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SB1249 (Roth) Implementation Continues
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Implementation Update

Quarterly fiscal operations meetings will be replaced by 
quarterly SB 1249 (Roth) implementation meetings.  Starting in 
the new year:

• Tuesday, January 6, 2026 (2:00-3:00PM)

• Tuesday, April 7, 2026 (2:00-3:00PM)

• Tuesday, July 7, 2026 (2:00-3:00PM)

• Tuesday, October 6, 2026 (2:00-3:00PM)
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Implementation Update

• All questions about SB 1249 (Roth) implementation should be 
directed to the CDA inbox: CA2030@aging.ca.gov.  

• Questions are reviewed regularly to determine if an individual 
response is needed. 

• If the question has broad implications, it will be added to the 
next CA2030 Frequently Asked Questions. 
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Implementation Update

Finalizing the proposed Intrastate Funding Formula (IFF)
 

Nicole Shimosaka
Deputy Director
Division of Administrative Services
 

Ross Lallian
Chief of Research
Division of Policy, Research, and Engagement
 

Evan Wallis
Research Data Specialist III
Division of Policy, Research, and Engagement
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IFF Factors & Weights
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NEW IFF Factors & Weights

60+ Population (20%)

60+ Low Income (200% FPL) (20%)

60+ Racial/Ethnic Minority (20%)

60+ with a Disability (20%)

60+ Geographic Isolation (20%)

• Factors remain the same
• Adjusted the way the weights are applied to get results that 

are more in-line with the original intent



Methodology – Original Proposal
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20%

Based on the current federal methodology

60+ Population

60+ with a Disability

60+ Low Income

60+ Racial/Ethnic Minority

60+ Geographic Isolation

Populations for each factor are multiplied by the factor’s weight. The populations are then added 
together, and each PSA’s contribution to the overall total determines funding.
 

Example: Across all five factors, PSA X contributed 400,000 to the overall total of 4,000,000 (or 10%).  
PSA X would receive 10% of funding.



Methodology – Revised Proposal
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Each factor is calculated independently.  Weights set how much of the funding is determined by 
each factor. For each factor, the PSA’s share of the population is multiplied by the factor’s weight. 

Example: PSA Y has 10% of the state’s blue population. The blue factor determines 20% of funding. 
PSA Y would get 10% of the 20% (or 2%).  Repeat for other factors.

Based on the current state methodology

20%

20%

20%

20%

20%

PSA Y

60+ Population 60+ with a Disability 60+ Low Income 60+ Racial/Ethnic Minority60+ Geographic Isolation

100,000

900,000 All Other PSAs



Case Study: PSA 1

Factor Factor 
Rank*

Original Proposal 
Funding

Revised Proposal 
Funding

60+ Population 31st 0.24% 0.10%

60+ Low Income 
(200% FPL)

29th 0.07% 0.13%

60+ Racial/Ethnic 
Minority

32nd 0.03% 0.03%

60+ with a 
Disability

31st 0.07% 0.12%

60+ Geographic 
Isolation

17th 0.09% 0.50%

TOTAL 0.5% 0.9%
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Del Norte & Humboldt Counties

*Ranks are out of 33.  A higher rank means the PSA has a higher share of the state’s total.



Case Study: PSA 10

Factor Factor 
Rank*

Original Proposal 
Funding

Revised Proposal 
Funding

60+ Population 7th 2.44% 0.99%

60+ Low Income 
(200% FPL)

9th 0.37% 0.68%

60+ Racial/Ethnic 
Minority

5th 1.40% 1.15%

60+ with a 
Disability

8th 0.49% 0.82%

60+ Geographic 
Isolation

23rd 0.04% 0.22%

TOTAL 4.7% 3.9%
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Santa Clara County

*Ranks are out of 33.  A higher rank means the PSA has a higher share of the state’s total.



Revised Proposal Results

• Fewer reductions
• 11 revised vs 19 original

• Smaller reductions
• Max -17% reduction revised vs -37% original

• Increased funding to PSAs with rural areas
• 19% of total funds revised vs 11% original
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Funding Summary
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