31 years of serving the Paulding County School District in multiple roles,
including the last three and half years as superintendent.

School Board
Exe m | O S T O T U S Magnet Academies Application Window Now Open
The application window for the school district's magnet academies opens Monday, Jan. 11, 2021

and runs through Feb. 12, 2021.

: A= Attendance Boundary Review
3 1ad

Exemplary School Board

-~
Glen Albright  Nick Chester  Kim Cobb John Dean Joft Fuller Theresa lyons  Dan Nolan  Brian Otott

Vice Chair Chairman Superinteg

'\. ’t} Click here for information about the Attendance Boundary Review
"' on\'?ﬂ processth ssaleatbagBuccom and Shelton elementary

schools, and McClure and Moses middle schools.

District Seeks Budget Feedback
As the school district begins developing the FY2022 budget, all

GSBAE | Stat The POUldmg COUnTy Board Of Education stakeholders have an opportunity to provide input. Click here to take
xemplary status the PCSD Budget Feedback survey.

= /

For Budget Ideas and Feedback
Visit our Website (Budget Feedback)

Stakeholder Feedback




FY2022 Budget Development - Major Milestones Februar y 23,2021
. January 26, 2021 - Budget Timeline and Pricrities Presentation (Work Session) I n itial AI Iotme nts Prese ntation

. Budget Process . February 9, 2021 - Budget Primer Presentation (Board Meeting)
Review Phase

o February 23, 2021 - Initial Allotments Presentation (Work Session)

(July-Sept)
o March 23, 2021 — Revenue Projections Presentation (Work Session)
. Budget o April 27, 2021 —Budget Update (Work Session)
;r:mework o May 11, 2021 — Tentative Budget Presentation, Last Meeting Before Millage Rate Timeline (Board Meeting)
(o:ts,e[)e c) o May 25, 2021 — Budget Update (Work Session)

(") June 2021 -Receive Consolidation and Evaluation of Digest from Tax Commissioner

June 8, 2021 - Original Budget Presentation and Legal Adoption of FY2020 Budget (Board Meeting)

June 22, 2021 - Legal Adoption Backup Date, If Necessary (Work Session)

Deadline for Budget Adoption or Spending Resolution — June 30, 2021

June 8, 2021 — Adoption of Millage Rate Recommendation

o Indicates BOE Action is Reguired

FY2022 Budget 2021 Millage Rate

) Junes, 2021 — Update Published Budget Overview Flyer (Original) ~August 2021 — Millage Rate Certification, BOC Adopts

() May 11, 2021 —Publish Budget Overview Flyer (Tentative) Millage Rate Resolution and DOR Collection Order

() May 11, 2021 —2nd Public Meeting on Proposed Budget (Board Meeting) () June 8, 2021* — 3rd Public Hearing (6:00pm) (Board Meeting)

) April 27, 2021 - 1st Public Meeting on Proposed Budget (Board Meeting) () June 3, 2021* —1st (8:00am) and 2nd (6:00pm) Public Hearings (Called Meetings),

o April 15 - April 21, 2021 — Advertise two Public Meetings on Proposed Budget May 27 - June 2, 2021* — Advertise 1st, 2nd, and 3rd Public Hearings (1 week)

May 27, 2021* — Issue Millage Rate Press Release

FY2022 Quarterly Financial Updates on Budget Performance o May 20 - June 2, 2021 — Advertise Five Year History
o November 30, 2021 — September 2021 Quarterly Update {Work Session) * If Millage Rate Exceeds Roliback Rate
o February 22, 2022 (tentative) — December 2021 Quarterly Update (Work Session) Notices will be mailed on TBD, Appeal Deadline is TBD
o May 24, 2022 (tentative) — March 2022 Quarterly Update (Work Session) Mote: This schedule may be modified based on DOR 3% variance rule

o August 23, 2022 (tentative) — June 2022 Quarterly Update (Work Session)

O April 2023 (tentative) - Presentation of FY2022 Audit Results (Work Session)

As of January 26, 2021 {2021 Board Meeting Dates Set Jlanuary 12, 2021)

FY2022 Public Meetings and Hearings, Press Releases, Advertisements and Notices Engage. Inspire. prepare,

FY2022 Budget Timeline (Major Milestones)




For Success Today and TOmorr ow
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Engage. Inspire. Prepare.

Thank You




For Success Today and TOmorr ow
) L | ¢

st. 187%

Engage. Inspire. Prepare.
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e All 180 School Districts
e 35 Large School Districts (>10,000 FTE)
e School Districts 20,000 — 60,000 FTE"
* Various School Districts (one or more)
L Comparable Size:
v' Savannah-Chatham (10) 36,170
v' Muscogee County (11) 31,144
v" Richmond County (13) 29,886
v Houston County (14) 29,036
L Comparable Demographics:

v Cherokee County 42,908
v" Hall County 27,929
v" Coweta County 22,387
O Contiguous Counties:
v Douglas County 26,841
v Bartow County 13,182
v Cobb County 113,523
v’ Polk County 7,728
v’ Haralson County 3,177

* Excludes Gwinnett (179k), Cobb (114k), Dekalb (96k) and Fulton (92k) Counties

FY2021 Comparable Districts

180 Rank
FY2020
1

5

{ Students

{ State Revenue

{ Local Revenue

{ Total Revenue



What is the Financial Efficiency Rating?

0.C.G.A. § 20-14-33 requires that the Governor’s Office of Student Achievement, in coordination
with the Georgia Department of Education, create a financial efficiency rating. The Financial
Efficiency Star Rating measures an individual school district’s per-pupil spending in relation to the
academic achievements of its students.

How is the rating calculated?
The Financial Efficiency Star Rating utilizes a three-year average of per-pupil expenditures and
College and Career Ready Performance Index (CCRPI) scores to determine a district’s rating.

| L& 2 8 &
CCRPI Average
Percentile of Average PPE = Less than 5P 51-59.9 60-69.9 70-79.9 80-89.9 90 and Above
80-100 (High Spending) 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3
60-79 1 1.5 2 25 3 35
40-59 1.5 2 25 3 35 -
20-39 2 25 3 3 4 45
0-19 (Low Spending) 2.5 3 35 4.5 5
>10,000 School Districts All School Districts (Compliant)
4 Stars 4 Stars 4 Stars 4 Stars 4 Stars 4 Stars 4 Stars 4 Stars 4 Stars 4 Stars
FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018 FY2019
Higher 4 12% 4 12% 5 15% 5 15% 5 15% 9 5% 10 6% 12 7% 12 7% 14 8%
Lower 22 67% 22 67% 26 76% 26 76% 24 71% 150 84% 147 82% 150 84% 150 84% 148 83%
Same 7 21% 7 21% 3 9% 3 9% 5 15% 20 11% 22 12% 17 9% 16 9% 17 9%
% Same or Lower  88% 88% 85% 85% 85% 95% 94% 93% 93% 92%

FY2019 Financial Efficiency Rating




Strategic Plan Goal

Areas

Performance Objectives

FY22 Budget
Priorities

(Performance Objectives)

FY22 Budget
Strategies

(Initiatives)

Organizational Excellence

As of 2.9.2021

1

Student Success for All

2

Communication and
Engagement

3

Cultivating and Retaining

Quality Professionals

4

N

N

. Improve student mastery of standards.
. Improve the performance of students in

subgroups.

. Perform among the top-achieving

districts in the state.

. Improve student preparation for post-

secondary.

. Increase effective advisement.
. Utilize effective communication

strategies.

. Cultivate community partnerships that
prepare students for college and careers.

. Identify and retain highly qualified

personnel.

. Build staff capacity.
. Increase succession planning at all

levels.

. Enhance safe and effective learning

environments.

. Maximize financial stewardship and

operational efficiency.

Class Size Reduction
Technology

ESEP

COVID-19 Learning
Gap Intervention

Innovative Practices,
encouraging
engagement

Compensation
Talent Management

Enhanced Reporting
Stewardship

FY2022 BOE Priorities and Strategies




