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As I begin my 20th and final year as Superintendent, I feel it is time to take stock of what 
we have accomplished together.  We are at the top of our game.  I believe we are one of 
the finest school districts in the state, and while we were the best kept secret for many 
years, there is no secret anymore.   

It has taken many years of commitment by all our stakeholders to achieve this.  It has not 
been any one person, but it is something that we have built together.  I often tell my col-
leagues about “The South Lyon Community Schools’ Way” when they ask about our suc-
cesses in areas such as student achievement, cost containment, long-term planning, hu-
man resources, and facilities and grounds.   What is the South Lyon Community Schools 
Way you say? Let’s start with a simple illustration. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

INPUTS 

Students 

We are proud to have wonderful students.  We never lose sight that the reason for our 
existence is to fulfill our District’s mission statement – In support of our community, the 
mission of South Lyon Community Schools is to provide the highest quality educational 
process, so that all students can excel as individuals, and become contributing members of 
society.  

 Staff 

We have a fantastic, committed staff for our students.  While the focus tends to appropri-
ately be on the classroom, we know that successful students also require safe, clean, and 
comfortable facilities, good nutrition, safe buses and trained drivers to get them to and 
from school (and other activities), and other dedicated school employees to keep our 
schools running.   

We have an amazing teaching staff that is committed to your children’s education and 
well-being.  We are also proud of our hiring process, making sure only the brightest and 
best teachers are accepted here.   

Community 

We have an involved, dedicated and supportive community.  While our students may live 
in various communities spread out amongst our 83 square mile boundary (The cities of 
South Lyon, Wixom, and Novi, and the townships of Lyon, Green Oak, Northfield, Milford, 
and Salem) and may also live outside our boundaries, joining us through Schools of 
Choice, once they walk in that door they are all South Lyon Community Schools students. 

Our parent participation is simply amazing.  Curriculum nights and extra-curricular and 
sports activities are often packed to capacity (and then some!).  We are also blessed with 
an abundance of parent volunteers, where needed, as well as supportive school and 
booster groups. 

This community has done their part in making sure we have excellent facilities for our stu-
dents and staff.  Over the past 15 years, our community has approved over $200,000,000 
in bond issues in response to student growth, facility needs, technology, and site improve-
ments. 
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Funding 

Like every other public school in the State of Michigan, we receive our funding allocation 
from the State through a formula derived from Proposal A, which was passed by the vot-
ers in 1994.  Over 86% of our funding is based on our annual student count multiplied by 
the amount per student that the State allocates.  Unfortunately for our District, we are 
among the lowest funded districts in the State, receiving the minimum amount of funding 
as set by the State of Michigan.  In fact, taking into account other sources of revenue, such 
as Federal, we had the lowest amount of revenues per pupil of all the 28 districts in Oak-
land County.  

With the exception of the occasional one-time dollars for districts that meet certain 
benchmarks in student performance and district operations, the funding from the State is 
not correlated at all with student achievement.  We also do not get the financial benefit of 
higher property tax values and/or new construction in regards to our operational funding 
as set by Proposal A.  The 6-mill State Education Tax that is levied on all properties is sent 
directly to Lansing and then allocated back to schools based on their Proposal A funding 
level. 

In this District, we will continue to get the most out of our funding allocation.  We certain-
ly realize and appreciate the taxpayer support of our District; our opinion is simply that 
our students are worth every bit as much as students in other districts! 
 

OUTPUTS 
 

Facilities 

We have top notch facilities.  With the support of our community, each and every one of 
our school buildings had either been constructed or upgraded from 1992-2007.  Our 
grounds and athletic facilities are second to none.  We have an integrated energy manage-
ment system to ensure proper climate.  We have state of the art technology throughout 
the District.  We also have added extra security measures to enhance student and staff 
safety.  

Stability 

Even though our teachers and administrators could go to a neighboring district and make 
thousands of dollars more per year, they tend to stay here.  SLCS is a destination, not a 
stepping stone to somewhere else.  Many of our employees stay here and retire from 
here, unless they have a life change that is out of their control.  It is also not uncommon to 
have Board Members stay for a decade or more.  In terms of students, we have very few 
students that leave each year.   Another type of stability we have is financial.  We have a 
healthy fund balance (Rainy Day Fund) and have had very stable staffing levels and pro-
grams. 

Achievement 

Our student achievement is one of the things that make our District so notable.  Our test 
scores, whether it be through Michigan Education Assessment Program (MEAP)  or the 
Michigan Merit Exam (MME), are among the highest in the State.  In fact, in the five coun-
ty area (Macomb, Oakland, Wayne, Washtenaw, and Livingston), we recently ranked 8th 
out of 96 districts in our MEAP scores.  When comparing tests scores versus funding level, 
we actually rank #1.  
 

The South Lyon Community Schools’ Way 
 

So, why is our District so successful?  What do we do differently here versus other dis-
tricts? While there are many big and little things that occur, I can list ten items that I be-
lieve have made the difference. 
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1. Long-term planning – Whether it be the five year CITA Subject Area Committee Plan, 
or the five year Capital Improvement Plan, Technology Plan, Bus Purchase Plan or the 
various facility and building committees that have set a plan in motion, having a road 
map of where we want to go has been priceless.   

 
2. Hiring and evaluation process – “We are who we hire” is a common phrase that we 

take to heart in SLCS. Therefore, we take the hiring process very seriously.  Applicants 
must go through many levels before they are hired such as screening interviews, a 
formal interview, full reference checks, background checks, testing, and ability 
demonstration.  Also, interviews are done by committees in order to ensure the best 
candidates are hired. 

 
3. Financial stability – Related to long-term planning, having a long-term financial plan is 

critical.  I have heard from other districts that say “Why bother?” when asked why 
they don’t do long term forecasts.  While I certainly share in their frustration as to the 
year-to-year swings in State funding, it is still very important to know all the potential 
“What ifs”.  In SLCS, we have a five-year budget forecast at a minimum.  All key deci-
sions on hiring, new programs, new schools, and major purchases are run through the 
forecast.  So, not only do we ensure that we can afford something when we commit 
to it, we also want to ensure we can continue to support it.  We use an Excel based 
model that we developed internally, and, while there are now programs that are 
available specific to Michigan schools, we believe our model better fits our needs.   

 
Being able to see what is potentially around the corner, and planning for it, has al-
lowed the District to avoid major layoffs, program eliminations, school building clo-
sures, and all the related upheaval and stress on students, staff, and parents.  For the 
recent few years that we had a budget shortfall, it was essentially a planned shortfall.  
In other words, we knew there would be a few years that we would need to tap into 
our fund balance (Rainy Day Fund) in order to balance the budget.  This is, in fact, one 
of the main reasons for having a fund balance.  However, all along we made decisions 
that would allow us to meet the Board of Education goal of a surplus budget by the 
2014-15 FY.  

4. Leading the way – We have tended to “Blaze our own trail” when necessary.  There 
are a number of programs and initiatives we started on our own, without guidance 
from Lansing or other district success stories. 

a. Student Assessment System– Starting in 2002, SLCS developed an assessment data-
base to track individual student progress to both inform teacher instruction and make 
data driven decisions on the needs of individual students.  It was called the Lauer 
Database.  Our district was one of the first in the region to use such a system for both 
statewide and local assessments.  Subsequently, the State adopted data warehousing 
requirements for all school districts, and we joined Oakland County in using the Pear-
son Inform tracking system. 

b. CHEERS – Starting way back in 1987, The Citizen Helping Educators Encourage Re-
sponsible Students (CHEERS) program was developed with the goals to 1) Increase 
parent, citizen and student involvement to improve the quality of education. 2) In-
crease volunteerism at both middle schools and high schools. 3) Increase volunteer 
opportunities at the elementary schools.  4) Provide community volunteer opportuni-
ties.  5) Involve senior citizens.  6) Encourage community families and business part-
nerships.  This award winning program has made invaluable contributions to our Dis-
trict, with hundreds of volunteers logging thousands of hours in support of our stu-
dents. 

c. Student Technicians – SLCS has only two full-time technician for all 4,000 + comput-
ers and other devices district wide.  As opposed to adding more costly full time staff, 
we utilize a pool of student technicians to assist the District in meeting our technolo-
gy needs.  Many of these students are from our high schools and work after school or 
in the summer.  Other technicians are from local colleges.  This has been a win-win 
program – the District receives inexpensive labor, while the students receive vital 
work skills and experience.  
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d. Focus on Instruction – Ahead of the trend in the 1990’s, we changed the focus of the 
school principal from a Building Manager to an Instructional Leader.  That was an 
important paradigm shift for the District.  Making sure teaching and learning was 
going on in the classroom became a daily focus of the principal. Student achievement 
was tracked, reflected upon, and improved District wide.   

 
e. Subject Area Committees – Having teachers sit on committees and assist with the 

improvement of our curriculum was a novel idea when it was introduced here in 
1991.   Because of these committees, and the financial support by the Board of Edu-
cation to implement their hard work, our students have reaped the benefits. 

 
f. Reading Recovery - For 20 years our District has been committed to early interven-

tion by providing Reading Recovery services for the lowest achieving students in the 
first grade. Reading Recovery is an early, short-term intervention program for the 
lowest achieving students in the first grade. The goal is to enable these initially at-risk 
students to make accelerated progress and to become increasingly competent, inde-
pendent readers and writers during approximately 12 to 20 weeks of daily, individual, 
30-minute lessons. Initially low-achieving children can, with special instruction, make 
accelerated progress. The more children successfully read and write, the more inde-
pendent they become. This early intervention facilitates and expedites this process. 

 

5. Less Red Tape – Sometimes the answer is easy, but there can be a tendency to study 
issues to death, wait for the next fiscal year, wait for more data, etc.  Our mentality is 
if there is a problem, let’s roll up our sleeves and fix it.  There is no time like the pre-
sent.  If there is a safety issue, fix it.  If we can purchase equipment that helps make 
us more efficient, let’s buy it.  Certainly we still must follow Board policy and State 
law, but resolving issues quickly and correctly has had positive results for this District. 

Related to this issue is not being afraid to make a decision.  We don’t kick the can 
down the road, making it someone else’s problem, when we can solve the issue to-
day.  We like to make decisions and implement them.  We do not spend a lot of time 
looking in the rear view mirror. 

 
6. Adequate Equipment and Resources – We continue to focus on proper and adequate 

resources, not only for our students, but also for our staff.  This includes making sure 
each school building has adequate funds - and the local decision making for the dis-
bursement of those funds - to make the best impact on learning.   This also includes 
making sure our support staffs have modern and functional equipment.  Such items as 
state-of-the-art floor machines, while expensive, allow our staff to be more produc-
tive and have less injuries.  We also make sure our technology is reliable and ade-
quate for our needs.   

 
7. Employee / Employer Partnership – Without the cooperation from our employee un-

ion and non-union groups, it would have been difficult to institute both cost contain-
ment measures and language that provided financial stability.  At one point, we 
coined it “Risk / reward”.  For example, if we received a large funding increase from 
the State, we would pass a portion of that on to our employees.  Conversely, we can-
not pass on what we don’t have.  Having our employees trust us and see the long-
term mutual benefit of this type of approach has been critical in our success.  

 

Additionally, unlike many districts throughout the State, we have not chosen to pri-
vatize such operations as food service, custodial, or transportation.  The ability of 
these groups to agree to concessions that were unfortunately necessary, and the Dis-
trict’s desire to keep these quality programs in place, we believe, have been in the 
best interest of our students and school community. 
 

8. High Expectations of Staff and Students – We expect a lot from our students, and we 
expect a lot from our staff.  In terms of staff, we are not afraid to respond to perfor-
mances that do not meet expectations.  To that end, we will give proper feedback to 
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employees and do everything we can to help them be successful. In the very 
few instances where it was deemed necessary, we were not afraid to let em-
ployees go.  For new teachers, we also have a mentor program to help them 
succeed.  In terms of students, high expectations are an integral part of each 
school’s culture.  We have differentiated our teaching in order to meet the 
individual needs of each student.  We have programs to help students that 
are behind.  

 
9. Common Sense – Citizens often shake their heads when hearing things such as “I’m 

not sure how we are going to pay for that contract we just ratified”, or “We’re going 
to keep spending, and let the State figure out how to get us the money we need.” 
Here are a few common sense things we have done in our District. 

a. Tie employee wages to State per-pupil funding – It seems logical to give employees 
raises only when we receive additional funding from the State.  Over 70% of our ex-
penditures are impacted by employee wages, while over 90% of our funding comes 
from the State per-pupil funding formula.  Tying the two together only makes sense.  
Giving raises you can’t afford is the primary reason we have districts in deficit in this 
state. 

b. No “Use it or lose it” mentality – All school buildings receive funding based on the 
number of students they have.  If they have money left over at the end of the year, 
they get to keep it for the future.  These funds can be used to save up for large pur-
chases, such as interactive white boards, new student furniture, or library books. 

c. Cap in Health Care Benefits – In 1997, well before the State Legislature passed Public 
Act 152 in 2012 that capped the amount of employee health care benefits that could 
be funded by public schools, SLCS instituted caps on health care benefit contribu-
tions.  This allowed us to better forecast a big chunk of our budget and contributed to 
our financial stability. 

d. Zero Based Budgeting – Every department must justify their budget every year.  
There is no inflationary adjustment that is added.  It is merely based on needs and 
resources. Conversely, there is no “10% across the board budget cut”.  Districts that 
do the across the board cut are really doing a disservice to their students and staff.  
Why? Because some departments have fixed costs that cannot be easily reduced, 
some may have legally mandated services that cannot be eliminated, or some may 
have the ability to reduce even more than 10%.  Taking the time to really analyze 
each department, while time consuming, is the right thing to do. Fortunately, our 
“We are all in this together” attitude goes a long way towards honest dialogue when 
budget reductions are necessary.  

10. What’s Best For Kids – Those that know me and work with me, hear me say this 
phrase over and over again.  It is the final filter I run all decisions through.  Is it best 
for kids?  This may seem so simple and obvious, but, as adults with our own needs, 
we can lose sight of what is best for kids, or just forget to ask the question.  This 
doesn’t mean everyone should work for free or that we shouldn’t have proper tools 
and equipment to do our jobs.  In fact, it is best for kids to have people working di-
rectly and indirectly for them that are happy and supported.  What it means is that 
sometimes the hardest decision and the right decision are the same.  Sometimes we 
have to do something that is in the best interest of kids that is difficult.  It might be 
easier not to do it, and people may not even notice it wasn’t done, but it is still the 
right thing to do, nonetheless. 

In summary, while we don’t have nearly the financial resources that many school districts 
in Michigan have, we have other resources that make all the difference, and “The South 
Lyon Community Schools’ Way” helps to transform these resources into something very 
special, a great place to live, work, and learn.   

Sincerely, 

 

 

William A. Pearson, Ed.D. 
Superintendent 
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Financial Awards 

“Since 1995, The Mer-

itorious Budget Award 

(MBA) sponsored by 

ASBO International, 

promotes and recog-

nizes excellence in 

school budget presen-

tation and enhances 

school business offi-

cials’ skills in develop-

ing, analyzing, and 

presenting a school 

system budget and 

reviews the ac-

counting practices 

and reporting proce-

dures. “ 

 

FY 2013-14 represent-

ed the  19th consecu-

tive year that South 

Lyon Community 

Schools has received 

this award. 

SLCS believes this document meets the criteria for the Meritorious Budget Award 

(MBA) from the Association of School Business Officials International (ASBO).  The 

Meritorious Budget Award is the most prestigious form of recognition in budgeting 

for school entities.  Its attainment represents a significant accomplishment by a 

school entity and its management.  South Lyon Community Schools has received the 

MBA every year since 1995-96, and continues to be only one of three districts in the 

State of Michigan that has received this award. 
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Where it comes from…. 
2014-15 FY Adopted General Fund Revenue Budget 

($ in millions) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Overall 
 For FY 2014-15, the recommended revenue budget for the District’s General Fund 

totals $66.0 million. This is an increase of $1.66 million, or 2.6%, from the FY 2013-14 
amended budget. 

 

State 
SLCS received the majority of its funding from the State of Michigan at 79.4% of total reve-
nues broken down as follows: 
 70.6% funded through the State’s Per-Pupil Foundation Allowance. 
 

 3.3% for reimbursement and contribution towards the State-run retirement system, 
known as the Michigan Public School Employees Retirement System (MPSERS). 

 

 1.4% of for one-time per pupil funding for “Best Practices” and “Performance”. 
 

 1.9% for special education added  cost reimbursements. 
 

 1.8% for the At Risk and School Readiness State grants and Medicaid reimbursement. 
 

 The remaining 0.4% is for prior period adjustments from the State. 
 

Local—Property Taxes 
 Local property taxes account for 12.1% of total revenues.  The only local operating 

taxes collected by the District are the 18.0 mills for Non-Homesteads, which do not 
include a taxpayer’s primary residence. 

 

 These local property taxes are treated as a deduction for purposes of the funding cal-
culation per Proposal A.   

 

Interdistrict 
 3.5% of total revenues are received through Interdistrict sources.  The majority of this 

amount is transferred via formula from the Oakland County Intermediate School Dis-
trict for the county wide special education and vocational education millage.  The re-
maining amount represent transfers from the three community education programs. 

 

Federal 
 The three major Federal programs that the District receives are Flowthrough, Title I, 

and Title IIA. 
  

Other 
 The remaining revenues are nominal local sources including interest on investments, 

rental fees, cell tower, and miscellaneous revenues. 

Budget at a Glance — General Fund Revenues 

FEDERAL  
$2.3 

     3.5% INTERDISTRICT 
$2.3 
3.5% 

PROPERTY TAXES 
$7.9 

11.9% 

OTHER 
$1.0 
1.5% 

STATE  
$51.2 
79.4% 

 

2014-15 FY Per Pupil  
Foundation  

Allowance Calculation: 
 

Funding Level $7,187 

x Student Count a 7,565 

Gross Revenues b 
$55.29 

aEstimated, 90% fall count, 10% winter 
bIn millions 
Based on Governor’s budget proposal 

  

 

Bloomfield 
Southfield 

$ 15,019 
$ 13,391 

Birmingham 
Pontiac 

$ 13,385 
$ 12,943 

Farmington 
Clawson 

$ 12,091 
$ 11,689 

Oak Park 
Novi 

$ 11,081 
$ 10,864 

Royal Oak 
Lamphere 

$ 10,821 
$ 10,715 

Troy 
Ferndale 

$ 10,680 
$ 10,618 

Rochester 
West Bloomfield 

$ 10,231 
$ 10,185 

Hazel Park 
Clarkston 

$ 10,107 
$ 10,096 

Lake Orion 
Clarenceville 

$ 10,022 
$   9,971 

Walled Lake 
Holly 

$   9,910 
$   9,888 

Avondale 
Madison 

$   9,785 
$   9,464 

Berkley 
Waterford 

$   9,445 
$   9,393 

Huron Valley 
Brandon 

$   9,005 
$   8,786 

Oxford 
South Lyon 

$   8,628 
$   8,195 

Total General Fund Revenues Per 
Pupil, all sources (State, Federal, 

Local)Oakland County districts—FY 
2011-12 
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* Less new retirement system dollars that had previously been accounted for in the State Budget 

 
 

General Fund Revenue Comparison Summary 
 Interdistrict sources  had declined for a number of years due to the decline in the Oak-

land County total taxable value which impacted the amount of millage dollars that 
were distributed to county school districts.  Starting in 2013-14, these dollars are 
again increasing. 

 
 

 State of Michigan revenues are essentially overstated in FY 2013-14 and FY 2014-15 
due to an accounting change at the state level that requires over $2 million of retire-
ment system dollars that were previously paid directly by the State of Michigan to be 
allocated to local schools as a pass through on their books.  This results in both reve-
nues and expenditures to be inflated by the same amount.   

 
 

 Total per student, per instructional hour, includes costs outside of the instructional 
hour time, such as transportation, recess, athletics and extra-curricular.  While it is 
difficult to determine the amount of time a student spends in these areas, if we take 
1.5 hours per day (for example), the actual cost per student per total school time 
would be about 25% lower.  This would change the $7.86 per hour figure from FY 
2014-15 to approximately $5.90 per hour. 

 
 

 The official student count has changed definition over the years.  The current official 
count is a calculation that takes 90% of a district’s fall count plus 10% of a district’s 
winter count.  Generally the changes that have occurred in the formula are driven by 
overall savings to the State’s budget. 

Budget at a Glance — General Fund Revenues 

 Revenues 
FY 2010-11 

Actual 
FY 2011-12 

Actual 
FY 2012-13  

Actual 

FY 2013-14 
Amended 

Budget 

FY 2014-15 
Recommended 

Budget 

Property taxes  $   8,314,715   $   7,327,404   $   7,454,816   $   7,311,750   $   7,885,000  

Other local revenue           576,983         1,099,242        1,014,365  995,330 1,023,128 

State of Michigan     42,609,866      44,480,322  48,428,847 51,458,526 52,448,762 

Federal Sources       5,218,945         2,944,779  2,356,041 2,332,543 2,299,481 

Interdistrict Sources       2,386,202         2,064,602  2,014,712 2,161,144 2,283,435 

Transfers from other funds           295,139              72,005  101,000 101,000 85,000 

Total Revenues  $ 59,401,850   $ 57,988,354   $ 61,369,781   $ 64,360,293   $ 66,024,806  

Percentage Change 2.5% (2.4%) 5.8% 4.9% 2.6% 

      

Total Revenues (Adj. for CPI)* $ 56,959,391 $ 54,472,982 $ 55,748,447 $ 56,116,373 $ 55,994,571 

Percentage Change (1.7%) (4.4%) 2.3% 0.7% (0.2%) 

      

Total Revenues Per Pupil $8,396 $8,193 $8,327 $8,634 $8,727 

Percentage Change 2.6% (2.4%) 1.6% 3.7% 1.1% 

      

Total Revenues Per Pupil (CPI)* $8,051 $7,696 $7,564 $7,528 $7,401 

Percentage Change (1.2%) (4.4%) (1.7%) (0.5%) (1.7%) 

      

Total Per Student/Per Hour $7.87 $7.69 $7.47 $7.76 $7.84 

Percentage Change 2.3% (2.3%) (2.7%) 3.8% 1.1% 

      

Total Per Student/Per Hour (CPI)* $7.55 $7.22 $6.79 $6.76 $6.65 

Percentage Change (1.4%) (4.3%) (5.9%) (0.4%) (1.7%) 

Adjusted for inflation, 

SLCS expects to receives 

about 12% less in FY 

2014-15 than in FY 2010

-11 on a per student, 

per instructional hour 

basis. 
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Where it goes…. 
FY 2014-15 Recommended General Fund Expenditure Budget 

($ in millions) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Overall 
 In FY 2014-15, the Recommended expenditure budget for the District’s General Fund 

totals $65.97 million.  This is an increase of $0.85 million, or 1.3%, from the FY 2013-
14 amended budget. 

 

Expenditure Budget by Object 
 The majority of the budget, 84.4 percent, is for employee compensation, reflecting 

the fact that public education is a labor-intensive enterprise. 
 

 A total of 631.0 full time equivalent (FTE) positions are funded in the 2014-15 Recom-
mended Budget.  Of these positions, there are 378.8 teaching positions. 

 

 For FY 2014-15, 8.6 positions have been added, including 6.1 teachers. 
 

 Wage schedule increases for employees for 2014-15 ranged from 0.0% to 1.0%, based 
on contractual language that ties employee compensation to State funding. 

 

 A 2.9% increase in medical benefits costs paid by the District per employee is included 
in the budget, as dictated by Public Act 152 of 2012, which limits school district medi-
cal benefit contributions for employees.  All district employees pay a portion of their 
health care costs.  SLCS has included benefit caps in employee contracts since 1997. 

 

 Included in FY 2014-15 is the impact of the State’s pass through of retirement costs of 
about $2 million dollars that were previously kept on the State’s books. 

 

Expenditure Budget by Function 
 The Michigan Department of Education (MDE) requires that only direct classroom 

instruction can be categorized as instruction.  Therefore, such vital services as guid-
ance counselors, nurses, physical and occupational therapists, speech pathologists, 
media specialists and social workers are not considered instruction. 

 

 Total instructional costs, as defined by the Michigan Department of Education, totals  
$39.8 million in the 2014-15 Recommended Budget, or 60.4%.  This is an increase 
from the 57.9% figure in the FY 2010-11 actual financial performance. 

 

 Transfers include the dollars sent to the three Capital Funds operated by the District; 
Building and Site Capital, Bus Purchases, and Technology Capital Improvements. 

 

Budget at a Glance — General Fund Expenditures 

For FY 2014-15, adjust-
ed for inflation and the 
changes in student pop-
ulation, total General 
Fund expenditures have 
gone down by 6% since 
FY 2010-11. 

 

FY 14-15 
           Function                    Percent 

Elementary Instruction 23.0% 

Middle School Instruction 12.2% 

High School Instruction 14.2% 

Special Education 8.7% 

Preschool/Other Instruction 2.3% 

Guidance Services 1.4% 

Pupil Services 4.6% 

Supv/Impr. of Instruction 3.1% 

Media Center 0.9% 

General Administration 1.6% 

Business Services 1.1% 

School Administration 6.3% 

Operations/Maintenance 10.3% 

Pupil Transportation 4.7% 

School Services 0.9% 

Technology Services 1.4% 

Athletic Services 2.3% 

Transfers / Other 1.1% 

Budget by Function 
SALARIES  

$34.6 
52.4% 

 

BENEFITS  
$21.1 
32.0% 

 

PURCHASED SERVICES  
$5.1 
7.7% 

 

SUPPLIES 
$4.2 
6.4% 

OTHER 
$0.8 
1.5% 

 

FY 2014-15 Changes  
versus FY 2013-14 
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* Less new retirement system dollars that had previously been accounted for in the State Budget 

 
General Fund Expenditure Comparison Summary 
 

 Total spending has increased 16.4% since FY 2010-11. 
 

 Total instructional spending has increased 21.4% since FY 201-11. 
 

 Total special education spending has increase of 30.3% since FY 2010-11. 
 

 Operational (Custodial) and Maintenance costs include not only labor costs but also 
utilities, contracted maintenance, and grounds.  Total spending in this area has only 
increased by 1.5% since FY 2010-11.   

 

 Prior to FY 2011-12, the Athletic Budget had a portion of its budget accounted for in a 
special revenue fund.  Including the special revenue fund costs, the FY 2010-11 total 
spending was $1,377,044.   

 

 Total average instructional hours increased in FY 2012-13 due to the additional of all 
day kindergarten. 

 

 Employee wages and benefit changes include the impact of moving some contracted 
personnel to employee status, due in part to changes in State Law.  Also included in 
2013-14 and 2014-15 is the impact of the State’s pass through of retirement costs of 
about $2 million dollars that were previously kept on the State’s books. 

Budget at a Glance — General Fund Expenditures 

 Expenditures 
FY 2010-11 

Actual 
FY 2011-12 

Actual 
FY 2012-13 

Actual 

FY 2013-14 
Amended 

Budget 

FY 2014-15 
Recommended 

Budget 

Elementary Instruction  $   12,364,512  $   12,821,048  $   14,191,083  $   15,145,712   $   15,202,768  

High School Instruction 7,924,316 8,570,887 8,716,243        9,087,255         9,337,033  

Middle School Instruction 6,855,428 7,255,907 7,185,217     8,011,067      8,033,172  

Operations / Maintenance 6,663,754 6,231,617 6,446,432 6,590,771 6,763,572 

Special Education 4,398,098 4,876,721 5,208,216 5,529,367 5,730,383 

School Administration 3,796,015 3,675,997 3,942,314 4,036,230 4,131,841 

Pupil Services 2,026,688 2,135,039 2,524,594 2,857,000 3,063,297 

Pupil Transportation 2,534,753 2,468,773 2,715,563 2,967,806 3,103,656 

Athletics 926,202 1,402,929 1,355,349 1,447,439 1,502,443 

Other Instruction 1,264,695 1,485,383 1,350,864 1,283,891 1,512,753 

Supervision of Instructional Staff 1,021,388 982,229 1,126,088 1,388,628 1,425,085 

Operating Transfers 1,896,204 1,164,258 1,286,804 1,132,227 557,077 

General Administration 926,793 930,527 972,473 1,055,820 1,040,151 

Technology Services 816,330 894,857 891,961 950,222 905,194 

Guidance Services 791,696 813,033 848,462 880,004 893,411 

All Others* 2,467,341 2,515,287 2,738,460 2,759,401 2,768,361 

Total Expenditures  $ 56,674,213   $ 58,224,492   $ 61,500,123   $ 65,122,840   $ 65,970,197  

Percentage Change (3.3%) 2.7% 5.6% 5.3% 1.3% 

      

Total Expenditures (Adj. for CPI) $ 54,343,908 $ 54,694,805 $ 55,868,071 $ 56,798,123 $ 55,947,044 

Percentage Change (7.3%) 0.6% 2.1% 1.7% (1.5%) 

      

Total Expenditures Per Pupil* $8,010 $8,226 $8,345 $8,737 $8,719 

Percentage Change (3.4%) 2.7% 1.4% 4.7% (0.2%) 

      

Total Expenditures Per Pupil (CPI) $7,681 $7,727 $7,580 $7,620 $7,395 

Percentage Change (7.4%) 0.6% (1.9%) 0.5% (3.0%) 

      

Total Per Student/Per Hour* $7.51 $7.72 $7.49 $7.85 $7.83 

Percentage Change (3.5%) 2.8% (2.9%) 4.8% (0.2%) 

      

Total Per Student/Per Hour (CPI)* $7.20 $7.25 $6.80 $6.85 $6.64 

Percentage Change (7.0%) 0.7% (6.1%) 0.6% (3.0%) 

*All Other includes Library Ser-

vices, Improvement of Instruc-

tion, Business Services, School 

Services, Community Services, 

and other expenditures 

 

FY 2010-11 

FY 2011-12 

FY 2012-13 

FY 2013-14 

FY 2014-15 

 

80.5% 

81.1% 

81.9% 

83.1% 

84.4% 

Wages and Benefits as a % of 
total expenditures 
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General Fund Health Summary 
 

 The District is expected to end the FY 2014-15 with a fund balance, or Rainy Day Fund, 
at approximately $6.8 million or 10.3% of expenditures.  This is considered a reasona-
ble fund balance level for a school district. 

 

 The Board of Education goal #2 states, “By FY 2014-15, the District will no longer use 
its fund equity to balance the annual budget…” In addition, the Board updated the 
Budget Development and Administrative policy, which now requires a 10% total fund 
balance (+/- 1%) and an annual operating surplus. 

 
 

 In the winter of 2009-10, the State of Michigan was forecasting a significant cut in 
funding for public schools.  In fact, some experts thought the cut could be as much as 
$350 per student. This cut would have resulted in a cumulative loss of over 
$3,400,000, and, coupled with expected expenditure increases, could have resulted in 
a potential total budget shortfall of $4,700,000 for FY 2010-11.  After community in-
put and Board deliberation - and after a revised expected cut of $265 per student - 
the District identified over $4.5 million in revenue enhancements and expenditure 
and staffing reductions to help guide the District for the next few years.  While this 
cut did not come to pass—resulting in the large budget surplus for FY 2010-11—there 
was a unprecedented cut of $470 per student the following year in FY 2011-12.  
Thankfully, since the adjustments  were in place from the year before, there were 
only a few additional budget modifications. 

 

 Transfers out are treated separately from the on-going operation costs of a District.  
They tend to be one-time in nature and have some annual discretion associated with 
them.  These funds are transferred to one or more of the three capital project funds 
set up by the District, Building and Site, Bus Purchases, and Technology. 

  
FY 2010-11 

Actual 
FY 2011-12 

Actual 
FY 2012-13  

Actual 

FY 2013-14 
Amended 

Budget 

FY 2014-15 
Recommended 

Budget 

Total Revenues  $   59,401,850  $   57,988,354  $   61,369,781 $  64,360,293  $   66,024,806  

      

Total Expenditures 55,174,213 57,449,492 61,500,124 65,122,838 65,970,201 
      

Operating Surplus (Shortfall) $  4,227,637 $  538,862 $  719,657 $  (112,545) $  54,605 

      

Transfers Out 1,500,000 775,000 850,000 650,000 0 

      
Total Surplus (Shortfall) $  2,727,637 $  (236,138) $  (130,343) $  (762,545) $  54,605 
      
Beginning Fund Balance $  5,145,401 $  7,873,038 $  7,636,900 $  7,506,557 $  6,744,013 
Total Surplus (Shortfall) 2,727,637 (236,138) (130,343) (762,545) 54,605 
Ending Fund Balance $  7,873,038 $  7,636,900 $  7,506,557 $  6,744,013 $  6,798,618 
      

Ending Fund Balance  
% of Expenditures 

13.3% 13.2% 12.2% 10.5% 10.3% 

Budget at a Glance — General Fund Health 

A “Deficit District”, as de-
fined by the MDE, is a dis-
trict that has a negative 
fund balance in the Gen-

eral Fund, or is projected to 
have a negative fund bal-
ance at the end of the cur-
rent fiscal year.  Currently, 
there are 55 deficit districts 
in Michigan as reported by 

the MDE. 
 
SLCS was last a deficit dis-
trict in FY 1992-93 and has 

not  been for the last 23 
years including FY 2014-15.  

A healthy fund balance is criti-
cal for the following reasons: 
 

 Avoids districts having to 
borrow funds to meet finan-
cial obligations. 

 Provides funding in the event 
of major revenue losses and/
or unanticipated costs that 
buys a district time to ad-
dress issues as opposed to 
immediate, and potentially 
negatively impactful, budget 
cuts. 

 Significantly impacts a dis-
trict’s credit rating which 
could translate into higher 
interest costs to taxpayers.  

 

 

Annual General Fund Surplus (Shortfall)  -  In Millions 
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Revenue Assumptions 
 The District had a student enrollment study completed for the next five years.  Based 

on this study, a 1.5% annual enrollment increase is included in the forecast. 
 

 State Aid, primarily the State’s Per Pupil Foundation Allowance, is assumed to in-
crease 1.4% for FY 2015-16 through FY 2017-18. 

 

 Other revenues are assumed to grow an average of 3% each year. 
 

Expenditure Assumptions 
 Total wage increases are expected to average 2.1%.  However, this does not just re-

flect individual pay increases but also includes new hires, retirements and resigna-
tions.  Actual wage scales are expected to increase between 0.7% and 1.0% annually. 

 

 Benefits are expected to increase by 3.0% - 4.0% for FY 2015-16 through FY 2017-18.  
Again, contractual obligations are a component of this number, as well as new hires, 
and the impact of Public Act 152, which limits employer health care contributions. 

 

 Other expenditures are assumed to grow an average of 3% each year. 
 

Overall Picture 
 Based on the above assumptions, the District will need a slight increase in revenues 

and/or a slight decrease in expenditures for FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 in order to 
maintaining a fund balance of approximately 10%. 

 

 However, even a small variance in either State Aid or enrollment, could have a signifi-
cant impact on the forecast, either positive or negative. 

Budget at a Glance — General Fund Financial Forecast 

 Revenues 
FY 2013-14 
Amended 

FY 2014-15 
Recommended 

FY 2015-16  
Forecast 

FY 2016-17 
Forecast 

FY 2017-18 
Forecast 

Property taxes  $   7,311,750  $   7,885,000 $   8,115,321 $   8,352,369 $   8,596,342 

Other local revenue 995,330 1,023,128 1,053,822 1,085,436 1,118,000 

State of Michigan 51,458,526 52,448,762 53,680,790 55,160,806 56,661,053 

Federal Sources 2,332,543 2,299,481 2,401,624 2,508,304 2,619,723 

Interdistrict Sources 2,161,144 2,283,435 2,305,938 2,375,116 2,446,370 

Transfers from other funds 101,000 85,000 87,550 90,177 92,882 

Total Revenues  $  64,360,293 $   66,024,806 $   67,645,045 $   69,572,209 $   71,534,370 

 Expenditures      

Salaries  $   33,736,690  $   34,566,655 $   35,292,555 $   36,033,698 $   36,790,406 

Employee Benefits 20,410,509 21,097,084 21,940,967 22,552,196 23,048,762 

Purchased Services 4,757,423 5,098,654 5,251,614 5,409,162 5,474,437 

Supplies and Materials 4,385,197 4,200,279 4,326,287 4,056,076 4,177,758 

Capital Outlay 420,201 204,182 385,307 396,867 408,773 

Other Expenditures 762,818 803,346 827,446 852,270 877,838 

Total Operating Expenditures  $   65,122,838  $   65,970,200 $   68,024,177 $   69,925,269 $   71,452,974 

Operating Surplus (Shortfall)  $  (112,545)  $ 54,606   $  (379,132)  $ 271,940   $ 756,396  

Transfers to other Funds 650,000 0 0 625,000 675,000 

Total  Surplus (Shortfall)        $ (762,545)  $ 54,606 $  (379,132) $  (353,060) $  81,396 

 Beginning Fund Balance $  7,506,557 $  6,744,013 $  6,798,619 $  6,419,487 $  6,066,427 

Total Surplus (Shortfall) (762,545) 54,606 (379,132) (353,060) 81,396 

Ending Fund Balance $  6,744,013 $  6,798,619 $  6,419,487 $  6,066,427 $  6,147,822 

Even small changes in student 
enrollment and/or state aid can 
have a significant impact on the 
long term financial health of a 

school district. 
 

Based on current assumptions 
and spending patterns, the fund 
balance percentage forecasted 
will fall short of Board Policy in 

FY 2016-17 and FY 2017-18 

 

FY 2006-07 

FY 2007-08 

FY 2008-09 

FY 2009-10 

FY 2010-11 

FY 2011-12 

FY 2012-13 

FY 2013-14 

FY 2014-15 

FY 2015-16 

FY 2016-17 

FY 2017-18 

10.2% 

9.9% 

9.9% 

8.8% 

13.3% 

13.2% 

12.2% 

10.5% 

10.3% 

9.4% 

8.7% 

8.6% 

Ending Fund Balance as percent-
age of expenditures 
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Background  
 SLCS is 83 square miles in size.  It encompasses all or a portion of eight (8) municipali-

ties in three (3) counties.  There are still considerable portions of the District that are 
currently undeveloped. 

 

 The District’s student enrollment has gone through periods of substantial growth and 
little or no growth.  For example, in FY 1982-83, the total enrollment was 4,293.  By FY 
1990, the enrollment was essentially the same at 4,295.  Through the 1990’s, there 
was significant growth, topping out in FY 1999-00 with an enrollment of 5,979 stu-
dents, or an increase of 39% since FY 1989-90.  Due to lower birth rates and the Great 
Recession, enrollment growth began slowing in the mid 2000’s, with flat growth in the 
five years from FY 2007-08 through FY 2011-12.   

 

 There was a substantial increase of 4.1% for FY 2012-13.  This increase was the largest 
percentage increase since FY 1998-99.  For FY 2013-14, the increase was 1.1%. 

 

 Through FY 2017-18, a 1.5% enrollment increase is forecasted based on an enrollment 
study that was prepared on behalf of the District in early  2013. 

Budget at a Glance — Student Enrollment  

School 
FY 2005-06 

Actual 
FY 2006-07 

Actual 
FY 2007-08 

Actual 
FY 2008-09 

Actual 
FY 2009-10 

Actual 
FY 2010-11 

Actual 
FY 2011-12 

Actual 
FY 2012-13 

Actual 
FY 2013-14 

Actual 

FY 2014-15 
Recom. 
Budget 

ELEMENTARY 

Bartlett 462  443  419  421  392 391  406  426  453 460  

Brummer 523  490  491  460  452  411  444  511  535  543  

Dolsen 335  353  369  376  354  337  416 439 439 446  

Hardy 465  527  555  613  660  694  609  647  620  629  

Kent Lake 545  529  591  571  586  557  557  564  559  567  

Salem 405  373  352  336  302  307  281  290  337  342  

Sayre 530  536  524  525  532  537  521  544  579  588  

MIDDLE SCHOOL 

Centennial 692  727  761  777  807 810  806  859  894 907 

Millennium 871  897  902  912  878  877  869  883  856 869  

HIGH SCHOOL 

SL High School N/A N/A 439  663  897 913  889  911  875 888  

SL East High School 2,117 2,130 1,689 1,425 1,218 1,229 1,265 1,264 1,277 1,295 

           

     7 12 16 31 31 32 

TOTALS 6,944  7,004  7,093  7,068  7,078  7,075  7,078  7,370 7,455 7,566  

 
Grade 

FY  
2013-14 
Count 

K       514 

1        610  

2        586  

3        609  

4        606  

5        569  

6        571  

7        593  

8        586  

9        561  

10        550  

11        516  

12        513  

Other*         71 

*Pre Kindergarten, International 
Academy, Virtual Learning Academy 

International Academy (IA) / Virtual Learning Academy (VLAC) and WAY program 
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Staffing Highlights 
 

 The FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget includes 668.1 FTE’s (Full time equiva-
lents), an increase of 8.6 versus FY 2013-14. 

 

 The FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget includes the hiring of 19.1 teaching 
positions , 6.1 of these being new positions, and new hires for the expected 
13.0 teacher retirements and/or resignations. 

 

 Since FY 2009-10, total teaching positions have increased 10.5%, while all 
other positions have been decreased by 4.7%. 

 
 

Budget at a Glance — District Staffing  

BUS DRIVERS 
52 FTEs 

FOOD SERVICE STAFF 
30 FTEs 

PRINCIPALS 
ASST. PRINCIPALS 

16 FTEs 

CLERICAL STAFF 
100.7 FTEs 

CUSTODIAL, GROUNDS 
AND MAINTENANCE 

48.5 FTEs 

ADMINISTRATORS 
MANAGERS 

14 FTEs TEACHERS 
406.8 FTEs 

 

FY 2014-15 Recommended Positions 

Contract Expirations 

SLEA (Teachers) 8/15/16 

MESPA (Clerical) 6/30/15 

Teamsters 
-Maintenance 
-Custodial 
-Food Service 
-Transportation 
 

6/30/18 

SLAA (Principals) 6/30/16 

Non-Union N/A 

Wage Scale Changes Annually  

FY 2009-10 through  FY2014-15  

SLEA (Teachers) 0% - 1.5% 

MESPA (Clerical) 0% 

Teamsters 
 -Maintenance 
-Custodial 
-Food Service 
-Transportation 
 

-10% - 1.5% 

SLAA (Principals) 0% - 1.5% 

Non-Union 0% - 1.5% 

In the 22 years since FY 1992-93, the amount of teacher layoffs have been 
limited to just a handful, and those were primarily due to shifting of class 

and program offerings, versus budget constraints. 
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Student Performance Highlights 
 For grades K-12, SLCS beats State average test scores across all grade 

levels and across all subjects and is one of the highest performing dis-
tricts in the State of Michigan. 

 
 

 In January of 2014, Bridge Magazine, in collaboration with the Center 
for Michigan, released an Academic State Champs database that meas-
ured school district test scores adjusted for student family income 
(Free and Reduced Lunch Eligibility).  Districts with a score above 100 
were performing better than expected, and districts below 100 were 
performing worse than expected.  In this study, SLCS ranked 3rd in the 
county and in the top 8% of all districts in Michigan, moving from 43rd 
(last year) to 30th place. 

 

 Comparing the total composite MEAP scores to the other 95 districts in 
the Southeast Michigan, SLCS is ranked 8th. 

 
 

 While the Center For Michigan study took into account family income, 
it did not take into account the relative wealth or resources of a school 
district. 

 

 South Lyon’s total revenues rank 88th out of the 95 districts in South-
eastern Michigan. 

 
 

 When comparing MEAP scores based on district resources, another 
picture emerges.  By taking the average test score (% proficient or ad-
vanced) in the five county area of Southeastern Michigan (Wayne, Oak-
land, Macomb, Livingston and Washtenaw) and comparing it  to the 
average amount of revenues available, one can rank districts accord-
ingly.  

 

 According to this analysis, South Lyon Community Schools ranks #1, 
requiring only $.58 cents on the dollar to get the same results that one 
would expect a dollar to generate. 

Budget at a Glance — Student Achievement  

State  
Ranking 

Oakland County  
Districts 

F/R 
Lunch  Score  

7 Bloomfield Hills 10.0 113.17  

15 Troy 13.4 110.38  

30 South Lyon 21.1 109.03  

34 Rochester 14.9 108.77  

51 Novi 8.8 107.63  

56 Birmingham 8.1 107.28  

81 Lake Orion 19.2 105.63  

156 Walled Lake 26.9 103.18  

162 Clarkston 20.4 103.07 

174 West Bloomfield 23.6 102.80  

189 Huron Valley 29.1 102.34  

195 Farmington 23.0 102.21 

209 Royal Oak 23.5 101.65 

219 Berkley 26.8 101.42 

248 Holly 40.1 100.78 

266 Avondale 31.5 100.22 

282 Clarenceville 54.6 99.76 

300 Brandon 37.5 99.18 

342 Madison Heights 79.3 98.17 

345 Ferndale 60.1 98.14 

355 Lamphere 49.2 97.74 

357 Oxford 22.5 97.7 

421 Waterford 51.6 96.23 

451 Hazel Park 75.5 94.59 

452 Clawson 38 94.56 

504 Southfield 59.9 91.21 

523 Oak Park 77.0 89.56 

537 Pontiac 73.7 85.02 

Center for Michigan  

Academic State Champions 

  
Ranking 

Top 40 districts 
In 5 counties 

Rank in 
Funding 

Rank in 
Scoring 

 $ of 
effort for 
$100 of 
results 

1 South Lyon 88 8 $ 58.67 

2 Brighton 95 14 $ 58.98 

3 Northville 62 3 $ 61.32 

4 Plymouth/Cant 83 13 $ 61.55 

5 Howell 93 21 $ 65.75 

6 Rochester 28 1 $ 67.06 

7 Hartland 81 19 $ 67.88 

8 Saline 43 8 $ 67.93 

9 Chelsea 45 10 $ 67.97 

10 Troy 19 2 $ 69.42 

11 Dexter 61 15 $ 69.88 

12 Oxford 84 24 $ 70.31 

13 Berkley 56 16 $ 71.48 

14 Pinckney 95 96 $ 71.76 

15 Novi 23 5 $ 71.78 

16 Lake Orion 33 12 $ 71.92 

17 Utica 79 27 $ 72.32 

18 Clarkston 65 18 $ 72.39 

19 Huron Valley 72 26 $ 74.09 

20 Armada 92 35 $ 74.14 

  
Ranking 

Top 40 districts 
In 5 counties 

Rank in 
Funding 

Rank in 
Scoring 

 $ of 
effort for 
$100 of 
results 

21 Anchor Bay 85 32 $ 58.67 

22 Walled Lake 34 17 $ 58.98 

23 Manchester 44 22 $ 61.32 

24 L’anse Creuse 66 31 $ 61.55 

25 Gross Ille 38 23 $ 65.75 

26 Chippewa Valley 86 40 $ 67.06 

27 Ann Arbor 11 7 $ 67.88 

28 Livonia 42 25 $ 67.93 

29 Avondale 40 30 $ 67.97 

30 Fowlerville 93 46 $ 69.42 

31 Riverview 74 41 $ 69.88 

32 Royal Oak 20 20 $ 70.31 

33 Gross Pointe 8 11 $ 71.48 

34 Lakeview 59 37 $ 71.76 

35 Romeo 72 42 $ 71.78 

36 Trenton 41 33 $ 71.92 

37 West Bloomfield 31 29 $ 72.32 

38 Milan 56 38 $ 72.39 

39 Allen Park 81 44 $ 74.09 

40 Gibraltar 77 49 $ 74.14 

 

How “productive” 

a district is (i.e., 

student learning 

versus available 

resources) can be 

difficult to deter-

mine due to many 

factors (Poverty, 

students with spe-

cial needs, instruc-

tional skills and 

training, parent 

and community 

support, etc.) 

15



All Funds Summary Highlights 
 The General Fund represents about 76% of the total District revenues and expendi-

tures. 
 

 Special Revenue Funds include the Community Education Fund (Kids Club, Pre-School, 
and Center for Active Adults) and the Food Service Fund. 

 

 Debt Funds are set up for the repayment of debt obligations of the District. In all cas-
es, these funds are associated with previously voter Adopted bond issues.  Debt funds 
are collected from our taxpayers through the annual debt millage levy.  SLCS currently 
has six (6) active debt funds. 

 

 Capital Project Funds are segregated funds related to construction, remodeling, land 
purchases, or other capital outlay.  SLCS currently has three (3) active capital project 
funds. These funds include Building/Site, Technology, and Bus Purchases.   Historically, 
voter Adopted bond issue construction projects are also included in these funds; how-
ever, there are no voter adopted projects at this time. 

 

 

Budget at a Glance — All Funds Summary  

Total Expenditures—All Funds 

Expenditures higher in FY 2012-13 due 

to a bond refunding (refinancing). 

Recent Voter Adopted  
Bond Issues 

 

 2002  $ 98.9 million 

 1999  $ 67.9 million 

 1997  $ 39.9 million 

 1995  $   4.1 million 

 1994  $   3.5 million 

 1992  $ 10.0 million 

  
Actual  

2010-11 

 
Actual 

2011-12 

 
Actual 

2012-13 

Amended 
Budget 
2013-14 

Recommended 
Budget 
2014-15 

Special Revenue Funds      

  Revenues $2,762,319 $2,517,897 $2,778,241 $2,720,627 $2,766,511 

  Expenditures $2,576,771 $2,452,783 $2,703,732 $2,684,050 $2,734,966 

Debt Funds      

  Revenues $22,406,854 $17,569,153 $73,339,579 $18,069,490 $17,345,967 

  Expenditures $22,399,005 $18,322,357 $74,224,594 $17,278,441 $17,236,590 

Capital Funds      

  Revenues $1,500,378 $775,876 $1,365,577 $650,000 $0 

  Expenditures $925,679 $1,388,659 $2,073,698 $936,818 $922,893 
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District Goals 
In November of 2013, four goals were presented to the Board of Education 
to meet the challenges and opportunities facing the school system over the 
next five years. 

 
Instruction 
In order to ensure high quality, standards-based instruction, continue to write and imple-
ment units of study and assessments which align with state-adopted standards, such as the 
Common Core State Standards. 

 

Evaluation 
In order to promote increased student achievement, continue in the development of the 
teacher and administrator evaluation system that aligns with the current and changing 
legislation. 

 
Financial 
In order to ensure financial stability and efficient allocation of resources, update and moni-
tor the District’s five-year financial forecast, including the updating and/or drafting of sup-
porting policies and procedures. 

 
Capital Needs 
In order to meet facility, technology and site needs, formulate a capital improvement plan 
with anticipated funding through a bond ballot initiative. 

 

Budget Process 
The FY 2014-15 Adopted Budget is the culmination of a process that began formally in 
January, when the first draft was prepared based on certain assumptions.  All depart-
ments and school buildings prepared their individual budget requests during the months 
of February and March.  For school buildings, the Shared Involvement Team, made up of 
the principal, staff and parents,  prepared the request.  The Preliminary Budget was pre-
sented to the Board of Education on May 5, 2014.  A final review of the budget was con-
ducted by the Finance Committee on May 13, 2014, resulting in the presentation of the 
Recommended Budget at a public hearing on May 19, 2014 and the budget adoption 
scheduled for June 16, 2014.  Compared to the prior year, there have been no signifi-
cant changes in the budget process and/or budget policies.   

Budget Document and Purpose 
The Budget Document is divided into four major sections; the Introductory Section, the 
Organizational Section, the Financial Section, and the Informational Section.  The Intro-
ductory Section includes an Executive Summary, which is meant to be a comprehensive 
summary of the budget with required information in each section, as well as District 
Board and Administrative information.  The Organizational Section provides an explana-
tion of the school entity, a discussion of significant budget financial policies, the major 
goals of the District, the budget development process, and the budget administrative 
and management process.   The Financial Section includes a presentation of all govern-
mental and proprietary funds of the district, information on capital expenditures and 
debt information.  The final section, The Informational Section, contains budget fore-
casts as well as statistical data on taxation, enrollment, staffing, performance measures, 
and a glossary of terms. 

Budgeting  - Link to Goals and Student Achievement   
The FY 2014-15 Recommended Budget includes staffing allocations to maximize student 
achievement and meet the District Goals.  As indicated earlier, the instructional portion 
of the budget continues to grow in support of classroom needs.  Additionally, as indicat-
ed on the student achievement page, our test scores, when taking into account our low 
funding level, would rank us #1 in the five county area.   

Budget at a Glance — Organizational Information  

The fiscal year (FY) of 

South Lyon Community 

Schools is from July 1st 

through June 30th each 

year. 

 

The fiscal year for the 

State of Michigan is Octo-

ber 1st through Septem-

ber 30th each year.  The 

State funds school dis-

tricts on a similar sched-

ule, beginning October 

20th and continuing for 

eleven payments through 

the following August 

20th.  Therefore, even 

though a school district’s 

fiscal year begins July 1st 

each year, no money is 

received from the State 

until over three months 

later. 

 

There were no significant 

changes in the budget 

process and/or budget 

policies for the FY 2014-

15 Recommended Budget 
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Taxpayer Information Highlights 
 Taxpayers within the boundaries of SLCS essentially pay three types of taxes that im-

pact the District.   
 Every taxpayer pays a 6 mill State Education Tax that is sent directly to Lan-

sing to be redistributed through the Proposal A funding model.  There is no 
direct correlation between how  much is collected throughout our District 
and then redistributed to SLCS.  In other words, the District receives no bene-
fit for new developments and increased tax base within our boundaries. 

 

 The final two types of taxes include non-homestead millage and debt millage.  
The non-homestead millage is levied against businesses, vacant property and 
second homes.  It is not levied on a primary residence.  The debt millage is 
levied on all properties within the District boundaries and is used to pay the 
principal and interest payments on all outstanding bonds that were a result 
of voter Adopted bond issues. 

 

 The amount a homeowner pays in taxes to SLCS depends on the tax type (explained 
above), their taxable value, and the particular tax rate.  For example, even though the 
debt millage rate increased due to the plummeting of home values, the reduction in 
taxable values essentially offset the millage increase.   This is depicted in the following 
chart that gives an example of tax bill increases and decreases.  It should be noted 
that FY 1993-94 is included to show the  impact of rate reductions due to Proposal A. 

 
 

 Total debt of the District has been dropping annually since it peaked in FY 2004-05, 
after the bond sales due to the voter approved $98.9 million bond issue in 2002.  

 

 The total tax base of SLCS decreased starting in FY 2008-09, and 
it has begun to rebound starting in FY 2013-14. 
 

Budget at a Glance — Taxpayer Information  

Total Outstanding Debt 

Under Proposal A, there is no 

longer any direct correlation be-

tween the changes in a communi-

ty’s tax base and how much the 

local school district is funded from 

the State of Michigan to operate.   

Funding, instead, is based on a per 

-pupil allocation that is set by the 

State of Michigan as a result of 

Proposal A. 

There is still a large disparity in 

what various school districts re-

ceive in funding. 

The State has set a minimum 

funding level, with some districts 

receiving almost double that 

minimum.  SLCS receives the mini-

mum funding level. 
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