
 

 

 

To:   Chris Gdowski, Superintendent and Shelley Becker, CFO 

From:  Justin Silverstein, APA Consulting and Tracie Rainey 

Subject: Update on Budget and Resource Allocation Work 

Date:  February 8, 2013 

 

In November of 2012, Adams 12 contacted Augenblick, Palaich and Associates (APA) and Tracie Rainey 

to undertake work examining Adams 12’s budgeting and resource allocation processes. The process is 

focused on aligning the processes with district goals- including mission, vision and the district’s Unified 

Improvement Plan.  A number of tasks were discussed that could be undertaken as part of this effort, 

which include: 

 A review of the districts budgeting and finance processes, including how the district builds its 

current budget at both the central office and school level; 

 A reconciliation of the budget to actual expenditures at all levels; 

 An examination of the difference in per pupil funding levels at the elementary, middle school, 

and high school level; and 

 An examination and comparison of budget and resource allocation processes in other districts. 

In working with the district APA and Tracie were tasked with first focusing on attempting to reconcile 

the school and department level budgets to the actual expenditures for these locations. The memo will 

focus on this work.  It will also discuss the next steps to be taken as part of this work. 

Variance Analysis 

For a number of years, Adams 12 has appeared to spend less during its fiscal year than had been 

budgeted. Though the total amount of under spending could be identified, an understanding of 

spending versus actuals at specific locations such as schools has not been known. APA and Tracie Rainey 

were tasked with: (1) understanding the reason such information has been difficult to generate; and (2) 

if there was a cost and time effective process to ascertain the information for the past few fiscal years. 

Understanding the difference between budgeted amounts and actually spending amounts is often 

referred to variance analysis. In order to undertake this type of analysis the budgeting processes and 

expenditure tracking must be aligned. That is, an organization must budget expenditures in the same 

manner they plan to collect the actual expenditures of dollars. For a school district this would mean 



 

 

budgeting expenditures at the level, either school or district, and at the location that expenditures will 

be allocated when actually spent. Adams 12 has not historically undertaken their budgeting process in 

this way. Instead, budgets are created at the program level; such programs include elementary 

instruction, middle school instruction, facilities, etc. The accounting for actual expenditures, on the 

other hand, is guided by accounting procedures and state requirements and does not align with these 

program level budgeting procedures.   

Adams 12 assigns each school and district department a location code. These location codes are part of 

the accounting system and each expenditure is coded to a specific location. For example, the actual 

expense for the salary for a regular education teacher at Centennial elementary would be coded to 

Centennial’s location code of 101. The program code would be elementary instruction. The budget for 

this expenditure did not have included a code.  The budget would simply have been at the elementary 

instruction program level. This means the only variance analysis that can be undertaken is at the original 

program level at the district not the school.   

It became clear that in order to identify where under spending had occurred at the location level a 

process would need to be created utilizing various budget documents to cross walk between how 

expenditures are budgeted and how actual expenditures are recorded. The APA team focused its work 

on identifying the variance in budget to actual spending at the school level for the 2011-12 school year, 

hoping a process could be created that could then be applied to prior years. As we mentioned above, 

since the historic budgeting process is at the program level, most resources found in a school are not 

budgeted to the school during this district process.  

Two sets of budget information are generated for each school. The first is the budget information found 

in the district’s “Supplemental Budget” document for each fiscal year. Each school’s budget is broken 

down into five categories: 1) salaries, 2) benefits, 3) services, 4) supplies, and 5) equipment. Personnel 

information is also included for the number of instructional staff, paraprofessionals, classified staff, and 

administrative/technical staff.   An example of the data available by school is shown in Appendix A. 

The second budget document available for each school is often referred to as the “lump” sheet. The 

term “lump” is used since this sheet shows how the lump sum amount the school receives through the 

district’s per pupil allocation system is budgeted to be spent. This sheet provides more detail than the 

budget book document in a few ways.  First, it provides detailed information about how the school plans 

to allocate it’s per pupil dollars. Second, it shows the additional resources the district allocates to the 

school in a number of areas including: (1) district allocation; (2) district override dollars; (3) special 

education; (4) English as a Second Language students; and (5) other allocations. All of the information is 

provided at a detailed level that includes personnel positions and direct costs.  

Comparison between Lump Sheets and Actual 

The APA team first turned to these “lump” sheets as a starting point for budget comparison figures at 

the school level. The hope was that the detailed information could be efficiently consolidated into 

categories that matched actual expenditure information. District staff helped the APA team begin the 

exercise of creating a crosswalk between the lump sheet and actual expenditure information for each 



 

 

school. It quickly became apparent that even the more detailed lump sheets did not crosswalk well with 

the actual spending data. The lump sheet data was not created to mimic the expenditure data.  It would 

not only take a lot of effort to try and reconcile, it would also make some assumptions that would 

potentially be in accurate. Along with that, the comparison of actual expenditure information to certain 

budget lines showed numerous inconsistencies between what was reported on the lump pages and the 

actual expenditure data. It was determined that there was not an efficient process to make the lump 

sheets a good budget comparison reconciliation form for this work. 

Comparison between Supplemental Budget Book Information and Actual 

The next step the APA team took was to use the budget data from the supplemental budget book as the 

starting comparison point for a budget to actual comparison. It is understood that the budget 

information in the book did not include budgets for all the resources that would be coded as actual 

expenditures at the school level; an example of an expenditure that is not included in the budget but 

coded to the school in actuals is custodians. The salaries and benefits for custodial personnel are not 

budgeted to the school but are coded to the school location when reviewing actual expenditures. 

Understanding this issue, the APA team wanted to examine the difference between these budgeted 

amounts and actual expenditures to see how much of gap existed between the two figures.  Then 

adjustments would be made to account for the differences in budget and expenditure coding. 

To examine the differences all budget amounts were consolidated into three broad categories: salaries, 

benefits, and other (as they appear in the supplemental budget book).  Actual expenditure data was 

combined into four similar categories: salaries, benefits, consolidated grants, and other.  The 

consolidated grants category accounts for dollars being provided to schools to pay for Title 1 services.  

Expenditures for Title I personnel are coded at the school level but since they are reimbursed for the 

expenditure a separate entry is made to account for these available dollars.  This effectively eliminates 

the expenditure from the school location code.   

Using the 2011-12 actual expenditure information for the General Fund the APA team compared the 

budgeted figures to actual expenditure figures for all the schools in the district in the above categories. 

It was quickly apparent that many expenditure items were not being budgeted at the schools since total 

expenditures were much higher than the budget amounts.  This was especially true in the salary figures, 

but not for the benefit amounts. Interestingly, even with much higher salary spending the actual 

expenditures for benefits was lower than the budgeted amount for benefits. Generally, it would be 

expected that if salary expenditures rise, benefit amounts would also proportionally rise. 

After examining the differences between the budget and actuals at the school level the APA team 

worked with district staff to determine the expenditures that should be excluded from actual 

expenditures at the school level to for a better comparison of budget to actual. It was determined that 

custodial and ESL expenditures should be excluded. The comparison was then rerun. Overall differences 

between budget and actual came down significantly with this adjustment. What also became apparent 

is that without a direct link between the budgeting process and the expenditure reporting it would be 

difficult, or even impossible, to ever determine if a process had fully adjusted the actual expenditure 



 

 

information to make it fully comparable to the expenditure information. With this in mind, it was 

determined that continuing the effort was not a good use of district resources. An efficient process was 

unlikely to be created to allow for comparison at the location code level for 2011-12 data and prior data. 

Issues Highlighted through Comparison Efforts 

Though a comparison process couldn’t be created, the work highlighted a number of key issues:   

 The budgeting process for benefits being used up to and before the 2012-13 school year seemed 

to create a large under spending in the benefits area. As was mentioned above, the APA team 

found during the comparison and in reviewing other budget to actual documents that actual 

benefit expenditures are generally lower than the budgeted benefit amounts. This is true even 

when expenditures rise for salaries, which is not consistent with the general relationship 

between benefit and salary costs. The under spending amount in benefits could be as much as 

$4,000,000 dollars in a single fiscal year for the entire district. As the APA team understands it, 

the previous budgeting approach for benefits is being changed going into the future. 

 The analysis also indicates that there could be significant under spending in the “other” category 

at the school level.  This spending would include supplies, materials, and any other expenditures 

outside of salaries or benefits.  It is unclear if this includes any multiyear agreements such as 

leased equipment. 

 The process showed that a lack of alignment between budgeting procedures and how 

expenditures are accounted for creates difficulty in truly understanding variance between 

budgets and actuals. There are a distinct set of rules and policies that govern how the district 

must account for expenditures. These include rules set by the state and accounting procedures 

designated by the Governmental Accounting Standards Board. With this in mind, it seems that 

aligning the district’s budget process more closely to how expenditures are reported is the most 

prudent option in creating the ability to better understand the variance between budget and 

actual.  The APA team understands that the current budgeting system has been used for many 

years in the district and believes a number of steps could be taken over time to convert the 

budgeting process so that the change could be more easily implemented in the district. 

Next Steps 

In the next two steps of this work, the APA team will: (1) provide the district with a comparison of how 

other comparable districts undertake the budgeting and resource allocation process; and (2) examine 

the current resource allocation differences at the elementary, middle school and high school levels.  The 

second step will examine both the per pupil allocation and other resource allocations made to each 

school level.   


