
RESOLUTION NO. 4 1 

Student Centered Funding Formula 2 

 3 

WHEREAS, appropriate funding is critical to student success, and the state budget is 4 

healthy and has been running a surplus, and 5 

 6 

WHEREAS, the current funding formula creates an inequity and disparate treatment 7 

among Community Colleges, and 8 

 9 

WHEREAS, the cost of living adjustment (COLA) is rolled into the Student Centered 10 

Funding Formula and will be lost if a Community College doesn’t meet 11 

their performance targets, and 12 

 13 

WHEREAS, uncertainties in funding are negatively impacting Community College 14 

CSEA chapter negotiations, and 15 

 16 

WHEREAS, year to year stability for allocation needs is unpredictable, and 17 

 18 

WHEREAS, the Hold Harmless clause of the Student Centered Funding Formula has 19 

continuously been extended with no set end date, and 20 

 21 

WHEREAS, no additional money has been allocated to the new formula to offset the 22 

effects of the hold harmless clause, and 23 

 24 

WHEREAS, data integrity is questionable on non-audited, self-reported metrics, and 25 

 26 

WHEREAS, the living wage data differs between counties, as each county collects and 27 

uses a different methodology to determine this, and 28 

 29 

WHEREAS, the implementation of changes to the funding formula are made with little 30 

to no notice or time to plan, and 31 

 32 

WHEREAS, training has been inadequate on how to produce outcomes for institutional 33 

effectiveness, including financial stability. 34 

 35 

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED:  That CSEA seek legislation to require COLA for 36 

Community Colleges be funded independently from the Student Centered Funding 37 

Formula. 38 

 39 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED:  That CSEA seek legislation to modify the Student 40 

Centered Funding Formula to increase funding to ensure that all Community Colleges 41 

receive their full allocation of funding based on their performance, accommodate 42 

funding the Hold Harmless clause without taking funding away from Community 43 

Colleges that meet their funding formula targets, provide adequate training, improve 44 

data integrity and provide more predictable outcomes. 45 

 46 

 47 

 48 

 49 

 50 

 51 

 52 
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Certified January 31, 2020, postmark  Submitted by Mt. San Antonio College  3 

Monica Han, Association Secretary    Chapter 262, Area G, Region 35 4 

 Approved at January 22, 2020 5 

  Chapter Meeting 6 

 7 

/s/ Robert Stubbe, Chapter President 8 

 9 

/s/ Barbara Carrillo, Chapter Secretary 10 

 11 

Authors Statement 12 

 13 

In 2018, then Governor Jerry Brown introduced legislation that fundamentally changed 14 

how California Community Colleges are funded.  The idea was a simple yet noble one; 15 

pay community colleges based on the value they provide to their students. Colleges that 16 

do not produce results would see their funding drop, and colleges that achieve high 17 

levels of student success would get more funding. It seemed like a great idea until the 18 

guidelines were published, which have revealed several problems with the Student 19 

Centered Funding Formula. 20 

 21 

There are two major problems with the new formula. The first is insufficient funding. 22 

There is not enough money budgeted into the formula to cover all of the earnings for all 23 

of the colleges, resulting in many colleges not receiving the money they have worked so 24 

hard to earn through this new formula. 25 

 26 

The second most significant issue with the funding formula is how it treats COLA. COLA 27 

is meant to allow members to keep up with increasing costs of living like food, shelter, 28 

and clothing. However, since COLA is included in the calculation of funding from this 29 

new formula, COLA can be lost as Districts use COLA funding — intended for employee 30 

salaries — to backfill funding for operational needs when their funding is reduced. 31 

Reducing COLA for community college employees when our brothers and sisters in 32 

other areas of education are still receiving their COLA treats classified employees in 33 

community colleges disparately, and negatively impacts the ability of Districts to recruit 34 

quality classified professionals. 35 

 36 

Other problems with the new formula include a lack of auditing on self-reported 37 

numbers, causing inaccurate funding disbursement, and a general lack of predictability 38 

to the new funding formula, which makes it almost impossible for colleges to negotiate 39 

in good faith for anything that costs them money. The legislation sought by chapter 40 

262’s resolution is aimed at fixing the inequities for classified unit members at California 41 

community colleges. 42 

 43 

Committee Analysis and Recommendation 44 

 45 

I. Description 46 

 47 

This resolution requests that the California School Employees Association (CSEA), 48 

AFL-CIO, sponsor legislation to require the cost of living adjustment (COLA) for 49 

community colleges be funded independently from the Student Centered Funding 50 

Formula (SCFF). 51 

 52 
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 2 

Additionally, the resolution requests legislation to modify the SCFF to increase funding 3 

to: 4 

 5 

1) ensure that all community colleges receive the full funding amount for each 6 

performance outcome achieved, 7 

 8 

2) ensure full utilization of the hold harmless clause, 9 

 10 

3) provide adequate training to staff to ensure accurate reporting, 11 

 12 

4) improve data integrity, and 13 

 14 

5) provide more predictable outcomes. 15 

 16 

II.  Background 17 

 18 

In 2018-2019, the state created the SCFF as a new apportionment funding formula to 19 

fund community colleges districts. The SCFF includes the following three components: 20 

 21 

• Base Allocation (based on student enrollment). As with the prior apportionment 22 

formula, the SCFF provides a specific amount to each college district based on 23 

the number of students enrolled, along with a historical allotment. Each full-time 24 

equivalent student generates about $4,000 in 2019-2020. The Base Allocation 25 

accounts for 70 percent of total funding. 26 

 27 

• Supplemental Allocation (based on low-income students). The SCFF provides 28 

an additional amount, about $950 in 2019-2020, for every student who receives a 29 

Pell Grant, a need-based fee waiver, or is undocumented and qualifies for 30 

resident tuition. The Supplemental Allocation accounts for 20 percent of total 31 

funding. 32 

 33 

• Student Success Allocation. The formula also provides additional funding for 34 

college districts’ ability to help their students achieve specified outcomes — 35 

obtaining various degrees and certificates, completing transfer-level Math and 36 

English within the student’s first year, and obtaining a regional living wage within 37 

a year of completing college. Each of the specified outcomes have different 38 

funding amounts. The Student Success Allocation accounts for 10 percent of 39 

total funding. 40 

 41 

For each of these three components, the state sets per-student funding rates, and these 42 

rates receive a COLA each year. 43 

 44 

The SCFF includes a “hold harmless” provision to protect all college districts from any 45 

reductions in funding under the “old” formula. This means that no district would get less 46 

funding than what they received in 2017-2018 adjusted for COLA. In 2019-2020, this 47 

“hold harmless” provision provided $150 million to protect 32 districts from getting less 48 

funding than what they would have received under the old formula. 49 

 50 

 51 

 52 
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Since its inception, many college districts have raised concerns regarding how the 3 

SCFF would impact their districts. Concerns range from stagnant or declining 4 

enrollment to the fairness of having funding tied to student outcomes that may not 5 

always be within a college district’s control. Because of these concerns and because of 6 

the uncertainties in the funding formula, the state established a special Oversight 7 

Committee. Manuel Payan is the CSEA appointee to represent classified interests on 8 

this oversight committee. Classified employees are also represented by Bill Rawlings on 9 

the Board of Governors of the community college system. 10 

 11 

Committee Review and Recommendation 12 

 13 

The Legislative Committee members made the following observations: 14 

 15 

• This proposal would likely be vetoed by the Governor because he has resisted 16 

making drastic changes to the SCFF. The Oversight Committee is tasked with 17 

making recommendations on changes to the formula. Concerns about the SCFF 18 

should be shared with CSEA’s representative on the Oversight Committee 19 

instead of seeking a legislative remedy. 20 

 21 

• In an ideal situation, the state COLA would get passed down to employees. But 22 

given the current COVID-19 crisis, this may not be the right time to introduce this 23 

proposal when districts may have their budgets reduced. 24 

 25 

• This proposal would create inequity among classified employees by guaranteeing 26 

a state COLA for just community colleges without doing the same for K-12. 27 

 28 

• Given the many existing concerns with the future impacts of the SCFF, labor and 29 

management groups will continue to advocate for changes to improve funding for 30 

college districts. 31 

 32 

For these reasons, the Legislative Committee unanimously recommends a "No” 33 

vote on Resolution No. 4. 34 

 35 

 36 

 37 

 38 

 39 

 40 

 41 

 42 

 43 

 44 

 45 

 46 

 47 

 48 

 49 

 50 

 51 


