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 Appendix B:  Ohio’s Structural Deficit
Figure B-1. Relying on One-Time Revenue Expands Structural Deficit

Item FY 2010 FY 2011 Biennium
Reduction in Debt Service Payments 
from Refinancing State Debt

 $ 376,700,000  $ 359,200,000  $ 735,900,000 

Unclaimed Funds Transfer1  $ 225,000,000  $ 110,000,000  $ 335,000,000 
Cash Raid from Non-GRF Fund 4K90  $  -    $ 30,000,000  $ 30,000,000 
Tobacco Court Settlement2  $ 80,308,863  $ 178,314,027  $ 258,622,890 
Loan from Tobacco Securitization 
Proceeds held by the School Facilities 
Commission

 $ 200,000,000  $ 50,000,000  $ 250,000,000 

Federal Stimulus from the State Fis-
cal Stabilization Fund appropriated to 
ODE

 $ 387,583,913  $ 457,449,362  $ 845,033,275 

Federal Stimulus from the State Fiscal 
Stabilization appropriated to BOR and 
DRC

 $ 421,050,000  $ 523,290,000  $ 944,340,000 

Federal Stimulus for Medicaid expen-
ditures (eFMAP)3

 $ 1,465,600,000  $ 935,200,000  $ 2,400,800,000 

Federal Stimulus from Title IV-E ex-
penditures that are deposited in the 
GRF

 $ 4,477,002  $ 2,181,818  $ 6,658,820 

Other Non-GRF Fund Cash Transfers  $ 22,500,000  $ 22,500,000  $ 45,000,000 
Cash Transfers from non-GRF funds 
due to Employee Furloughs and Other 
HR Actions

 $ 71,000,000  $ 71,000,000  $ 142,000,000 

GRF Appropriation Lapses Due to 
Employee Furloughs and Other HR 
Actions

 $ 65,000,000  $ 65,000,000  $ 130,000,000 

Tobacco Interest from Bond Fund  $ 40,000,000  $ 25,000,000  $ 65,000,000 
Temporary Reduction in Revenue 
Sharing with Libraries

 $ 41,005,872  $ 43,311,748  $ 84,317,620 

Assumed GRF Appropriations Lapses  $ 25,000,000  $ 403,185,965  $ 428,185,965 
Prior Year Balances Rolled Forward  $ 255,681,000  $ 130,400,000  $ 386,081,000 
Federal Stimulus—Child Care Block 
Grant

 $ 34,050,000  $ 34,050,000  $ 68,100,000 

Income Tax Rollback 4.2% (if enacted)4  $ 285,236,905  $ 566,271,428  $ 851,508,333 
Total  $ 4,000,193,555  $ 4,006,354,348  $ 8,006,547,903 

Source: OBM and Senate Documents reported in Gongwer News Services on October 2, 2009; The Center for Communtiy Solutions. 
1. The budget plan calls for $385 million in Unclaimed Funds over biennium.  OBM expects that transfers of about $25 million per year are sustainable. 
2. $149 million of these dollars from the Tobacco Use Prevention and Cessation Foundation have been pledged for optional Medicaid services for adults.  If optional services are not reduced and the dollars are not released by 
the courts, the total budget shortfall would increase to $480M due to the loss of the federal share.
3. Includes federal stimulus on state expenses made by all Medicaid administering agencies and federal stimulus earned by non-GRF funds to reduce GRF spending.
4. At the time of publication the Supreme Court had ruled against the proposal to install VLTs at Ohio’s racetracks without voter approval, which would have raised a total of $455M in license fees.  In response, HB 318, 
which would temporarily rollback the final reduction to the personal income tax, was introduced.  For this analysis, it was assumed that the temporary rollback would be enacted.  Amounts reflect proposed increases in ap-
propriations included in HB 318.
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It is common for the budget to be supported with 
one-time or short-term resources.  In the FY 2002-
2003 biennium, one-time sources totaled $2.9 
billion.  This amount grew to $3.8 billion in FY 
2004-2005, mainly due to the addition of federal 
stimulus payments to the states following the last 
recession.  The FY 2008-2009 budget contained 
$1.2 billion in one-time sources.  Figure B-1 
shows one-time revenue sources and other ac-
tions that offset the need for additional GRF rev-
enues in the FY 2010-2011 budget.  The amount of 
one-time sources supporting this budget is un-
precedented, which will increase the challenges 
to balance the next state budget.   We have yet to 
see any concrete proposals from policymakers 

that address how the state’s structural deficit will 
be closed in the next biennium.     

Figure B-1 shows the items that temporarily 
reduce the state’s need for GRF dollars.  There are 
substantial sources of one-time funds from the 
federal stimulus bill, including $922 million in 
federal IDEA and Title 1 funds that flow directly 
to school districts, $35.8 million in TANF funds, 
and $18.9 million in unemployment compensa-
tion administration that, without action from 
Congress, will not continue in the next biennium.  
The loss of these funds will have an impact above 
and beyond those discussed elsewhere in this 
report.  
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