


K·12EDUCATIONJ VII· 3 

OverviewofK"'12 Education 

•. ..The K-.12 edu.cation budget funds enrollment growth, a 1.5 percent cost-of­
li'lli",g adjustment, and a number of policy initiative.s. 

. . Thebudgetprop()s,es General Fund expenditures of $17.9 billion for K-12 
.educCltioll!ri.1992-93,iI\duding spending for both Proposition 98 and non-
Proposition98~programs; This is 41 percent of all Genera1.Fund spending, 
an.d$437.million, or 2.5 percent, over estimated expenditures in the current 
year . 

..... .. ' ChartlsllowsthatK .. 12 edllcation expenditures from the General Fund 
illcreased'by$6;9 billioll . since 1985-66, representing an average annual 

.>jncreClse.of7.1 percent. When.theseexpenditur~sare Cldjusted for inflation, 
.... ; General,FUnd spendiI\g increased by an average of 2.8 percent annually. The 

. share oLGeneral Fund spending allocated toK-12 education.has increased 
from 38 percent to 41 percent. . 

'.' 'rMse .increases are substantial, especially compared to other areas in the 
state:budget .. Later in this overview . section, we provide more detailed 
illfonnatioll on K-12 funding. Specifically, we. discuss K-12 funding from all 
sources, not just the state General FUnd, and compare growth in total 

. fUnding support, in current and inflation-adj'Usted dollars, to growt],l in 
. s.chool enrollment . 

. fr~p,o:sttion98~Thebudgetpropos~sJofullyfttndProposition98;"fl:\e 
gt9wthin(jelleralFunq. spending (Ci.)rProposition 98 progra;ms within the 
K:-12b'U.r:iget is proposed .to be. O~5;percent. These. programs represent abo'Ut 
92,.perce:r1tof>Gelleral FUlld support {or K.;12 eq.ucation . 

•. i1'h~r~<ar~'s~verfl'reaso~for . the low growth . rate in . General. Fund 
.·.··sP~tld\~go;[{l'roposition 98.programs.,Theprimary.ones are: (l)th,e hudg~t 
. i:ef!e~ts·S;tt1>st~t:itia!.hlcrea~es,. in property' tClX • revenues allocated to. school 
di;str~c!~{W'],lichre~uce~theamouht re<£pired frpm the ~tate's GenerillFund,: 
a!id (2rthe'in~~i()n:fact()fJised in the 1992-93 Proposition 98 calculatioll­
chClnge'itlpercapita personal inc:o;me -is projeCted to be negative 
(-,O.95·percent);Forcomparison, the inflation factor we use for Chart I, which 
is basedonthecoStofstate and local government services, is 4.1 percent. We 
discuss. the Proposition 98 fundiI\g proposal in detail later in this overview 
section;" . 



K-12 Education Expenditures 
Current and Constant Dollars 
1985-86 throu 1992-93
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·~\~ffebt.ofFundingShifts;';T:hebudget.expendituresfpr.l9.9~Snth~tl11gh 
1992~9~areaff~tedby: runding~hifts a'Cross{iscalyear:> •. <Thepl.ltP9s.e9f.fh¢. 

:ru!'t(1,ihgslii,ftsi:> toa:llow. reduc;ti0ris in spending forJ,'roposition 98):>UtPps~s ..... 
:... .... .Wl1el} ~stimates.of the·guilrilrttee:amotinfdecline;):. The!?eflll}diiigshifts' 
.·••· .• · ... :·.· •• :··· •. :· .•.. :p~rijcula,!lyd~stprt·th~··calculation~ .. ()ftlle.ftjnciifl.g:cl1al}gefr,()Ill.·tl1~¢q.rr~nt 
..••• •....•... y,~af:·fo 19~2:-93;.Wl1enthefigures· ar~~dNsfed .. t()r~t'IlgV'e ~heeffec;tsogll~' 
. ;':. .• ftjndiR-g. ~lil£tsl pr()po!?~expenciituresJor1992:.93.Clr~$17~7J?i1Jipprwl1icl1is 

... '. .$h3JjilliQn;()r.~,9I'ercellt/aJj()v~th~.adjustedC!lrt:ellt::yearan\oU1:i.t::Qharf2 • 
. ~li~w~.qEme,r:ar.Fun(1,·. spendil}g·.JeVels ·sl:l()iV;n.in .:tQebudg~~.c()D:1par~ci:fo:·· 

··:~ciNst~cisperi4ingle"els frgn\ J 9907-91~ tl:lrougll.l~92.i93 .•..... 
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K-12 Education Funding 
Adjusted for Shifts Across Fiscal Years 
1990-91 throu 1992-93 
General Fund (in billions) 

• K·12 Funding 
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Spending by Major Programs 
Chart 3 shows General Fund expenditures since 1989-90 for the major 

K-12 education programs. As the chart shows, general-purpose apportion-. 
ments represent a large share of K-12 education spending. Spending for this 
program declined in 1990-91, increased in the current year, and is proposed 
to decline again in 1992-93. These fluctuations are due to the effect of. the. 
funding shifts discussed earlier. 

The special education and desegregation programs both show growth 
during the four-year period. The portion of the State Teachers' Retirement 
System (STRS) funding shown in the K-12 budget has also fluctuated during 



K-12 Education Expenditures 
By Major Program 
1989-90 th 1992-93 
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The primaryfactorsdriving:K-12 education program costs ,a.re~:M~ifiea 
in Proposition 98, as amended by Proposition 111. These measuresgeperally~ 
require that total funding forK-12 schools and communitY, coUE!ges fro:m'. 
state and local sources be no less" than the amountprovidedinthepri(jr . "'.e 

,year, aSla~justed foTrhenrollment grolwth and.
d
gr6w

f
th tihn Cal~f~rniaI'efl'~adP;it~.·H .. 

personamcome. e measures a so provl e or,' e mmlmu:m un lrig 
requirement to be based on K-14 education's 1986.,87 s.hare ofGel1eraLFuri~. '.'.":,.""., .• '.,' 
revenues, if this would, result, in a' higher, amount, arid,pr,Qvid~for,.arr.'·· ' 

, automatic reduction ,to the minimum funding level in years of 10wGeri~ral .: 
Fund revenue growth. " '" , ' 

Under the, basic Proposition 98mil1imum fulldiI\g guarantee fOfm~I~,· •• , 
therefore, the level of General Fund. support requiredf()r K.:12egucationfsX"y<, 
based on three factors: (1) K-12 enrollment growth, (2) percClpitaperson!ll 
income growth, and (3) local property tax growth. Otherthing$being~qu~l;, "", , 
increases in the first two factors in.crease the required leyelof General Fund , .1. 
support, while increases in local property taxes reduce General"Furtg/ 
requirements on a dollar-for-dollar basis. , ' , " , ".",:, ',' ". . /. 

K-12 EnroUment Gtowth~ The budgetesti:mates I~-12enTQllment ~r()j,V:t~d 
of4.2 percent, which increases the: amount ofGeneralFundsupP9dnee'ged\ ",',',,"1" 

to ;:~~;p::~::::no:;~:::;eb~r~:~h~~~::udget estim~tesa,'redu~tioll ,:.~\'" 
in California per capita personal income of 0.95. percentrwhichred4cesthe'« 
amount of General Fund support needed by $173 million., ,'"" \.~\ 

Property Tax Growth. The budget estimates growthinschoQldistrict\. .:. 
property tax revenues of 12 percent, which reduces the amount. of General.:.'. 
Fund support needed by $648 million. " , 

Major BudgetChanges 
Table 1 presents the major budget changes resulting inthe nefincre~se"qf~. 

$437 million in General Fund spending. The fable shows thafthe';:m,ajor: 
changes fall into several categories: (1) funding shifts)romQneyearto... ' 
another, (2) funding for enrollment growth and a1.5.percent~ost";()HiviI\~<. " 
adjustment, (3) other cost and reventlechanges, and (4) PQlicyinitiq;tives. 
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K-12 Education Programs 
Proposed Major Changes for 1992-93 

$1,233 million to eliminate one-time shift from 1990-91 to the current 
year 

$367 million to reflect proposed shift of $183 million in current-year 
spending to 1992-93 

[±] $870 million for enrollment increases 

[±] $325 million for a 1.5 percent cost-ot-living adjustment 

[±] 

[±] 

[±] 

[±] 

[±] 

[±] 

EJ 
EJ 

$220 million to pay State Teachers' Retirement System costs 

$108 million for additional payments on general obligation bonds 

$70 million for state-mandated local programs 

$67 million for current-year deficiencies 

$365 million due to increases in local property tax collections 

$200 million for a Proposition 98 reserve 

$90 million for Governor's initiatives 

$38 million for increased summer school attendance 

$28 million to provide school restructuring demonstration programs 

$24 million to expand subject matter projects 

$23 million for an augmentation for deferred maintenance 

$299 million due to a proposal to shift property tax revenues from 
"enterprise special districts" to school districts 

$80 million net due to changes in attendance accounting 



. I.AQASSess"'~nt'i()fM~jOrBOdgetl$sties~~ •• ······ 
. In:this BeCtion,~~~iMlltifys~meq(th~mM~tiss~es in'theGovernor's 

Hl,ldget;. A filllergisCtlssionQfthe$e. ~ssU:~s· follpws inlhis.pve)'~~'W a~d om:. 
analysis ofvanol,ls. edl,lcationb\ldget~tems. . '.: ...... .,.. . 

• Prcipositjon)S. The.l:nldgefpr6pos~fillIfil~di~gpfl'roppsit!on98; 
. HO\\lever,theestimafe pHhemlnhrrurnfl.lndingguCira~teearho\,tntfor· 
the. cmTent.yearislil$eJy to bereduceddU:etoCen~rClrFu~d .. evenue 
~hClnges.Therniniml,lmfilndlngguarantee. amount for 1992-93 .. mCiY 

• also.ber~dl,lc.eCl. This· rCi.ises.·.·.the. que~HOp.;of.wh~therproposed· 
· education spendingshould·beteduced i~line.withthe teductionin.the 
.minimumftindingguarantee .. (See·followlllgdiscussion in this. 
· Clverview;) . ... .. ..... . 

~ .•. ;4ccrU~IR~~nu~s •. Exdtiding.$i.*billioln~accri.taireven~~sJr9mthe . 
~Proposition98calculations ··fould·redl,lce}the 1~?1-92rrClposition98 
minimunH\lnding guarantee by $94:5 millionand substantially increCise 
the Legislature's flexibility in dealingwiththestate~s bUdget problems .. 

··Actionjo~xclude accrual revenueswouldhaveth~.effedof reducing. 
Ge~eralF\lnd revenues for purpos~sof th¢Propos~uon 98 calculations. 
This reduction wCluld .l?e .. i~additiClnto.anyGeneral· Fund· revenl,le· 
loss,es . that maybe. caused.by delayed.economic r~covery; (See· 
following discussion~in this overvieW.> .. ... . .. 

• .()pti~ns for·. Spending.neductij)tis?,Achieving:spendingreductions 
pottmtially In ·thebilll0n.dolIarl'angewouldno~ pe easy.Cos!-of';'livi~g 
adjustments; policy proposals: and:proposiHon 98 reserves add up to 
a tCltalof around $1 billion .. We.identify>severCil.other possible 
'red4cljpnsinpul' anCilys.is Qfthe Department of Educaljon (Item 6110) 
and. our reCent publication; Optiqnsjor 4ddressing. the. State's. Fiscal 
Problem.·· . .... .. . ..... 

• . PropertyTaxProposal~ . . The budget assurnes'enactm~n~ ·ofthree 
prop()sals .. involvingpropertytaxcClU.ection~.T:helargest of thes.e 

··proposals involves. shiftin~ $299 million in .J:eyenu~s.frornenterprise 
special distl"iftS' to. schoClls(the propps~1.11lspinY2Ives$4~rrrlllion for 
community colleges);· The Legislature could free up ~6 rnjIlipn for· 
non-:-Proposition 9~ .. purposesbycounljng ~heincl'eased property .taxes 
resulting {rom.thetwo smaller .1?udgetproposals·towafds Pr()position 
98 spenCling1"equirements.(See~ol1owingdiscussiCln in this overview.) 

.Cost"of-LitJitigAdjll~tments <COLAsi}or Re~enuel1i~its. ,Actual 
percentage increases in scnool distdctfUnding will be significantly l~ss. 

· than ~he.1.5percentprorided in the budget. This ispnmarilydueJo 
the elimination of.availableone-timefunding in the current year from 
twoPublicEmployees~ Retirement System accounts; (See Item 6110, 
Department.Clf.Education.) .. 
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e Health <Education;Technolvgy. The budget proposes $10 million to 
acquire laser disktechnologyf9r schools to provide health educapon. 
Thisteclin~logy does not appear to offer any significant advantage 
over videotape technologyt1i.at\vould justify the costs .. involved. (See 
Item 6110, D~parhrient ()fEducation.) .. . ..... 

ePfeschoolExpansioit;DuefodehlYs inst/lrt:,llP.· ofthesepro~ams, 
. $22Lmillionln current-year funds wUlnot be spent. These funds could 
l>~hsedintheb\1dgetyeartgf:tindaportionoftheGovernor' s 
hproposed .. ' expansion 'of .. the PreschgolPtogram .. (See .Item 6110, 
. DeI'CI..rtment~f~dlicati9.ni) •.... '. .. . . . ..... 

. eHealthYStart.Under theblldg~tproposal,.thisprogramwouldreceive 
$38 million Illore. ill the first two years. of operation than;theamount 

.' authorizedinstatu,te. Elimination ofthisamount ·would leave sutfici,ent 
.iundingtq ;~uFPQrtthisprograIl). itlthecutrenfaridbudg~~ years. (See 
Item 6110,:OepartInent.of Educa!ion,)' . . . . 

Adult Edu,cationQoncurrent Enrollment.TheB\ldgetBi1lIIl).poses stan­
.dardSl related to funding of studentswhcl are concurrently enrolled in 

... adUlteducation. artcihigh . school. We ~stiIl).atE! that this. propoSlal will 

.. 'I:~su1.tJn savi,ngs 0($55 .. 9 Il).Ufion ~hat are .nptreflectedinthe . budget. 
"(seeJtem61l0; Department of Educatioll.) 

•• e • SuppleittentalGra)Jts~. Bypr;viditlg/ilevel::upi/ aldto ~qll~lize categori­
..• ·(:al program.spendingdJ:tisprogram: is directly cc>nthiry. to' theJrttent 

of;thecategoricakpl'ograIl).s~ ~limination. oithisprograinwould save 
. " ..• i$1:&5.4Il).mion .. (~eItem~110;DepaI'tment of Education.>:. 

.. Lease"PurchasePr{)ir!lwpac~l~g.A.bs~llt anych~hg~s.iJ;tstate. funding 
... ·assi,stancerequire1lletlts, the$,.6

h
l>il1!ori :iri adaitionaJl>onds proposed 

/byth~. administrafi9n~iIlleaveamulti-billion dollaf'bacJ<!og of 
fundingr~quests for school facilities. (See Item 6350, School· Facilities 
AidPfograIl).;) ." ,., .•. .' . 

.... Pro,Josei(Cgn~titq.ii~~alAmeij4w~.~.·Slli(tingj:o~·~iniple .trlajorio/, 
:rather.than.two:'thirds/yote" fof·lQ~al.s~h()ol· bond .. me/lslJres. would 

.. in,'rreCl.se·di~trict~~a~iIi~! to fupd fa(:iliti~s .wi~llJ(jcal·· re~qlll:ces .. (See 
n~~.63?O,~hool·F'~~i,litie~'1id~rogram.) ..;.' '. ... '. . . 

.. ,. >.D~f~ri~d.M~intenan~elTh~blJdget~v~rst;te~theamountoffunds 'that 
;.willbe:avclilable for.deferredmaintE!Iian~~by$50million over the two­

.y¢at period gfJ Q9,';.9~throlJg:h lQ9~;:93,~.T}:te .I?roposHipn98S\lara8tee 
"is, t:h~refore,.u,ri.del'fu~d~.d1:ly,. $50·milliqrt.(se~ Item Q350;~hool 
":Fa£iliHes!Aid I?l'ograIl)..»! ., .... . .. 
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Other Budget Issues 

Ten-Year Funding History 

Funding From All Sources 

Chart 4 and Table 2 provide a 10-year history of funding for K-12 
education programs from all funding sources. This funding history differs 
from the information provided· earlier in this overview section because it 
(1) includes all· funding sources, not just the sta.te General Fund, (2) covers 
a longer time period, and (3) shows funding in the years when it was 
actually allocated to school districts,. rather than the year the furi:ding is 
shown as an expenditure in the Governor's Budget. (These are different due 
to the funding shifts across fiscal years discussed. earlier.) The chart and table 
show that funding from all sources has increased by a total of 116 percent 
since 1983-84. The largest percentage increase has been in miscellaneous local 
sources. This category includes local revenues such as interest income, 
developer fees, cafeteria revenues, revenues from the sale of property and 
supplies, and other revenues. . 

K-12 Education Funding 
By Funding Source 
1983-84 throu h 1992-938 

(in billions) 

$30 

20 

10 

a Data are for fiscal ending in years shown. 

• Lottery Funds 

Miscellaneous 
Local Sources 

Local Property 
Tax Levies 



$8,724 $2,976 $1,017 $13,575 
9,940 3,298 1,095 918 15,251 

10,805 3,596 $556 1,126 1,003 17,085 
12,174 3,804 411 1,167 979 18,535 
12,486 4,132 651 1,345 1,617 20,231 
13,568 4,498 834 1,517 1,807 22,224 
14,875 4,830 789 1,634 2,003 24,131 

1990-91 (estimated) 15,743 5,312 621 1,804 2,221 25,701 
1991-92 (estimated) 16,533 5,644 485 2,090 2,336 27,088 
1992-93 (budgeted) 18,173 6,292 485 2,011 2,336 29,297 

$9,449 $3,317 $485 $994 $1,477 
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Funding. Adjusted ·Fot Intlation and Enr()lIment· Growth 

. ChartS and Table 3 show·funciing ~naper:-ADAbasis, bot.h for.current 
dollars and. constant (inflation-adjusted) dollars. Th~y show that per:-ADA 

.fu.ndiIigin inflatipn~adjusted dollars . wilt have increased by 11· ·percent 
during th~10-yearperiod; despite ~d0'Wllward treI\d in per-ADA funding 
th~t began in 1990-91. .. 

K-12 Education Funding per ADA 
In Current and Constant Dollars 
1983-84 throu h 1992-93

a 

• Constant dollars 

til Current dollars 

84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 

a Data are for fiscal years ending in years shown. 



4,261 $13,575 $3,186 $13,575 $3,186 
4,353 15,251 3,504 14,559 3,345 
4,470 17,085 3,822 15,709 3,514 
4,612 18,535 4,019 16,518 3,582 
4,723 20,231 4,284 17,269 3,657 
4,872 22,224 4,562 18,066 3,708 
5,060 24,131 4,769 18,763 3,708 

1990-91 (estimated) 5,265 25,701 4,881 19,098 3,627 
1991-92 (estimated) 5,478 27,088 4,945 19,429 3,547 
1992-93 (budgeted) 5,728 29,297 5,115 20,190 3,525 
Cumulative change 

Amount 1,467 $15,721 $1,929 $6,614 $339.0 

,~,~' : ' "" ~;;; ~ ::~~o'H,~,>; 

;l;:;Mi1iitnUimU::::~:;:,:iltio'n. . Tho Co"~fPropo~~on98i. th~~ihl,h:} \ 
. isdeterininedbasedon orieofthteeso~called:.· 

:r,",.!",~~,~usa:m~!Im~gla.f~e~{~~~~~iti6,~98·gUaranf~~SI<;H·.edu<:aBon·.~le.vei···offulldirig::.·.·.·. . .. :. 

.; .Pel'c~fttagepf GeneraJFund~etJenues'l'his is. defined ~sth~ •... 
p~tcerrta:g~~fGerreral F~nd taxreventies providedK'-14equca'f.;! . 

: ·a.bo*40pertel1t. . . .. . 
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2 "'i,,;Hithepri,()r-:ye~t le'Vel{()ft~taFfundilng forK-14educati~n from state and 
" "ldcalsoul;ces,adjUst~dIor~nrol mentgrowthaJ.1dl0r growth ,in per 
"(>;i i,', '~aptta;p~rs()pari?C()1l1~' ," ii""" '" ' " ,'" 

~>;~~/;~:.'In:tJh~~-r!h~e~t\l~.ye~~s"dti'h,.e£i~eCi,ahs Yl'fE!ars {ill w
t
' . hich 9,e

t
n
b
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l
,al. Fund 'trh¢~enue 

> •• " '" gro~,.percaplaJsp:i~r~, an:;one.~.aper.ceJ.1 C;lgepoIn e owgrow In per 
,)i;:\,ii c~Pit~.'B¢rSol1(l1,i~5()q)e(tllel)lini~!l~. funding g\iarantee. is ... based on: 

'. .:~,'te~i~J~·4dj~S¥nientBtlSed~~,Availavle Revenues; This is defined as 
:; •·.· ••• · ••.• :tl:repr~oi:'":y~iIf:t()tallev~l: 0fruJ.1c;)Jrtg'fOl'I<"14edllcation from. state. and 

'i. ..~J()qal;;so1l1'c~s,· adjt;st~c,ifol'~nr()11mel1tgr()wth .. and .~OJgrowth in 

.... y, · .. i •.•••. ·• .. · ···:;;·~:~~f:Jelti~~~~~:~~1f~l~~t~t~~~f~ ~~{~~;if~~txf~:e~~~! ~~ean!~~; 
.....:.r;· .·····.eqU:~lt() )th~ln~rea~~ inpercapi~a. exp~riditures for all other General' 

.' X\;,·fU:hcl~~gppol'ted·.·.pr()gl'a~~;'f:hispef:~pupil.f~nding·floor .. (t~e •. so.-called 
,.·..:;~.,."'d%ijarRai~/f'J~~lJ(lhfP~C)Vi~~()l1~~~S fr\ended fo ensure t~~t' ~ 14 
"';':te':h%;~:g~~t;S~t~h':~~~r~bhX;:~~!O .'. ow revenue grow I an 

..•...••.. ·.'··:·j}·~~s~~~$io~:<P~op()~itiCln~8prO"i~'eS.tnat.t~eminimtiIn 'funding guarantee 
··:~(.1l1~Y9~SUsP~lided£~r()ne.Y¢.C;lr! t~rdij~hurgen.cy~egisla,H().n, in a bill.other 

•..•.. ; :.·thal\l· tM,B~dget;Bill;'I'lt¢LegisUituie.maY~tispend themirtimum funding 

';.l.;·.~.!· .• ~!r~~t~~ff~Ji~Ytt~ak~ti}~:!i:il~~~~~i~1~;r('~~~~~:~:~/~~rui~:~%~~~~~~~ 
• .• t ••• Pfese~vati(,)AofJ~ep1,lbliC.p~acei health, C)'l" safety':) .. Once the' minimum 
\.:.;fllndit'\g·~!'1tal'\tee .. is.suspendei:twhich requires a two~thirds vote of each 

· .. ·>:?ho.ti~~ithe.~egislatur~:may~apptopriateany.levehof funding fotK-14 educa-'''tion: ' ........ '. ..... ...... ... . ... ' .. 

....,' c'; .·:~~sh;tot~tti~rhI~.yesapre$cAof·}ldOWi~g:asllSI?eanySiO110t'sfUt··oswe aOrfd·Terests't· 3
0
"r.tnhge sKtalt4e 

"" ·.ln~Y·~VE!..():ilX\~K~ ' .•. ' · .... ll~.lX\lIUm~m .p .meI:l. '. '. 1 .-
.; 1.~a.*aii,C>~ftinding.f9 fqe l~veltha~ wpuld havebeert required had funding 
J~;i;.i }lotlJeel1re(iuced; .... ..... .' '.' .' 

., •. ,;.J ,1Ik~~~cti¢E!,tI1.eRl'o.cE!is ofS~S.p~11~i9ftandr~storationworks as ·follows: 

. .... . .... .. ·.·.·.·.:.(?;.~dtl~:n,4~·/~Ma;tttt~ha1!cetdct~r. u jn~l1Yyear in which funding for 
.,l. ..' ·t1\ei.lJ.1inimumgt1aral1tee'Isre~l1ced below the level that would 

......". .~th~mis~hq.\iE!pee.n.l'equired by~ither Test lor Test 4, a "mainte-
•..•.•.. ~.: .·\c·.narlc~:f~ct~r"iiscreaJe4jn an • amount equal. totheunderrunding . 

... '.. ..... . ··•·.·.·· .. ~··C3~~~tatio~.,qiGuWl'antee .... ~Jlr·.the.··.following year,"the minimum 
··'L. :'.fUDciinggu~iaN~~jsC()mp~tedusiJ.1g Test 1, 2; or 3 (as appropriate), 

·.WithJ.th~Rriot.year's.actuill(reduced) level of fundiI:lg as the I:Iew 
•. . .'[base."·· .. ..... . .' . . 

r,~ :"~;;~:l~~',;y,~"'I!;,.oF "'ilji.steiIi.fa;~ten~,!!,! Fact.,.., The, amount of the 
::C. i\., I;, ;ii;l~ihteJ1an.5~ factor is increas~d.anrttially,using .theadjustment factors 

:(:;">"~:"; 
, ",' ~, : 

~<?;"~\" ",;!>':>;;' 
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specified' in Test 2 (enrollment growth and growth in per capita 
·personal income). 

• Minimum Restoration Payment. In any year in which General Fund 
revenue growth per capita exceeds per capita personal income growth, 
the state must make a minimum payment towards restoring the 
maintenance factor, equal to one-half Of the difference in these growth 
rates, times total General Fund tax proceeds. The restoration payment 
serves to reduce the amount of .any maintenance factor outstanding. 

The rest()ration payments serve to restore K-14 education funding to pre­
reduction levels (as adjusted for enrollment growth and inflation). Amounts 
that the state saves due to suspension or use of Test 3 do not have to be 

. repaid. 

Proposition 98 Funding Shifts Between 1990-91 and 1991-92 

Estimating the proper level of funding for Proposition 98 mInImUm 
funding requirements has proven extremely difficult. The estimated level of 
Proposition 98 minimum funding requirements in 1990-91 dropped by over 
$1.8 billion between the time the 1990 Budget Bill was enacted in July 1990 

.. and the May 1991 estimates near the close of the fiscal year. This was largely 
the result of a $4.3 billion decline.in estimated General Fund tax revenues 
during that period. 

Desl'itea substantial Proposition 98 reserve in 1990-91, the state still faced 
a situation where the 1990-91 Proposition 98 guarantee was overfunded by 
over $1.3 billion. To correct this situation, the Legislature enacted legislation 
that: 

• 'Counted $133 million of the $1.3 billion "overfunding"towards 
amounts then owed to fulfill the 1989-90 Proposition 98 guarantee. 

• Reduced funding for schools by $1.2 billion in 1990-91 while simulta­
neously providing schools an equivalent "loan" in 1990-91 from funds 
counting towards the 1991-92 guarantee. The effect of this transaction 
was to shift $1.2 billion of the excess 1990-91 funding across fiscal 
years to fund the 1991:"92 Proposition 98 guarantee. 

Because the 1990-91 funding level was based on "Test 3," a "maintenance 
factor" was created amounting to $1.6 billion. The proposed budget reflects 
required restoration payments in 1991-92 and 1992-93 to restore K~14 
education funding to pre-reduction levels. 



HBydg$tpropo~esaF~lldirig SfliftBetWeen .19~1~9~'and .. 1?92.~3 ••..•... 
#'ebudge~p~oposesfullfundingof pro;6St~On' 98 under . ~Test2~"ln' . 

. '. 1992;.,93. '., . .... .. ' ... 

.. ' . '. As'~asthe~ase' in1990"91~. estiIllates of thei99t-9rne~elofc;elleI'~lJ~~~d 
'tax reyenu~s haY~.dec1ined ·siI).ce .the .HIlle. the. Bu.dgel: Bm·.wasen,actea.:A.; 
$f.8 l>illlop AecliI).e. iIlestim(1. teci General F:11pd taxxevenlleshas re41J.c~dtge ,. 

·],>rQPositiop98II).fnin:\um .. fund~I).g requirement . for .the .current Yearp}, . 
$183rpillion, according to (1.dininistrationestirriat~~. .... ... . ., 

Chartosho'wshpw thePr0l'0sitlori 98g\1cuariteevaries ,based OIl CeI).er.!ll ' 
Fu.nd. r.evenueprojectiohs .in '1991 :-92~'The'g\1aralltee amount,showniptlie. 
ilTest: f lf 

. . areaof.the,chaftinCludes ,the required. re!lforatipri l'(1.ymen~.~s 
<:har~ .6shO",s, the $2.8 billion revenlledecliI).e has placed the],>rop()sitioh 
·.9~g\1'a:rcfn.te~.1~ve! .jllsf.into the .. !lloping pprtion ·ofthe. Test 2ljli~,-.a· 
re4\tctiQriQf$183 mil1iohin the guarantee. . . . . 

: ;' 0 0 '" ' , " ," , ' , ~ " , 

Proposition 98 Funding Guarantee 1991·92 
(in billions) 

Proposition 98 
State Aid 

$22.------------------------------------. 

20 

18 

16 

$38 

• July 1991 

• January 1992 

$0.18 
Y 

A 

:< $2.8 decline 

40 42 44 46 

General Fund Tax Revenues 
48 
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In 1992.,93~ the.adm,inistratiO,n .pr,.oP.osesto .fully ,funp.:Pr.oP~sit!qt\~8 
minimuin fundingrequirements,iri part byproP.osirig legi~lation t.oshift~he .. 
$18.3milIi.on ~stimated 1991 ... 92 "exces.slI .t(jwardsfu,nding*~ J992-:9~ . 
guarantee. Presumably this legislati.on willbe.siIriilar .t.othe legisli\t!orFfhat· 
effected the $1.2 billi.on shift fr()m 1990 ... 91into 1991:-92. <:hart7.s11()w!'.:how..· .... 

. the· Pr.oP.ositi6n98 guarantee varies' wfth GeneralF'lln(.i re,:en~~projecti()ns .•. 
·iJl~992':93. The charHdentifies*erest.orat!on payment req1iired~n199,2':9~," 
'(This is a .residual am.ount. th~t,basep..ori formulas inJ'i.oPosition98,. 
"wascarried' .over fr.om 1991':92;)' A,sChart 7. shows'.'theildministra.U9R 
estimates that General Fundtlix revenues will be $44,7 bilHon ihlS192~9:5and. 

i that this.estiInate will resllit in,a"Test 2'! state Genl;'!ral Ful1dRi6Posifjon5~~. 
funding level .of $18.3 billion. Ap.ging an eS.tima ted $240. ll\illj.on:('r,~st()r~ti.on" 
. payment yields a total state. Generalf:1undPr.oP.ositi9n;~S· . .o1:>I~g~p:~nQ'f 
$18.5.billi.on. .. . .... '.' ........ . . 

. Table 4sh.oWS that theblldgetprOposesat.otal.of$2S.~·Dini~~il1Sfat~~~(.i 
I.ocal funding c.ounting. t.owards Pr.opositi.on 98jn1994:-93;;aI1iri.cJ:@se;o( ," 
$1 billi.on,.or 3.4 .percent. M.ost .of this increase is· funded <bygt()w~4jrii 
estiInated I.ocal prOperty tax receipts; the state GeneraLFund shar~;~~~re~ses . 
by .only $28.3 milli.ori, .or 1.6 percent .. .' ; .•........ ; ". 

Proposition 98 Funding Guarantee 1992-93 
(in billions) 

Proposition 98 
State Aid 

$22 ,--------------------------------------, 

20 

18 

16 

-- "Restoration" Payment 

.. Governor's Budget 

$0.24 
V 

···········~···:.;,,;;:·:;;;;;:;;;;:;;;~7 

$40 42 44 46 48 

General Fund Tax Revenues 
50 



Local property taxes 

Subtotals 
Community colleges 

General Fund 
Local property taxes 

Subtotals 

General Fund 
Localpropenytaxes 

Adjustments to exclude 
effects of funding shifts 

1991-92 funding shift 
Proposed 1992-93 funding 
shift 

Adjusted totalsb 

• Not a meaningful figure. 

$13,553 
4,949 

($18,503) 

$1,714 
791 

($2,505) 

$62 

$21,070 
$15,330 

5,740 

$1,233 

$22,303 

b Details may not add to totals due to rounding. 

$16,478 
5,262 

($21,740) 

$1,694 
844 

($2,538) 

$65 

$24,343 
$18,237 

6,106 

-$1,233 
183 

$23,294 

$16,588 $110 
5,901 640 

($22,490) ($749) 

$1,866 $172 10.2% 
947 103 12.2 

($2,813) ($275) (10.8%) 

$66 $1 1.4% 

$25,369 $1,025 4.2% 
$18,520 $283 1.6% 

6,849 743 12.2 

$1,233 -100.0% 
-$183 -367 _8 

$25,185 $1,892 8.1% 

'.' rable4alsC)~llows PtopoSiti0119Sftlnding adjusted fpr shiffs' across fiscal 
years; The$e . amounts '. provide a. truer pkfure of funding'. actually' proyid~d . 

.. to schools and ~omn:iunity colleges; The table sho",s that'adjustedProposi': 
Jion98 spending fr()maUfunds is proposed toincrease:by $1.9 billion,. or 
.8.1 percent. . Aqjusted. General. Fund spending increases by $1.1 billion,. or. 
6~7percent. 



~ , ;, 0; : ' ~ , , 

~o}:(~~;:i:;"~:" 
0::: ",o;:~::,,~;> ;' 

.:I~;R~~~.;~~UbA-rlbN 

:';'~:~i'~~fil1ldt~s 'May Decline Further 

~,~§iift'l1t;eoft;he Pr;oposiiJfon 98gu(!.rant;ee· a11tount; for t;hecurret#;ye(!.r 
yit;o{!eclifte due td Gener(!.l Fund revenue changesjwhich)rais,E!sthe ,; .... 
nofwhethe:rpr",posed editcaHon spendingshouJdbe;reducedin line 

.;, ¢~educHonint;fleminimumfundingguarant;ee; ,. ..r ". 
i~·l;tN~·;colllpanion.document to t}:tis ...• A~alysis, The. 1992593.Bu.4gei:> 
~~~~#1?~sa)1.d{s.§lies,weidentify a nUniher.of factorsthat~relikl?ly tp read, 
., " . .d1if6.olisiJ,t;thlS~stiniates· bf.GeneralI1und revenues'in, the ~rr~nt year 
]992:;93.<<::}:tiefllmqng these factors is a soft econoQ1Y~' . . . 

',~sh9wninChalts6and 7, any reduction in Genera1.Fundrevenuesfor 
ffirr!'!l1t year would resultjn declines In the Proposition 98 guarantee 
··.iitJQr1991:;92 and possibly 1992-93 .. Reductions solely iri:1992-93 

1SY;lSl1q~swouldresurtin adedine.in the Proposition 98 guaranteeamouri:t . 
··t}:t~rexenue,reduction exceeds $15 billion. . 

{!.\",pHiUh,·~~C1irt~~jdn}he:rdroPt~SitiOnH98 guara~tt~el.akmloutnht tdtOhllOLt,. ~Yl<ttuhemselvelsd' 
.... ··il'E:lHll.lr~ spen mgr(3 llC Ions ... owever, 1 IS 1 e y a e egIs are wou , 

iJi ;·~mJ;lW .:pefbrc~d .. ·to .... c~nsider. ·reductions in' proposed educatiol1 'spending' .to 
\;;:q;;<li'! c:orresp.ol1q.·With.:rE:lductions in the Proposition 98 guarantee amoupt dUe J() 

~~l?E:ll1.diiigj)re,ssute~ }nthe non.,.Prbpbsitiol1 98 portion of' the bu.dget. The 
;ilPrinilltyateas for.reductions might include: . 

;;;'''';;~Gc>,~tCof-li~ing,adjustll1entsof .1.5 percent: $363 million ($325millibnip. .. , 
K~12schools .and$38 .million in the community colleges). 

j ; .• 1 POEfy.proposals: $421 .Il1i1lion ($246 million in 1<-12 schools·. and 
"::·~1.7;5Il1illionin the community c()lleges). . 

::':.~.pl'qp0$ition 9Sre,s~rves: $210 million ($200 million. in K-12 schools and 
";~:;iFi:i~\t;':'$~Omillibn inthecomnlUility colleges). . .. . .. 

}F;~;:.:'Y~~au¢ti~ns.,exceedingH these amounts would requir~reduc:tiOlisin /1>aseN 

;":Li;: ......... ·'l'~msp~l1dil1g.We· identifysever(,lJ' additional options forreductions)n 
;:~;;}i;n~lYsis .• 9,ftll~p~p~1"tmenfbf,Edpct\ti0l1JJ4dget.(ple(,lsesee ItE:lIl16110). 
~(i2W:!efeiitp}lQlicatibn/.Optiqns fo.'Addressingth(State' s Fis¢alProbiem. 
):!~~'~~~iriisttatio~, .. plans. to.$u1:>mit· revisedes timate~ofGen~raL Fund .:. 
yeli4El~:~nd:tlieProposition98.m,iniii1Umffunding guarantee,·togetherwith ..•. 
:1:e,;Yi~e(ispendingplantoa.~coniniodate· the revised.re:venue estimates·'ifi 
.~~;;. .... .. '" .. 



• Accrual· Accounting 

Excluding $1.7 billion in accrual revenues could reduc;e the 1991-92 
Propositio1t 98 minimum funding requirement by $945 tijillion and sMisJan- < 

tiallyincreas? the LegislatUre's flexibility in dealing with the stat~'~. bydget 
problems.' . 

State General Fund revenJes w~re augmented in the 1.991:.94 budge~y~ar 
by an estimated $1.7 billion due. to changes ih the state's accounting 
practices. These changes allow the state tpcount revenues~$ r,eceiye<:l.j)j:X,t);le 
state wheh they are earned instead ofwheh the state receivestheactU'qlcash; 

... The effed of this change is a ohe~time increa.se·~n19,Cjl-92stateC;etl~ral 
Fundreven1.les. WhEm the.1991"92 budgefwas enf,ldep..itlJulY9f W~hthe .... , 
Legislaturenever ,explicitly addressed the i~sue ofwhethetth~se6h~Nme . 
$1.7 b.illion.in accrual revenues should coupJ as GeneralFunUtaxreyeJ.\t).es 

'whenca!culatihg the Proposifion.98guararltee. In July 1991, whetherortlot 
to count accf1.lal revenues was irrelevant in determining the level ,of the, 
guarantee, because excluding the $1.7 billion from GeherarFundrevenu~s 
would still have yielded the same Test 2 guarantee level. ., 

. Since July ·.1991,. however, General Fund revenues (includin.g·accr1.l~ls} •... 
have dropped by an estimated $2.8 billion according t() administration,:' 
estimates. This decline, as noted above arid shown ori Chart 6, has place<i the ... '. 
guarantee on the sloping portion of the line <:l.enoting the minimull1fundirig ...... "< .. ' 
leveL Thus, any further decline in General Fund revenues causes (l.declille< .',:' 
in .the Proposition 98 minimum funding leveL In contra sf to July 1991,> . 
whether to count the $1.7· billion in accrual reven.ues. is how a .. etitical 
question in deterll1ining the Proposition 98 miniml:lm. fUhdingleveL. ,. . ....•.•.....•. 

. The administr;:ttion's proposed budget includes the $1.7 billion ih aeCm;:t! 
revenues in its definition of General Fund revenues used to. determine the\ 
Proposition 98 guarantee. The Legislature' has the option,h6weverl6f, 
excluding the $1.7 billion in accrual revenues from Genel"al FundreyenueS. 
used to determine the gUf,lrantee. Action to exclude accrualreveriueswould' 
have the effect of reducing General Fund revenues for purpOses of the . 
Proposition 98 calculations. This reduction' would be. in . additiontot\ny .... 
General Fund revenue losses that may be caused by delayed ec0tl()mic 
recovery. 

We estimate that if the Legislature were to en;:td legislatioll to exclude . 
these revenues, the Proposition 98 miriimum funding level in1991-92 would .. ' 
decline by $945 billion. below current administrationesfimates~. (:aphll:ing 
these savings in 1991-92 would be verydifficultandw01.lldlikelyca\lse 
extreme financial problems. for school districts that have few optiohs to 
reduce their expenditures in the current year. The Legislat\lrecotj.ld, : 
however, increase the amount of funds otherwise shifted from 199J.,.92 10 
1992:-93 to account for revenue shortfalls by up.to$945 millic:in.This:in­
creased flexibility could be translated into one-time savings. to. thestate~if. 
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combined with reductions in Proposition 98 education expenditures below 
levels proposed in the 1992-93 budget. 

... .Achi~ving reductions of up to $945 million in Proposition 98 programs in 
1992:-93, above reductions that might otherwise be taken, would not b~~asy. 
As.discuss.edearlier, the primary targets for reductions m:ightbecost.-.()f­
living adjustments, policy proposals, and Proposition 98resetves. Reductions 
possible from: these actions are $994 million. . 

Enterprise Special District Proposal 

Of. the. $742 million estimated. increase in localprqperty tax revenue, 
nearly half is attributable to the administration's proposed shift of 

v.$~47million of local property tax revenue .fromenterprise special districts 
to ~-14 districts. This proposal is discussed in more detail in Part Twq ofthe 
cOrnl'anic)U volume to thisbQQk, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues. 

c ~ , ~ c ,,' : ' , 
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Department of Education 
Item 6110 

MAJOR ISSUES 

~ Property Tax Proposals. The Legislature could free up 
$46 million for non-Proposition 98 purposes by counting 
increased property taxes resulting from two budget 
proposals towards Proposition 98 spending require­
ments. 

~ Cost-ot-Living Adjustments tor Revenue Limits. Actqal 
percentage increases in school district funding will be 
significantly less than the 1.5 percent provided in the 
budget. The details of the administration's proposed 
legislation regarding cost-of-living adjustments could 
have a significant effect on individual district alloca­
tions. 

~ Health Education Technology. The budget proposes $10 
million to acquire laser disk technology for schools to 
provide health education. This technology does not 
appear to offer any significant advantage over video", 
tape technology that would justify the costs involved. 

~ Preschool Expansion. Due to delays in start-up of these 
programs, $22 million in current-year funds will not be 
spent. 

Continued 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-Contlnued 

~ Adult Education Concurrent Enrollment. The Budget Bill 
places restrictions on funding of students who are 
concurrently enrolled in adult education and high 
school. We estimate that this proposal· will result in 
savings of $55.9 million that are not reflected in the 
budget. 

~ Supplemental Grants. By . providing "level-up" aid to 
equalize categorical program spending, this program 
is directly contrary to the intent of the categorical pro­
grams. 

~ Healthy Start. Under the budget proposal, this program 
would receive $38 million more in the first two years of 
operation than the amount authorized in statute. 
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Findings and Recommendations 

General Education Programs 

K-12 EDUCATION I VII- 25 

Analysis 
Page 

1. Consistent Treatment of Property Tax Revenues Could Free 34 
Up $46 Million. The budget assumes that increased property 
taxes resulting from one of three property tax-related propos-
als will count towards Proposition 98 requirements, thereby 
reducing General Fund obligations under Proposition 98. If 
the Legislature enacts the two other proposals, we recom­
mend it treat any increased property faxes in a consistent 
manner, thereby freeing up $46 millionfor non-Proposition 98 
purposes. 

2. COLA Confusion. Actual percentage increases in school 36 
district budgets will be significantly less than the 1.5 percent 
provided in the budget. The details of the administration's 
proposed legislation regarding COLAs could have a signifi-
cant effect on individual district allocations. 

3. No Funding for Students Who Skip Classes. The budget 39 
reduces funding for revenue limits by $100 million, based on 
the assumption that strict compliance with current law 
attendance accounting requirements will result in a decline in 
reported attendance. 

4. Attendance Accounting Grants. Recommend that the Legisla- 40 
ture approve a proposal to provide $20 million for attendance 
accounting grants if it approves the $100 million reduction 
associated with strict compliance· with current law require­
ments. 

5. Proposed Controls. Recommend that the Legislature modify 41 
a proposed Budget Bill provision limiting transfer arrange­
ments. 

6. Increase in Supplemental Summer School Funding.-The pro- 42 
posed augmentation in supplemental summer school funding 
is a cost-effective use of funds. 

Classroom Instruction 

7. School Restru~turing Demonstrations. The amount· of 44 
funding proposed for the schooL restructuring .evaluation is 
insufficient to rigorously address the various evaluation 
questions specified in the program's authorizing legislation. 

8. Pupil Assessment. Budget projections regarding the state's 46 
new assessment system are likely to be too low. 
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9. Health Education Technology. Reduce Item 6110-184-001 by 48 
$10 Million. Recommend the deletion of $10 million request-
ed from the General Fund for the acquisition of laser disk 
technology for health-related education, because the technolo-
gy does not appear to offer any significant advantages over 
videotape technology that would justify the costs involved. 

Teaching and Administration 

10. Professional Development Program. Reduce Item 6110-191- 51 
001(e) by $250,000. Recommend that the Legislature reduce 
the amount proposed from the General Fund for the profes­
sional development programs by $250,000 because of technical 
overbudgeting. 

11. Redesigning Teacher Preparation Programs. Reduce Item 51 
6110-197-001 by $1 Million. Recommend that the Legislature 
delete $1 million proposed from the General Fund for rede­
signing teacher preparation programs because these funds 
should be appropriated through separate legislation. 

Special Education 

12. Diagnostic Schools Funding Shift. Although operating the 54 
diagnostic schools on a reimbursement basis has merit in 
concept, implementation as contemplated in the budget has 
a number of problems. 

13. Special Education Preschool Program. A shortfall in federal 55 
funding for this program is indirectly requiring the state to 
support the program from the General Fund. Recommend 
that the department report at budget hearings on options 
available for reducing program costs, resolving funding 
problems in future years, and phasing out the program. 

School Desegregation 

14. School Desegregation. The proposed budget for desegrega- 59 
tion is underfunded by $15.6 million. 

Child Development 

15. Study Results Will Help in Evaluating New Staff:Child 65 
Ratios. The Legislature will have additional information with 
which to evaluate the Governor's proposed change in 
staff:child ratios when it receives the results of the staff:child 
ratio study required by Ch 81/89 (SB 230, Roberti). 

16. Leftover Funds Available for Preschool Expansion. Reduce 66 
Item 6110-196-001 by $22 Million and Add Provision (4) to 
Item 6110-490. If the Legislature decides to fund all or a 
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portion of the Governor's proposed $50 million preschool 
expansion, we recommend that $22 million in preschool funds 
that will not be awarded in the current year be reappropriat­
ed to fund a portion of the costs. 

Adult Education 
17. Adult Education Concurrent Enrollment. Reduce Item 6110- 70 

101-001 by $55.9 Million. Consistent with proposed Budget 
Bill language imposing standards on funding of concurrently 
enrolled students, recommend that the Legislature reduce 
funding for concurrent enrollment by $55.9 million. 

Other Programs 

18. Year-Round Implementation Grants Overbudgeted. Reduce 72 
Item 6110-224-001 by $2.6 Million. Recommend the deletion 
of $2.6 million from the General Fund for year-round school 
implementation grants to reflect a reduction in the number of 
schools that will convert to a year-round schedule in 1992-
93. 

19. Supplemental Grants. Reduce Item 6110-108-001 by $185.4 73 
Million. Recommend that the Legislature nofrenew authority 
for the supplemental grants program because providing 
"level-up" aid to equalize categorical program spending is 
directly contrary to the intent of the categorical programs, for 
a General Fund savings of $185.4 million in 1992-93. 

20. Healthy Start. Reduce Item 6110-200-001 by $38 Million. 74 
Recommend that the Legislature reduce General Fund 
support for this program by $38 million to comply with 
funding policies set forth in current law. 

21. Prenatal Substance Abuse Education. Reduce Item 6110-183- 75 
001 by $4 Million. Recommend the deletion of $4 million 
requested from the General Fund for prenatal substance abuse 
education because school district costs are likely to be 
minor. 

22. Proposed Elimination of Proposition 99 Funds. If the 76 
Legislature wishes to restore funding for SDE-administered 
health education programs from Proposition 99 funds, it must 
either reduce Department of Health Services (DHS) health 
education programs or identify a different funding source for 
Medi-Cal perinatal services. 
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Genercd Program Statement 
The State Department of Education is responsible for providing funding, 

oversight, and technical assistance to the state's 1,013 school ,districts and 58 
county offices of education. 

Table 1 shows that average daily attendance (ADA) in California's public 
schools is projected to be 4~6 percent higher in 1992-93 than in 1991-92. This 
increase is double the projected growth in California's civilian population 
(2.3 percent). The most rapidly growing component of ADA is supplemental 
summer school ADA, which is projected to increase by 49 percent, primarily 
due to a budget proposal for a major expansion of this program. 

Department of Education 
Annual Average Daily Attendance 
in California Public Schools 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

Elementary 
High school 
Supplemental summer school 
Adult education 
County 
Regional occupational centers and 

programs 
Totals 

3,513,166 
1,344,897 

52,246 
213,571 

25,795 

3,660,700 
1,396,100 

54,383 
218,910 

27,573 

3,817,600 
1,450,300 

80,933 
224,383 

29,728 

4.3% 
3.9 

48.8 
2.5 
7.8 

Excluding the growth in supplemental summer school ADA, the 
remaining ADA is projected to grow by 4.1 percent. (Due to technical 
differences in the definition of ADA, this figure differs from the 4.2 percent 
ADA increase that is used to calculate the Proposition 98 minimum funding 
guarantee for 1992-93.) 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget for the State Department of Education funds enrollment 

growth, a 1.5 percent cost-of-living adjustment (COLA), and a number of 
policy initiatives. 
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The budget proposes $24.9 billion for the State Department of Education 
(SDE), including $16.4 billion from the General Fund. This is an increase of 
$602 million, or 2.5 percent, above estimated expenditures in the current 
year. The increase is primarily supported by additional revenue from local 
property taxes; the increase in General Fund expenditures is proposed to be 
only $28 million, or 0.2 percent. 

Table 2 shows the department's budget by program and funding source. 
As shown in .the table, local assistance expenditures are proposed· to increase 
by $615 million (2.5 percent), while state operations expenditures are 
proposed to decline by $13 million (8.3 percent). 

Local Assistance 
General education $14,410.6 $16,955.2 $17,159.6 1.2% 
Classroom instruction 510.2 527.1 631.1 19.7 
Teaching and administration 107.6 119.1 166.1 39.5 
Special education 2,114.6 2,227.9 2,408.7 8.1 
Vocational education 335.7 343.9 359.2 4.5 
Compensatory education 876.0 963.9 1,006.0 4.4 
School desegregation 502.9 505.3 519.3 2.8 
Transportation 332.0 343.7 343.7 
Child nutrition 706.0 820.8 828.7 1.0 
Child development 365.5 494.7 560.0 13.2 
Adult education 395.9 372.0 329.0 -11.6 

Other programs 377.5 440.7 417.5 "5.3 

Subtotals ($21,034.6) ($24,114.1) (2.5%) 

State Operations 146.1 158.0 -8.3 

Totals $21,180.8 $24,272.1 $24,873.6 2.5% 

General Fund $13,764.5 $16,403.0 $16,431.1 0.2% 
Federal funds 1,732.6 1,979.1 1,937.4 -2.1 
LotteI)' funds 620.5 484.9 484.9 
Local property tax revenues 5,006.7 5,339.4 5,987.1 . 12.1 

funds 56.4 65.7 33.2 -49.4 
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Table 3 shows the components of the $615 million net increase in 
proposed total local assistance support for K-12 local education agencies in 
1992-93. The increase is due to (1) a net reduction of $866 million to reflect 
funding "shifts" across fiscal years to ensure compliance with Proposition 98 
minimum funding requirements, (2) an augmentation of $870 million to fund 
statutory growth in K-12 programs, (3) an augmentation of $325 million for 
a 1.5 percent COLA, and (4) additional funding for various policy initiatives. 

1991-92 Expenditures (revised) $16,315.9 $7,798;1 $24,114.1 

Proposition 98 funding shifts 
Shift from 1990-91 to 1991-92 -1,233.0 -1,233.0 
Proposed shift from 1991-92 to 1992-93 366.6 366.6 

Cost and workload changes 
EnrolimenVADA increases 870.3 870.3 
Increase in local property taxes -292.1 348.5 56.4 
Revenue limits COLA (1.5 percent) 260.5 260.5 
Other COLAs (1.5 percent) 64.0 64.0 
Year-round schools workload 11.7 11.7 
Special education reductions due to revenue limit 

changes 
-22.5 -22.5 

Special education baseline adjustment 7.7 7.7 
Other baseline adjustments 

Revenue limit deficiency 42.1 42.1 
One-time appropriations-1991-92 -30.2 -30.2 
Special education deficiencies 18.4 18.4 
Special education.federal funding changes -6.0 14.8 8.8 
Oakland desegregation program 7.8 7.8 
Other changes -0.6 -0.5 -1.1 

Tax-related proposals 
Enterprise special district tax shift -299.3 299.3 
Delinquent taxes -15.0 -15.0 
Redevelopment agency tax changes -10.0 ·10.0 

Continued 
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Program changes 
Proposition 98 reserve 151.3 151.3 
Attendance accounting-compliance -100.0 -100.0 
Attendance accounting grants 20.0 20.0 
Govemor's initiatives 90.0 - 90.0 
Expand supplemental summer school 37.7 37.7 
Joint K-121university programs 28.2 28.2 
School restructuring 28.0 28.0 
Year-round schools grant reduction -17.7 -17.7 
Staff development proposals 15.1 15.1 
Instructional materials 15.0 15.0 
New assessment system 14.8 14.8 
Diagnostic schools funding shift 8.9 8.9 
. School breakfast program 3.0 3.0 
Specialized secondary schools 3.0 3.0 
Partnership academies 2.3 2.3 
Other proposals 0.6 -1.6 -1.0 

Program reductions 
Regional Science Resource Center (Exploratorium) -0.6 -0.6 
Driver training -10.0 -10.0 
Immigration Reform and control Act -55.0 -55.0 
Tobacco use prevention -20.7 -20.7 

1992·93 Expenditures (proposed) $16,356.0 $8,372.8 $24,728.8 

Change from 1991·92 
Amount $40.1 $574.6 $614.7 
Percent 0.2% 7.4% 2.5% 

This department, along with many other departments, has been subject 
to a variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 8 percent from the General Fund state operations 
budget in 1991-92. (This reduction is 4.6 percent of the department's state 
operations budget from all funds.) This reduction is proposed to be carried 
over into 1992-93. In our companion document, The 1992-93 Budget: 
Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the impact of these reductions on .various 
departments. 

Cost-ot-Living Adjustments. The $325 million proposed to fund a 1.5 
percent COLA would be in lieu of the estimated 3.85 percent statutorily 
required COLA for K-12 programs. The administration has said it will 
propose legislation to set the 1992-93 statutory COLA to the 1.5 percent level. 
Fully funding the estimated 3.85 percent statutory COLA would cost $832 
million, or $508 million over the amount provided in the proposed budget. 
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· Analysis and Recommendations 

General Education Programs 
. The budget funds statutory growth and a 1.5 percent COLA, in part using 

property tax funds proposed to be shifted from enterprise special districts 
to schools. 

General education programs include gener~l-p'~rpose apportionments to 
· school districts and county offices of education, and pther eclucation funding 
programs such as theCalifornia State Lottery which provid~ funding that 

,ca,I1, be used by local education agencies at their discretion with few '~strings 
attached." . . . . . 

Table 4 shows that the budget proposes a total of $17.2 billion from all 
· funding sources for general education local assistance. This is an increase of 
: $204 million, or 1.2 percent, above estimated expenditures in the current 
year. The table also shows that state General Fund contributions towards 
general education programs decline by 3.7 percent under;the proposed 
budget, while local property tax support for general education programs 

· increases by 12 percent. The local property tax increase isa' result of (1~ 
· growth in assessed valuation in the tax base and (2) an administration 
· proposal (di,scussed in m.ore detail below) to shift property tax revenue from 
'~~enterppse" special districts to local education agencies. 

These expenditure figures are influenced by funding "shifts" across fiscal 
years to ensure compliance with Proposition 98 minimum funding require­
ments. (Please see our discussion of Proposition 98 in theK-12 overview 
'section preceding this item.) When these shifts are excluded, to provide a 
truer picture of actual funding for general education. programs, fundingfrom 
all souI:~es .would increase l?y$1.1 billion (6.7 percent) and .state General 
Fund contrib:utiops would in<;:rease by $443 million (4.3 percent). 

General-Purpose Apportionments. These progra~s provid~ the 'largest 
single source of funds for local education agencies: Most apportionments 
funding' is provided through the "revenue limit" system. In this~ystem, 
school districts receive funding based on a specific per-ADA amount known 
as a revenue limit. Revenue limits are funded by a combination of local 
property taxes and state aid. In atypical school ciistrict, local property taxes 
fund approxi:J;nately one~third,of the revenue limit .. State funding makes up 
the difference,between each.district's property tax revenues and its revenue 
liIl)it. 
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Department of Education 
General Education Programs 
Local Assistance 
1990;.91 through1992~93 

General-purpose apportionments 
K-12 districts $14,629.9 
County offices of education 297.5 
Suppiemental summer school 76.3 

Lottery revenues 620.4 
Proposition 98 reserve 
Attendance improvement grants 
Legislation -10.2 
Richmond loans 28.5 

, Unemployment insurance expenditures 1.2 
Subtotals ($15,643.6) 

Proposition 98 funding shifts 
Shift from 1990-91 .to ,1991·92 -1,233.0 
Proposed shift from 1991-92 

to 1992-93 
Totals $14;410.6 

General Fund ,$9,034.5 
Localfunds 4,750.9 
State Lottery Education Fund 620.4 
State School Fund 13.1 
Special Deposit Fund 1.2 
Special Account for Capital Outlay ~9.5 

• Not a meaningful figure. 
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$15,000.5 $15,838.2 5.6% 
291.3 305.6 4.9 
78.6 127.0 61.6 

4~4.8 484.8 
48.7 200.0 310.3 

20.0 _8 

0.3 -0.7 -318.5 

1 1 
($15,905.5) ($16,976.3) (6.7%) 

1,233.0 -100.0 

~183.3 183.3 _8 

$16,955;2 $17,159.6 1.2% 

$11,384.9 $10,965.5 -3.7% 
5,069.8 5,693.5 12.3 

484.8 484.8 
14.4 14.4 

1.3 1.3 

Funding for general-purpose' school apportionments increases by 5.6 
percent under the proposed budget. The b\llk of this increase is attributable 
to funding 4.2 percent growth'in average daily attendance (ADA) in K-12 
schools and a 1.5 percent COLA. ", ' , 
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Budget Assumes Enactment of Three 
Proposed Property Tax Changes 

Item 6110 

The budget assumes that enactment of three legislative proposals 
involving the allocation of additional property taxes to schools will reduce 

. General Fund school apportionments spending by $324· million in 1992-93. 
The budget assumes that increased property taxes resulting from one of the 
propo$als will count towards Proposition 98 requirements, thereby reducing 
General Fund obligations under Proposition 98. If the Legislature enacts the 
two other proposals, we recommend it treat any increased property taxes in 
a consistent manner, thereby freeing up $46 million for non-Proposition 98 
purposes. 

In the revenue limit system, each additional dollar of. property tax 
revenues allocated to local education agencies results in a dollar of General 
Fund savings. Similarly, under Proposition 98, in "Test 2" and "Test. 3" 
years, each additional local property tax dollar results in a dollar reductipn 
in the General Fund support required to meet the Proposition 98 minimum 
funding guarantee. 

The budget assumes enactment of three legislative proposals involving 
allocation of property taxes to schools. At the time this analysis was 
prepared (February 1992), the administration had not yet introduced the 
legislation necessary to implement the property tax changes. According to 
. the Department of Finance (DOF), the proposed legislation would: 

• Shift property tax revenue from enterprise special districts to schools 
and community colleges. (This proposal is discussed in more detail in 
Part Two of the companion volume to this book, The 1992-93 Budget: 
Perspectives and Issues.) According to the budget, this proposal would 
gen~rate $299 million for K-12 schools and $48 million for community 
colleges beginning in 1992-93. 

• Shift, starting in 1991-92, property tax delinquency penalties and 
interest paid on judgments for the recovery of unpaid property taxes 
from counties to schools and count them as local property tax revenue. 
This legislation would amend or repeal provisions ofCh 1230/89 
(AB 2372, Hannigan) which declared that these penalties and interest 
are not property taxes. According to the budget, this proposal would 
increase revenues to schools and reduce revenues to counties by an 
estimated $15 million in 1991;.92 and $15 million in 1992-93 .. 

• Require that, starting in 1991-92, tax increment revenues distributed to 
school districts by redevelopment agencies via so-called "pass-through" 
agreements count as property tax revenue. According to the budget, 
this proposal would increase revenues to schools by $6 million in 1991-
92 and $10 million in 1992-93. 



Item 6110 K"12 EDUCATION lVII- 35 

Table 5 summarizes the effect of the proposals on both apportionments 
spending and Proposition 98, as assumed in the budget. 

K-12 Schools 
Delinquent taxes/penalties 
Redevelopment agencies 
Enterprise special districts 

Subtotals 
Community Colleges 

Enterprise special districts 
Totals 

($299) 

$15 
6 

($21) 

$15 
10 

299 
($324) 

Effect on Apportionments. As shown in Table 5, the proposed budget 
presumes that the changes involving delinquency payments and redevelop­
ment agency "pass-through funds" are enacted in ·1991-92 and affect both the 
1991-92 and 1992.;.93 fiscal years. The aggregate effect of the proposals on 
school apportionments is up to $21 million in 1991-92 and up to $324 million 
in 1992-93. The effect on community college apportionments is $48 million 
in 1992-93. . 

Effect on Proposition 98 Requirements.Table 5 shows that the administra­
tion proposes counting the $347 million in property tax revenue from 
enterprise special districts, including $299 million to be 'allocated to K-12 
schools and $48 million to be allocated to community colleges, towards 
funding Proposition 98 minimum' funding requirements in 1992-93. 

The administration has not, however, proposed counting the property tax 
revenues from delinquent taxes and penalties or redevelopment agency 
"pass-through" agreements towards funding Proposition 98 minimum 
funding requirements; If the Legislature decides to enact these two changes, 
we recommend that it also reduce the required General Fund contribution 
to the 1991-92 and 1992-93 Proposition 98 guarantees by corresponding 
amounts. This would free up $46 million ($21 million from 1991-92 and $25 
million from 1992-93) for non-Proposition 98 purposes. We note that to 
implement this recommendation, the Legislature would have to identify $46 
million in reductions in Proposition 98 spending. 
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COLA Confusion 

. The actual percentage increases in school district budgets'· will .. be 
significantly less than the 1.5 percent provided in the budget. The details· of 

. the administration's proposed 'legislation regarding COLAs could have a 
significant effect on individual district allocations. 

Actual Percentage Increase for COLAs Differs from Budgeted Percentage. 
The budget includes $260.5 million for a 1.5 percent COLA for revenue 
limits. The actual percentage increase in school district budgets would be 
around 0.3 percent, however, due to reductions in one-time funding available 
to school districts from two Public Employee Retirement System (PERS) 
accounts. Chapter 83, Statutes of 1991 (AB 702, Frizzelle), captures balances 
in two PERS accounts, and uses these "one-time" funds to pay employer 
PERS contributions in 1991-92 and part of 1992-93. Due to complex 
provisions in the apportionments system, this capture of PERS funds results 
in the funding of COLAs in school district budgets. . 

Table 6 provides a detailed summary of revenue limit COLAs from 1990-
91 through 1992-93. The table shows that school •. districts received a 
cumulative increase of 4.5 percent in ·1990-91 and 1991-92, which consisted 
of 3.7 percent in 1990-91 and 0.8 percent in 1991-92 (for simplicity, the 
figures are not compounded). The table also shows that the effective COLA 
available to school districts will be around 0.3 percent if Jhe Legislature 
approves the COLA funding proposed in the budget, even though the 
budget cites an increase of 1.5 percent. This is because the "base" used by the 
DOF in calculating the budget does not include funds available from the two 
PERS accounts. 

Administration to Propose Legislation to Clarify Statutory Funding 
Obligations. Although the 1990 and 1991 Budget Acts, and the 1992-93 
Budget Bill, do not contain sufficient funding to fully fund statutory COLAs, 
the statutory obligation to fund these adjustments remains. The administra­
tion advises that.it intends to propose legislation to (1) set statutory revenue 
limit,entitlements for 1992-93 based on the assumptions it used in building 
the budget and. (2) set the 1992-93 COLA at 1.5 percent in lieu of the 
statutory COLA estimated to be 3.85 percent. Presumably, the proposed 
legislation will also eliminate the continuing obligation to fund the statutory 
COLAs in 1990-91 and 1991-92. 

We believe that legislation along these lines makes sense because it·would 
simplify. the calculations of revenue limit entitlements and clarify the state's 
funding obligations. However, the details of the legislative proposal were not 
available at the time this analysis was prepared (February 1992). One of the 
most important issues to be addressed· in the legislation will be the method 
ofcalcu1ating 1992-93 revenue limit COLAs for individual school districts. 
Below, we illustrate the consequences for individual districts. 
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Revenue Limit Cost-of-Llvlng Adjustments 
Budget Assumptions 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

3.7%-
(3.7%) 

PERS accounts 
Cumulative Increase 3.7% 
Change from prior year 3.7% 
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(3.0%) (4.5%) 
1.5% 0.3% 
4.5% 4.8% 
0.8% 0.3%' 

Effect. on .lndividual School Districts Varies Widely. From an overall 
budget perspective, the method for setting revenue limit entitlements does 
not affect the aggregate level of funding provided for schools. However, the 
difference for an· individual school district can be substantial, due to the 
procedure the SOE uses for calculating the amount of funds each school 
district actually receives. 

Specifically, under the current procedure, the SOE does not calculate 
entitlements based directly on the percentage·iricrease in funding provided. 
Instead, it uses a two-step process. First, it calculates revenue limit 
entitlements for each district based on statutory formulas. Theil the 
department reduces these entitlements to accommodate available funding. 
Table 7 summarizes the COLA calculations as performed by the SOE. As the 
table· shows, the cumulative increase provided in· the SOE calculation (4.8 
percent over three years) is the same as the cumulative increase provided in 
the budget as shown in Table 6. 
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Revenue Limit Cost-of-Living Adjustments 
Assumptions for School District Allocations 

. 1990-91 through 1992-93 

Amourifcarriedover from prior year NA 
Statutory amount 4.76% 

Subtotals (4.76%) 
Reduction to accommodate budget appropriation -1.06 

Subtotals (3.7%) 
Funding from PERS accounts 
Cumulative increase 3.7% 

'·3.7% 
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4.76% 9.07% 
4.69 3.85 
(9.07%) (12.92%) 
-6.07 -8.42 
(3.0%) (4.5%) 
1.5 0.3 
4.5% 4.8% 
0.8% 0.3% 

The effect of this ,calculation varies by school district because the 
department adds statutory COLA funding to each district's entitlement based 
.on a constant dollar .amount per ADA (for example, a 2.5 percent statutory 
COLA may translate to $100 per ADA), while it makes the reductions based 
on a constant percentage across-tfze~board . 

. To illustrate the impact of this method, we developed an example 
assuming no COLA funds are provided in the budget in a year that the 
statutory COLA is 2.5 percent, or $100 per ADA. In a district with a 
relatively. high base amount, the $100 per ADA may represent a 2 percent 
increase/while in.a district receiving a relatively low base amount, the $100 
per ADA may represent a 3 percent increase. (The purpose of adding COLAs 
based on a constant dollar amount per ADA is to promote equal funding 
among districts.) , " 

An across-the-board reduction of 2.5 percent to accommodate available 
funding would result in the high-base district experiencing a net reduction of 
0.5 percent and the low-base district receiving a net increase of 0.5 percent. 
In contrast, if the statutory COLA is revised in this situation to the amount 
actually provided - zero - the funding available to each district would 
stay constant. 
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No Funding for Students Who Skip Classes 

The budg~t reduces funding for revenue limits by $100 million, based on 
the assumption that strict compliance with current law attendance 
accounting requirements will result in a decline in reported attendance. 

Background. Undercurrent administrative practice, the SDB allows 
school districts to receive a full school day's apportionment for a student 
who leaves school prior to completing the minimum school day (generally 
three to four hour!>, depending on grade level) without an authorized excuse 
if the student (1) was enrolled for at least a minimum day. of classes and (2) 
was under the supervision of a district employee at any time during the 
school day. Thus,_ a school district may receive a full day's apportionment 
for a student who shows up long enough to have his or her attendance 
noted, but then skips classes for the remainder of the day. 

In the 1991 Budget Bill, the administration proposed language that, in 
effect, would have required that students attend the minimum school day in 
order togenerate a full day's apportionment. The Legislature eliminated this 
proposed language from the 1991 Budget Ad and restored $250 million that 
the administration had proposed deleting from the apportionments item. 
However, the Governor vetoed $50 million from the school apportionments 
item to reflect compliance with this proposal. . 

Since the veto, the Attorney General has stated that students Who leave 
school before completing the minimum school day should. not generate a full 
day's apportionment, ahd thatctirrent administrative practice in this regard 
is void. In response to the Attorney General's opinion, the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction (SPI) has advised school districts that attendance 
reporting for apportionment claims in 1992-93 must be in compliance with 
the Attorney General's opinion. He suggested in his letter that "different 
approaches" for accounting for ADA "may conceivably be appropriate" 
depending on local situations. . - .' 

The Budget Proposal. In·its proposed 1992-93 budget, the administration 
has reduced school apportionments by an additional $100 million (above the 
$50 million veto) to reflect its estimate of the decline in reported ADA that 
will occuras a result of compliance with current law. The. administration is 
not, however, proposing new Budget Bill language to enforce current law on 
attendance accounting, presumably because such language is unnecessary 
given the Attorney General's recent opinion and the SPI's plan to enforce it. 

The administration is also proposing that the state provide $20 million in 
financial assistance to districts for the cost of implementing attendance 
accounting changes. We discuss this proposal in more detail in the next 
section. 
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Legislative. Options. The Legislature has at least three options for 
responding to the administration's proposed $100 million reduction. One 
option is to concur with the administration's proposed reduction. Another 
is to augment the apportionments item by $150 million and enact legislation 
that declares current attendance accounting practices to be legal. . 

A third option is to explore various ways of implementing entirely new 
attendance accounting and/or school apportionments systems. For example, 
the Legislature could establish: . 

• New methods for ensuring the provision of specified amounts of 
instructional time. For example, the state could monitor a~tendance 
using random sample techniques. 

• Entirely different methods for assuring accountability in the education 
system. The current school finance system holds districts accountable 
for providing a certain quantity of instructional time. In our Options for 
Addressing the State's Fiscal Problem (issued in January 1992),we suggest 
two types of options for changing school district accountability by 
realigning fundamental incentives in the K-12 systeminduding (1) 
implementing a statewide system of school choice and (2) granting the 
ability to qualified persons/ organizations to charter new, state-funded, 
public schools. 

We are generally supportive of the policy of basing apportionments on 
the number of students actually attending school for at least the minimum 
day and .recommend that the Legislature . either. (1) accept the 
administration's proposal or (2) explore options for implementing entirely 
new attendance accounting and/or school apportionments systems. 

Attendance Accounting Grants 

We recommend that the Legislature approve a proposal to provide 
$20 million for attendance accounting grants if it approves the $100 million 
reduction associated with strict compliance with current:..rawrequirements. 

The administration proposes $20 million for attendance accounting grants. 
These funds could be used to: . 

• Implement new attendance accounting systems, if necessary, to comply 
with current law as recently interpreted by the Attorney General. 

• Track attendance using both the old and new systems for one year to 
ensure that any changes in attendance accounting procedures do not 
affect the Proposition 98 guarantee. 

• Implement initiatives, at district discretion, to improve student 
attendance. 
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The funds would be distributed on a per-ADA basis. The proposal would 
provide an average of $2,500 to each of California's roughly 7,500 schools. 
According to the SDE, at least 28 percent of school. sites currently have 
automated attendance accounting systems which could accommodate period­
by-period attendance accounting with little or no changes in the accounting 
software. Presumably, these schools would use this funding for attendance 
improvement purposes. For schools that currently lack this capabilityi.these 
funds would likely pay a significant portion of the start-up costs associated 
with period-by-period attendance accounting. 

By assisting districts to comply With attendance accounting requirements 
. as set forth in the Attorney General opinion, this proposal would assur!'! an 
orderly transition to a new attendance accounting system. Accordingly, if the 
Legislature approves the $100 million reduction related to attendance 
accounting, we recommend that it also approve the $20 million proposed for 
grants. 

Proposed Controls 

W~ recommend that the Legislature modify a proposed Budget Bill provi­
sion limiting transfer arrangements. 

The Budget Bill contains three new provisions intended to control the 
claiming of apportionments funding. Two of the proposals relate to funding 
for pupils with excused absences; the other proposal relates to transfer 
arrangements. 

Excused Absences. Under current law, local education agencies may claim 
apportionments for absent students if the absence is due to. one of sevE!ral 
statutorily specified reasons - typically for illness. The proposed Budget Bill 
language: 

• Prohibits claiming apportionments for more than 10 consecutive 
excused absences for a particular student (Provision 19). 

• Requires local education "gencies to document excused absences within 
four weeks (Provision 23). 

According to the Department of Finance (ooF), the primary purpose of 
Provision 19 is to encourage school districts to provide instruction to 
students with long-term illnesses through home, hospital, or fndependent 
study programs. The purpose of Provision 23 is to prevent school districts 
from contacting parents to obtain reasons for an absence long after the 
absence occurred - when the parent is not likely to remember the reason 
for the absence. 

Based on our preliminary review, these proposed Budget Bill provisions 
seem reasonable. 
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Transfer Arrangements. This Budget Bill language (Provision 18) would 
prohibit a local education agency from claiming state apportionments for a 
student unless it provided educational services for the student with its own 
certificated employees. According to the OOF, the purpose of this proposed 
language is to prevent local education agencies from contracting with outside 
providers, public or private, for educational services - particularly in 
situations where the agency "profits" from the transaction. The OOF has 
identified several situations where a district has received revenue limit 
funding for students who actually attend schools outside of the district at a 
cost to the district that is significantly less than the revenue limit amount. 

We concur with the OOF that it is improper for districts to profit over 
contract arrangements and transfer agreements. However, the language may 
also impede the ability of districts to enter into reasonable transfer arrange­
ments that accommodate the wishes of individual parents and students. 
Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature modify the language to 
permit such arrangements when the costs of the arrangement are more than 
a certain threshold amount, for example, 95 percent of revenue limit funding 
for the district. 

Increase in Supplemental Summer School Funding 

The proposed augmentation in supplemental summer school funding is a 
cost-effective use of funds. 

The budget proposes $37.7 million to increase supplemental summer 
school funding. 

Under current law, local education agencies may receive supplemental 
summer school funding of. $2.20 per pupil-hour of instruction up to a 
specified cap. The current cap for most districts is equal to 120 hours of 
funding for 7 percent of enrollment. The proposed budget would increase 
this funding cap from 7 percent to 10 percent of enrollment -a 43 percent 
increase over the 1991-92 level. 

School districts have considerable flexibility in designing summer school 
programs and may, for example, use the funding to serve more than 7 
percent of their students by providing fewer than 120 hours of instruction 
per pupil. Instruction generally must be in one of several "core" academic 
subjects such as math, science, history, English, language arts, fine arts, or 
computer science. Districts generally may also schedule supplemental 
"summer school" programs on Saturdays during the entire year, and year­
round schools may schedule supplemental "summer school" programs 
during after-school hours. 
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We view supplemental summer school as a high-priority program that 
allows districts to provide substantive instruction to a targeted group of 
students in a cost-effective fashion. Districts can hire teachers on an hourly 
basis at less cost than during the regular school year, because teachers' 
health and other benefits are already paid for. 

School-Based Program Coordination 

Chapter 100, Statutes of 1981 (AB 777, L. Greene), also known as the 
School-Based Program Coordination Act, authorizes schools to combine 
funding from certain categorical. programs in order to provide innovative 
school services to the general school population, as long as students eligible 
for categorical funding are also adequately served. The act further requires 
the Legislative Analyst to report annually in the Analysis of the Budget Bill 
regarding the program's implementation. 

According to data provided by SDE, there are 5,050 schools participating 
in the program in the current year, an increase of 14 percent over the prior 
year. The increased popularity of school-based program coordination reflects 
the continuation of a trend that we have documented and discussed in detail 
in previous editions of the Analysis (please see page 871 in the 1990-91 
Analysis and page 929 in the 1991-92 Analysis). 

Classroom Instruction 
The budget proposes a number of policy initiatives related to classroom 

instruction programs. 

Table 8 summarizes local assistance funding from the General Fund and 
the Environmental License Plate Fund for programs relating to classroom 
instruction. In total, the budget requests $631.1 million for classroom 
instruction programs in 1992-93, an increase of $104.1 million (20 percent). 
The increase includes $19.2 million to reflect statutorily required enrollment 
growth and $7.4 million for a 1.5 percent COLA. 

In addition, the increase includes funding for (1) school restructuring ($28 
million), (2) proposed legislation addressing schools with low levels of pupil 
achievement ($10 million), and (3) delivering health-related curricula through 
the use of advanced technology ($10 million). The budget also proposes $15 
million for additional instructional materials, and $14.8 million primarily to 
expand the California Assessment Program. 



VII· 441 K-12 EDUCATION 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION-Contlnued 

Department of Education 
Classroom Instruction Local Assistance 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

School'lmprovement Program $315,049 $328,490 
Instructional materials 128,885 134,174 
Class size reduction 30,994 31,000 
School restructuring demonstrations 6,548 
. Pupil assessment 1,000 5,000 
Low-performing schools (set~aside for 

legislation)' , ' 
Educational technology program' 13,977 13,977 
Institute for Computer Technology 428" 428 
Advanced technology for health 

education 
High school pupil counseling 7,916 8,298 
Demonstration programs in intensive 

instruction 
4,695 4,707 

Environmental education 512 804 
Intergenerational education 159 175 

Totals $510,163 $527,053 

General Fund $509,651 $526,249 
Environmental License Plate Fund 512 804 

• Nota 

School Restructuring Demonstrations 

Item 6110 

$346,693 5.5% 
157,147 17:1 
31,000. 
28,000 _8 

19,835 296.7 
10,000 _8 

13,887 -0;6 
428 

10,000 _8 

8,693 4.8 
4,"(07 

" 
554 -31.1 
175 

$631,119 19.7% 

$630,565 19.8% 
554 -31.1 

The amount of funding proposed for the school restructuring evaluation 
is insufficient to rigorously address the various et!aluation questions 
specified in the program's authorizing legislation. ' 

The budget proposes $28 million to implement the school restructuring 
program authorized by Ch 1556/90 (SB 1274, Hart). School restructuring 
involves making significant changes to many aspects of school operations, 
including curriculum and instructional methods, assessment, school 
organization, governance, and community relations. The $28 million 
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proposed for 1992-93 includes $26.5 million for demonstration grants to 
schools and $1.5 million for technical assistance . 

. chapter 1556 requires the Legislative Analyst to submit interim progress 
reports on this. program to the. Legislature on a.n annual basis, and ~ final 

. evaluation report on the program at the end of the five-year period. 

Report On Program Implementation. Chapter 1556 appropriated $6.4 
million in planning grants to enable schools that are interested in becoming 
a demonstration site' to prepare a proposal. The department reports that 
1,500 schools, or approximately 20 percent of the schools in the 'state, 
submitted applications for planning grants in the current year, of which 210 
were approved. Chapter 1556 further provides that any school in the state, 
including those that have not received a planning grant, may submit a 
demonstration grant proposal to the State Board of Education (SBE). 

Under Chapter 1556, those schools with proposals that have been 
approved by the SBE are eligible to receive a demonstration grant of up to 
$200 per student annually. over a five-year period, depending on' the 
availability of funding for this purpose. The measure specifies, however, that 
the board may fund Cllesser amount per student, depending on the nature 
and magnitude of each proposal. 

The $26.5 million proposed in the budget for demonstration grants is 
sufficient to provicie demonstration grants to the 210 schools receiving 
planning grants only if the state provided, on averag~, $125 per student, 
which is less than the statutory maximum. Thebudget proposal does not, 
however, preclude theSBEfrom funding a fewer number of schools at a 
higher funding rate per pupil, or a larger. number of schools at a lower 
funding rate. The SBE plans to determine how many schools will actually 
receive funding sometime in the fall of 1992. 

Report on Program Evaluation. Under Chapter 1556, the Legislative 
Analyst is required to contract for an independent evaluation of the school 
restructuring demonstrations, in order to answer specified questions 
regarding the program's effectiveness and implementation. The Legislature 
appropriated $50,000 for thE:'! evaluation in the current year, and the 
Governor's Budget proposes to appropriate another $50,000 for the 
evaluation in 1992-93,in the department's support budget (Item 6110-001-
~~ .' 

As the first step in contracting for an 'evaluation, we convened an evalua­
tion advisory committee .composed primarily of legislative staff, as well as 
staff from the Departments of Education and Finance. In conjunction with 
the advisory committee, we determined thatit would not be possible for the 
evaluation to address all of the questions specified in Chapter 1556 with the 
limited amount of funding available - $50,000 a year -with the degree of 
depth and rigor necessary to answer the questions posed in the authorizing 
legislation. 
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As a result, we have retained a nationally recognized expert in school 
restructurihgto (1) assist the Legislature in clarifying its goals. for the 
evaluation and (2) explore other funding options for the evaluation. We have 
requested the consultant to provide an analysis for submission to the 
Legislature in March 1992 detailing the type of information that the 
evaluation could reasonably provide for different funding. levels .. The 
Legislature may wish to take further action in regard to funding for the 
evaluation in light of this additional information. 

Pupil Assessment 

Budget projections regarding the state's new assessment system are likely 
to be too low. 

The budget proposes $24.8 million for pupil assessment, including $19.8 
million in local.assistance and $5 million in state operations (not shown in 
Table 8). Of the proposed amount, $23.8 million is for the. California 
Assessment Program, and the remaining $1 million is to continue funding 
for a pilot program in alternative assessment methods operated by several 
district consortia. The pilot project was established by Ch 12/91 (AB 40, 
Quackenbush). . . 

California Ass~ssment Program: The California Assessment Program 
(CAP) is responsible for the administration of a number of statewide 
achievemeJ1t tests that provide information on where and how to improve 
the instructional program. In adqition, CAP tests are often viewed as 
powerful instruments for influencing and upgrading the school curriculum 
because school staff often tend to teach the topics that will be on. these 
statewide exams. One study, for instance, found that teachers gave students 
significantly more writing exercises in response to changes in the CAP 
writing test. 

New Statewide Assessment System. The Legislature recently enacted 
Ch 760/91 (SB 662, Hart), which significantly revised. the CAP and restored 
funding for it. The new CAP will consist Of .mandatory state tests to be 
administered in grades 4, 5, 8, and 10, as well as some voluntary "end-of­
course" exams. As compared to the previous assessment system, the revised 
CAP will have two new features: (1) it will provide a score for each pupil 
who takes these tests,rather than .lor each school, and (2) the new system 
will contain "performance exams" as well as multiple choice tests, in order 
to assess a greater range of critical and creative thinking skills. In a perfor­
mance exam, students are graded on how well they can accomplish a specific 
task, such as writing an essay, designing an experiment, or constructing a 
diagram. The previous system only contained one performance component, 
the CAp· writing assessment. 
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Funding for CAP. In 1990-91, almost all fundiIlg for the CAP was 
eliminated by the previous administration. In the current year, the Legisla­
tureappropriated $10 million fromthe GeneralFund forthe CAP, of which 
$5 million was Jor local assistance. The Governor's Budget proposes to 
increase funding for the CAP by $13.8 million, in order to enable the 
program to produce' .individual student scores in almost all core subject 
areas. In· addition, the proposed amount would' allow the' department to 
administer comprehensive performance exams in the areas of reading and 
writing, and one performance task in each of the remaining areas -
specifically, science, mathematics, and history. ' 

The proposed amount reflects the second year of the department's plan 
to phase in the new ass~ssment system ov~r,a five-year period. When fully 
operational, the department· predicts that the new assessment system will 
cost $38 million annually. The increase in costs in future years will be 
primarily due to the inclusion in the CAP of additional performance 
components in the three remaining instructional areas. 

Cost Projections Speculative. Our analysis indicates that there is little 
data available to verify the $38 million cost estimate. The cost estimate 
assumes that when the system is fully operational, each pupil in the relevant 
grades will be administered four performance tasks in each of the three 
remaining instructional areas, and that each task will cost between $1 and 
$2 per student to score. We question the reasonableness of these assump­
tions, for two reasons . 

. First, there is little data available to indicatewheth~r four t~sks are 
sufficient to produce scores that constit.ute a reliabl~ sample of pupils' true 
abilities, and which examine - in conjunction with multiple choice tests -
most of the key concepts and skills that the state considers important. 

Second, because the department did not collect good information on costs 
during its field tests, there is little data to indicate how much it will costto 
administer and score the performance items. Although there is good 
evidence on the costs of scoring writing assessments, the department believes 
that scoring costs will be only one-fourth to one-eighth as large in the areas 
of science, Ip.athematics, and history. The department, however, could 
provide no firm data to verify this assumption. 

For these reasons, We are concerned that the department's cost estimates 
may be too low, but recognize that more research and development into 
performance tests may be neededin order to determine the actual level of 
costs. 
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The department informs us that it will be conducting a large number of 
field tests during the current year in order to generate additional information 
on these issues, as well as on some potential sampling designs that could 
reduce the program's costs. We believe that the Legislature,should closely 
monitor the results of these ,field tests in order to ensure that the new testing 
system will achieve its intended purpose at a reasonable cost. 

Health Education Technology 

We recommend the deletion of $10 million requested from the General 
Fund for the acquisition of laser disk technology for health-related educa­
tion, because the technology does not appear to offer any significant 
advantage over videotape technology that would justify the costs involved. 
(Reduce Item 6110-184-001 by $10 million.) , , 

The budget proposes $10 million for the acquisition of laser disk 
technology for schools. Laser disk technology is similar to videotape 
technology in that a disk is played on a television screen. Laser disk 
technology differs from videotape technology in two respects: (1) laser disks 
cannot be recorded or copied using a standard player and (2) laser disks 
permit sections of a program to be deleted or reordered using a computer. 

There are two types of packages that the budget had assumed in 
estimating its total cost: (1) a "deluxe" package that includes a computer, a 
laser disk player, and at least one set of health-related instructional material 
at a total cost of $2,500 per package,' and (2) a "regular" package that 
includes a laser disk player and one set of instructional material at a total 
cost of $1,000 each. The budget proposes to acquire 1,010 "deluxe" packages 
for each school district and 750 schools, and purchase a "regular" package for 
another 5,600 schools. 

Our review indicates that the $10 million proposed in the budget is not 
justified because laser disk technology does not appear to offer any 
significant advantage over videotape technology that would justify the costs 
involved. Providing health-related education through videotape technology 
would have minimal costs because each school already has a videocassette 
recorder and a television purchased under a 1985 program similar to the 
current proposed program for laser disk technology. 

Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature delete $10 million 
requested from the General Fund for laser disk technology. 
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Teaching and Administration 

The budget proposes a major expansion of many of the programs relating 
to teaching and administration, as well as a number of new programs. 

The primary purpose of most teaching and administration programs is to 
provide staff development to school pe.-sonnel, or to build linkages. between 
schools and institutions of higher education. 

As Table 9 shows, the budget proposes $151.5 million from the General 
Fund, which is an increase of 45 percent over estimated expenditures in the 
current year. Almost half of this iilcr.ease is due to a major expansion of the 
"Subject Matter Projects/' which are cUrrently operated by the University of 
California. These projects, which would receive an additional $24 million in 
the budget year, provide intensive staff development em. how best to teach 
certain core subjects, such as science or literature. The proposed budget also 
includes additional funding for: 

• The training of beginning teachers ($9 million), administrators ana 
school leadership teams ($2 million), bilingual teachers ($1.5 million), 
teachers of mathematics ($1.7 million), and school board members 
($500,000) . 

• A new training program in collaborative collective bargaining ($1 
million). 

• Upgrading teacher training programs that are operated by institutions 
of higher education ($1 million). 

• The expansion of a number of programs that provide services to pupils 
who come from groups that are underrepresented in higher education 
($3.2 million). 

The budget also proposes $6.5 million to provide a statutory adjqstment 
for enrollment growth (4.2 percent) and a cost-of-living adjustment (1.5 
percent). In addition, the budget proposes to eliminate funding for the 
Regional Science Resource Center (the San Francisco Exploratorium). 
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Department of Education 
Teaching and Administration Local Assistance 
1990-91· through 1992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

Mentor teacher program $65,543 $71,454 $73,861 
Professional development 16,039 16,692 17,889 
Beginning teacher support 3,255 1,000 10,000 
AdminIstrator training 5,372 5,592 7,913 
Bilingual teacher training 942 981 2,537 
Middle SChool mathematics 1,700 
Intersegmental programs 

Subject matter projects 5,346 5,570 29,654 
International studies 1,000 1,058 
College preparation 3,240 
Teaching improvement programs 1,224 1,274 1,347 
Redesigning teacher education 1,000 

Collaborative bargaining training 1,000 
School board member training 500 
RegIonal Science Resource Center 568 
Curriculum Resource Center 140 
Reader service for blind teachers 242 252 267 
Geography education 104 108 115 
Federal math and science teacher 

training 11 
Totals $107,618 $119,095 $166,085 

General Fund $98,207 $104,491 $151,481 
Federal funds 9,411 14,604 14,604 

Item 6110 
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Professional Development Program 

We recommend that the Legislature reduce the amount proposed from the 
General Fund lor the Professional DevelopmentProgr,am by $250,000 because 
of technical overbudgeting. (Reduce Item 6110-191-001(e). by $250,000.) 

Under the Professional Development Program, established by Ch 1362/88 
(SB 1882, Morgan), the state provides grants to participating high schools in 
order tp implement a school-wide staff development plan. The Illeasure also 
aut1:lorized funding for (1) regional resource agencies, which provide 
technical assistance in staff development, and (2) University of California­
,based subject matter projects. 

Proposed Amount Overbudgeted.The budget prOposes 'funding of 
$17.9 million for the, Professional Development P~ogram. 1'bis amoUnt 
excludes funding for the subject' matter 'projects, which the. Governor 
proposes to fund through a separate item in the Budget Bill. 

"The proposed amount reflects a 7.2 percent increase over theCl;\rrertt~y~ar 
funding level. Due to a technical error, this amount is in excess' of the 
amount that would be needed to provide full funding for statutorily 
required enrollment growth (4.2 percent) and tIle Governor's proposed 1.5 
percent COLA. Our analysis indicates that, in order to correct this error, the 
Legislature should reduce the proposedamouht by $250,000.' ", 

, Status Report on Program Implementation., Chapter 1362 requires .the 
Legislative Analyst to report annually, through the .1992-93 Analysis, on the 
status oHhe Professional Development Program. ,: 

Currently, the program is being implemellted in 250 high scho()ls through­
out the state, with technical assistance provided by 11 regional resource 
agencies. Due to concerns with the quality of services provided by these 
agencies, the Legislature included $60,OOO'iin the program's current.:.year 
budget for the department to contract for an independent evaluation of the 
program. At the time this analysis was written, the c:iepartment was in the 
process of selecting a contractor for the evaluatipn, who willbe required.to 
submit a report to the Legislature by August ,1992. Once submitted; the 
evaluation should provide the Legislature additional information on the 
nature and quality of the program's implementation. ' , 

Redesigning Teacher Preparation Programs 

We recommend that the Legislature delete $1 millionproposedfron, the 
General Fund for redesigning teacher preparation,program~~ because these 
funds should be appropriated through separatelegislation~' (Reduce Item 
6110-197-001 by $1 million.) , 

The budget proposes $1 million from the General Fund for redesigning 
teacher preparation programs that are operated by institutions of higher 
education. According to the DOF, these funds are intended to address a 
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problem with a lack of responsiveness in many of these programs. to the true 
needs and requirements of teaching. The OOF also indicates that the 
administration will develop further details on the· nature of this initiative 
through separate legislation. 

We believe that the Legislature should appropriate funding for this initia­
tive through thiS legislation~ rather than through the budget. Doing so would 
enable the Legislature to review the merits of the proposal in greater depth 
before appropriating funds for it. In particular, the Legislature needs to 
consider whether the proposal reflects a systematic strategy for reforming 

. teacher preparation programs, or whether the benefits of the proposal would 
likely be only marginal. Such an in-depth review is best conduc~ed through 
the bill process, and with the full participation of the education policy 
committees, rather than through the budget process .. 

. . For this. reason, we recommend that the Legislature delete the proposed 
funding for redesigning teacher preparation programs. 

Special Education 
Students with physical or learning disabilities receive special eciucation 

and related services primarily through the Master Plan for Special Education. 
Under the Master Plan, school districts and· county offices of education 
administer services through regional organizations called special education 
local planning areas (SELP As). Each SELPA is required to adopt a plan that 
details the provision of special education services among the member 
districts. 

Special education students are served through one of five settings: 
(1) Designated Instruction and Services classes, (2) Resource Specialist 
Programs, (3) Special D!iy Classes or Centers, (4) the state special schools, 
arid (5) nonpublic schools. There are approximately 499;000 special education 
students in the current year. This number is an increase of 25,000 students, 
or 5.3 percent, above the prior year. 

Table 10 shows the expenditures and funding sources for special 
·education in the prior, current, and budget years. For 1992-93, the budget 
proposes expenditures from all funds 0.£$2.6 billion for specia1.education. 
programs. This represents anirtcrease of $183.2 million (7.5 percent) above 
the current-year expenditure level. This increase is primarily due to increases 
of $100.3 million for statutory enrollment growth, $6 million from an increase 
in federal funds, $36.5 million for a 1.5 percent COLA, and $25 million for 
deficiencies in 1990-91 and 1991-92. 
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Department of Education 
Special Edu.cation Local Assistance 
1990-91 through 1992-93 . 

(dollars In thousands) 

Local assistance 
Master Plan $2,067,949 $2,174,603 $2,346,693 " 7.9% 
Earl~ Intervention for 

chool Success 1,620 
Federal preschool program 36,000 8.3 
Other federal programs 42.7 

Subtotals (8.2%) 
Local matching funds 

Subtotals (7.6%) 

General Fund $1,682,484 $1,747,755 $1,889,827 8.1% 
Federal funds 176,306 210,563 227,194 7.9 
Local funds 423,318 437,031 461,049 5.5 

State operations 
Master Plan $9,293 $8,810 $8,837 0.3% 
State special schools 48,598 49,514 49,936 0.9 
Clearinghouse Depository 1,080 714 714 
California Deaf-Blind Services 558 511 521 

Subtotals ($59,929) ($59,549) ($60,008) (0.8%) 

General Fund $45,924 $46,302. $37,786 -18.4% 
Federal funds 9,851 9,321 9,358 :0.4 

Lottery funds 101 .95 95 
Reimbursements 

Totals 
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Diagnostic Schools Funding Shift 

Although operating the diagnostic schools on a reimbursement basis has 
merit. in concept, implementation as conte",plafed in the, budget has a 
number of problems" 

The budget pro.po.ses to. change the funding pro.cedure fo.r the three state 
diagno.stic scho.o.ls. The diagno.stic schools pro.vide specialized assessment 
services to. children referred byloeal educatio.n agencies. Currently, the 
scho.o.ls are funded in the state operatio.ns budget item. The budget transfers 
$8.9 millio.n needed to. o.perate the diagno.stic scho.o.ls to. the IDeal assistance 
item fo.r use by IDeal educatio.n agencies to' reimburse the diagno.stic schools 
fo.r services. The effect o.f the pro.po.sal is to' qualify diagno.sticschool 
expenditures as expenditures under Pro.po.sitio.n 98. 

We believe .the co.ncept o.f o.perating these scho.o.ls o.n a reimbursement 
basis has merit fro.m a Co.st perspective. Currently, IDeal educatio.n agencies 

. have an incentive to' refer children to' the diagno.stic scho.o.ls regardless o.f the 
Co.st o.f diagno.stic scho.o.l services. This is because the IDeal educatio.n 
agencies o.nly pay up to' 10 percent o.f the Co.sts o.f these services, while they 
pay 100 percent o.f the Co.sts o.f similar services available fro.m o.ther service 
pro.viders. Operating the diagno.stic scho.o.ls o.n a reimbursement basis, where 
local educatio.n agencies wo.uld pay 100 percent o.f the Co.sts, wo.uld give 
districts an incentive to' seek the least co.stly services, thereby reducing 
o.verall Co.sts fo.r assessments. We no.te that, to' the extent that diagno.stic 
scho.o.l Co.sts exceed theco.sts o.f similar services, this system ultimately may 
result in a red1.lctio.n in the use o.f- Dr eliminatio.n o.f - diagno.stic scho.o.l 
services. 

Ho.wever, we have identified three pro.blems with the pro.po.sal. First, the 
. DOF advises that, under this pro.po.sal, IDeal educatio.n agencies co.uld use 
funds transferred to' the IDeal assistance items o.nly to' pay fo.r services 
pro.vided by the diagno.stic scho.o.ls, no.t o.ther services. This requirement 
wo.uld eliminate the advantage o.f the pro.po.sal fro.m a Co.st perspective. 
While it makes sense to' pro.tect the diagno.stic scho.o.ls fro.m o.verly rapid 
fluctuatio.ns in service demands, in the lo.ng run, the Co.st incentives inherent 
in the reimbursement arrangement sho.uld be allo.wed to' wo.rk. 

Seco.nd, the details o.f implementatio.n have no.t been develo.ped. Fo.r 
example, it is no.t clear ho.w the reimbursement system wo.uld wo.rk. Under 
the budget, it is po.ssible that the diagno.stic scho.o.ls wo.uld no.t have any 
funds fo.r o.peratio.n at all until they receive IDeal educatio.n agency reim­
bursements. This co.uld severely affect the ability o.f the diagno.stic scho.o.ls 
to' co.ntinue pro.viding services, especially at the beginning o.f the fiscal year. 
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Third, an adjustment to the Proposition 98 "base" may be required to 
implement this proposal. Proposition 98 requires adjustment of the minimum 
funding guar~ntee when there are shifts in functional or financial responsi­
bility into the Proposition 98 portion of the budget. The DOF has not 
adjusted the guarantee to reflect the inclusion of these expenditures under 
Proposition 98. 

The DOF advises that it intends to seek legislationfoimplement the 
proposal. Presumably, the legislation will address these issues .. 

Special Education Preschool Program 
• _0"_' -., 

A shortfall infederal funding for this program is indirectly requiring the 
state to support the programfrom the General Fund. We recommend that the 
department report at budget hearings on options .al)ailable for reducing 
program costs, resolving funding problems in future years, and phasing out 
the program. 

C;hapter 311, Statutes of 1987 (AB 2666, Hannigan),as amended by Ch 
184/90 (AB 3451, Hannigan), authorized the state to participate in the federal 
preschool program under Public Law (PL) 99-457, which expands services 
to all disabled students, ages three to five. Prior to Chapter 311, the state 
mandated services only to. those students who require intensive .services 
(RIS). Participation in PL 99-457 expanded the program to include special 
education students who do not require intensive services (non-RIS). 

Federal funds for the non-RIS program are provided mainly from.PL 99-
457, with a small entitlement from PL 94-142. (PL 94-142 provides funds for 
special education based on the number of students served.) T~ble 11 shows 
proposed non-RIS program expenditures by funding source in the prior, 
current,and budget years. The budget proposes $49.9 million in federal 
funds for this program, an increase of $5.2 million, or 12 percent, above 
estimated current-year expenditure levels. . 
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Department of. Education . 
Special Education Preschool Pro$Jram ' " 
Services for Students Not Requiring Intensive Services 
Federal' Funds . . 
1990-91 throu~h 1992.;93 

PL 94-142 
Entitlements for non-RIS 

students ages 3-5' . 
Supplement 

Totals' 

Item 6110 

Table 11 shows. that. funding fro~ PL 99457 and PL 94-:142 will not be 
sufficient to fund program expenditures in either the current year or 1992-93. 
The budget requests supplementing these funding sources with other PL 94-
142 funds. The supplements would total $2.3 million in the current yea'r and 
$6 million in 1992-93. The current-year request has not yet been submitted 
to the Legislature. ' . 

The effect of the budget request to aUocate$6 million in additional PL 94-
142 funds to this program is to increase General Fund expenditures on 
special education, because, in effect, the General Fund :backfills any reduction 
in availability of PL 94-142 funds for other PL 94-142 purposes. 

The shortfall in federal funds for this program raises the issue as to 
whether the program should be terminated. Chapter 313 requires the 
termination of the preschool program for non-RIS students, ages three to 
five, ifthe amount provided by PL 99457 is not sufficient to fully fund the 
program and if this lack of federal funds requires any General Fund or local 
contribution. Our analysis reveals that both in the current year and the 
budget year (1) PL 99457 does not provide the full amount needed to 
support the program and (2) the use of the increases in PL 94-142 to 
supplement PL 99-457 funds is effectively a General Fund contribution to the 
program. 
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Implication of Terminating the Preschool Program. If the L~gislature were 
to terminate the preschool program under PL 99-457, services would be 
eliminated for 15,600 non-RIS students, and the state would experience 

. increased General Fund costs of $5.3 million due to the net effect of (1) 
increased General Fund costs of $11.3 million, due to loss of federal funds 
to serve RIS students, and (2) freeing up for other purposes the $~mi1lion 
in PL 94-142 funds currently budgeted in the'non"RIS program. 

Our review indicates that terminating the non-RISpreschool program is 
not an attractive option. However, federal funding shortfalls are likely to 
continue· in future years. Thus, the Legislature is likely to face the problem 
of insufficient funding in the future. In years in which there are no PL 94-142 
increases for the program, the state may be forced to make General Fund 
contributions to the program. 

We recommend that the department report at budget hearings on options 
available for reducing program costs, resolving the funding problem in 
future years, and phasing out the program. 

Vocational Education Programs 
The budget proposes funding increases for several vocational education 

programs . 

. Table 12 summarizes, funding for vocational education programs, 
including Regional Occupational Centers and Programs (ROC/Ps). The 
budget requests $385.5 million for vocational education programs in 1992-93, 
an increase of $15.4 million, or 4.1 percent, above the estimated current-year 
level of expenditures. This increase is the result of a $2.3 million. increase in 
funding for the Partnership Academies Program, a $10 million increase in 
funding for ROC/Ps for enrollment . growth, and a $3.9 million increase to 
provide a 1;5 percent COLA. The increase is partially offset by an $872,000 
reduction in General Fund support for the Greater A venues for Indepen­
dence (GAIN) Program. 
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Regional Occupational CentersJPrograms $240,651 $248,496, $262,464 
School-based programs 81,252 79,484 79,484 
Agricultural education 3,233 3,233 3,233 
Student organizations 576 567 567 
Partnership academies 2,330 2,330 4,587 
Greater Avenues for Independence 

matching funds , 7,694 9,784 8,912 
Federal Job Training Partnership Act 

and other ,reimbursements 
Totals $351,925 

General Fund $253,670 $263,596 $278,949 
Fede;alfunds 82,066 . 80,298 80,298 
Reimbursements 189 

C6mpens~fory 'Educafiqn Programs 

Item 6110 

5.6% 

96.9 

-8.9 

4.1% 

5.8% 

The budget proposes significant increases in General Fund spending for 
compensatory education due to a statutory growth formula involvi,ng the 
number of children who (1) are from families receiving Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children or (2) have limited English proficiency. 

Compensatory education programs assist students who are educationally 
disadvantaged due to poverty, language barriers, or cultural differences, or 
who experience learning difficulties in specific areas. These programs receive 
around two-thirds of their support from federal funds, with the remaining 
funding coming from the General Fund. 

Table 13 summarizes local assistance funding for compensatory education 
programs in the prior, current, and budget years. The budget proposes a 
total of $1 billion for compensatory education programs, an increase of $42 
million, or 4.4 percent, over estimated expenditures in the current year. This 
increase is entirely due to a proposed increase of $42 million, or 14 percent, 
in the Economic Impact Aid (EIA) Program, which is entirely General Fund­
supported. 
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Department of Educatic:m, ' 
Compensatory Education Local Assistance 
1990-91 through 1992-93 . , 

, General Fund 
Economic impact aid 
Miller-Unruh reading program 
Native American Indian education 
Indian education centers 

Subtotals 
Federal Funds 

Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act Chapter 1 
(migrant and compensatory) 

Refugee and immigrant programs 
Subtotals 
Totals 

$271,589 $304,571 
22,409 ','22,409. 

410 410 . 

13.8% 

The EIA Program increase consi~ts of a C<;>LA of 1.5 percent. and a 
statutory adjustment for enrollme~tgrowth of 12.1' percent. The adjtl.stment 
for enrollment growth is based on the average of the percentage growth rates 
from the prior year to the current year in two populations: (1) children ages 
5 to 17 who are in families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC) and (2) pupils with limited English proficiency (LEP). 
Thus, enrollment growth for the budget year is the average of the actual 
growth between 1990-91 and 1991-92 for AFDC school-age children (8.1 
percent) and LEPpupils (16.2 percent). 

School Desegregation 

The proposed budget for desegregation' is underfunded by $15.6 million. 

State reimbu~sementof school desE!gregati,jn ,costs is not re.quired by the 
California' Constitution: However, under current law, the' state reimburses 
school districts: for the cost of both court-ordered and voluntary' school 
desegregation programs. Reimbursement is provided from the General Fund, 
based on claims filed by school districts. In the current year, 12 school dis­
tricts and two county offices of education receive reimbursement for court­
ordered programs, and 46 school districts receive reimbursement for 
voluntary programs. 
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Table 14 shows the three-year funding history for these programs. The 
budget proposes a total of $519.3 million for desegregation programs, 
including $435.8 million for court-ordered and $83.4 million for voluntary 
programs. This total represents an .increase of $14 million, or 2.8 percent, 
over estimated expenditures in the current year. 

Department of Education 
School Desegregation Local Assistance 
General Fund . ' 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

The increase consists of the following adjustments: 

• An increase of $7.8 million for the Oakland Unified School District to 
reflect an adjustment in base-year costs. 

• A decrease of $1.4 million to reflect net reductions in 1991-92 claims 
from amounts appropriated. 

, .' 

• An~crease of $7.6 million to fund a 1.5 percent COLA. 

Budget Underfunded by $15.6 Million. Our review indicates that the 
budget does not provide funding for statutorily required workload adjust~ 
ments. These are adjustments based on actual increases or decreases in the 
number of pupils between past and current years. Information from the 
Department of Finance indicates that enrollment is expected to grow by (1) 
3 percent, or $12.9 million, in the court-ordered program, and (2) 3.1 percent, 
or $2.5 million, in the voluntary program. Including the 1.5 percent COLA, 
we estimate that the desegregation program's budget is underfunded by 
$15.6 million ($l3.1 million for court-ordered programs and $2.5 million for 
voluntary programs). 
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Transportation 
School transportation is funded· at current levels, with the exception of 

a decrease in the school bus demonstration program. 

The'state provides funding for school ttansl'ortation ,~hroU:gh .... three 
programs: (1) the home-to-school transportation program, (2) the small 
school district bus 'replacement program, and (3) the school bus demonstra­
tion program. The school bus demonstration program is funded through the 
Energy Resources Copservation and Development Commission (Item 3360). 

Proposed funding for transportation programs is shown in Table 15. The 
budget proposes to continue funding both the home-to-school transportation 
and the small school bus replaceinentprograms at their curl'erit-yearfunding 
levels. The decrease in the school bus demonstration project is due largely 
to a drop in the participation rate for the budget year;· . 

Home-to-school' transportation $328,596 $340,282 . $340,282 
Small school district bus replacement .3,400 3,400 3,400 
.School Bus Demonstration Program 7 -83;8% 

Totals' -9~8% 

General Fund $331,998 $343,682 $343,682 ' -
Katz School Bus Fund .. 7. -83.8% 
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Child Nutrition 

The budget proposes to continue current services, with the exception of 
a $3 million augmentation for school breakfast programs. 

Child nutrition programs assist schools in providing nutritious meals to 
pupils, with emphasis on providing free or reduced price meals to children 
from low-:-income households. These programs are supported primarily by 
federal funds. 

Table 16 summarizes local assistance funding for child nutrition programs 
in the prior, current, and budget years. Federal funding is projected to 
remain constant at $755.9 million. The budget proposes an increase of $7.9 
million in General Fund support, or 12 percent, above estimated current-year 
expenditures. This increase is due to (1) an augmentation of $3 million to 
start up additional school breakfast programs, (2) funding for growth based 
on a statutory formula involving the number of meals served, and (3) a 1.5 
percent COLA. 

Dep'artment of Education 
Child Nutrition Local Assistance 
1990 .. 91 through 1992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

Federal funds 
Totals 

The school breakfast program funds would be used to implement 
Ch 1164/91 (AB 745, Moore). This measure requires the department to 
(1) identify those schools that serve 75 percent of their meals to needy 
children, but currently provide only one meal, and (2) provide start-up funds 
to encourage additional schools to participate in the program. As passed by 
the Legislature, Chapter 1164 also appropriated $500,000 to start up new 
programs. The Governor vetoed the funding, stating that appropriations for 
this purpose should be provided through the budget process. 
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We estimate that the $3 million amount proposed in the budget could 
start up breakfast programs at 300 school!iites. We estimate that the ongoing 
annual cost for future meals served on these sites would be in the $3mi1lion 
range, of which around $400,000 would be paid from the General Fund aI\d 
the remaining costs from federal funds. School districts would also incur 
ongoing costs for staff to provide the meals. 

Child Development 

The budget includes funds for enrollment growth, a 1.5 perce1itCOLA, and 
a $50 million expansion ot the State Preschool Program • 

. The department administers a variety of subsidized child care and 
development programs that provide services directly to children from 
low-income families and to those with special needs. The major goals of 
these programs inc1udeenhancing the developmental growth of participating 
children and assisting families to become self-sufficient by enabling patents 
to work or receive employment training. In addition, the department 
administers several programs that provide indirect services, such' as child 
care referrals to parents and training for providers. 

Table 17 sqrnmarizes local assistance funding for the prior, current, and 
budget years for child development programs. For 1992-93, the budget 
proposes a total funding level of $596 million for child development local 
assistance, an'increase of $65.3 million (12 percent) over estimated 
current-year expenditures. This increase primarily reflects (1) a proposed $50 
million expansion of the State Preschool Program, (2) an increase of $9.5 
million to provide statutory population growth funding, and (3) $7.1 million 
to provide a 1.5 percent COLA. 
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Dep'artment of Education, ' 
Child Development Local Assistance 
1990-91 through 1992-938 

(dollars In thousands) 

A,ltematlve payment 
Extended day care (latchkey) 
F!lderal Child Development Block Grant 
Campus children's centers 6,948 
School~age parenting and infant 

development 
Migrant child care 
Resource and referral 
Other child development programs 

Subtotals 
IV·A "at-risk" 

Totals $365,486 

General Fund $362,676 
Federal funds 2,810 
Reimbursements 

Item 6110 

$86,022 $140,071 
, 234,550 243,401 

36,785 38,195 ' 3.8 
18,077 18,770 3.8 

' 74,416 74,416 
7,195 7,470 3.8 

8,189 3.8 
10,622 3.0 
8,998 3.8 

$530,668 $595,968 12.3% 

$416,203 $482,044 15.8% 
78,451 77,910 -0.7% 

36,014 36,014 

Table 18 summarizes the average daily enrollment (ADE) in the current 
year for most of the child development programs funded by the department. 
During the current year, more than 613 public and private agencies will 
provide subsidized child care services for an ADE of approximately 92,000 
children who are from low-income families and/or have special needs. The 
number of hours of service provided for each full-time enrolled child varies 
somewhat among the programs. For example, a full day at a facility funded 
by the State Preschool Program is equal to 3.5 hours, while a full day funded 
under the general child care program ranges from 6.5 hours to 10.5 hours. 
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Department of Education 
Child Development Programs 
1991-92 

State preschool 
Campus children's centers 
State and federal migrant 
Alternative payment 
Extended day care (latchkey) 
Exceptional needs 

Total 

K·12 EDUCATION lVII-as 

The table includes 10,000 ADE that we estimate will result from a $44 
million expansion of the State Preschool Program in the current year. We 
estimate that full-year implementation of .the current-year expansion will 
result. in additional ADE of approximately 10,000 above the level shown in 
the table. The table does not include the additional services that will be 
funded from new federal block grant aildIV-A "at-risk" funds,or services 
proVided through three relatively small programs that are not funded on the 
basis of daily or hourly enrollment: School-Age Parenting and Infant 
Development (SAPID), Protective Services, and special allowance for handi­
capped. 

Study Results Will Help in Evaluating New Staff:Child Ratios 

The Legislature will have additional information with which to evaluate 
the Governor's proposed change in staff. 'Child ratios when it receives the 
results of the staff:child ratio study required by Ch 81/89 (5B 230, Roberti). 

:The proposed Budget· Bill incl1ldes . language that would change the 
staff:child ratios for preschool-aged children served through subsidized child 
development programs from 1:8 to 1:10. Adoption of the proposed language 
would allow more children to be served with the same amount of funds. We 
recommended this change in staff:child ratios in our Analysis of the 1989-90 
Budget Bill. At that time, we estimated that it would result in annual savings 
of $19 million, which could be' used to proVide preschool services to an 
additional 4,300 children. Because expenditures for child development 
programs have .increased since that time, the annual .. saVings that would 
result from adoption of the staff:child ratio reduction would probably be 
several million dollars more than our 1989-90 estimate. The number of 
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additional children that could be served would be at least several hundred 
:more than we estimated in 1989-90. 

Chapter 81, Statutes of ,1989 (SB 230, Roberti), directs the department to 
;conducfa shidyof the impact on the quality of care resulting fromstaff:child 
'ratios of 1:8, 1:9,and):lO'. I~ requires the department to submit the report to 
t~e 'Legislature in January 1992. At the time this analysis was prepared 
(January 1992), the study was nearly complete and the departmentplanned 
to submit the report to the Legislature in February. The results of this study 
will provide the Legislature with additional information with which to. 
evaluate the Governor's proposal. 

Leftover Funds Available for Preschool Expansion 

,If theJ,.egislq.ture decides to fund all or a portion of the Governor's 
propos~d$50 ",illion preschool expflnsi(ln, we rec.ommend that $22 million 
in preschool funds that will not be awarded in the current year be reappro­
priated to fund a portion of the costs. (Reduce Item 611 0-196-001 (a) by $22 
million and add provision (4) to Item 6110-490.) 

The Governor's Bitdget inCludes an increase of $50' million from the 
General Fundto'expand the State Preschool Program in 1992-93. Under the 
program, 'the state subsidizes preschool programs for low-income three- and 
four-year' old'" c.hildren.. Preschool programs provide pre-kindergarten 
edtication}or 3.5' hollrs to ,4.0' hours per day, 175 days per year. 

'. The budget amount is in addition to $44 million from the GeneralFund 
thatwas added to the program in the current year. These funds are part of 
the Governor's plan to expand the availability of preschool to all eligible four-
and three-year-old chil~.ren by 1996-97. UI}der the administration's proposal, 

the entire $50' million would count towards the Proposition 98 minimum 
funding guarantee, .. because the funds would be used only to expand 
preschool programs operated by school districts and county offices of 
ed.ucation."Preschool programs operated by private agencies would not be 
eligible f~rexpansion funds. In addition to the increased funding, the Blldget 
Bill includes language that would change the priorities used to fund 
preschool programs from those used in. the current year in accordance with 
Ch 758/91 (AB167O', Hansen). 

The am:ountQf funds, if any, that should be included in the budget for 
e~pans.ionof preschool programs is a policy decision for the Legislature. 
However, our analysis of the Governor's proposal indicates that (1) there are 
at least two issues of potential concern to the Legislature and (2) half of the 
funds appropriated to expand the preschool program in the current year will 
not be awarded and.couldbe used to decrease the amount of new funds 
appropriated in 1992-93. 
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Should the Current Priorities Be Changed?· Chapter 758 reqUires the 
department to fund all applications to provide half-day preschool to eligible 
four-year old children and then to fund applications to provide half-day 
preschool to eligible three-year old children. Only when aU applicatiopsto 
serve eligible three- and four-year old children in the State . Presdtool 
Program have been funded may CDE use funds to provide fllll;:,d"y child 
development programs, first to eligible four-year old children and then to 
eligible three-year old children. 

, The proposed Budget Bill language would change the order of these 
priorities. First priority for funding would ,remain four~year old children in 
the half-day State Preschool Program. However, the second and third 
priorities would be switched, so that second priority would be given to 
funding full-day programs for four-year olds. Three-year olds in the half-day 
preschool program 'would beCome the third priority. Funding full:-day 
programs for three-year olds would still be the last priority. " , 

Our analysis indicates that it makes sense hom a policy perspective to 
change the priorities, as proposed in the Budget Bill langu~ge. The ~ost 
prominent study of the long-term benefits to society that result· hom 
investing in preschool does not demonstrate any additional benefits hom 
enrolling a child for a second year. Th1.lS,to maximize the goal of preventing 
future state expenditures in areas such as remooial education, welfare, and 
criminal justice, this study indicates that preschool funds are best·' spent 
enrolling all eligible four-year old children in a pre'school program prior to 
enrolling any three-year old children. This is because, once children enter a 
program, they generally stay until they start kindergarten. Thus, children 
who enroll in the program at age three are in the program for two years. The 
Budget Bill language accomplishes this by requiring preschool funds to be 
spent first to serve four-year old children in both part-day preschool 
programs and. full-day programs that inc1udea, preschool component. 

, In addition to maximizing the cost-effectiveness of preschool services, the 
proposed Budget Bill language directs state funding to an area of great need. 
Local child care resource and referral agencies, which monitor child care 
needs in their service areas, indicate that most parents need full-day,rather 
than part-day, child development programs, because they work more than 
part-time. ' 

While the Budget Bill language seems to make sense hom a policy 
perspective, the Legislature needs more information on how it will actually 
be implemented. Implementation of the language will affect the cost p~r 
child ·of providing services, the number of additional children who will be 
served, the ease with which local education agencies will be able to apply for 
and use the funds, and 'the allocation of funds across the state. At the time 
this analysis was prepared (January 1992), neither the departme~tnor the 
administration could provide any details on how the preschooHunds would 
be administered in accordance with the proposed Budget Bill language. 
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Will Adequate Facilities Be Avail,able? Another area of potential concern 
to the Legislature is whether sufficie~t" facilities will be ~vaUable to 
accommodate the increased number of children that could be served with the 
expansionJunds. Our conversations with school districts and departt.nental 
staff indicate that lack of additional facility space has become a critical issue 
for many' local education agencies interested in expanding their child 
development programs. According to the administration, it plans' to 
introduce legislation to provide funds for facility expansion. However, the 
details of the proposal are still unavailable. 

Before the Legislature can make a decision on the appropriate level of 
funding, if any, for preschool expansion in 1992-93, it needs more informa­
tion from the ;ciepartm~nt and the. administration on (1) the I)eed Jor 
additional facilities to" accommodate program expansion and' (2) the 
administration's proposal for addressing that need. 

Recommendation. Because the department got a late start awarding 
preschool expansion funds in therurrent year, half of the $44 million 
appropriated in the current year will not be awarded. If the Legislature 
decides. to fund all or a portion of the proposed preschool expansion, we 
recommend that the $22 II\illion that wiII not be awarded in the current year 
be reappropriated to fund a portion ofthe costs in 1992-93. This would free 
up $22 million for use for other Proposition 98-eligible purposes. 

Adult Education 

The adult education budget shows a net decline due to phase-out of 
federal State Legalization Impact.Assistance Grant funds. 

Adult education programs provide instruction designed to (1) iIriprove 
general literacy, English-speaking skills, employability, and knowledge of 
health and safety, and (2) meet the special needs of older adults; parents, 
and the handicapped. We .. estimate that, in 1992-93, average daily attendance 
(ADA) in adult education will be 225,000 in K-12 schools and 82,540 in the 
community colleges. . . 

Table 19 shows SDE local assistance funding for adult education in the 
prior, current, and budget years .. The budget proposal for community 
colleges is discussed in .Item6870 of the Analysis. The budget req1,1ests $3~9 
million from all fun",s for support of adult education programs. This.is a net 
decrease of $33.1 million, or 8~9 percent, below estimated current-year 
e~penditures. This decrease is priIIlC)rily due to a reduction of $55 million, 
due' to phas~out of State Legalization Impact Assistance Grant (SLIAG) 
funds.in the. budget year (we discuss SLIAG funding in our analysis of 
Control Section 23.5), and is partially offset by ·an .increi;lse in.federal 
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matching funds for the Greater Avenues' for' Independence . Program and 
increases in General Fund-supported programs. 

Department.of Education ,. 
Adult Education Local Assistance 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

Correctional facilities 
Independent study 

Legalization Impact Assistance 
Grant ' . $91,570 

Other federal funds' 
Subtotals 

Greater Avenues for Independence 
reimbursements 9. 

Totals $404,467 

General Fund $290,140 
Federal funds 105,808 
Reimbursements 8,519 

• Nota 

_a 

$55,020 -100.0 

(-11.6%) 

.1 

$372,036 $338,974 -8.9% 

$302,094 . $314,051 4.0% 
69,942 14,923 -79.7 

10,000 _a 

The budget provides $314.1 million from the General Fund for adult 
education, whiCh is 4 percent ($12 million) above estimated current-Yfi!ar 
GeneralFund expenditures. The increase is due tothe net effeCt of (1) a 2.5 
percent statutory increase for targeted adult education programs gro~th 
($7.5 million), (2) a 15 percent increase for adults in correctional facilities 
workload growth ($1.2 million), (3) a 1.5 percent COLA ($4.6 million), and 
(4) a one-time reduction.' " . 
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Adult Education Concurrent Enrollment 

Consistent with proposed Budget Bill language imposing standards em 
funding of concurrently enrolled students, we recpmtr.end that the Legisla­
ture reduce funding for concurrent enrollment by $55.9 million. (Reduce Item 
6110-101-001 by $55.9 million.) . 

Currently, average revenue limit funding for pupils enrolled in high 
school is $3,108 per ADA unit. A minimum day to qualify for· this level of 
funding is four hours. In comparison, average revenue limit funding for 
pupils enrolled in adult education is $1,511 per ADA unit. These pupils are 
funded essentially on an hourly basis, with Ci full ADA unit being three 
hours per day. 

Under current law, pupils enrolled in high school also may enroll in adult 
education courses. Current law allows districts to count attendance of these 
concurrently enrolled pupils twice - once for attending high school and 
once for attending adult courses. Consequently, concurrently enrolled pupils 
may generate more units of ADA than other students. In addition, current 
law provides that the adult ADA .attributable to these pupils be funded at 
the district's base revenue limit for its regular high school program, rather 
than the lower aqult. education x:evenue limit. 

·As a result, a student who attends four hours of regular high school and 
two hours of adult education classes ~ a total of six hours of classes -
would generate $5,109 ($3,108 plus tWo-thirds of $3,108) in revenue limit 
funding, whereas a student attending a traditional six-hour high school day 
woUld generate only $3,108. Information from the department indicates that, 
in the current year, approximately one-half of the 36,000 concurrently 
enrolled ADA attend high school for less than six hours per day. 

. The Budget Bill include~ language that would require students to attend 
a minimum of six hours of high school classes, rather than four, before being 
eligible to generate adult education revenue limit funding. Our analy~is 
indicates that this proposed language imposes a reasonable standard on. 
concurrent enrollment in adult education. It would reduce the incentive for 
districts to enroll students in adult education solely for purposes of 
collecting additional revenue limit funds. Consequently, we recommend that 
it be adopted. We further find that adoption of this language could reduce 
the concurrently enrolled ADA in adult education by as much as half, for a 
General Fund savings of approximately $55.9 million, based on 18,000 ADA 
times $3,108 in revenue limit funding. Although the Budget Bill includes the 
language, the budget does not reflect the corresponding reduction in 
funding; accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature reduce Item 6110-
101-001 by $55.9 million. 
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Other Education Programs 

Although General Fund support for "other" education programs increases 
slightly in . the budget year, overall funding for these programs decreases due 
to a $32 million reduction in special fund support. 

This section analyzes those education programs that are not included in 
any of the other categories previously discussed in this Analysis. Table 20 
identifies each of these programs (in alphabetical order) and shows each 
program's three-year funding history. 

Department of Education 
Other Education Programs Local Assistance 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

Commissions on professional 
$14 $30 competence 

Driver training 1 10,000 
Earthquake relief 1,293 
Federal Education Consolidation and 

Improvement Act Chapter 2 40,498 40,772 
Federal drug and alcohol abuse 

prevention 33,426 40,329 
Foster youth services 938 1,353 
Gifted and Talented Education 29,426 32,632 
Healthy Start 19,000 
Opportunity classes and programs 2,028 1,618 
Postsecondary education 238 
Prenatal substance abuse education 4,000 
Pupil dropout prevention and recovery 12,089 12,089 
SchoolllaW enforcement 650 650 
SpeCialized secondary schools 2,264 2,264 
Supplemental grants 185,400 185,400 
Tobacco use prevention 35,092 20,692 
Year· round school incentives 

Totals $377,489 $440,722 

General Fund $267,296 $327:,~76 

Federal funds 73,924 .81,101 

funds 

$30 
1 ·100.0% 

·100.0 

40,772 

40,329 
1,353 

34,509 5.8 
39,000 105.3 

1,874 15.8 

4,000 
12,089 

650 
5,264 132.5 

185,400 
·100;0 

$417,545 -5.3% 

$336,443 2.70/0 
81,101 

1 ·1 
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The budget proposes a total of $418 million for these programs. This is a 
decrease of $23.2 million, or 5.3 percent, from estimated expenditures in the 
current year. The decrease is the net effect of the following adjustments: 

• Elimination of the tobacco use prevention program, for a savings of 
$20.7 million. ' 

• Elimination of the driver training program, for a savings of $10 million. 

• Elimination of $1.3 million in earthquake relief. 

• A decrease of $16.3 million for year-round school incentive payments, 

• An increase of $20 million for the Healthy Start Program. 

• An increase of $3 million for specialized secondary schools. 

• Increas,es of (1) $1.9 million for the Gifted and Talented Education Pro­
gram and (2) $250,000 for opportunity classes. 

Yea~';'Round Implementation Grants Overbudgeted 

, 'We recommend the, deletion, . pf $2.6 'million from the General Fund for 
year-round school implementation grants to reflect the actual number of 
schools that will convert to a year-round schedule in 1992-93. (Reduce Item 
6110-224-001 by $2.6 million.) 

School districts that increase their enrollment capacity through the use of 
year,.round education may be eligible for both one-time implementation 
grants and annual operating grants pursuant to Ch 1261/90 (AB 87, 
O'Connell). In 1992-93, the budget proposes $52.3 million from the General 
Fund for year-round school grants - $8.2 million for one-time implementa­
tion grants and $44.1 million for annual operating grants. This is a decrease 
of $16.3 million from the current-year funding level. 

Implementation grants are available to school districts on a one"time basis 
to defray the costs associated with planning, one-time minor capi~al outlay 
and equipment acquisition, and deferred maintenance for year:-round school 
facilities. Chapter 1261 limits the amount of anyone grant to $25 per pupil 
enrolled at a school, not to exceed $100,000 for anyone site. Chapter 931, 
Statutes of 1991 (AB 1247, Alpert), requires school districts to repay, with 
interest, any planning grant funds received for a school site that does not 
convert to a multi-track operation. 

. The department indicates that, in the current year, the Los Angeles, 
Unified School District (LAUSD) will receive approximately $2.6 million in 
one-time planning grant funds, for an estimated 60 school sites that were 
scheduled to begin as multi-track year-round schools in 1992-93. Information 
fromthe LAUSD, however, indicates that no new schools will be converted 
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to a multi-track schedule in 1992-93. Instead, the district will delay by one 
year the start-up of the 60 schools planned for multi-track operation in 1992-
93 until 1993-94. The budget, however, includes $2.6 million to provide 
planning grants for an additional 60 schools in the LAU5D. Because the 
LAU5D is planning to convert 60, rather than 120, schools to a multi-track 
schedule in 1993-94, and it already has received the planning grants for the~ 
60 schools, we recommend reducing the amount of funding for the one-ijrne 
grants by $2.6 million. 

Supplemental Grants 

We recommend that the Legislature not renew authority for the 
supplemental grants program, because providing "level-up" aid to equalize 
categorical program spending is directly contrary· to the intent of the 
categorical programs, for a savings of $185.4 million in 1992-93. (Reduce 
Item 6110-108-001 by $185.4 million.) 

Chapter 82, Statutes of 1989 (5B 98, Hart), and Ch 83/89 (AB 198, 
O'Connell) established the supplemental grants program. Under this 
program, school districts receiving below-average amounts of·· per-pupil 
funding from general-purpose school apportionments and 27 specified 
categorical aid programs are provided supplemental grant funds, not to 
exceed $100 per pupil. Essentially, the program provides funding to many 
districts that previously received below-average amounts of categorical aid. 
(Because general-purpose revenues are substantially equal as a result of state 
compliance with the Serrano decision, they have minimal effect on supple-
mental grant funding allocations.) . 

In 1990-91,476 districts received supplemental grants. Of these districts, 
37 percent received per-pupil grants of $90 or more, 47 percent received 
grants of between $25 and $90 per pupil, and 16 percent received grants of 
$25 per pupil or less . 

.. The program was established in 1989-90 and authorized in statute only 
through 1991-92. The budget proposes· to renew authority for the supple­
mental grants program and to continue the current-year level of funding for 
this program in the budget year - $185.4 million. 

In general, the intent of categorical program aid is to provide additional 
funding support to districts based on certain "needs." Needs related to such 
factors as poverty or limited proficiency in English ...... one or both of which 
are used to measure needs in the Economic Impact Aid and child nutrition 
programs - vary widely among districts and, consequently, so does the per­
pupil level of categorical aid. To provide supplemental grants to equalize the 
per-pupil level of categorical aid is directly contrary to the intent of the 
categorical aid programs. For this reason, we recommend that the Legisla~re 
allow the supplemental grants program to terminate, for a savings of 
$185.4 million. 
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,If the Legislature):hooses to renew the<statutory authority for the 
supplemental grants program or provide funding despite expiration of the 
statute; we recommend that it consider the following changes to the 
program. 

• Removetransportation, Economic Impact Aid, child nutrition, and five 
other specified programs from the list of 27 programs used to deter­
mine the allocation of supplemental grants. This is because the per­
pupil needs in these programs vary significantly among districts, and 
their inclusion does not promote the goal of achieving an equitable 
distribution of funds. ,This, action would reduce by several million 
dollars the amount needed to equalize funding for those programs 

'~'. r~maining on the list. . . '~, 

• Adopt a uniform policy on the amount' of local flexibility provided 
districts in the expenditure of both categorical funds and supplemental 
grants. 'Currently, categorical funds must be spent for the specific 

, >, program provided. Supplemental grants, however, may be spent for 
'" any of the 27 programs identified in the allocation list. As a: result, 
, districts that mostly receive traditional categorical aid are far more 
, restricted than districts that are having their level of categorical aid 
"leveled up" in the supplemental grant program. A uniform policy 

, would probably have no direct fiscal effect, but would result in a more 
equitable,'treatment of districts. ' 

A more detailed discussion of these two recommendations, and the 
supplemental grants program overall, appears in our Analysis of the 1990-91 
Budget Bill (please 'see pages 902-910). ' 

Healthy Start 

We recommend that the Legislature reduce General Fund support for this 
p,rogramby $38~illion to comply with funding policies set forth in current 
law. (Reduce Item 6110-200-001 by $38 million.) 

Chapter 759, Statutes of 1991 (SB 620, Presley), established the H~althy 
Start. Support Services .lor Children Act. This program provides matching 
grant.s to local education agencies (LEAs) and consortia of LEAs. These 
grants are\lseq to pay the, costs of planning or· operating programs that 
pr9vide support services to eligible students and their families at the school 
site. Grant' recipients mllst provid~ matching funds of $1 for every $4 
,received., 

, 'The 1991 Budget Act appropriated $20 millioh for this program. The 
departmenttransferred $llilillion of th~ available funds to state operati0I:\s 
for admirtistrative expenditures. The department reports thalit intends to 
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award the $19 million available for grants in the current year in June'1992, 
the deadline established by Chapter 759. 

The budget proposes to provide $40 million for the Healthy Start 
Program, including $1 million for state operations and $39 million fqrgrants. 
This .is an increase of $20 million (1~ percent) a1:>o~e thec:urr,e~t-y'ear 
fundmg level. In total, the amount avatlable over the two-year pencxi for 
grants would be $58 million under the budget proposal. ' 

Our review indicates that' the program needs' a total of $20 ,million; at 
most, for grants over the first two years of the program, not $58 million as 
assumed in the budget ($19 million in the 'current year and $39 m,illion in 
1992-93). This is because Chapter 759 specifies that no more than 100 local 
education agencies or consortia could participate during the firsf three years 
of the program. The maximum amount an agency can receive each year 'is 
$100,000, according to the department. Consequently, the maximum amount 
of funding required each year is $10 million." ' 

Therefore, we recommend the deletion of $38 million of the $39' million 
proposed in the budget year for grant awards. This leaves sufficient funding 
to support grant awards for two years of operation. ' ,'.. '.' .' , 

Prenatal Substance Abuse Education 

We recommend the deletion of $4 million requested from. the Gene1:al Fund 
for prenatal substance abuse education because schoo,ldistrictcosts are 
likely to be minot:. (R~duce Item 6110-183-001 by $4 million;) . ' 

Chapter 450, Statutes of 1990 (AB2822,' Woodruff), requires that 
instruction on the effects of alcohol, narcotics, and other dangerous 
substances upon prenatal development be included in the curriculum olall 
secondary schools. 

The budget proposes to provide $4 million to support school district costs 
of providing this instruction. This amount is a continuation of the current­
year funding level. . 

In our analysis of the current-year budget, we recommended' that the 
Legislature reject the funding proposal for this program. We continue to 
recommend the deletion of this funding for three. reasons: 

First, the department .has already prepared curriculum materials 
addressing the issues, cited in Chapter 540, and is planning tod,i~tribute 
these to school districts, using existing funds. Consequently, school districts 
should not incur additional costs for developing such materials. ' 

Second, it is not clear that districts will incur any significant ,cosh; to 
integrate this information into their existing health curricula. To' the extent 
that districts do incur any costs, they may submit claims for funding through 
the existing mandated cost reimbursement process. 
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. Third, when Chapter 540 was enacted, we could find no evidence that the 
Legislature intended to ill'lplement a program costing $4 million annually. 
OUr analy~is of AB 2822 indicated that school districts could incur unknown, 
but, probaoly-minor, costs for carrying out the requirements of that 
legiSlation. 

,Proposed Elimination of Proposition 99 Funds 

If the Legislature wishes to restore funding for SDE ... administered health 
education programs from Proposition 99 funds, it must either reduce 
Department of H~alth Services (DHS) health education programs or identify 
a different funding source for Medi-Cal perinatal services • 

. . The budget proposes to eliminate SDE-administered health education pro­
grams funded from the Health Education Account of the Cigarette and 
Tobacco Products Surtax Fund (Proposition 99 funds), and use these funds, 
instead, primarily to support the Medi-Cal perinatal program (Item 4260). 
SDE programs were funded at $27.2 million in the current year. Proposition 
99 specifies that Health Education Account (HEA) funds shall be available 
only for programs for the prevention and reduction of tobacco use, primarily 
among children, through school and community health education programs. 

Budget Proposat The budget estimates that resources available for the 
HEA will decrease'from $155 million in 1991-92 to $116 million in 1992-93, 
which represents a $39 million, or 25 percent, decrease. This decrease reflects 
reductions of (1) $34 million in one-time carryover funds that were available 
in the current year and (2) $5 million in tobacco tax revenues and interest 
earnings. 

The budget reflects the following significant funding changes in the 
current yE:!ar: 

• The enactment of proposed legislation to use $31.6 million for Medi­
Cal perinatal programs administered by the Department of Health 
Services (DHS). 

• The elimination of $16 million for an anti-smoking media campaign 
administered by the DHS. 

• The reduction of $6.4 million in SDE programs. This leaves $20.8 
million for the SDE in the current year, including $20.2 million in local 
assistance and $582,000 in state operations. 

The budget indicates that the administration will seek legislation to 
implement these changes. 
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For 1992-93, the budget proposes a net $39 million reduction in HEA 
expenditures, transfers, and reserves below revised current-year levels. ~s 
reflects a decrease of $20;8 million to eliminate the health education 
programs administered by the SDE, an increase of $8 million for Medi:.'Cal 
perinatal programs proposed for enactment in the current year, and a variety 
of changes in other programs. 

Options for 1992-93. In enacting Ch 278/91 (AB 99, Isenberg), which 
reauthorized various Proposition 99-funded programs, the Legislature,;did 
not contemplate eliminating theSDE .. program :,in 1992-93. In fact, the 

. measure requires the SDE to undertake a comprehensive evaluation ofthe 
program involving data from the current year through 1993-94. This 

. evaluation is underway. 

However, there are not sufficient funds in the HEA to both"continue 
existing programs and fund the proposed Medi-Cal perinatal 'program.; Our 
review indicates that the Legislature has the following major options if it 
wishes to restore funding for SDE-administered HEA programs: 

• Identify a different funding source to support expenditures for, Medi­
Cal perinatal programs. This would free up $39.6 million in 199,2-93. 

• Reduce or delete DH5-administered grants to local agencies for tobacco 
use prevention and reduction programs. This would make up to $20.5 
million available in the HEA in 1992-93. . 

• Reduce or delete the DH5-administered competitive grants program for 
nonprofit organizations to provide health education and promotion 
activities. This would make up to $13.8 million available in the HEA 
in 1992-93. 

We recommend that the Legislature consider the proposed elitnination of 
HEA funds for SDE programs in light of its overall priorities for the use of 
these funds. 

We discuss the DHS programs in more detail in our write-up of the DfIs 
(Item 4260). 

State Operations 
The budget generally proposes to continue current-year funding levels 

with the exception of several reductions in special fund progrtf-ms. 

The budget proposes $158 million from all funds for Department of 
Education state operations, including $87.1 million from the GeneralFund. 
Funding from all sources is proposed to decline by $13.2 million, a reduction 
of 9.1 percent. General Fund support is proposed to decline by $12 milliori, 
a reduction of 16 percent. These reductions primarily are due to (1) a 
proposal to fund the state diagnostic schools through reimbursements ($8.9 
million), (2) a reduction of $3.4 million in one-time costs to pay a federal 
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audit exception, and (3) phase-out of $1.6 million in funding from the State 
Legalization Impact Assistance Grant and tobacco tax funds. Table 21 shows 
the changes in detail. . 

1991-92 Expenditures (revised) $87,082 $70,889 $157,971 

Baseline adjustments 
Delete audit exception funds -$3,350 -$3,350 
Price increase for operating expenses 

and equipment , $216 217 
Program reductions to fund price 
. increases (204) (204) 

Miscellaneousone.-time adjustment" 89 248 337 
Program changes 

School restructuring staff -255 -255 
Fund state diagnostic Schools 

through reimbursements -8,920 -8,920 
Positions at Riverside 

special school 400 400 
Phase out of State Leaalization 

Impact Assistance rant -$1,000 -1,000 
Transfer tobacco tax funds -582 

1992-93 Expenditures (proposed) $75,047 $69,771 $144,818 

Change from 1991-92 
Amount -$12,035 -$1,118 -$13,153 
Percent -16.0% -1.6% -9.1% 

We discuss the diagnostic schools proposal in the special education 
section of this analysis. 

As indicated in the budget overview, the budget proposes to continue 
unallocated reductions imposed in the current year. These reductions total 
8 percent of the General Fund state operations budget, and 4.6 percent of the 
state operations budget from all sources in the current year. We discuss the 
impact of unallocated reductions on statedepartments,generally, in our 
companion volume: The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues. 
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California State Library, 
Item 6120 

General Program Statement 
The California State Library (1) maintains reference and research materials 

for state government, (2) provides support to local public libraries, and (3) 
coordinates statewide efforts on numerous programs like the California 
Literacy Campaign. The library is funded primarily from the General Fund 
(around 70 percent) and federal funds (25 percent). 

Overview of ,the Budget Request 
The budget request is a continuation of the current-:year funding level., 

• 'J 

The total funding requested for the California State Library in 1992-93 is 
$50.4 million. This is an increase of $45,000 (less than 0;1 percent) above the 
current-year funding level. . 

The State Library, along with many other agencies, has been subject to a 
variety of reductions over the. past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 7.2 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 5.3 percent of the State Library's total budget from all funds.) 
This reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our companion 
document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the impact 
of these reductions on various agencies. 

The proposed budget includes $3,627,000 to continue funding the new Re­
search Service' Bureau at its current-year funding level. The Legislature 
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approved this amount in the 1991 Budget Bill to establish a "Legislative" 
Research Service Bureau. In signing the Budget Bill, however, the Governor 
removed the word "Legislative" because the State Library is part of the 
Executive Branch. 

California State Summer School for the Arts 
Item 6255 

General Program Statement 
The California State Summer School for the Arts (CSSSA) is a residential 

program in which talented high school students receive artinstruction from 
professional artists. Students from throughout the state compete for 
approximately 400 openings, and choose fromsix diSciplines: dance, music, 
theater arts, visual arts, creative writing, and film/video. 

The,CSSSA is funded by the state General Fund; private contributions and 
student fees. Funding for the CSSSA does not count towards meeting 
Proposition 98 requirements. 

Overview of the Budg~t Request 
nie budget proposes to support the' CSSSA at the current-year funding 

level. 

The budget proposes $1.2 million to. support the.CSSSA. Thfs.a,mount 
includes $622,000 from the General Fund and $535,000 from cash, in-kind 
contributions, and student fees. These amounts are the same as the current­
year funding level. 

This program, along with many state agencies, has been subject to a 
variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 10 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 5.8 percent of the program's total budget from all funds.) This 
reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our companion 
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document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the impact 
of these reductions on various departments. 

California State Council on Vocational Education 
"Item 6320 

General Program Statement 
The California State Council on Vocational Education plans, evaluates, 

and provides guidance on statewide vocational education· programs . and 
services. The council receives around two-thirds of its funding from federal 
sources, and the remaining funding from the General Fund. 

Overview of the Budget Reque~t 
The budget proposes no workload or program changes for the council. 

The budget proposes expenditures of $317,000 from state and federal 
funds to support the council in 1992-93. This is'an increase of $1,000 above 
estiinated expenditures in the current year. ' " 

The council, along with many other agencies, has been subject to a variety 
of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an unallocated 
reduction of 11 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This reduction 
is 3.6 percent of the council's total budget from all funds.) This reduction is 
proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our companion document, The 
1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the impact of these 
reductions on various departments. 
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California Occupafionallnformafion 
CoordinafingCommiffee' 

Item 6330 

General Program statement 

Item 6330 

. .TlW California Occupational Information. Coordinating Committee is 
.respo~ible· for the development.of the California OccupCltionalInformation 
System, which 'provides occupational planning and gUidance to educational 
instituti.ons,the EmplQYment Development Department, and private 
industry. The committee is supp.orted entirely from federal funds. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget proposes no workload or program changes for the agency. 

The bri4get proposes expenditures ot $272,000 from federal funds to 
support the committee in 1992-93. This is.a d~crease of $3,000, or L1 
percent, from estimated expenditures in the current year. 
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School Facilities Aid Programs 
Item 6350 

, , 
GenerQI ProgrQm Statemel')f 

School facilities aid programs provide state assistance for (1) construction 
of new schools; (2) modernization, air conditioning, and deferred mainte­
nance for existing schools; and (3) leasing of portable dassrooms. Please see 
our analysis of these programs in the capital outlay section of this Analysis, 
whiCh is in the back portion of this document. 

Commission on Teacher Credentialing 
Item 6360 
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Findings and Recommendations 

1. Fund Reserve Below Historical Levels. Additional informa­
tion should be available in the spring regarding. an appropri­
ate reserve level for the Teacher Credentials Fund. 

2. Teacher Assignment Monitoring Mandate; Recommend the 
enactment of . legislation either eliminating the mandate or 
reducing the frequency of reviews of teacher classroom 
assignments, because substantial progress has now been made 
in curtailing abuses. 

General Program Statement 

Item 6360 

Analysis 
Page 
85 

86 

The Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) is responsible for 
developing standards and procedures for credentialing teachers and school 
administrators. The CTC also (1) administers credential-related examinations 
and (2) oversees the process for accrediting teacher-training programs. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The proposed budget for the eTC contains increased funding for the 

Paraprofessional Teacher Training Program, offset by elimination of funding 
for one-time special studies· and activities. 

The budget proposes appropriations for the CTC of $14 million, which 
generally reflects a continuation of its current-year spending level. Within 
this spending level, however, the budget proposes to increase funding for 
several new programs and activities, and to decrease funding for others. 

Specifically, the budget proposes $500,000 from the Genera1.Fund and 
$148,000 from the Teacher Credentials Fund for a new piIofprograin, the 
Paraprofessional Teacher Training Program, which was established by 
Ch 1444/90 (SB 1636, Roberti). These funds would be allocated to participat­
ing school districts to provide support and financial assistance to paraprofes­
sionals who wish to enroll in a teacher training program. The budget also 
proposes $102,000 from the Teacher Credentials Fund for theCTC to develop 
and adopt new teaching standards for adult and vocational education. 

These increases would be offset by the elimination of funding for one-time 
special studies and limited-term positions. 
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Analysis and Recommendations 

Fund Reserve Below Historical Levels 

Additional. information should be available in the spring regarding an 
appropriate reserve level for the Teacher' Credentials Fund.' , 

, .. ">.' , 

Chapter 572, Statutes of 1986 (AB 3843, Clute), requires the Department 
of Finance (DOF) and the Legislative Analyst, as part of the annual budget 
review process, to evaluate the reserve level in the Tea,cherCredentials Fund. 
A reserve is necessa,ry because of potential fluctuations in revenues. 

Estimated Reserve Levels. The budget proposes a reserve in the fund of 
$1.3 million, which is 10 percent of the commission's proposed I operating 
budget. These figures, however, include revenues related to a restricted 
account within the fund that are generated by examination fees. Because 
these funds are intended only to suppbrtactivities related to test develop­
ment and adminis~ration, they should be excluded ,from the reserve 
calculations. With this adjustment, our analysis indicates that the budget 
actually proposes a reserve of only 1.6 percent. 

. Historically, the CTC has maintained a reserve. in the fund of at least 
21 percent. This level was established by theDOFin response to a 1984 
legislative directive after a sudden drop in revenues threatened the viability 
of the fund. 

In order to rebuild a reserve to the historical level, the CTC would need 
to increase credential fees from $60 to approximately $85. The CTC could not 
implement a fee increase of this magnitude under its existing authority. 
Under its existing authority, 'it could increase fees by $5 per applicant, 
thereby raising the fund reserve to 8 percent (assuming the fee increases are 
effective throughout1992-93). It may, therefore, be necessary for theLegisla­
ture to.authorize the CTC to raise fees more th~m the $5 currently allowed. 
On the other hand, it is not clear that.,a reserve level as high as 21 percent 
i~. still necessary, given that credential revenues have not fluctuated much 
oyer the last several years. . . 

Additional Information Will Be Forthcoming. TheCTCadvises that it will 
be preparing an analysis for release this spring as to what reserve level 
should now be considered "prudent." We believe that the Legislature should 
review this analysis ---as well as revised revenue' forecasts that will be 
avaiIablein May - before taking any specific act jon to authorize additional 
fee increases. We will provide the Legislature additional comments on this 
issue, as appropriate, during budget hearings. 
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Teacher Assignment Monitoring Mandate 

We recommend the enactment of legislation either eliminating the 
mandate or reducing the frequency "of reviews of teacher classroom 
assignments, because substantial progress has now been made in curtailing 
abuses. 

Chapter 1376, Statutes of 1987 (SB 435, Watson), established specific 
procedures that local education agencies must follow in order to ensure that 
teachers are not assigned to teach subjects in which they are not properly 
credentialed. Prior to the enactment of Chapter 1376, each school district was 
responsible for developing its own procedures for ensuring that teachers 
were properly assigned. Some districts assigned this responsibility to each 
school principal, while others used district personnel to review assignments 
against the specific credential held by each teacher. 

In 1986, the CTC conducted a study that found that school administrators 
had improperly assigned as many as 8 percent of the teachers in the state. 
According to this study, the main causes of misassignments were (1) a lack 
of awareness, on the part of school administrators, of various changes that 
the Legislature had made over time to the laws governing credentialirtgand 
(2) imbalances in the regional supply and demand for teachers in certain 
subject areas, such as mathematics. 

In order to better enforce the laws governing credentialing, Chapter 1376 
required the legality of each assignment to be annually verified by both the 
school principal and a district personnel administrator. The personnel 
administrator is specifically required to check the assignments of each 
teacher against the provisions of the teacher's credential. In addition, the 
legislation required each county office of education to review the assignment 
practices of one-third of the districts within its jurisdiction each year. 

Commission on State Mandates Action. The Contra Costa County Office 
of Education filed a test claim with the Commission on State Mandates 
(COSM) on December 10, 1988, asserting that it should be funded for the 
additional local costs associated with Chapter 1376. In response to this test 
claim, the COSM found that Chapter 1376 imposed an "increased level of 
service" on both school districts and county offices of education, and 
subsequently adopted a cumulative cost estimate of $12.6 million for the 
period of 1987-88 through 1990-91, based on a survey of local costs. It 
proposed $15 million in the 1991 claims bill, including $2.4 million for 1991-
92 costs. 

The COSM estimate included costs for years not covered by the mandate. 
Due to this problem and a number of other technical problems with the 
COSM's cost estimate, the Legislature appropriated only $4 million to fund 
this mandate through 1991-92, a reduction of 73 percent. 
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Review of the Governor's Budget Proposal. The Governor's Budget 
proposes $630,000 from the General Fund (in Item 8885) in order to fund this 
mandate in 1992-93. This amount is based on the COSM's cost estimate for 
1991-92 ($2.4 million), reduced by 73 percent. Our analysis indicates that 
there is no analytic basis for applying the reduction mandated by the 
Legislature to the COSM's cost estimate for 1991-92. The Legislature's 
reduction in the cumulative cost estimate primarily affected costs for earlier 
years, not costs for 1991-92. We do not have any basis for believing 1991-92 
costs will be reduced by 73 percent below the COSM's estimate. Accordingly, 
we believe that the proposed amount for 1992-93, which is based on the 
budget's assumptions regarding 1991-92 costs, probably understates the 
actual reimbursable costs of this mandate. 

Because, however, the actual number of claims that local education 
agencies will file against the state is not yet known, for either prior-year 
costs or future ongoing costs, we have no firm basis for recommending an 
alternative amount. 

Review 01 Current Law. Current law (Ch 1256/80, SB 90,Russell) requires 
the Legislative Analyst to review any mandate that the Legislature has 
recently funded for the first time, and to determine whether the mandate 
should be repealed or modified in light of the state's future fiscal liability. 

Our review of Chapter 1376 indicates that it did impose a higher level of 
service on school districts and county offices. Consequently, the state should 
reimburse local education agencies for their costs of complying with it. 
Second, the mandate serves a statewide interest in helping to ensure that 
teachers are properly qualified. Third, this interest is best served through a 
state-level mandate because leaving the responsibility for teacher assign­
ments to local education agencies has in the past led to abuses. 

Finally, the mandate has been effective in reducing these abuses. 
Specifically, the rate of misassignments decreased from 8 percent prior to the 
enactment of Chapter 1376 to 3 percent in 1989-90, which is the latest year 
for which data are available. It is likely that the rate has significantly de­
creased even further since 1989-90, due to continued efforts on the part of 
the CTC and county offices both to enforce the law and to educate school 
administrators on the intricacies of the statutes governing credentialing. 

Cost of Mandate Can Be Reduced. Although the mandate has been benefi­
cial, our review of the mandate indicates that the Legislature could now 
achieve these benefits at a lower cost. Specifically, because much progress 
has been made in remedying the problem, we believe school districts will 
require less monitoring in the future than has been necessary to date. In 
order to eliminate unnecessary monitoring, and to avoid costs at both the 
state and local levels, the Legislature could either (1) modify the mandate to 
reduce the frequency of reviews by both county offices and school districts 
or (2) eliminate the mandate and find another way to enforce credentialing 
laws. 
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. COMMISSION ON TEACHER CREDENTIALIN~ontlnued 

• .' Specifi~ally, in counties that are found to have misassignment rates that 
fall below a certail) level (2 percent, for example), one option would pe to 

. require (l) districts to review only one-half of their schools annually and 
(2) county offices of education to review only one-fifth of their districts 
annually: .The schools and school districts to be included in these reviews 
could ·be selected at random, so that a school principal would not know in 
advane;:e, when formulating the teacher assignment schedule, whether his or 
her school will be reviewed. Such a practice would thus help discourage any 
future intentional violations without requiring the same level of monitoring 
as is mandated by current law. 

Adoption of this option would reduce reimbursable costs by about half. 
We w()Uldno~ recommend, however, that the Legislature reduce the amount 
,of funding proposed in the Governor's Budget, bec~use - as we discuss 
above - that amount is probably insufficient to fully fund the level of .costs 
associated with the existing mandate. Rather, the Legislature could address 
this,underfunding by modifying the mandate to reduce local costs. 

An alternative option would be to eliminate the mandate entirely, and 
r~quire the CTC, in conjunction with the Department of Education, to find 
less costly ways of monitofing compliance with existing law, for example, 
through spot checks in conjunction with existing school compliance reviews. 
This option would result in' General Fund savings of $630,000 in 1992-93. 

, ( 
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I±l 
I±l $17 million for enrollment increases 

I±l $13 million for price increases and equipment 

I±l $13 million for employee benefit increases 

I±l $12 million for revenue bonds and maintenance of new space 

EJ $60 million to reflect an increase in student fees 

EJ $7 million reduction to the Office of the President 

[±] $155 million for student enrollment (new and current) 

I±l $50 million for program improvements 

[±] $38 million for a 1.5 percent cost-of-living increase 

[±] $10 million for a reserve 

[±] $8 million for revenue bond payments 

EJ $9 million for deferred maintenance 

EJ 
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e Potential' CCC Savings of $100 Million. Enactment of legislation 
providing that students with more than 90 credits would not be 
counted as part of CCC enrollment for apportionment purposes would 
allow savings of $100 million (assuming that 5 percent of current 
enrollmen.t falls into this category)~ This savings could be redirected to 
other comm1.l,nity college priorities. (See Item 6870, California Commu­
nity Colleges.) 

e ,Stude".t Fees,Course Offerings, Financial Aid. The budget proposes 
studentfee increases for the UC, the CSU, Hastings College of the Law, 
and the California Maritime Academy. There is no fee increase 
proposal for the CCc. The budget lea.ves the decision to increase CSU 
fees to the trustees. We recommend that in reviewing the CSU 
allocation plan for any fee revenues resulting from the pending 
increase, the Legislature consider (n the needs of enrolled students to 
find suitable course offerings and (2) the need for additional State 
University Grants for financial aid. (See Item 6610, California State 
University.) 

e Cal Grant Shortfall of $19.2 Million. While the Governor's Budget 
supports student fee increases for, the UC and the CSU, the budget 
does not provide increases in Cal Grant award levels to offset these fee 
increases. We estimate a shortfall of $19.2 million in the Cal Grant 
program~ (See Item 7980, Student Aid Commission.) 

eUCand CSU Faculty Workl~ad. We recommend that,the Legislature 
request the CSU adIl}inistration and California Faculty Association to 
defer aplanned one-unit reduction in teaching workload in 1992-93. 
This workload reduction would exacerbate the access problems facing 
CSU students. We also recommend that the Legislature request the UC 
faculty to increase the number of courses taught from the current five 
courses to' six. Full implenientationof this. recommendation would 
result in anmiaJ.savings of approximately $47 million. (See Items 6440 
and 6610, University of California and California State University.) 

'eFtlcultySalary Methodology Chtlnge Would Save $17 Million. Our 
review of the methodology used for UC faculty salary comparisons 
fouiidthala"weighted" appro(lch, like that used for CSU faculty 
salarycoiriparisons, makes more sense then the current "unweighted" 
UCapproach. Thisreconimendationwould provide future annual 
savings of approximately $17 million. (See Item 6440, University of 

'. California.) 
" eState'CouldSave ,Dollars by Redirection to Community Colleges. 

Enactment of legislation to establish a policy whereby the UC and the 
CSU would admit qualified freshmen but redirect a, portion of them, 
on a voluntary basis,' to enrolI in specific community colleges; would 
,allow annual savings· of approximately $25 million, beginning in 
1993-94. (See Item 6440, University of California.) 
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California Postsecondary Education Commission 
Item 6420 

General Program Statement 
The California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) is an 

advisory body to the Legislature responsible for planning, evaluation,' and 
coordination of postsecondary education policy. Among its major responsi­
bilities are review of proposed capital projects, evaluation of higher 
education 'budget requests, updating a five-year plan for postsecondary 
education, and inaintaininga statewide postsecondary information system. 

The commission is supported primarily from the General Fund. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The proposed 'budget is' essentially a workload budget. 

The budget proposes total expenditures of $8.8 million for support of the 
commission. This ,is a net decrease of $52,000, or 0.6 percent, from estimated 
current-year expenditures. This decrease results from a reduction in salaries 
and benefits, partially offset by an increase in operating expenses and 
equipment. 

The commission, along with many, other agencies, has been subject to a 
variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 16 percent from the commission's General Fund 
state operations budget in 1991-92. (This reduction is 15 percent of the 
commission's state operations budget from all funds.) This reduction is 
proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our companion document, The 
J992-93 Budget: Perspectives and ISsues, we discUss the impact of these 
reductions on various departments. 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

The Universifyof California 
Item 6440 

MAJOR ISSUES 

Item 6440 

~' Budget Gap. Despite afundirig gap of $124 million, the 
University of California will be able to serve all Master 
Plan-eligible undergraduate students and to expand its 
graduate enrollments in 1992-93. 

~ Fee Increase. Budget proposes a $550 (24 percent) 
increase In resident student fees. Without the ,fee 
increase, the budget gap increases to $184 million. 

~ Faculty Workload. If Unlversity.of California faculty in-
. crease the number of CQurses taught during a year 
from the current five courses to six the state COLJld save 
$7.~ million in 1992-93. Full implementation would result· 
In annual savings of approximately $47 million. 

~ Redirection to Community Colleges. Enactment of 
legislation to establish q policy.whereby the UniversitY 

. ofCalifqrnia and the California State University admit 
qualified freshmen but redirect a portion of them, on a 
voluntary basis, to enroll in specific community colleges, 
would allow annual savings ,of approximately $25 
million beginning in 1993-94. 
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Findings and Recommendations 

1. Budget Shortfall. Despite a funding gap of $124 million, the 
UnivE!rsity of California (UC) will be able to serve all Master 
Plan-eligible undergraduate students and to expand, its 
graduate enrollments in 1992-93. 

Analysis 
Page 
103 

2.' Student Fees. The budget proposes a student fee increase of ' l05 
$550, (24 percent) but does not propose Budget Bi1llanguage" 
to suspend existing statutory limitations on student fee 
increases exceeding 10 percent. 

3. Increase Faculty Teaching By One Course Per Year. Reduce 106 
Item 6440-001-001 by $7.5 Million and 147 New Positions. 
Recommend that· the Legislature request UC faculty' to 
increase the number of courses taught during a year from the 
current level of five courses to six courses per year; fora 
savings of $7.5 million in 1992-93., 

4. Faculty Salary Methodology Change Would· Save 107 
$17 Million Annually. Recomm~nd the. adoptipl}.of supple­
Il).ental report language directing,the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission (CPEC) to use the same "weighted" 
approach in the calculation of parity level salaries for UC as 
that used in the calculation of parity salaries for the California 
State University, for future annual state savings of approxi-
mately $17 million. ' , 

5. Redirection to Community Colleges Could Save Dollars for 109 
State. Recommend the enactment of legislation to e~tablish a " . 
policy whereby the UC and the CSU would admitqua:lified, : 
freshmen but redirect a portion of them, on a voluntary basis, 
to enroll in specifiC community colleges, allowing 'anImal st"te 
savings of approximately $25 millioJ;\. beginning in 1993-94. , 

6. Clear Intent Needed on Community College Transfers. 
Recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report 

"language which expresses its interil that the UC and the CSU 
continue to accept at least the same number of community 
college transfer students in 1992-93 as each segment accepted 
in 1990-91. 

111 

7. Proposed Use of Proposition' 99 Funds. The proposal to 112 
transfer $15 million fro~ ,the Research Account, Cigarette and 
Tobacco (C&T) Products Surtax Fund, from the UC to the 
Medi:'Cal Program would require voter approval because the 
proposal exterids the '!-ccount's purposes beyond those 
specified in Proposition 99. 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-Contlnued 

General Program Statement 
The University of California (UC) includes eight general campuses and 

one health science campus. The university has three law schools, five 
medical schools, two dental schools, and one school of veterinary medicine. 
It has sole authority among public institutions to award doctoral degrees in 
all disciplines, although it may award joint doctoral degrees with the 
California State University. Admission of first-year students to the UC is 
limited· to the top one-eighth (12.5 percent) of California's high school 
graduates. 

The primary funding source for the UC's instructional programs is the 
state General Fund. Other important funding sources are (1) federal funds 
for research and. three Department of Energy laboratories and (2) patient 
service revenues for teaching hospital operations. 

Overview of. the Budget Request 
The proposed UC budget includes a variety of workload and cost-related 

proposals which are funded primarily by a resident student fee increase. 

Table 1 shows that the budget proposes expenditures from all funds of 
$9.8 billion for UC in 1992-93. 

The University of California 
Budget Summary 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars In millions) 

Expenditures 
Budgeted Programs 

Instruction $1,566.1 
Research 257.4 
Public service 98.7 
AcademiC support 391.9 
Teaching hospitals 1,458.7 
Student services 205.2 
Institutional support 331.1 
Operation and maintenance 275.7 

$1,709.9 $1,746.8 $36.8 2.2% 
243.7 228.6 -15.1 -6.2 

90.9 90.9 
430.1 443.2 13.1 3.0 

1,583.5 1,685.8 102.2 6.5 
198.0 198.0 
321.4 321.4 
307.8 311.4 3.5 1.2 

Continued 
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Auxiliary. enterprises .359.8. 384.8 25.0 7.0 
Special Regents' Program 49.5 83.5 

, 
89.1 5.6 6.8 

Unallocated adjustments 19.0 -49.6 36.6 _8 

Subtotals ($5,088.5) ($5,396.0) ($5,673.7) ($277.7) (5.1%) 
Extramural Programs 

Extramural research $1,443.0 $1,551.8 $1,665.8 $114.0 7.3% 
Department of Energy 

Laboratories 
Subtotals 

Totals $8,789.6 $9,318.8 $9,829.5 $510.7 5.5% 

Budgeted Programs 
General Fund $2,135.7 $2,105.6 $2,136.6 $31.0 1.5% 
State Transportation Fund 1.0 1.0 1.0 
Califomia Water Fund 0.1 0.1 -0.1 ~100.0 

Ci~arette and Tobacco Products 
urtax Fund 31.9 26.9 11.9 -15.0 -55.9 

Capital Outlay Bond Fund (1990) 3.0 
Lottery Education Fund 18.6 14.5 14.5 
Federal funds 9.4 13.4 13.4 
Hi~her education income and 471.7 580.3 669.2 88.9 15.3 

ees 
University funds 2,417.1 2,654.4 2,827.2 172.9 6.5 

Extramural Programs 
Federal funds $3,064.0 $3,233.4 $3,412.8 . $179.4 5.5% 
Other funds 637.0 689.4 743.0 53.6 7.8 

Personnel-Years 58,901 57,299 57,674 375 0.7% 

The budget proposes General Fund expenditures of·. $2.1 billion; or 22 
percent of total UC expenditures. The budget proposes: (l)a GeneralFund 
increase of $31 million (1.5 percent) and (2) a $60 million net increase in 
studentJee revenue as a result of a resident studentfee increase of $,550 per 
student. Table 2 shows the proposed allocation of this additional $91 million 
in 1992-93. 



VII -1Q21 HIGHER EDUCATION Item 6440 

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-Continued 

The major changes in Table 2'are: (1) merit salary increases for faculty and 
staff ($46 million), (2) price adjustments and equipment purchases ($13 
million), (3) enrollment-related increases ($17 million), and (4) revenue bond 
and new space-related expenses ($12 million). The budget also proposes ~ 
General Fund reduction of $6.6 million in the administrative costs in the UC 
Office of the President. 

1991-92 Expenditures (revised) 

Baseline adjustments 
Full-year cost of 1991-92 benefit increases 
1991-92 faculty merit increases 
1992-93 faculty merit increases 
1992-93 staff merit increases 
Price adjustments 
Instructional equipment replacement 
UC income adjustment 

Workload changes 
Undergraduate enrollment increase 
Graduate enrollment increase 

. H,ealth science enrollment increase 
Library staff related to enrollment increase 
Financial aid for new undergraduates 
Maintenance for new space 

Other changes 
Annuitant benefit increases for 1992-93 
Office of the President reduction 
Additional lease paymeots on revenue bonds 
Increase in resident student fees 

1992-93 Expenditures (proposed) 

Change from 1991-92 
Amount 
Percent 

$2,105.6 

$7.4 
17.0 
17.0 
11.9 
10.2 
3.0 

-3.0 

$8.4 
5.6 
1.3 
1.0 
0.9 
3.5 

$5.1 
-6.6 
8.3 

-60.0 

$2,136.6 

$31.0 
1.5% 



Ite1')16440 HIGHER EDUCATION I VII • 103 

Table 1 also shows that the budget proposes to reduce funding from the 
Research Account of the Cigarette and Tobacco Products Surtax Fund by 
$15 million (56 percent). The UC uses these funds to support a statewide 
program of tobacco-related disease research. These research funds are 
derived from revenue raised from the surtax on tobacco products .that was 
enacted with the passage of Proposition 99 in November 1988. The budget 
redirects this $15 million to address the needs ·of state-supported medical 
care. 

The university, along with many state departments, has been subject to 
a variety of unallocated reductions over the past several years. In 1991.92, 
the university was subject to reductions totaling $117 million from the 
General Fund (part of which was unallocated, with the remainder allocated 
to broad spending categories). This reduction is 5.5 percent of the UC's 
General Fund budget. We discuss the impact of unallocated reductions on 
various state agencies in our companion document, The 1992-93 Budget: 
Perspectives and Issues. 

Analysis and Recommendations 

Budget Shortfall 

Despite a funding gap of $124 million, the UC will be able to serve all 
Master Plan-eligible undergraduate students and to expand its graduate 
enrollments in 1992-93. 

In this section, we discuss the effects of the current-year budget actions 
and budget-year proposals on educational services and the university's 
ability to meet Master Plan enrollment goals. 

Effect of the Current-Year Budget Actions. The 199.1 Budget Act reduced 
UC General Fund appropriations by $30 million (1.4 percent). This reduction 
was offset by revenues of $91 million from fee increases. Even with a net 
increase of $61 million due to the fee increase, we estimate that the 1991-92 
UC budget is $174 million short of the amount required to serve the 150,000 
full-time equivalent (FTE) students budgeted. 

Table 3 summarizes the levels of FTE students for the past, current, and 
budget years. The 150,000 FTE enrollment upon which the current-year 
budget is based assumes that the uniyersity would serve all Master Plan­
eligible students. This enrollment le.vel is lower than the 1990-91 total, when 
the UC served slightly more than the top 12.5 percent of high school 
students. The table shows that the university has not reduced its enrollment 
to the extent anticipated in the budget. 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-Continued 
'-

The University of California 
Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Students ' 
(Three-QuarterlTwo Semester Average) 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

Campus' 
Berkeley 28,620 27,496 28,214 
Davis 22,861 21,265 21,979 
Irvine 16,082 15,692 15,928 

Los Angeles 32,501 30,960 32,194 
Riverside 8,185 8,326 8,357 
San Diego 16,965 16,481 16,956 
San Francisco 3,962 3,450 3,450 
Santa Barbara 17,453 17,073 17,439 
Santa Cruz 

Totals 155,796 150,210 154,387 
. Student categories 

Undergraduates 115,517 112,455 115,596 
Postbaccalaureate 944 975 953 
Graduate 26,798 25,170 
Health Sciences 12,537 

Item 6440 

27,910 414 
21,637 372 
16,043 351 
31,420 460 

8,523 197 
16,848 367 ' 

3,480 30 
17,367 294 

215 

152,910 2,700 

113,955 1,500 
975 -

26,270 1,100 
11710 100 

Despite the budget shortfall, the university is accommodating about 4,100 
more",FTEs than are budgeted in 1991-92 because it has taken cuts in areas 
that do not have a serious short-term effect on the educational program (for 
instance, salary and merit increases and instructional equipment). Our field 
visits'to DC campuses this past fall" found little impact on course offerings. 
While'some. campusesconsolide'lted course offerings, students told us that 
the. current year Was no worse than prior years with regard to finding 
appropriate classes. In fact, on one campus we found that the number of 
students ,bbtaining their first choices in courses actually improved over the 
prior year. This lack of a significant current-year impact on UC's education 
program contrasts markedly with that of the California State University 
(please see Item 6610). 

Impact of Fee Increases. The 1991 Budget Act allowed a student fee 
increase of $650 (40 percent). The impact of this fee increase on students is 
difficult to assess. Our campus discussions with students this past fall 
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revealed that by the time the fee increase was adopted students had already 
made plans to attend the Uc. In the Supplemental Report to the 1991 Budget 
Act, the Legislature directed the California Postsecondary Education 
Commission (CPEC) to prepare a review of the state's student fee and 
financial aid policies by April IS, 1992. We anticipate that this report will 
provide pertinent information on the effects of the recent fee increases on 
. access to the Uc. The report, however, will not include information on 
student income levels, because income data will not be available untinate 
summer 1992. . 

Budget Compared to Current Service Level. We estimate that the proposed 
1992-93 General Fund funding level for the UC is approximately $124 million 
below the level needed to maintain its current 1991-92 service level. Our 
estimate is based on full funding of faculty and staff salaries and benefits 
under existing formulas, instructional equipment replacement, and growth 
in enrollment to accommodate all Master Plan-eligible students; (The 
shortfall would be $184 million were it not for the fee increase proposal.) 

As with the current year, the university proposes to deal with the shortfall 
in ways that minimize short-term impacts on the educational program. For 
example, the amount budgeted for UC faculty salaries falls· short by $50 
million of the amount necessary for salary parity with comparable universi­
ties, and the UC's price increase and instructional equipment cost needs are 
underfunded by $23 million in comparison to projected price increases and 
equipment replacement formulas. By addressing the shortfall in these ways, 
the UC will be able to serve all Master Plan-eligible undergraduate students 
and expand its graduate enrollments in 1992-93 over the budgeted current­
year level by 1,100 (see Table 3). 

Student Fees 

The budget proposes a student fee increase of $550 (24 percent) but does 
not propose Budget Bill language to suspend existing statutory limitations 
on student fee increases exceeding 10 percent; 

The proposed budget includes a student fee increase of $550 per student 
(24 percent). This fee would increase resources available to the UC by $84 
million. The UC proposes to use $19.3 million (23 percent) of this revenue 
for university-based financial aid to offset the fee increase for needy 
students. In past years the UC allocated 20 percent of fee increases for 
needy students. The increase in' aid is based on the projected increase of 
students who will become needy based on the new fee level. (This financial 
aid increase does not offset the shortfall in funding for Cal Grant' financial 
aid, which we discuss in our analysis of Item 7980.) The budget also 
proposes to use $4.7 million of new fee revenue for cost adjustments to 
student fee-supported programs. 
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Chap~er 572, Statutes of 1990 (SB 1645, Dills), governs the fixing of student 
fees at. the UC, the California State University, and the Hastings College of 
the Law. Among other things, these provisions restrict student fee increases 

. in any year to no more than 10 percent above the prior year. The budget 
• proposes a 24 percent increase in student fees. The Budget Bill does not 
i~clude language contained in the current-year Budget Act that suspends the 
10 percent restriction. 

Increase Faculty Teaching By One Course Per Year 

We recommend that the Legislature request UC faculty to increase the 
number of courses taught during a year from the current level of five courses 
to six courses per year, for a savings of $7.5 million in 1992-93. (Reduce Item 
6440-001-001 by $7.5 million and 147 new positions.) 

In our overview of higher education, preceding Item 6420, w~ discuss the 
major factors accounting for growth in program costs at the Uc. One of 
these factors is. growth in enrollment. As enrollment increases, additional 
faculty and staff are added to the UC budget based on· established budget 
formulas. The formulas are intended to maintain a given level of instruction­
al quality within the educational program. The General Fund cost for 1992-93 
to add a student at the UC is $6,000, almost one-half of which is attributable 
to .the addition of faculty positions. 

The budget formula for adding faculty assumes a given distribution of 
faculty workload. UC faculty divide their time among the following activi­
ties: (1) teaching, (2) research and other creative work, (3) professional 
activity, and (4) university and public service. Typically, UC faculty teach no 
more than five courses per academic year. Faculty at the California State 
Univ~rsity (CSU), by comparison, teach approximately eight courses per 
academic year and community college faculty teach approximately 10 
courses. According to the Master Plan for higher education, UC faculty have 
the primary responsibility to conduct research. This is the major factor 
explaining the lower course teaching load at UC in comparison to the CSU 
and the CCc. 

Our review of UC faculty workload distribution indicates that it would 
be reasonable for the Legislature. to request that UC faculty alter the 
distribution of their workload by increasing teaching by one course per year 
and reducing other activities. This means, for those campuses on the quarter 
system, the faculty that currently teach on a 2-1-2 basis (two courses in two 
quarters and one course in the other quarter) will change to a 2-2-2 basis. 
Two of the quarters would be unaffected by this change. In one quarter of 
the year the faculty would teach an additional course and reduce research 
or other activities. This recommendation does not request UC faculty to work 
more but rather to shift current workload to teaching from other activities. 
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Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature request UC faculty to 
increase the number of courses taught during a year from the current)evel 
of five courses to six courses per year. Full implementation of thisrecom­
mendation would result in annual state savings of approximately $4? 
million. However in order to avoid faculty layoffs, we recommend that the 
Legislature phase in this recommendation over time by not increasing the 
number of faculty positions as·enrollment increases until the new workload 
distribution standard is achieved. Because UC has requested $7.5 million for 
147 new faculty positions based on its projected enrollment increase 0[2,700 
students, we recommend that this $7.5 million be deleted as the first phase 
reduction. These funds could be used to help reduce the UC's budget gap 
or for other legislative priorities. 

Faculty Salary Methodology Change 
Would Save $17 Million Annually 

We recommend the adoption o/supplemental report language directing 
the California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) to use the 
same "weighted" approach in the calculation of parity level salaries for UC 
as that used in the calculation of parity salaries for the California State 
University (CSU), for future annualstate saving$ of approximately $17 
million. . 

Resolution Chapter 223, Statutes of 1965 (SCR 51, Miller), requires the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) to annually submit 
to the Legislature an analysis comparing UC and CSU salaries to an agreed­
upon group of comparable universities with which they compete for faculty. 
The comparison group is intended to provide .a benchmark for the Legisla­
ture to use in determining what salaries the UC and the CSU should offer. 

Table 4 shows that, based on the CPEC's "unweighted" comparisoI\'UC 
salaries would need to be increased by 6.7percent in 1992-93 tobe at parity 
with its comparison group. The UC's comparison group inCludes four 
private universities-Harvard, Stanford, Yale and MIT---:and· four public 
universities-the State University of New York at Buffalo and the Universi:' 
ties of Illinois,. Michigan, and Virginia. 
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Full Professor $75,810 $77,382 $81,247 2.1% 7.2% 
Asspciate Professor 52,062 52,421 55,061 0.7 5.8 
Assistant. Professor 0.1 5.5 

All Ranks Average 1.6% 6.7% 

The most significant difference between the methodologies used in 
determining UC and CSU salaries concerns the "weighting" of comparison 
university data. The CSU data is weighted by the number of faculty at each 
university. Thus, larger universities have a more significant impact on the 
average (parity) figure in that the faculty salaries at these institutions 
contribute proportionately higher in the calculation. In contrast, the UC data 
is based on an equal value to each of its comparison universities regardless 
of size. Thus in the calculation of UC's parity figure each university carries 
equal weight, 

The following example shows the difference between the two approaches. 
University "A" employs four faculty members and pays each of them 
$50,000. University "B" employs two faculty members and pays each of them 
$80,000. The average "weighted" salary of the six faculty is $60,000, while the 
average "unweighted" salary of the two universities is $65,000. The 
"unweighted" approach yields an "average" salary that is $5,000 more than 
the "weighted" method. If these two universities constituted the entire 
faculty marketplace, the weighted approach would more accurately represent 
the average salary paid to faculty in that market. Thus, we conclude that the 
weighted approach is the desired approach if the Legislature intends to use 
the parity figure as an estimate of the average salary paid to faculty at 
comparable universities. 

Our example is consistent with the parity group for the Uc. The four 
private universities have fewer faculty and pay higher salaries than the four 
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public universities. If the data from UC's comparison universities are 
weighted by the number of faculty at each university, the 1992-93 parity 
figure would be 5' percent rather than the 6.7 ,percent increase shown, in 
Table 4.As each 1 percent increase in salary costs $10 million; the change to 
a "weighted" approach, like that used for CSU, would result in an annual 
state savings of $17 million. Because the budget is $50 million short of the 
amount necessary· for salary parity (as, calculated' using the traditional 
unweighted method) with comparable universities, there is no immediate 
savings in the budget. year. However, if the weighted methodology is 
adopted, UC's salary shortfall would be reduced from $50 million to $33 
million and the overall UC shortfall would be reduced from $124 million to 
$107 million. . ..' . 

Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature adopt the following 
supplemental report language in Item 6420-001-001 directing· the' CPEe to 
"weight" the UC data in the same manner as the comparison data for the 
CSU. . 

It is the intent of the Legislature that, starting with the faculty s;alary report for 
1993-94, the ePEe "weight" the comparison university data for the ue ip the 
same manner as the comparison data for the CSU; ., . 

Redirection to Community Colleges Could Save Dollars for State " 

We recommend the enactment of legislation to e~tablisha. policy~hereby 
the UC and the. CSU '{.Vould admit qualified freshmen but redirect a,portion 
of them, on a voluntary basis, to enroll in specific community colleges, 
allowing annual state savings of approximately $25 million beginning in 
1993-94. 

In our overview of higher education, preceding this item, we discuss the 
majOJ; factors accounting for growth in program costs in higher education. 
One of these factors is growth in enrollment .. As enrollment increases, 
additional faculty and staff are added to the UC and the CSU budgets based 
on established budget formulas. As enrollment increases at the California 
Community Colleges (CCC) the state also adds a specific dollar amount per 
student based on an established budget formula. 

Because of the different missions of the three segments, the per student 
support rates for new students vary substantially among the fhree segments. 
For 1992-93 each student added at the UC costs the state $6,000 compared 
to a cost of $4,400 at the CSU and $2,700 at the CCCIn addition, the student 
fees charged by the segments vary substantially. Ba.sed on the proposed 
1992-93 fees, a UC undergraduate student's mC\J;'\datory syste!l\wide fee 
would be $2,824 compare;d to $1,308 at the CSU and $120 at the CCc. 

All three segments of higher educatic'm offer lower division (freshman and 
sophomore) level studies. The Legislature has identified matriculation from 
community colleges to the UC and the CSU as a central priority for all 



VII ·110 I HIGHER EDUCATION Item 6440 

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-Continued 

segments of higher education in Ch 1188/91 (SB 121, Hart). Given the higher 
costs to the state and student to attend the UC and the CSU, it is cost­
beneficial to each to have students attend the community colleges for lower 
division work and then transfer to either the UC or the CSU, In fact, the 

. Legislature has undertaken a number of measures, including the develop­
ment of transfer centers at the community colleges in the past several years, 
to encourage students to attend the community colleges and than transfer to 
the UC and the CSU. 

The UC Santa Cruz Program. We believe that a program used several 
years ago to address low enrollment at the UC Santa Cruz campus may be 
applied with good results to the transfer situation. Several years ago, when 
the UC Santa Cruz campus was experiencing low enrollment levels, the UC 
developed a program that admitted students to UC Berkeley (UCB) on the 
condition that the student attend UC Santa Cruz for the first two years. This 
program was very successful. Many students who were redirected to UC 
Santa Cruz decided to stay at that campus. Those who decided to transfer 
to UCB were guaranteed a space there. 

Redirect to the CCC Using the UC Santa Cruz Model. Our analysis 
indicates that a similar program could be developed between the UC, the 
CSU, and the community colleges. Currently, students can choose to attend 
a community college and in some cases obtain a transfer guarantee to a UC 
or CSU campus. While this current arrangement encourages transfer, we 
believe that a program that allows a student to be accepted at a UC or CSU 
campus and than be redirected to a specific community college would 
encourage many more students to attend a community college. Under this 
program, students would indicate on their applications to the UC or the CSU 
that they would be willing to be redirected for lower division work to a 
specific community college. For example, a student applying to UC Santa 
. Barbara (UCSB) from the Sacramento area could indicate on the applicat.on 
form. a willingness to be redirected to American River College (AR) in 
Sacramento .. UCSB would accept and redirect the student to AR. 

The primary difference between this proposal and existing transfer 
agreement programs is that students would apply directly to the UC or CSU 
campus and be accepted and redirected with a guaranteed transfer from the 
start. Existing programs have the students first attend the CCC and then 
apply or obtain a transfer guarantee to a UC or CSU campus. 

Savings are Substantial. The state would save almost· $7,000 for each 
student over the two-year period ($7,000 is the difference between the state 
cost for the UC versus the CCC; the difference is less for CSU) while the 
student or studenes family would save approximately $5,400 in mandatory 
fees and as much as $14,000 in living and other expenses over the two-year 
period. If only 10 percent of the entering freshman class at the UC and the 
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CSU could be redirected to attend community colleges, the anImal savings 
to the state would total $25 million. 

May Improve Access to the UC and the CSU. Given the state's fiscal 
condition and the projected enrollment growth in higher education in the 
latter part of this decade, we believe that this proposal would facilitate 
access to the UC and the CSU compared to other alternatives. For instance, 
the proposal represents an alternative to reducing eligibility through changes 
in admission criteria set forth in the Master Plan. A voluntary redirection 
plan may be preferable to changing UC's admission standard from, say, the 
current top one-eighth (12.5 percent) of all high school graduates to the t.op 
tenth (10 percent). . . 

Accordingly, we recommend the enactment of legislation to establish a 
policy whereby the UC and the CSU would admit qualified freshmen but 
redirect a portion of them, on a voluntary basis, to enroll in specific 
community colleges. We anticipate that this policy would take several years 
to implement and would require a commitment on the part of the UC and 
the CSU to fully inform students and parents about the program in order to 
be successful. 

Clear Intent Needed on Community College Transfers 

We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report language 
which expresses its intent that the UC and the CSU continue to accept at 
least the same number of community college transfer students in 1992-93 as 
each segment accepted in 1990-91. . 

Chapter 1198, Statutes of 1991 (AB 617, Hayden), expresses the 
Legislature's intent that the transfer function be a central institutional 
priority of all segments of higher education in California. Our discussions at 
local. community college campuses this past fall revealed considerable 
confusion among administrators and faculty regarding UC and CSU policies 
wjth regard to the future admission of community college transfer students. 
The widely publicized budget constraints at the UC and the CSU have left 
many community college administrators with the impression that the UC 
and the CSU may reduce the number of transfer students admitted. The UC 
and CSU administrative staff have informed us that this is not their intent. 

We are concerned that community college students may be misled into 
believing that the UC and the CSU are cutting back on transfer admissions. 
Such beliefs by students could discourage them from enrolling in community 
colleges for transfer purposes and thus undermine the intent of the 
Legislature regarding the transfer function. We believe a clear statement that 
the Legislature intends the UC and the CSU to continue acceptance of 
transfer students at current rates would help to alter perceptions in the field. 
Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature adopt the following 
supplemental report language expressing the Legislature's intent that the UC 
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and the CSU continue to accept in 1992-93 at least as many transfer students 
as were accepted in 1990-91. 

It is the intent of the Legislature that the UC and the CSU continue to accept 
iri1992-93 at least as many transfer students as were accepted in 1990-91. 

Proposed Use of Proposition 99 Funds Would Require Voter Approval 

The proposal to transfer $15 million from the Research Account, Cigarette 
and Tobacco (C&1) Products Surtax Fund, from the UC to the Medi-Cal 
Program would require voter approval because the proposal extends the 
account's purposes beyond those specified in Proposition 99. 

In the curre,nt year, the UC has $26.9 million from the Research Account 
for tobacco-related disease research. The budget proposes to reduce rese<l:rch 
,expenditures from the account to $11.9 million and schedule $15 million in 
the Medi-Cal Program to provide perinatal services. " , 

The Legislative Counsel indicates that the proposed use of the funds for 
the Medi-Cal program extends beyond the purposes specified in Proposition 
99 for the Research Account Proposition 99 provides that Research AccQunt 
funds shall only be available for tobacco-related disease research. The 
Legislative Counsel also states that the use Of the Research Account funds 
for Medi-Cal requires voter approval in order to be implemented. 

For a more detailed discussion of this issue, please see our analysis Qf the 
Medi-Cal Program in the Department of Health Services (Item 4260). 

Capital Outlay 

The Governor's Budget proposes an appropriation of $232.6 million in 
lteni.6440 for capital outlay expenditures at the Uc. Please see our analysis 
of that item in the capital outlay section of this Analysis which is in the back 
portion of this document. ' . 
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Hastings College of the Law 
Item 6600 

Findings and Recommendations Analysis 
Page 

1. Student Fees. The budget proposes a student fee increase of 114 
$550 (21 percent) but does not propose Budget Bill language 
to suspend existing statutory limitations on student fee 
increases exceeding 10 percent. 

General Program Statement 
Hastings College of the Law was founded in 1878. It is designated by 

statute as a law school of the University of California, although it is 
governed by its own board of directors. Hastings is funded primarily from 
the General Fund and student fees. Enrollment in 1992-93 is projected to 
total 1,270 students, approximately the same level as the current year. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The proposed Hastings budget is essentially a workload budget, with 

expenditure increases funded primarily by a student fee increase. 

Expenditures from all funds are proposed to increase by a net amount of 
$633,000 (2.7 percent) above estimated current-year expenditures. The 
General Fund portion of this increase is $51,000 (0.4 percent above the 
current year). The balance of the increase is funded from a proposed resident 
student fee increase of $550 per student (21 percent) - from $2,650 to $3,200. 
The fee increase is equal to proposed fee increases for law students at the 
University of California. 

Hastings plans to use the additional support in 1992-93 for faculty and 
staff merit salary increases and various other cost- and workload-related 
purposes. 
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Analysis and Recommendations 

Student Fees 

Item 6600 

The budget proposes a student fee increase of $550· (21 percent). but does 
not propose Budget Bill language to suspend existing statutory limitations 
on student fee increases exceeding 10 percent. 

Chapter 572, Statutes of 1990 (SB 1645, Dills), governs the fixing of student 
fees at the California State Uriiversity, the University of California, and the 
Hastings College of the Law. Among other things, these provisions restrict 
student fee increases in any year to no more than 10 percent above the prior 
year~ As stated above, the budget proposes a 21 percent increase in student 
fees. The Budget Bill does not include language contained in the current-year 
Budget Act that suspends the 10 percent restriction. 
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The California State University 
Item 6610 

MAJOR ISSUES 

~ Budget Gap. The California State University's proposed 
budget is underfunded by $219 million. The budget 
closes this gap by underfunding salaries, price adj~st­
ments and instructional equipment replacement. 

~ Budget Fails to Comply With Master Plan .. Approximately 
12,000 Master Plan-eligible students will not be able to 
attend the California State University in 1992-93 due to 
lack of funding in the proposed budget. Fully funding 
these students would cost an additional $53 million. 

~ Fee Increase. The budget leaves the decision to 
increase California State University fees by up to $372 
per student for 1992-93 to the trustees. If this fee level is 
adopted, the California State University budget gap 
would be reduced to $126 million. 

~ Faculty Workload. The California State· University and 
California Faculty Association propose a reduction in 
faculty direct instruction workload starting on July 1, 
1992 that, if it takes place; would exacerbate the 
current-year course selection problem facing students. 
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Findings and Recommendations' Analysis 
Page 

1. Pending Fee Increase and the Master Plan. In reviewing the 118 
California State University (CSU) plan to allocate any fee 
revenues resulting from a pending fee increase, the Legisla-

, ture should consider (1) the needs of enrolled students to find 
s~itable course offerings and (2) the need for additional 
financial assistance through State University Grants~ If there 
are not sufficient additional funds available to enable the CSU 
to meet the Master Plan enrollment go~l, recommend that the 
Legislature explicitly state its policy with respeCt to ,that 
goal. 

2. Faculty Workload Reduction Should Be Deferred. Recom­
mend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report lan­
guage requesting that the CSU administration and faculty 
defer the planned July 1, 1992 implementation of a teaching 
workload reduction of one unit. 

121 

3. Redirection to Community Colleges Could 'Save Doh~i-s for 122 
State. Recommend the enactmentoflegislation to establish a 

, policy whereby the University of California (UC) and the CSU 
would admit qualified freshmen but redired' a portion of 
freshman students, on a voluntary basis, to enroll in specific 
community colleges, allowing annual state savings of up to 
$25 million beginning in 1993.;.94. ' , 

4. Clear Intent Needed on Community College J'ransfers. 123 
Recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report 
language which expresses its intent that the UC and theCSU 
continue to accept at ,least the same number of community 
college transfer students in 1992-93 as each segment accepted 
in 1990-91. . 

General Program Statement 
The California State University (CSU) consists of 20 campuses. The oldest 

campus - San Jose State University - was founded in 1857; the newest 
campus - CSU, San Marcos --.: was· established in 1989; The CSU offers 
more than ,1,500 bachelor's and master's degree programs in over200 subject 
areas. A limited number of doctoral degrees are offered jointly with the 
University of Cal~forniaand with. private univen;ities.in California. Admis­
sion of fust-year students to CSU is limib~d to the top third (33.3 percent) of 
California's high school graduates. The CSU receives· around 60 percent of 
its funding from the General Fund and around 15 percent from student fees, 
with the remaining funding from a variety of sources. 
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Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget proposes an increase of $17 million for enrollment growth but 

in other respects is incomplete pending a fee increase decision by the CSU 
trustees. 

Table 1 shows that the budget proposes total expenditures from all funds 
of $2.9 billion in 1992-93, an increase of $59.3 million (2.1 percent) above 
estimated expenditures in the current year. General Fund expenditures are 
proposed to increase by $23.2 million (1.4 percent). 

The California State University 
Budget Summary 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars in millions) 

Expenditures 
Instruction $1,250.5 
Public service 1.1 
ACademic support 206.3 
Student services 282.4 
Institutional support 536.9 
Independent operations 89.0 
Auxiliary organizations 427.2 

Provision for allocation 

Totals $2,793.4 

General Fund $1,653.4 
Student fees 362.8 
Lottery Education Fund 48.9 
Special Account for Capital Outlay and 

bond funds 11.6 
Special funds 110.3 
Federal funds 107.9 
Reimbursements 71.3 
Auxiliary organization funds 427.2 

Personnel-Years 36,869 

$1,364.1 
1.3 

235.6 
318.3 
562.8 

77.6 
459.8 

-188.3 

$2,831.0 

$1,640.2 
408.5 
26.6 

15.4 
110.4 
108.3 
61;9 

459.8 

36,562 

$1,371.1 $7.1 0.5% 
1.5 0.2 15.7 

236.4 0.9 0.4 
323.2 5.0 1.6 
571.0 8.2 1.5 

78.0 0.4 0.5 
494.9 35.2 7.6 

-185.9 2.5 -1 

$2,890.4 $59.3 2.1% 

$1,663.4 $23.2 1.4% 
408.4 -0.1 

26.0 -0.7 -2.4 

5.0 -10.4 -67.6 
120.0 9.6 8.7 
110.4 2.1 2.0 
62.3 0.4 0.7 

494.9 35.2 7.6 

36,562 



VII • 118/HIGHER EDUCATION Item 6610 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-Contlnued 

" . . 

The budgeted increase is proposed primarily to fund 2,600 additional 
stUdents. In other respects, the budget is incomplete pending a decisi()rl. by 
the CSU trusfees on a student fee increase;"" 

The CSU, along with many state departmeI1ts, has been subject to a 
variety of unallocated reductions over the past several years. In 1991-92, the 
university was subject to reductions totaling $103 million from the General 
Fund (part unallocated with the. reIriainderallocated to broad spending 
categories). This reduction is 6.2 percenfof CSU's General Fund budget. 
We discuss the impact of unallocated reductions on various state agencies 
in our companion document, The 1992:'93 Budget: Perspectives and Issue~: ,'. 

Analysis and Recommendations 

Pending Fee Increase and the Master Plan' ,. 

In reviewing the CSU plan to allocate any fee revenues resulting from a 
pending fee increase, we recommend that the Legislature consider (1) the 
needs of enrolled students to find suitable course offerings and (2) the need 
for additional fin~nCial assistance thr~ugh State University Grants. If there 
are not suffiCient additional funds available to enable the CSU to meet the 
,Master Plan enrollment goal, we recommend that the Legislature expliCitly 
state its policy with respect to that goal. 

The Governor's Budget indicates ,that the administration supports a ' 
student fee increase of up to $372 (40 percent) from $936 to $1,308 per yeeu; 
The budget indicates that any fee increase would be acc<;>mpanied by an 
increase in financial aid provided through State University Grants toensur~ 
that the fee increase has no adverse impact on student access. ,. 

Since, the budget was introduced, the trustees have tentatively approved 
a $372 fee increase; which would increase the resources available to the CSU 
by $116 million. The CSU estimates that approximately $23 million (20 
percent) of this revenue would be needed for financial aid to offset the fee 
increase for needy students who received grants in the current year. After 
allocation of this $23 million for financial aid, the CSU would have $93 
million to allocate to other programmatic needs~ 

The CSU would need legislation to implement this fee increase, or even: 
to maintain current levels. This is because under current law, half-of the 
20 percent increase implemented in 1991-92 would be rescinded in 1992-93. 

Our review indicates th~t the $93 million revenue increase resulting from 
a 40 percent fee increase would not be sufficient to fully fund the CSu. First, 
we estimate that..::.... even with the proposed fee increase - the budget falls 
short by $126 million of the amount that would be needed to fund current 
services, including budgeted enrollment growth. Second, this shortfall figure 
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may understate the true budget shortfall because it is based on continuing 
services funded in the current year __ a year in which we found significant 
· problems with educational programs and access due to budget constrairits. 
Third, the budget does not account for an additional 12,000 students that are 
· eligible for CSU admission under the Master Plan for Higher Education but 
would not be served. In this section, we discuss these points in more detail, 
then comment on how we believe the Legislature should require the CSU to 
allocate the fee increase funds. 

Budget Compared to Current Service Level. We estimate that the proposed 
General Fund funding levelfor the CSU is approximately $219 million below 
the level needed to·maintain its current 1991-:92 service level, assuming no 
offsetting student fee increase. Our estimate is based on enrollment in 1991-
92 plus bUdgeted 19~2-.93 enrollment growth, full funding of faculty and 
staff salaries and benefits, and instructional equipment replacement under 
existing formulas. If a student fee increase of $372 per student is adopted, 
the shortfall would be reduced to $126 million. .. . 

Effect of Current-Year Budget Cuts on Quality and Access. During this 
past fall we made several visits to CSU campuses (as well as University of 
California and community college campuses) to discuss with faculty,staff 
and students the impact of 1991 Budget Act reductions. The 1991 Budget Act 
reduced CSUGeneral Fund appropriations by $13.2 million (0.8 percent), 
relative to 1990-91, and increased student fees by $156 (20 percent). We were 
interested in the effects of these actions on the educational program and 
student access. . . 

We found that due to budget constraints the CSU reduced its course 
offerings by approximately 5,000 course sections this past fall. Table 2 shows 

,that overall CSU enrollment fell by approximately 8,500 full-time equivalent 
· (FTE) students in the current year. In addition, discussions with· faculty 
revealed that, in an effort to accommodate student needs, many fa~lty 
.overenrolled students in their clas~es. On one campus, we found writing 
classes that in previous years had been limited to 25-27 students were now 
enrolling an average of 38 students per class and ranging as high as 52 
students in a class. Based on our site visits we believe that even with the 
decline in enrollment, theCSU currently has more students to serve than the 
current budget effectively allows. Students who remain enrolled are having 
.a hard time finding appropriate course offerings and are finding larger class 
sizes in courses that are available. 
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The California State University 
Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students 
1990-91 and 1991-92 

C~mpus 
Bakersfield 3,969 
Chico 14,241 
Dominguez Hills 7,159 
Fresno 15,825 
Fullerton 17,939 
Hayward 10,368 
Humboldt 7,171 
Long Beach 23,724 
Los Angeles . 16,347 
Northridge 21,437 
Pomona 16,579 
Sacramento 19,442 
San Bernardino 8,098 
San Diego 26,354 
San Francisco 20,522 
San Jose 21,649 
San Luis Obispo 16,886 
San Marcos 344 
Sonoma 5,795 
Stanislaus 4,179 
International Program 474 

Totals 278,502 
Student categories 
Undergraduate 
Postbaccalaureate 
Graduate 

Item 6610 

4,035 4,054 85 
13,450 13,711 -530 
7,014 7,663 504 

15,660 15,900 75 
17,390 16,800 -1,139 
10,415 10,387 19 
6,783 7,056 -115 

22,770 22,000 -1,724 
15,348 15,334 -1,013 
20,824 21,053 -384 
15,900 15,862 -717 
19,023 19,101 -341 
8,310 8,723 625 

24,955 24,277 -2,077 
19,306 19,272 -1,250 
21,232 21,000 -649 
15,756 16,563 -323 

721 777 433 
5,572 5,850 55 
4,247 4,209 30 

509 6 
269,220 270,050 -8,452 

230,527 231,238 -7,879 
18,450 18,507 -1,160 

587 

The impact of the fee increase is a more difficult question to determine at 
this point. In most cases, by the time the fee increase was adopted students 
had already made plans to attend the CSU. Our conversations with campus 
administrators did reveal, however, that many more students are eligible for 
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State University Grants than are currently receiVing them. Thus, it appears 
that funding constraints have limited grant availability. 

Projected Enrollment Short of Master Plan Goals. Thebudget proposes 
serving 272,000 students in 1992-93. The CSU estiIl1ates that the full Master 
Plan level of enrollment would be 284,000 students. Thus; in 1992-93, we 
~stimate that approximately 12,000 Master Plan-eligible students (FIE). will 
not be able to attend the CSU due to budget constraints. We note that 
Budget Bill language adopted in past years that states "it is the intent of the 
Legislature in enacting this act that no qualified student be denied admission 
to the California State University because of a budget deficiency ... " is 
omitted in the 1992Budget Bill. It would cost an additional $53 million to 
serve all Master Plan-eligible students at the CSU in 1992-93. 

How Should the Fee Increase Funds Be Used? In order for the Legislature 
to evaluate the CSU budget, we have requested that the trustees submit their 
fee level proposal and spending plan for any additional fee revenue to the 
Legislature prior to budget hearings. In considering the plan submitted by 
the trustees, we recommend that the Legislature ensure that the allocation 
of any new fee revenues addresses the concerns we identified in our site 
visits., Specifically, we believe any allocation of new fee revenue should 
address (1) the need~ of"enrolled students to find suitable course offerings 
and (2) the need for additional financial assistance through State University 
Grants. 

In our view, the course availability and financial aid needs of enrolled 
students should be addressed before consideration of additional funding to 
meet the Master Plari enrollment goal. Once these needs have been 
addressed,· if there are not sufficient additional funds available to enable the 
CSU to meet the Master Plan enrollment goal, we recommend that the 
Legislature adopt Budget Bill language or enact legislation (1) making 
explicit that it intends the CSU to restrict enrollment in 1992-93 consistent 
with the budget and (2) stating whether it intends these enrollment 
restrictions to be a short- or long-term policy. 

Faculty Workload Reduction Should .Be Deferred 

We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report language 
r~questing that the CSU administration and faculty defer the planned 
July 1, 1992. implementation of a teaching workload reduction of one unit. 

. Currently, CSU faculty workload consists of 12 units of direct instruction 
and three units of instruction-related responsibilities per semester. Direct 
instruction generally is defined as teaching course sections with the normal 
teaching load consisting of four three-unit courses per semester. Instruction­
related activities generally include student advising, committee work, and 
community service. 



VII· 1221 HIGHER EDUCATION Item 6610 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-Contlnued 

On July 1, 1991 the CSU trustees and the California Faculty Association 
(CFA) reached a contract agreement that would alter faculty workload. 
Starting on July 1, 1992 the number of direct instruction units .would be 
reduced from 12 units to 11 units per ,semester (an 8.3 percent reduction) and 
a new workload category called "indirect instruction" would be added. 
Indirect instruction includes activities such as new course preparation, 
curriculum planning and research. The required indirect instruction 
workload would be one unit· per semester. Instruction-related workload 
would remain at three units per semester. While not a formal part of the 
agreement, the CSU administration and the CFA have reached an under­
standing that direct instruction units would be reduced by one unit in each 
of the two subsequent years "until assignment for all tenure track faculty 
shall normally be composed of nine ... units of direct instruction, three ... of 
indirect instruction, and three ... of instruction-related responsibilities" per 
semester. 

We have not evaluated the merits of the proposed faculty workload 
change. Though the proposal may be meritorious, the timing is not. We 
recommend that such a change not be made in 1992-93. Such a workload 
distribution change, if made, would result in even greater increases in class 
sizes than are already occurring due to budget constraints. As mentioned 
earlier CSU students are already having a hard time finding appropriate 
courses with manageable class sizes. CSU faculty are already over-enrolling 
students in their classes to help meet student needs. This workload change 
wo:uld exacerbate this problem because it would require increasing class size 
or elimination of additional sections. Accordingly, we recommend that the 
Legislature adopt the following supplemental report language in Item 6610-
001-001: 

It is the intent of the Legislature that the CSU trustees and California Faculty 
Association defer implementation of a teaching (direct instruction) workload 
reduction proposal in 1992-93. 

Redirection to Community Colleges 
Could Save Dollars for State 

We recommend the enactment of legislation to establish a policy whereby 
the University of California (UC) and the CSU would admit qualified 
freshmen but redirect a portion of them, on a voluntary basis, to enroll in 
specific community colleges, allowing annual state savings of up to $25 
million beginning in 1993-94. . 

Our analysis of the UC budget (Item 6440) includes a discussion of this 
issue and the reasons for our recommendation. 
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Clear Intent Needed on Community College Transfers 

We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report language 
which expresses its intent that the UC and the CSU continue to accept at 
least the same number of community college transfer students in 1992-93 as 
each segment accepted in 1990-91. 

Chapter 1198, Statutes of 1991 (AB 617, Hayden), expresses the 
Legislature's intent that the transfer function be a central institutional 
priority of all segments of higher education in California. As previously 
discussed in our analysiS of the UC budget, our discussions at local 
community college campuses this past fall revealed considerable confusion 
among administrators and faculty regarding UC and CSU policies with 
regard to the future admission of community college transfer students. The 
widely publicized budget constraints at the UC and the CSU have left many 
community college administrators with the impression that the UC and the 
CSU may reduce the number of transfer students admitted. UC and CSU 
administrative staff have informed us that this is not their intent. 

Weare concerned that community college students may be misled into 
believing that the UC and the CSU are cutting back on transfer admissions. 
Such beliefs by students could discourage them from enrolling in community 
colleges for transfer purposes and thus undermine the intent of the 
Legislature regarding the transfer function. We believe a clear statement that 
the Legislature intends the UC and the CSU to continue acceptance of 
transfer students at current rates would help to alter perceptions in the field. 
Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature adopt the following 
supplemental report language expressing the Legislature's intent that the UC 
and the CSU continue to accept in 1992-93 at least as many transfer students 
as were accepted i~ 1990-91 . 

. It is the intent of the ~egislature that the UC and the CSU continue to accept 
.in 1992-93 at least as many transfer students as were accepted in 1990-91. 

Capital Outlay 

The Governor's Budget proposes an appropriation of $214.1 million in 
Item 6610 for capital outlay expenditures at the CSU. Please see our analysis 
of that item in the capital outlay section of this Analysis which is in the back 
portion of this document. 
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California MarifimeAcddemy 
Item 6860 

Item 6860 

Findings and Recommendations Analysis 
'. Page 

1. . Student Fees. The budget dqes not contain a spending, plan 125 
for additional revenues resulting from student fee increases 
currently under consideration. " 

General ProgramStateme~t 
The California Maritime Academy (CMA) was ~stablished in 1929, and is 

one of six institutions in the United States providing a program for students 
who seek to become licensed officers in the U.S. Merchant Marine. Students 
major in either Marine Transportation, Marine Engineering Technology, 
Business AdministrC;ltion, or Mechanical Engineering. The academy is funded 
primarily from the General Fund. Enrollment in 1992-93 is projected to total 
430 students, an increase of 30 students (7.5 percent) above the current-year 
level. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget proposes no workload or program changes for the CMA. 

The budget proposes total expenditures of $10.3 million in 1992-93, an 
increase of $175,000 (1.7 percent) above estimated current-year expenditures. 
General Fund expenditures, however, are proposed to decrease by $35,000 
(0.5 percent). The proposed budget changes are minor and cost- and 
workload-related. 



Item 6860 HIGHER EDUCATION I VII - 125 

Student Fees 

The budget does not contain a spending plan for additional revenues 
resulting from student fee increases currently under consideration. 

The Governor's Budget indicates that the administration supports a 
student fee increase of up to $391 (40 percent) - from $978 to $1,369. The 
budget, however, does not reflect any increase in fee revenues and leaves the 
decision to increase the fees to the CMA board. It indicates that any fee 
increase would be accompanied by an increase in financial aid to ensure that 
the fee increase has no adverse impact on student access. 

Since the budget was introduced, the CMA board has expressed its intent 
to adopt whatever fee increase and financial aid policies are adopted by the 
California State University (CSU). The CSU has tentatively approved a 40 
percent fee increase and a policy to provide sufficient financial aid to offset 
the fee increase for needy students. The 40 percent fee increase would 
increase the resources available to the academy by $163,000. In order for the 
Legislature to evaluate the budget for the academy, we have requested that 
the academy submit the board's proposal for spending the additional 
revenue. This information should be available prior to budget hearings. 

Capital Outlay 

The Governor's Budget proposes an appropriation of $125,000 in Item 
6860-301 for capital outlay expenditure at the CMA. Please see our analysis 
of that item in the capital outlay section of this Analysis which is in the back 
portion ofthis document. 
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California CommunityCollege~ .. 
Item 6870 

MAJOR ISSUES 

~ Enrollment. A variety of proposals in the budgefsh6uld 
significantly. improve student access in 1992-93. 

~ . Program Improvement. The Legislafure will need to 
evalucite whether a portion of the $50 million proposed 
for "program improvement" would be better spent on 
the remaining unfunded enrollment, which we estimate 
would cost $30 million. 

~ Students With More Than Ninety Credits. Enactment of 
legislation providing that students with more than 90 
credits would not be counted as part of enrollment for 
apportionment purposes would result in savings in the 
magnitude of $100 million. 

Findings and Recommendations Analysis 
Page 

1. Community Colleges Have Had Difficulty Serving All 131 
Eligible Students. A variety of proposals contained in the 
budget should significantly improve access to services. 

2. Program Improvement Proposal. Recommend that (a) the 132 
Chancellor's Office report at budget hearings on the imple-
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mentation of Ch 973/88 (AB 1725, Vasconcellos) and (b) the 
Legislature reject the proposjil to redirect $8.7 million from 
deferred maintenance to program improvement. 

3. Management Information System. Recommend that the 135 
Chancellor's Office report at budget hearings .on how it 
intends to resolve problems in implementiJ,lg Phase I of its 
ma,pagement information, system. . 

4. Students With More Than Ninety Credits. Recommend 136 
enactment of legislation providing that sfudents with more 
than 90 credits would not be counted as part of enrollment 
foraPF9rijonment purposes, thereby allowing a redirection of. 
$100 million (General Fund) to other Proposition 98 purpos-
es. 

5. Workplace Learning .. Reduce Item 6870-101-001 by .$1 137 
Million. Recommend that the Legislature reduce $1 million 

. proposed for workplace learning resource centers because the 
proposal is premature. 

6. Overbudgeting for Enrollment Growth. Reduce Item 6870- 138 
101-001 by $766,000. Recommend a reduction of $766,000 from 
the General Fund to correct foroverbudgeting. 

General Program Statement 
The California Community Col\eges (CCC) provide instruction to 

approximately 1.5 million students af 107 colleges operated by 71 locally 
goveqled districts throughout the state. The community college system 
serves all California residents over the age of 18. The system offers a variety 
of .academic' and occupational proS!.ams in addition to basic skills and 
citizenship'instruction. 

The community colleges receive around 60 percent of their-support from 
the General Fund, around 30 percent from local property tax revenues, and 
the remaining support from a variety of ~ources. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
, ..... , ." 

The proposed community college budget includes Significant increases tor 
enrollment growth, previously unfunded workload, and program improve­
ments .. 

As shown inTable 1, the budget proposes expenditures of $3.1 billion by 
the CCC in 1992-93. This is $280.2 million, or 10 percent, above estimated 
current-year expenditures. The budget proposes expenditures of $1.9 billion 
from the General Fund in 1992-93, an increase of $170.9 million, also 10 
percent above estimated current-year expenditures. 
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California Community Colleges 
Budget Summary 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars In~housands) 

State operations $16,627 
Categorical programs 218,060 

Apportionments 1,564,813 

Proposition 98 reserve 

Subtotals ($1,799,500) 
Local property taxes 791,021 
Lottery funds 97,055 
Student fees 72,263 
State School Fund 6 

Totals $2,762,155 

General Fund $1,734,870 
Local property taxes 791,021 
Lottery funds 97,055 
Bond funds 28,159 
Reimbursements 35,394 
Student fees 72,263 
Other funds 3,393 

$16,749 
212,995 

1,533,222 

($1,762,966) 

844,352 
75,838 
87,898 

$2,773,599 

$1,705,597 
844,352 

75,838 
726 

54,919 
87,898 

4,269 

Item 6870 

$17,447 4.2% 
216,273 1.5 

1,695,519 10:6 

1 _8 

($1,939,239) (10.0%) 
947,385 12.2 

75,838 
88,763 1.0 

$3,053,770 10.1% 

$1,876,538 10.0% 
947,385 12.2 

75,838 
5,788 697.2 

55,691 1.4 
88,763 1.0 
3,767 -11.8 

Table 2 shows the budget changes proposed for 1992-93. Major changes 
include: 

• $44.9 million for statutory growth (1.95 percent) in apportionments, 
based on the increase in the adult population. . 

• $110.6 million to fund 42,604 full-time equivalent students that are 
currently being served but have never been funded by the state. 

• $50 million for "program improvement." 

• $37.5 million for a 1.5 percerit COLA. 
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1991 ~92 Expenditures (revised) 

Baseline adjustments 
Local revenue increase 
Full-year costs to lease relocatable classrooms 
Carry-ov~r apPropriations 
Lease payments for revenue bonds 
Other changes 

Workload and cost-related changes 
Statutory enrollment growth (1.95 percent) 
Targeted program growth (1.95 percent) 
Adjustment to 1991-92 base 
COLA (1.5 percent) 

, Program changes 
" Unfunded e~rollme;'t (5 percent) 

Workpl.ace learning 
Cooperative Agencies Resources for Education (CARE) 
Math, Engineering, Science Achievement (MESA)! 

Migrant eduCation/Puente programs 
Management information ,system 
Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) 
Prog'ram improvement 
Deferred maintenance 
Proposition 98 reserve 
Other changes 

1992-93 Expenditures (proposed) 

Cha,nge ,from 1991-92 
Amount 
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, $1,705,597 

-$1 QO,830 
856 

~8,056 

,8A50 
-770 

44,863 
9,126 
2,682 

37,527 

110,557 
1,000 
1,653 

1,129 
6,500 
4AOO. 

50,000 
-8,681 
10,000 

535 

$1,876,538 

$170,941 
10.0% 

The budget assumes enactment of legislation to continue existing ,fee 
levels, which would· otherwise be reduced under current law. 

The CCC,' along with many state departments, has been subject, to a 
variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 16 percent of the General Fund budget for state 
operations in 1991-92 (13 percent from all funds). This reduction is proposed 
to be carried over into 1992-93. In our companion document, The 1992-93 
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Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the impact of these reductions on 
various departments. 

State~Funded Enrollment. Table 3 shows that state-:funded enrollment, 
measured in full-time equivalent (FI'E) students, is estimated to increase in 
1992-93 by 60,976 FI'Es, or 7.3 percent, for a total of 921,686 FI'Es. This 
increase reflects (1) a 1.95 percent increase (16,641 FI'Es) based on the 
statutory enrollment growth formula, (2) a budget proposal to fund. ~2,604 
currently served but unfunded FI'Es, and (3) funding for an additional 1,731 
FI'Es in the Greater A venues for ~ndependence (GAIN) Program. 

California Community Colleges 
Full-Time Equivalent Students 
State-Funded Versus Actual 
1988-,89 through 1992-93 

1988-89 786,839 
1989-90 810,527 
1990-91 (actual) 831,187 
1991-92 (est.) 860,710 
1992-93 (prop.) 921,686 

Change from 1991-92 
Amount 60,976 
Percent 7 

812,946 3.2% 
857,710 5.5 
897,373 7.4 
915,320 6.0 
933,627 1.3 

18,307 
2.0% 

Actual ~nrollntent. Table 3 also shows that actual enrollment is expected 
to increase by 18,307 FI'Es, or 2 percent, in 1992-93, for a total of 933,627 
FIEs.The effect of the budget proposal to fund currently unfunded FIEs is 
to narrow the gap between state-funded and actual FI'Es. The table shows 
that the unfunded FI'Es would be 1.3 percent of actual FIEs in 1992-93 
under the proposed budget, versus 6 percent in the current year. 
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Analysis and Recommendations 

Community Colleges Have Had Difficulty Serving All Eligible Students 

, A varletyof propo$als ,contained in the budget should significantly 
improve access to services. 

The budget proposes $110.6 million to reduce the "gap" between funded 
workload and actual enrollment. Under the budget proposal, these funds, 
and $44.9 million for statutory enrollment growth; could riot be used for 
employee cost-of-living adjustments. As shown in Table 3, the effect of the 
proposal, together with other proposals related to workload, is to reduce the 
unfunded enrollment from 6 percent of actual enrollment in the current year 
to 1.3 percent in 1992-93. Funding the remaining unfunded FfEs would cost 
an additional $30 million. 

Our review indicates that the current gap between funded and actual 
'enrollment, together with changes in the student population, has affected the 
ability of the community colleges, to serve its students. We believe that the 
budget proposal. to fund currently unfunded workload should improve the 
cOI1¥Dunity, colleges' ability to achieve their mission. Below, we discuss in 
detail the effects on the community colleges of (1) changes in the student 
population and (2) the gap between £v.nding and actual workload. Our com­
ments are based on our observations during site visits and data from the 
Chancellor's Office. 

Changes in the Student Population. Colleges report that changes in the 
student population have affected the types of courses demanded. For 
example, the demand for basic skills courses (such as remedial English, 
mathematics and writing) has risen sharply in the past three years, and 
colleges have "Iso reported the need to provide more elementary levels of 
remedial instruction than in. prior years. At the same time, the Chancellor's 
Office found thatfull':'time enrollment grew faster than part-time enrollment 
because younger student~ who would have attended the University of 
California and the California State University in prior years chose instead to 
attend the, CCc. These students seek more traditional core courses that can 
be transferred to these institutions. 

In view of the changing demands, most colleges have begun to change the 
kinds of services they deliver. Transfer courses, English as a second 
language, and locally supported community service offerings have generally 
received the highest priority. Lower levels of remediation and the most 
advanced community college courses were mos~ frequently reduced. 

Unfunded Workload. Most community colleges have adopted a variety of 
enrollment management strategies to deal with their unfunded workload. 
The two most frequen.tly used' enrollment management strategies were (1) 
increasing class enrollment limits' and (2) adding fewer new sections than 
needed to keep pace with student demand. Most community colleges 
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increased maximum enrollm~nt limlts for; secQQns inhigh,demandcourses, 
and as a result average class size increased from ~bout 28 students per class 
'to about 31 students per class. (According to some colleges, class sizes would 
have been higher were it not for fire department room capadtystandards.) 

Other strategies include: 

'! Reducing' or eliminating sum~er school,. ~ourse~ections and c:our~e 
sections with low enrollment. 

• Reducing or eliminating upper division courses. 

• ,Re,dudng or eliminating the lowest levels of remedial education. 

• Hiring more part-time faculty. 

Despite adopting many of' these strategies, the colleges had, to restric:t 
enrollment in some mathematics, English, basic sde:nce~ and English as. a 
second language courses. Some colleges estimated that 30 pe~cent to' 60 
-percent of all course sections were closed on the first day of classes in the 
current year, which is considerably higher than past years. Unlike previous 
years, colleges could not add enough new courses' to accommodate Jhe 
student overflow. The result was that the least aggressive or sophisticated 
students were apparently the least likely to compete successfully for, the 
available course openings. The campuses we visited (whIch were mostly in 
Southern C~lifornia) indicated that many of ,the students who were affected 
by these enrollment management strategies were underrepresented students. 

Program Improvement Proposal 

We recommend that (1) the Chancellor's Office repl!rt at budget hearings 
oflthe)mplementation of Ch 973/88 (AB 1725, Vasconcellos) and (2) the 
LegislatUre reject the proposal to redirect $8.7million from deferred mainte-:­
nance toprogram improvement atem ,6870-101-001). 

The budget proposes to spend $50 million for "program improvement" 
pursuant to Ch 973/88 (AB 1725, Vasconcellos). These funds consist of $41.3 
million in new funds plus $8.7 million available,as a result of eliminating 
deferred maintenance spending in the budget year. Under Chapter 973, 
program improvement funds can be used for 19 different categories of 
expenditures covering the full range of services provided by the colleges. 
The funds are allocated to districts on a dollars-per-FTE basis. with an 
equalization adjustment to provide additional funds for low-revenue 
districts. 

Chapter 973 Implementation Status,' Chapter 973 e~tabiished a long-term 
ft:amework for reforming the California Community, Colleges. Chapter 973 
provides for a tw()~phase, reform process. Phase I focused on increasing the 
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status and skills of faculty in community college programs. Phase II 
implements "program-based funding" (PBF) as the new funding methodolo­
gy. Under the PBF' model, budgets are calculated based on standards for 
funding quality services in five program areas. For example, under the 
instruction category, the standard is based on a target student:faculty ratio. 
The, "program improvement" augmentations provide funding until the PBF 
system is fully implemented. 

The colleges have received program improvement augmentations totaling 
$140 million fro;m 1989-90 through the current year to implement the 
measure. According to status reports submitted by the colleges, they have 
spent a majority of program improvement funds in three areas: (1) full-time 
faculty hiring ($39 million, or 28 percent), (2) plant maintenance and 
operations ($34 million, or 24 percent), and (3) new community-related 
courses and programs ($17 million, or 12 percent). In addition, a number of 
. campuses indicat~d that program improvement funds were used to fund 
salary increases above the COLAs provided through the budget. The 
amount of funds provided for salary increases is unknown. 

In our site visits this fall, we investigated whether the funding prov!ded 
has resulted in improvement in community college programs in, .three 
priority areas identified in Chapter 973 as part of Phase I: hiring of 
additional full-time faculty, increase in faculty and staff diversity, and 
greater flexibility in faculty hiring. 

9ur review indicates that Chapter 973 funding has not achieved its goals 
with respect to the mix of full~time and part-time faculty. Chapter. 973 
required districts with less than 75 percent full-time faculty to use up to one­
third of their program improvement money for hiring full-time faculty. 
According to the Chancellor'S Office, all the districts have spent the required 
portion of their allocations on full-time faculty hiring. However, many 
districts report that, at the same' time, they added additional part-time 
faculty to staff new course sections in response to unfunded enrollment 
growth. The net result is that most districts are not significantly closer to the 
75 percent full-time instructor target than they were two years ago. 

With respect t() the diversity of faculty and staff, there is little information 
available regarding what goals and timelines have been established by the 
campuses, how well they have met these goals, and what the effect of 
increased funding for this purpose has been. 

With r~spect to greater flexibility in faculty hiring, college administrators 
and faculty reported to us that the Chapter 973 changes seem to have 
reduced, rather than increased, hiring flexibility. Specifically, repeal of state 
credentialing procedures formerly in place appears to have resulted in the 
establishment by the academic Senate of hiring procedures that significantly 
limit local discretion in hiring decisions. Administrators report that in some 
cases, these procedures have prevented hiring faculty who previously would 
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have been hired. The Chancellor's Office has not surveyed the colleges to 
determine the extent of these problems. 

Legislature Needs Additional Information. We believe that using' a 
funding model that is based on the costs of providing quality services makes 
sense for the community colleges. However, we have two concerns regarding 
the program improvement proposal currently ·before the Legislature. 

First,as we noted in the Analysis of the 1991-92 Budget Bill, the specific 
program-based funding standards proposed by the Chancellor's Office'have 
not been fully justified. For example, the Chancellor's Office has provided 
little jU5tification Jor proposing a srudent:faculty ratio of 25:1. Likewise,there 
is little justification provided for the selection'of CSU for faculty salary 
comparisons. Staff of the California Postsecondary Education Commission 
advise that they are currently evaluating the PBF standards, and will be 
prepared to report to the Legislature by June 30, 1992. 

Second, as discussed earlier, the Legislature has insufficient information 
regarding the implementation of Chapter 973. It makes little sense to 
authorize $50 million in additional funding for program improvement if the 
community colleges cannot tell the Legislature what it ''bought'' with the 
first $140 million. ' . . 

The Legislature will need to evaluate whether the funds proposed for 
program improvement would be better spent on the remaining unfunded 
enrollment, whieh we estimate would cost $30 million, or other legislative 
priorities. Accordingly, we recommend that the Chancellor's Office report at 
budget hearings regarding the progress of the community' colleges in 
meeting Chapter 973 goals. . 

Reject Redirection of Funds for Deferred Maintenance. Under the budget 
proposal, the $8.7 million proposed for redirection from deferred mainte­
nance to program improvement would be allocated to community college 
districts based on the PBF model, along with other program improvement 
funds. The funds could be used by the colleges to support deferred 
maintenance projects or any of the 19 categories of reforms and improve­
ments mandated by Chapter 973. According t() the Department of Finance, 
the goal is to use these redirected funds to help districts achieve th'eChapter 
973 program-based funding targets. 

Under current law, state deferred maintenance funds must be matched 
one-to-one with local funds. Consequently, the total amount at stake is twice 
the General Fund amount. ' ' 

We . have identified three reasons why the state should continue to 
schedule funds for deferred maintenance. First, deferred maintenance needs 
are not declining. In fact, the backlog of projects has been growing. Second, 
deferred maintenance is not part of the PBF model and - unlike other cost 
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factors identified in the model - the need for deferred maintenance funds 
is likely to vary significantly (1) among the colleges and (2)from year to 
year at anyone college. For example, older campuses are likely to need roof 
repairs --' a large component of previous deferred maintenance budget~. We 
believe:.it makes more sense to set priorities, for these' type of projects on a 
statewide basis, rather than e:xpectthe colleges to fund these occasional, 
faidy large projects in competition with ongoing operating needs. 

Third, the colleges have limited incentives to fund critical deferred 
maintenance projects because the fiscal con~equences of not doing so are felt 
by the state - not the colleges. This is' because the consequence of not 
funding deferred maintenance is a need for additional (and more expensive) 
capitaloq.t1ay lelter. For example, failure to make roof repairs coul& lead to 
a request to replace a, b1,lilding. Capital outlay at the community colleges, 
however, is funded entirely by the state. 

Accordingly, we recommend that the. Legislature reject the. proposal to 
redirect $8.7 million in deferred maintenance funds to program improve­
ment. 

Management Information System 

We recommend that the Chancellor's Office report at budget hearings on 
how it intends to resolve problems in implementing Phase I of its manage-
ment information system. . ". ' 

, The budget requests $6.5 million to implement the second.phaseof the 
community·collegi:!s' management information system. Chapter 973, Statutes 
of 1988 (AB 1725, Vasconcellos), required implementation of .astatewide 
management informatiqn system to provide accountability information on 
student demographics,. course information, academic progress and fiscal 
information. When complete,the system should be useful in the annual 
budgetary process. The implementation plan for'the system is structured in 
three phases. To date, the state has spent $6 million to implementthe first 
phase.' . ' 

According to the. Chancellor's Office, the implementation of Phase I is 
essentially complete. However, to date, neither the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission (CPEC) nor our office has been able to obtain reports 
from the system that would demonstrate the successful completion of Phase 
I. The Chancellor's Office advises that this is due to two problems. First, it 
has taken longer than expeCted to receive' 'data from the districts.' Second, 
state operations funding - needed for staff to review district data and 
process reports - has not kept. pace with local assistance funding. As a 
consequence of insufficient state staff, in the short . terril information 
generated fr()m th~ system is likely to represent only, 50 percent of the 
districts. '.' , ' , 
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The Chancellor's Office indicates that it intends to deliver fiscal and 
accountability reports in the budget year. However, our review indicates that 
insufficient resources at the Chancellor's Office could result 4t long delays 
and reports that do not include data from all the districts. We recommend 
that the Chancellor's Office report at budget hearings on how it intends to 
resolve these problems. 

Students With More Than Ninety Credits 

We recommend enactment of legislation providing that students with 
more than 90 credits would not be counted as part of enrollment for 
apportionment purposes, thereby allowing a redirection of $100 million 
(General Fund) to other Proposition 98 purposes. 

Earlier in this analysis, we discussed a proposal for $110.6 million to fund 
previously unfunded enrollment at the community colleges. We also noted 
that the Legislature will need to evaluate whether monies proposed for 
program improvement would be better spent on the remaining unfunded 
enrollment. 

In conjunction with its actions on unfunded enrollment and program 
improvement, we recommend that the Legislature take action to prevent 
community colleges from again developing a gap between funded and actual 
enrollment. Taking such action would limit the state's potential future 
liability for unfunded enrollment. One way of preventing such a gap from 
developing would'be to limit funding for categories of students (1) that have 
a lower priority for state funding based on the Master Plan and (2) whose 
enrollment can be influenced a great deal by the colleges themselves. 

Community colleges primarily serve students who enroll to (1) obtain an 
Associate in Arts or Science degree, (2) earn credits for transfer to a four­
year institution, or (3) gain basic job or language skills. Students seeking 
Associate degrees and transfer credits need a minimum of 60 units of 
coursework. In general, students who wish to obtain technical training rather 
than an Associate degree need less than 60 units of credit. 

In our campus visits this fall, administrators and faculty indicated that 
there are many students currently enrolled in classes who have already 
earned more than 60 credits and in many cases have already earned Bachelor 
of Arts (BA) degrees. Students with more than 60 creq.its may represent 20 
percent of the total workload in some community college districts. Currently 
these students are charged the same fee ($6 per credit) as students with little 
or no previous access to postsecondary education. 

Our review ofCCCenrollment indicates that it would be reasonable for 
the Legislature to eliminate state funding for enrollment of students who 
have completed more than a specific number of course credits. Our analysis 
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indicates that a 90-unit credit limit would provide a reasonable maximum 
for state funding purposes. A 90-unit limit would give students 30 credits 
(one full year) more than what is required to earn an Associate degree or 
credits for transfer. This higher limit also would allow students to earn some 
credit for course work that is not applicable for degree or transfer purposes. 
For example, students who need remedial instruction could earn up to 30 
credits for basic English or mathematics courses which are not applicable for 
a degree or transfer. ' . 

Under this proposal, the colleges could continue to enroll these students, 
although the students would not be funded by the state. In order to help 
assure continued access in these cases, the Legislature. could authoriz~ 
districts to charge these students fees up to the full, cost of instruction; :.' 

Accordingly, we recommend the enactment of legislation specifying tn.a,t 
students with more than 90 credits will not be counted as part of enrollment 
for apportionment purposes. Based on preliminary estimates, adoption of 
this recommendation would allow a reduction in General Fund spending of 
$20 million for each 1 percent of FI'Es affected. The precise amount of 
savings available from this action is unknown; however, based on available 
data it appears that a minimum of 5 percent of. FTEs would. be affected, 
allowing a reduction of $100 million. These· funds could be, used to support 
program improvement activities or fund other legislative priorities within the 
Proposition·98 guarantee. 

Workplace Learning 

We recommend that the Legislature reduce $1 million proposed for 
workplace learning resource centers because the proposal is premature. 
(Reduce Item 6870-101-001 by $1 million.) 

The budget requests $1 million from the General Fund to establish 
workplace learning resource centers at five colleges. These funds would be 
matched dollar-for-dollar by employers. Designed as an addition to the 
colleges' Economic Development Network (ED>Net), these centers would 
provide a variety of education services including employee assessment, 
English as a second language, and job-related instruction. ED>Net programs 
include employer-based training, small business development and other 
services that support community economic development. 

Our analysis indicates that this proposal is incomplete in the following 
respects: (1) it does not identify how the proposed centers would coordinate 
with other agencies providing workplace training (there are 23 statewide), 
(2) it does not document industry cooperation or support of the proposal, 
and (3) it does not address how the costs of providing training would be 
funded or how the students would be tracked in the apportionments system. 

Based on these considerations, we recommend that the Legislature delete 
the proposed $1 million for workplace learning resource centers. This action 
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would free up these funds for other legislative priorities within the Proposi­
tion 98 guarantee. 

Overbudgeting for Enrollment Growth 

We recommend a reduction of $766,000 from the General Fund to correct 
for overbudgeting. (Reduce Item 6870-101-001.) 

The budget requests $44.9 million to fund student enrollment growth at 
the community colleges. Our review indicates that this amount., is $766,000 
higher than the amount needed based on the statutory growth formula. The 
Department of Finance agrees that the proposed amount was incorrectly 
calculated. We recommend a reduction of $766,000 to correct the 
overbudgeting error. These funds could be used for other community 
colleges purposes within the Proposition 98 guarantee. 

Capital Outlay 

The Governor's Budget proposes an appropriation of $101.4 million from 
the Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund in Item 6870 for capital 
outlay at the California Community Colleges. Please see our analysis 'of that 
item in the capital outlay section of this Analysis which is in the back portion 
of this document. 

Council For Private Postsecondary and 
Vocational Education 

Item 6880 
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Findings and Recommendations Analysis 
Page 

1. Fee Schedule Delayed. The council indicates that it will 139 
adopt a new license fee schedule by June 1992, around six 
months past its statutory deadline. 

General Program Statement 
The Council for Private Postsecondary and Vocational Education approves 

and regulates private colleges, universities, and vocational education 
institutions. The council is self-supporting and derives its revenues fro~ 
federal reimbursements, fees charged to private schools seeking licensure, 
and charges assessed to the Student Tuition Recovery Fund.This fund 
partially reimburses students when private postsecondary institutions close 
before the students have completed their instructional programs. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget proposes no workload or program changes for the agency. 

The budget proposes a total of $5.1 million for support of the council in 
1992-93. This is a net increase of $21,000, or 0.4 percent, above estimated 
current-year expenditures. 

Analysis and Recommendations 

Fee Schedule Delayed 

The council indicates that it will adopt a new license fee schedule by June 
1992, around six months past its statutory deadline. 

Chapter 1307, Statutes of 1989 (SB 190, Morgan), requires the council to 
adopt a new fee schedule for private postsecondary . and vocational 
educational institutions by January 1, 1992. The council has informed the 
Department of Finance of its inability to meet the statutory· deadline, and 
requested an extension until June 1992. According to the council, the current 
fee schedule will provide sufficient revenue to support its activities through 
the current year. 
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Item 7980 

MAJOR ISSUES 

Item 7980 

~ . The· budget proposes no increase in Cal Grant awards 
to offset University of California and California State 
University fee increases. 

Findings and Recommendations Analysis 
Page 

1. Cal (irant Funding Will Not Cover Fee Increases. The 141 
budget does no~ provide $19.2 million in additional grant 

.. .funding needed to offset fee increases proposed for the 
Uniyersity of CalifQrnia and the California State University. 

General Program Statement 
The Student Aid Commission provides financial aid to students through 

a variety of grant, loan; and work-study programs. The commission also: (1) 
operates an outreach program for disadvantaged and underrepresented 
students and (2) collects financial aid data and assesses the statewide need 
for graduate and undergraduate financial aid. 

The commission receives around two-thirds of its funding from federal 
funds. Most of the remaining funding is from the General Fund. 
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Overview of the Budget Request 
The proposed budget increase is due to workload-related proposals and 

a proposal to expand the commission's outreach program. 

The budget proposes $536.1 million from all funds for support of the 
commission in 1992-93. This is a net increase of $2 million, or 0.4 percent, 
above estimated current-year expenditures. The budget proposes $175.1 
million from the General Fund for the commission, also an increase of $2 
million, which is 1.1 percent above estimated current-year General Fund 
expenditures. The increase is primarily due to a proposal for $500,000 
(General Fund) to expand the Califoqlia Student Opportunity and Access 
Program, and various work-related proposals. 

This commission, along with many other departments, has been subject 
to a variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these. is an 
. unallocated reduction of 4.5 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 1.4 percent of the commission's total budget from all funds.) 
This reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our companion 
document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the impact 
of these reductions on various departments. 

Analysis and Recommendations 
Cal Grant Funding Will Not Cover Fee Increases 

The budget does not provide $19.2 million in additional Cal Grant 
funding needed to offset fee increases proposed for the University of Califor­
nia (UC) and the California State University (CSU) system. 

Chapter 1699, Statutes of 1990 (AB 4270, Bader), establishes legislative 
policy that the commission provide maximum Cal Grant awards sufficient 
to cover the systemwide and campus-based fees at the two segments. 
Consistent with this policy, the SAC budget has been increased to cover any 
fee increases affecting Cal Grant recipients the past three years. 

The budget for 1992-93 proposes increasing UC fees by $550 (24 percent). 
Under the budget, a portion of the revenues from increased fees at UC 
would be used to increase financial aid provided by the UC itself for 
students who do not receive Cal Grants. The budget does not reflect a fee 
increase for CSU. However, it indicates that the administration supports a 
CSU student fee increase of up to $372 (40 percent), and since the budget 
was introduced, the CSU trustees have tentatively adopted a fee increase in 
this amount. According to the Department of Finance, consistent with the 
budget for UC, a portion of the revenues from the CSU fee increase would 
be used to increase financial aid for non-Cal Grant recipients. 

In a departure from past policy and practice, the commission's budget 
does not provide any additional funding to increase Cal Grant awards to 
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offset the fee increase. We estimate that the cost of increasing Cal Grant 
awards to fully offset the fee increases would be $11 million for the UC and 
$8.2 million for the CSU. According to the Governor's Budget, additional 
funding for the Cal Grant prograllfwas not provided because·of state fiscal 
constraints. If this funding is not provided, the commission has two options: 
(1) provide the sam.e number of awards at existing award levels or (2) reduce 
the number of awards, but increase the award levels to offset the fee 
increase. T~e commission indicates that it plans to implement the first 
option: provide" the same num'ber of awards atexisting levels -:or up to 
$550 and $372 less than the amount required to meet anticipated fee 
increases at the UC and the CSU, respectively. . . 

We discuss'the impact of fee increases and other factors on access to 
h~gher education in our analysis of the UC and the CSUbudgets (Items.6440 
and 6610). .... 




