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Superintendent/President Serban called the meeting to order.   

 
1. Approval of minutes of October 19 meeting (attached) 

 
M/S/C [Guillen/Bishop] to approve corrected minutes of the October 19, 2010. 
CSEA Consultation Group member, C. Salazar abstained.  

 
Information Items/Announcements 
 
2. Chancellor Jack Scott communication regarding course scheduling priorities 

(Attachment)   
a. Superintendent/President Serban emphasized the importance of reading this 

attached communication from Chancellor Jack Scott regarding the state 
recommendations on course scheduling.  

 
3. Adjustments to the SBCC state general apportionment for 2010-11 based on the 2010-

11 state budget enacted on October 8 (Attachment). 
a. VP Sullivan reported from this attachment, the SBCC State General 

Apportionment which tracks apportionment from 2008 -09; 2009 – 10 and 2010 – 
11 as well as the SBCC adopted budget and State enacted budget.  VP Sullivan 
pointed out the differences in the base amounts received in 2008 -09, 2009 – 10 
and in 2010 – 11.  

b. Superintendent/President Serban clarified further how the funding of the College 
works starting with the sources of funding that comprise our State General 
apportionment.  It is the California Resident FTES that we report and it is funded 
by the State that determines the base revenue.  It is not what we report; it is what 
the State actually funds.  In 2009 – 10, 1,158 FTES that we reported did not get 
funded.  So the $66,828,494, base revenue, is the FTES that the State had 
money to pay us.  The reduction of $2.6 million is the difference between the $76 
million and $73 million and that $2.6 million is the workload reduction that was 
put into effect in 2009-10. All community college districts experienced large 
reductions from their budgets which meant reducing the enrollments that the 
college is funded for.  The base allocation relates to the number of FTES that the 
District has which was established by SB36.  If a college has fewer than 10,000 
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FTES there is a certain base allocation, then if a college is between 10,000 and 
15,000 FTES the base allocation is higher and so on.  The funding model 
established by SB 361 which went into effect starting with the 2006-07 fiscal year 
is a recognition of the fact that regardless of the size in terms of FTES, there is a 
certain support and operational structure that every college needs to have such 
as financial aid office, admissions office, etc.  In addition, SBCC has two centers, 
Schott and Wake, and there was a recognition of our operational costs needed to 
have those centers operating.  There has been a misunderstanding that the 
allocation for centers is for facilities only when it is actually for operational costs 
and it is an unrestricted allocation to the college. Dr. Serban explained in further 
detail how the revenue from the property tax comes to the college, the enrollment 
fees for California Residents, Out of State Residents and International Students 
all work. Dr. Serban explained the timing for the State recalculation and how it 
affects our budget and why the college may actually retroactively get cut.  This is 
not new; this has happened before.  There was further questioning, clarification 
and discussion about mid-year cuts, the deficit factor, FTES and apportionment.     
 

4. Faculty positions to be recruited for Spring 2011 and Fall 2011 
a. Superintendent/President stated that the college is hiring to fill vacancies that are 

due to retirements or resignations; there are no new faculty positions at this time. 
The following are the positions for which recruitment will occur for Spring 2011 
and Fall 2011(in alpha order):  
 
American Ethnic Studies  Associate Degree Nursing 
Automotive Technologies  Cancer Management 
Cosmetology    Dance 
Library    Radiography 
Theatre Arts 

 
5. Full-time Faculty Obligation (FTFO) Fall 2010 Actual and Fall 2011 Projected 

(Attachment) 
a. The attachments included the Basic Principles of the Full-Time Faculty Obligation 

and a chart of California Community College Districts and their Full-Time Faculty 
Obligation.  Superintendent/President Serban reported first on the recent 
background of the situation with the Full-time Faculty Obligation (FTFO) given 
the budget cuts, the Board of Governors, the body that has the authority to waive 
the FTFO, has waived the FTFO new positions twice now and will most likely 
waive them again.  When a college is funded for growth, the number of Full Time 
Faculty positions should go up.  Dr. Serban gave the example that in 2008-09 the 
College was funded 2.27% growth, which was then reduced by the deficit factor. 
On average for every 1% of growth, two more full time faculty positions should be 
added for the next year. The FTFO was waived by the Board of Governors 
because of the huge cuts in the base apportionment funding throughout the 
state.  Again in Fall 2009, the FTFO was waived state-wide.  There was no 
growth funding in 2009-10, but, what was waived for Fall 2008 doesn’t go away; 
it remains as an obligation that eventually will come back.  Reporting from the 
California Community Colleges FTFO chart for all districts, Dr. Serban pointed to 
the Fall 2010 column; the Santa Barbara Community College District shows our 
final FTFO is 240.4.  The number went down compared to what was calculated at 
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P2 (245.4) because our funded FTES went down. Dr. Serban reiterated that the 
FTFO is calculated on funded FTES, not actual reported FTES.  Dr. Serban 
pointed out that the College’s projected Fall 2011 FTFO is 240.4 again.  

 
Discussion Items 
 
6. Changes in state allocation for categorical programs for 2010-11 (Attachment)   

a. SBCC Controller Griffin reported from the attachment, a chart showing 
comparisons in funding for categorical programs, which are listed.  The 2009-10 
state allocation for categorical programs was reduced significantly compared to 
the prior year.  Additional reductions occurred in 2010-11.  The most recent 
change occurred in the state deciding to give more money to EOPS and 
CalWORKS and CARE at the expense of the other categorical programs. 
 

b. Controller Griffin reported that the District has dealt with the cuts and since these 
programs have been deemed so important, the College has provided additional 
funding for them from the unrestricted general fund in order to maintain essential 
services to the students served by these programs.  This last year before the 
adopted budget, we considered offsetting state cuts for several of these 
programs and in fact our budget has $825,000 of money from unrestricted funds 
going into these restricted programs.   
 

c. Now with this new information from the state about the funding forthcoming, the 
college needs to determine what the essential level of funding for our programs 
should be and how can we make sure that they all have an essential level of 
funding for providing services to students. 

  
d. Superintendent/President Serban stated that while it is great that EOPS got 

$85,000 more, CALWORKS got $29,000 more, the other categorical programs 
suffered a $100,000 cut.  The College has committed a significant level of 
funding from the general fund of $825,000 additional funding to support and 
offset the State cuts to categorical programs.  There was further discussion and 
clarification about the different options of how to deal with these changes.   More 
information is to come from the Chancellor’s Office this coming Friday regarding 
allocations, so nothing definite can really be planned until the College knows 
more about the revised State allocation to categorical programs.  Controller 
Griffin stated that the final estimates will be coming out in the middle of this 
month.  This will be discussed further at the next CPC Meeting.  
 

7. Overview of 50% law and SBCC’s standing (Attachment). 
a. Superintendent/President stated that the College is doing well with this 

requirement as noted in the attached report and we are in compliance.  
 

8. 2005-06 to 2009-10 actual unrestricted general fund expenditures and 2010-11 adopted 
budget by cost center (Attachment) 

a. Superintendent/President Serban stated that this agenda item will be carried 
forward to the next meeting. 

 
9. 2005-06 to 2009-10 actual revenues and 2010-11 adopted budget revenues 
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(Attachment) 
a. Superintendent/President Serban pointed out the important information that 

shows the changes we have experienced in terms of state priorities, in some 
initiatives, workload reduction, categorical program cuts, etc. The Revenue 
Report also shows the overview of the type of revenues that the college gets.  
Superintendent/President Serban pointed out why there are significant changes 
in revenues in parts of the report. Further clarification and discussion took place.  

 
10. Feedback on Santa Barbara City College Equal Employment Opportunity Plan Draft 

(attachment provided at the October 19, 2010 CPC, attached again) – All 
 

Dates for Program Review deadlines were discussed. 
 
President Serban adjourned the meeting. 

 
Next meeting: Tuesday, November 30, 3:00-4:30pm, A218C 
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INTRODUCTION

California’s 112 community colleges celebrated their centennial anniversary in 2010. The 
first large-scale community college system in the country continues to be the nation’s 
largest in total numbers and is continuously a leader in adult participation. In 2009-10, 
more than 2.7 million Californians enrolled in a California community college, accounting 
for 1.3 million credit and noncredit full-time equivalent students. More than one-half of 
the students who obtain a bachelor’s degree in a California public university begin their 
studies in one of the state’s community colleges.

In recent years, there has been growing attention to the relative decline in United States’ 
higher education attainment compared to other large, industrialized nations. While at one 
time the United States led the world in the percentage of adults who earned baccalaureate 
credentials, the share of the population earning a college degree is in decline. As cited in a 
recent report by Carnavale, Smith and Strole:

The Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce shows that by 

2018, we will need 22 million new college degrees—but will fall short of that number 

by at least 3 million postsecondary degrees, Associate’s or better. In addition, we will 

need at least 4.7 million new workers with postsecondary certificates. At a time when 

every job is precious, this shortfall will mean lost economic opportunity for millions 

of American workers.

The national attention to this issue culminated in a proposal by President Barack Obama 
to reclaim the lead in adults earning associate’s or bachelor’s degrees among nations in 
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. As a strategy within 
this effort, entitled the “American Graduation Initiative,” President Obama calls upon 
community colleges to increase degree and certificate completions by 5 million by 2020 as 
a component of the larger higher education attainment goal.

The Lumina Foundation for Education projects that reclaiming the global lead in college 
attainment will require increasing college attainment rates among adults from 37.9 
percent to 60 percent. Lumina finds, “[i]f the rate of increase over the last eight years 
continues, the U.S. will reach a higher education attainment level of only 46.6 percent by 
2025, and the shortfall in college graduates will be just under 25 million.”

Calling current four-year and two-year completion rates “dismal,” the National Governors 
Association has established a Complete to Compete campaign to mobilize governors to 
increase college completion rates in support of the national efforts to increase educational 
attainment. The College Board has adopted The College Completion Agenda to increase 
to 55 percent by 2025 the number of 25- to 34-year-olds who hold an associate’s degree 
or higher. The American Association of Community Colleges and the Association of 
Community College Trustees are developing a Voluntary Framework for Accountability to 
“provide opportunities for colleges to benchmark their student progress and completion 
data against peers and to provide stakeholders with critical information on the colleges.”
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Meanwhile, as the nation has lost ground relative to other industrialized states, California 
has fallen from a leader within the United States in higher education attainment to a 
laggard among the fifty states. 

According to the Public Policy Institute of California:

[California] has fallen in rankings and now lags behind many other states in the 

production of college graduates. In 2006, California ranked 23rd among states in its 

share of 25- to 34-year olds holding at least a bachelor’s degree, down from eighth 

position in 1960. California colleges and universities, both public and private, award 

relatively few baccalaureates, given the size of the state’s youth population: California 

ranked 43rd among states in the ratio of bachelor’s degrees awarded in 2006 to high 

school diplomas awarded five years earlier.

While California is mired more deeply in the national recession than most states, the 
state will likely emerge from the downturn into another innovation-driven boom, and 
higher education attainment will be both a driver of the state’s growth and a necessity for 
those who wish to participate in it. The Public Policy Institute of California estimates that 
California needs one million more baccalaureate degree holders above the state’s baseline 
projection in 2025 to meet the workforce needs of employers. 
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More broadly, California’s social and cultural health has depended for fifty years on the 
state’s commitment to providing high quality and affordable higher education to our 
people. California’s higher education system gave our state greater social mobility and 
political stability, as a more broadly-educated people is the bedrock of a stable democratic 
society. This was emphasized by the visionaries who published the Truman Commission 
report in 1947, which carried the formal title Higher Education for American Democracy 
and called for the establishment of a national network of community colleges.

With this backdrop, the Community College League of California convened a commission 
of 33 college leaders to identify policy and practice changes that, if implemented, could 
increase meaningful completions in community colleges by 2020. The Commission was 
asked to constrain its recommendations within reasonably available state resources, a 
particularly difficult task given the magnitude of the current recession and associated 
decline in state revenues.

This report specifically addresses the need to increase associate degree and certificate 
completions in California’s community colleges. The Commission recognizes and affirms 
the role of community colleges in many other areas of service to California’s residents 
and economy—including citizenship, health and safety, English as a second language and 
economic development.

The Commission held three sessions during the first six months of 2010. Rather than 
conduct original research, the Commission used a comprehensive policy matrix prepared 
by the California Leadership Alliance for Student Success (CLASS) initiative, which was 
funded by The William and Flora Hewlett Foundation and The James Irvine Foundation, 
and led by Byron and Kay McClenney of the University of Texas, Austin. The policy 
matrix provides a “compilation of recommendations from 24 key reports related to fiscal 
and academic policy and practice, and state and local accountability for student success.”

The Commission understood early that there were an indeterminate number of strategies 
that could improve student success, including financial and regulatory barriers, student 
support strategies, and pedagogical changes. It felt, however, that to try to catalog all of 
the outstanding work occurring throughout the system would be less productive than an 
effort to identify the common themes found in promising efforts throughout the state. 
Therefore, readers of this report are less likely to find specific program plans to implement 
than common themes that are found in successful strategies both inside and outside of 
California.

Indeed, throughout California, activities to improve student success are already occurring. 
Whether funded through institutional priority or with grant support, most policies 
recommended in this report can be found in a California community college. The greatest 
challenge is identifying which elements of the successful practices can be replicated across 
the system at a time when leaders are overwhelmed with the challenge of keeping the 
doors open.

“The pursuit, 
production, 

dissemination, 
application, and 

preservation of 
knowledge are the 

central activities 
of a civilization. 

Knowledge is a 
social memory, 
a connection to 

the past, and it is 
a social hope, an 

investment in  
the future.”

– Louis Menand
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To evaluate the recommendations included in the policy matrix and others proposed 
by Commission members, the Commission established a vision that “In California, all 
residents will have the opportunity to complete a quality postsecondary education in a 
timely manner.”

Underlying this vision were three equally important values—access, success and equity. 
While some studies have suggested focusing solely on graduation “rates” – the aggregate 
number of completions produced in higher education – the Commission is deeply 
concerned that California’s economic and political stability will be threatened unless 
improvements in participation and completion rates are made across demographic and 
socio-economic groups.

THE COMMISSION’S GOALS

As discussed above, several goals for increasing higher education attainment have been 
set at the state and national levels. Some of these goals pertain to California specifically 
while others are national. Some address community colleges only; others consider overall 
higher education achievement. Some focus on the year 2020, and others 2025. Given these 
different—and at times conflicting—goals, the Commission wrestled with how to select a 
specific metric by which to measure student success improvements in community colleges. 

The Lumina Foundation projects that for California to achieve its share of the national 
goal of 60% degree attainment of 25- to 64-year-olds by 2025, an additional 4,745,448 
baccalaureate and associate degrees, or 34,893 more each year, would need to be 
produced. As community college associate degrees account for 32.1% of existing annual 
associate and baccalaureate degree production, the community college share of the 
Lumina goal would be around 1.5 million more associate degrees by 2025.
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Programs and support services should be designed to maximize the ability of students 
to complete a postsecondary education.

eQuitY
Access and success should regularly be monitored in a disaggregated manner and 
interventions to close achievement gaps should be a campus priority.

Access 
California should continue to lead the nation in participation among adults.

In California, all residents have the opportunity to complete a quality 
postsecondary education in a timely manner.



Under the American Graduation Initiative’s call to increase community college 
completions by 5 million nationally by 2020, California’s share of the goal could be 
interpreted as 1,065,000, as California enrolled 21.3% of the nation’s full-time equivalent 
public community college students in 2007.

This number, which can be isolated as a community college goal and complements the 
need for increased baccalaureate attainment, is ambitious, particularly given the state’s 
budget prospects. Nevertheless, while current budget constraints leading to reduced 
access, lost purchasing power and student service program cuts make the goal daunting, 
the Commission believes that it is necessary to establish a goal that meets the economic 
needs of the state and nation.

To achieve California’s share of the national goal, it will require that the system increase 
completions, an average increase of 29,316 (13%) each year. With this annual progress, the 
system can triple the number of annual degree and certificate completions than otherwise 
would be awarded. On a per college basis, on average each of the 112 colleges will need to 
increase annual completions from 1,200 to 3,500.

The commission calls upon california’s community colleges to increase 
certificate and associate degree completions by 1 million by 2020.

While much of the national focus has been on increasing the absolute number of 
students achieving higher education credentials, the Commission believes that ensuring 
that progress is made in a manner that distributes educational opportunity across 
demographic lines is equally as important as the absolute number of individuals who 
receive higher education credentials. Educational achievement for the purpose of 
economic growth is important, but if it is disproportionate among certain demographic 
groups or geographic regions, a stable democratic society cannot be maintained.

Measuring achievement gaps among enrolled students is difficult because of the lack of 
disaggregated data within California’s community colleges, the difficulty in identifying 
student goals and external factors affecting student success. Nevertheless, it is well 
reported and acknowledged that Latino and black students are significantly less likely 
to complete transfer, degree or certificate programs. Shulock and Moore find that, in 
addition to overall deficits in completion, Latino and black students are 5-10% less likely 
to complete than their white and Asian peers, data which are generally consistent with the 
disaggregated data currently available at the system level.

The commission calls upon community colleges to eliminate the 
achievement gap among demographic and socioeconomic groups.
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While the achievement gap speaks to differential success rates of students who enroll 
in higher education, there is also uneven participation among California’s communities 
along demographic lines. This is primarily true for the fast-growing Latino population. 
Over the next ten years, the California Postsecondary Education Commission projects 
that Latino enrollment in community colleges will increase by 40% while the absolute 
number of white students will remain constant. By 2040, there will be three Latino babies 
born annually for every one white baby. Unless the participation rate gap is reduced or 
eliminated, it will be very difficult for California to maintain, let alone increase, higher 
education completions. Meanwhile, political instability will be created as the fastest 
growing portion of the population will be least likely to participate in the economic 
promise of the state.

The commission calls upon community colleges to close the
participation gap among socioeconomic and demographic groups.

Addressing the achievement and participation gaps is equally an economic necessity, 
a moral imperative and an expression of the economic and democratic promise of the 
state. If achievement among the fastest growing communities lags significantly behind 
the achievement of other communities, the state cannot escape a future of increased 
inequality, political and social instability, and sluggish economic growth.

In support of the mission and values, the commission presents the following 
recommendations. These recommendations are divided into four main categories: 
Leadership and Accountability; Intensive Student Support; Teaching and Learning; 
Finance and Affordability. While these recommendations are not exhaustive, the 
represent data-proven best practices for community college student success. These 
recommendations received overwhelming approval of commission members via an 
extensive vetting process.

The Commission’s Goals • 10

2008 community college participation per 1,000 residents Age 20–24

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission. Ready or Not, Here They Come: Community College 
Enrollment Demand Projections, 2009-2019 (12/2009)



RECOMMENDATIONS:

LeAdership&
AccountAbiLitY

Visible, high-level leadership across districts and colleges is essential  ✓
for student success.

A longitudinal student record system should be developed that  ✓
allows student progress to be monitored from elementary-secondary 
education into and through postsecondary education and into the 
workplace.

The system should regularly gather, report, and use disaggregated  ✓
student access and achievement data to monitor student progress 
across achievement milestones to evaluate institutional and program 
effectiveness.

System and institutional research should focus more directly on core  ✓
issues of teaching, learning and student success; and the creation 
of new reporting and accountability requirements should directly 
correlate with student success.

Statutory, regulatory and administrative requirements should  ✓
be examined to ensure that services improve student success and 
increased course completions are supported and encouraged. 

Student success should be the focus of a reinvented professional  ✓
development effort for community college trustees, administrators, 
faculty and staff.



Visible, High-Level Leadership and Evidence-Based Decision-Making
The increased completions the Commission believes are necessary to meet the state’s 
economic and moral imperatives cannot be accomplished without committed community 
college leadership at the state, district and campus levels. In most cases, this will require 
college, district and statewide decision-making that will be focused primarily on 
improving student success and measured by rigorous application of data and evidence to 
guide decisions.

While faculty, staff, administrators and trustees all historically have reviewed institutional 
outcomes, such reviews have too often been done either in isolation or even in a manner 
critical of another campus constituency. Instead, the entire campus community must 
embrace the goal of increasing successful completions, agree on a framework within 
which to measure success, and regularly review data evaluating progress. Such work now 
occurs through innovative collaborations at select colleges. For example, the University of 
Southern California Center for Urban Education has worked with colleges to use existing 
data to develop “action” plans which promote a “culture of inquiry” and encourage college 
staff to set benchmarks to track student progress.

Central to strengthening the mission and leadership focus at the college and district 
level is enhanced research capacity and an increased use of data to measure student 
success. While California’s community colleges regularly report and review data that 
provide snapshots of institutional effectiveness, the reviews are usually conducted to meet 
statutory or other compliance purposes, are rarely shared institution-wide, and are not 
fully used to inform decision-making and to strengthen student success. 

Further, data are often evaluated in absolute numbers rather than in a disaggregated 
way that measures how cohorts of students are doing and whether improvements in 
completions are related solely to enrollment growth or are truly attributable to program 
effectiveness.

An increase in the publication and review of data alone would likely overwhelm a 
system that already produces reports evaluating the effectiveness of many programs and 
services. As new data products become available, a thorough analysis of state reporting 
requirements should be conducted to determine if outdated reporting requirements can 
be replaced by new, more transparent and disaggregated data. Whenever possible, new 
data products should provide regular and immediate access to internal and external 
audiences about how student access success is being improved, and systemwide efforts 
should be expanded to empower faculty with current information about the students they 
are serving.
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In addition to reporting requirements, many barriers to implementing best practices 
or enlarging existing and effective, yet small, programs are often cited. These often 
include labor requirements, facilities and funding calculations and other statutory and 
regulatory restrictions. Frequent examples include whether or not tutors are included 
in the requirement that fifty percent of a district’s unrestricted spending be spent on 
“instruction;” the ability to implement intensive, short-term classes in developmental 
instruction; and state mandates and limitations on the use of funds intended for 
improving student success. 

When specific barriers are identified to inhibit effective strategies for student success, a 
cost-benefit analysis should be conducted, using available data, evidence and engagement 
of campus leadership, with particular weight given to encouraging exploration and 
implementation of efforts to increase student success. 

Professional Development for Student Success
Finally, the expectation of an institution- and system-wide focus on student success 
cannot be made without addressing the declining investment in professional development 
in the system. Unfortunately, through several cycles of budget reductions, much of the 
state and local investment in professional development that was one of the cornerstones 
of AB 1725 (1988) has been eroded. The last year the state provided professional 
development funds was 2001-02, when $5.2 million was provided for faculty and staff 
development. 

The state-funded Basic Skills Initiative provided a model, albeit limited, effort to engage 
faculty in best practices for student success. This model should be replicated in addressing 
the broader issue of student success, with the goal of providing leadership training and 
inquiry activities for faculty, staff, administrators and trustees. The focus should be clearly 
on evidence-based decision-making.

Two successful models that should be considered for systemwide application are the 
Bridging Research Information and Culture (BRIC) and the California Leadership 
Alliance for Student Success (CLASS) initiatives. The first, BRIC, which is focused 
primarily on research professionals, is enabling fifteen colleges to strengthen their 
research capacity to enhance their culture of inquiry and evidence. CLASS recently 
concluded an eighteen-month effort with twelve districts to focus on leadership strategies 
(primarily among chief executives and trustees) necessary to improve student success in 
community colleges.

Only through targeted and appropriate leadership development will decision-makers 
and campus leaders be adequately equipped to review and take action on the data and 
evidence that should guide student success-based decision-making.

While the restoration of state funds for professional development should be a priority, 
local college districts and state organizations serving all constituencies should prioritize 
the discussion of student success and completion at every opportunity.

“From a 
culture of 
anecdotes 

to a culture 
of evidence.”

Leadership and Accountability • 13



Students should be required to  ✓ participate in integrated student 
support, assessment, counseling and orientation, and enroll in 
courses according to well publicized and strictly-enforced registration 
deadlines.

Through a statewide initiative, relay  ✓ clear community college 
expectations early in each student’s educational career regarding 
requirements for any community college, including the importance of 
going directly to college after high school.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

intensive
     student
         support



“Students Don’t Do Optional”
The formula for ensuring student success in higher education is not a mystery. 
Students, regardless of economic background, have a higher level of success if they 
attend full-time (and have the personal or student financial aid resources to do so), are 
encouraged to participate in the academic or social cohorts, and are adequately informed 
about successful strategies for college completion. 

The Commission frequently discussed that “students don’t do optional.” It also regularly 
acknowledged that, in most cases, the perception of students toward California’s 
community colleges is casual, which is reinforced by the lack of mandatory activities 
associated with instruction and student support. The Commission regularly referred to the 
need to have “intrusive” student support—a focused effort to engage students and deliver 
them the services proven to facilitate student success, rather than waiting for students to 
“opt-in” to services.

Four-year public and private universities regularly employ mandatory success strategies 
for undergraduate, graduate and professional schools alike and the more advanced the 
education level, the more strictly the formula for success seems to be applied. Even the 
professional schools in business, law and medicine that accept only the highest achieving 
college graduates often incorporate mandatory orientation, forbid or create disincentives 
to part-time enrollment, have a mandatory course structure before elective coursework, 
and schedule courses in a manner to create student cohorts.

For most California community college students, these best practices are implemented 
solely on a voluntary basis. There are admirable pilot projects and student communities, 
but they are usually small in scale and often serve disadvantaged, but motivated, students. 
Nevertheless, funding, leadership and regulatory limitations often make it difficult to 
implement effective practices across the entire student body.

Academy for college excellence (cabrillo)
student success centers (chaffey)
english Language Acceleration (chabot)
career tech contextualization (Los Angeles trade-tech)
passport to college (san Joaquin delta)
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promisinG modeLs

Learn more about these and other successful models at www.cccvision2020.org.

The challenge in replicating these best practices across the large community college 
student body is the cost of delivering intensive services and the variability of preparation 
levels of incoming and continuing students. This has been made more difficult in recent 
years through significant cuts to both general and targeted student service programs.



While a long-term goal should include implementing best practices similar to those 
used by public institutions for the more advanced students in education, such strategies 
are costly, and the Commission was limited by its charge to recommend strategies that 
are reasonably achievable under the existing funding structure. Nevertheless, elements 
of these best practices, such as intensive orientation for all incoming students, can be 
implemented with relatively little cost combined with creativity and a willingness to work 
differently.

Preparation for Success: Successful Registration and Course-Taking Patterns
Most community colleges allow students to enroll throughout the first two or three weeks 
of a class, a practice known as “late” registration. While this ensures the broadest level 
of access and maximizes the efficiency of instruction through increasing the student-
to-faculty ratio, research generally shows that students who register late are less likely to 
successfully complete courses than their peers who attend from the first class meeting.

The open admissions process and ready availability of pre-collegiate coursework for 
California’s community colleges communicates to a portion of high school students 
that the preparation required to attend four-year universities is not required to attend 
community college. This leads to inefficient course-taking patterns, lack of financial 
preparedness for full-time enrollment and the arrival of students who have unidentified 
achievement goals. While community colleges should still remain open access institutions, 
far more students likely could achieve timely completion of a degree or certificate if they 
were to approach community college recognizing that they may need some pre-collegiate 
coursework.
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2009-10 student self-declared Goal

Source: September 2010 Board of Governors Presentation by Patrick Perry, Vice Chancellor, Technology, 
Research and Information Systems, California Community Colleges



Early outreach should be made to students in middle school and throughout high school 
about effective preparation for community colleges. Students should understand the 
economic benefits of higher education and the contributions higher education makes to 
America’s democracy. 

Whether a student plans on attending community college or a university, he/she should 
be encouraged to participate in, and persist through, pre-collegiate coursework in high 
school. Regardless of their appropriate role as such, community colleges should not be 
thought of as a “safety net” for students who are unprepared for four-year collegiate work.

The state and community colleges should engage high school counselors to focus on 
preparation of their students for community college attendance, with an emphasis on 
completing satisfactory mathematics and language preparation for collegiate study. High 
school students need a realistic understanding of the rigors of the community college 
curriculum and the additional time required to complete postsecondary education if they 
arrive at a community college underprepared.

Further, the importance for completion, and the additional financial aid associated 
with, full-time enrollment needs to be clearly communicated to students. Although 
community colleges serve many students who may not need or be able to attend full-
time, a concentrated effort to enroll first-time freshmen with a full unit load could yield 
significant improvements in timely completion.  In Fall 2009, only 43.8% of first-time 
freshmen enrolled in 12 or more units.
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fall 2009 unit Load, one semester

Source: September 2010 Board of Governors Presentation by Patrick Perry, Vice Chancellor, Technology, 
Research and Information Systems, California Community Colleges



RECOMMENDATIONS:

teAchinG&
LeArninG

Develop an enhanced Basic Skills funding model that includes clear  ✓
and expedited pathways for students tied to defined research-based 
benchmarks or “momentum points” leading up to and including 
completion.

Develop alternatives to traditional curriculum sequences using linked  ✓
or contextualized curriculum across curricular areas.

Establish transfer associate degrees that guarantee admission to all  ✓
four-year universities with junior standing, as part of a universal 
statewide articulation system.

Schedule classes in an inter-departmental manner with the goal of  ✓
meeting the needs of first-time entering students, promoting full-time 
enrollment, and enhancing program completion.

Expand the awarding of credit for demonstrated competency and  ✓
knowledge using multiple assessment instruments as determined by 
faculty.

Encourage (or require) faculty candidates to demonstrate knowledge  ✓
of effective teaching and learning techniques, particularly in the basic 
skills subject areas.



The Commission considered promising evidence of successful pre-collegiate programs 
from both inside and outside California. Within the state’s community colleges, many 
institutions are implementing learning communities that incorporate basic skills learning 
in math, language, or both into career-technical or general education content. This 
is being done either directly in the classroom or in student success centers where the 
students’ additional time serves as laboratory hours.

Washington State has a classroom-based contextualized program integrating basic skills 
and career technical instruction that is showing promising results. Across the country, 
there are promising laboratories of student success, but no clear “off the shelf ” model that 
can quickly be brought to scale in California.

What is common across the models both within California and across the country is that 
they cost far more than the standard funding per student provided for instruction and 
services in California community colleges. Cost and time-to-degree are extended when 
students are placed into developmental language courses. Frequently, students arrive at 
community colleges to learn or re-learn developmental skills funded at $5,376 per full-
time student rather than the $7,957 per student of funding provided to K-12.

Funding Innovation and Proven Strategies
The Commission was impressed with the successful models occurring in community 
colleges in California and across the country, but appreciates that these practices cannot 
be expected to grow naturally to meet the compelling statewide need without more closely 
aligning program cost with financial support. Therefore, the Commission recommends 
an enhanced basic skills funding model that will reimburse community college districts 
at a higher rate for basic skills full-time equivalent students if the college implements 
one of many best practices, with a focus on moving students through momentum points 
that increase the likelihood of completing college. A list of components of best practices 
eligible for the enhanced funding should be developed jointly by system leaders in 
instruction, research, student services and the Academic Senate.

This enhanced funding mechanism will enable districts that have partially implemented 
successful practices to expand them to include more students and enable other colleges to 
initiate new programs.

Course Scheduling for Student Success
Community colleges in California use a variety of methods to determine course offerings 
each term. Often, course scheduling is performed at the departmental level, with courses 
scheduled based on historic enrollment patterns and full-time faculty availability, rounded 
out with assignments to part-time faculty and adjustments for state-funded enrollment 
growth. Scheduling efforts to encourage cohorts of new, full-time students are rarely 
coordinated among departments, except in some model, but small-scale, programs. The 
Commission believes college course offerings should be primarily scheduled in a manner 
that encourages full-time attendance and campus engagement.
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2009-10 student Age

Source: September 2010 Board of Governors Presentation by Patrick Perry, Vice Chancellor, Technology, 
Research and Information Systems, California Community Colleges

Recently, many community colleges condensed their academic calendars and 
implemented block scheduling to maximize the efficiency of classroom use, leading 
to fewer but longer course meetings. This may have the consequence of encouraging 
enrollment patterns that disadvantage student success, such as either part-time enrollment 
or unreasonable full-time enrollment with insufficient study time. Further, course 
scheduling decisions made to maximize classroom and parking efficiency should be 
evaluated to ensure that students are not being discouraged from extracurricular activities 
that may build cohorts and support networks critical to student success.

Each college should longitudinally evaluate student success in different course offering 
patterns to ensure that course scheduling does not disadvantage course-level progression 
nor degree or certificate completion.
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A Successful, Motivated and Supported Pre-Collegiate Workforce
With the advent of AB 1725 (1988), there was a significant professionalization of the ranks 
of community college faculty by moving away from qualifications via lifetime credentials 
to minimum qualifications and local determination of equivalent qualifications. 

In most areas of academic credit instruction, to teach in a California community college, 
an instructor must have a master’s degree in the discipline to be taught, or one reasonably 
related. However, to teach noncredit courses in pre-collegiate math and English or the 
equivalent courses in K-12 schools, a bachelor’s degree usually suffices. Because individual 
community colleges are organized differently in how basic skills courses are taught, at 
some colleges a master’s degree may be required under state regulations to teach pre-
collegiate courses, while at others, it is not.



Whether a college uses dedicated faculty to teach pre-collegiate courses or rotates math 
and English faculty between collegiate and pre-collegiate assignments, it is essential 
that faculty teaching developmental courses are equipped with the latest pedagogical 
knowledge in developmental education and a desire to teach at the developmental level. 
Too often the least prepared and most under-supported part-time faculty are assigned to 
basic skills courses for fiscal or institutional reasons. Developmental students need and 
deserve the most dedicated and accomplished practitioners available.

Nevertheless, at this time when many students are arriving at community colleges 
needing pre-collegiate instruction, it is not sensible to exclude instructors who may have 
the education necessary to teach the same curriculum at the high school level, and have 
proven themselves effective at that level.

Beyond faculty providing direct pre-collegiate instruction, the responsibility for 
developing these skills among all students must be embraced by the entire institution. 
With only 16% of California’s community college students demonstrating college-level 
math skills and only 28% ready for college-level composition, professional development 
for faculty, staff, administrators and trustees must focus on developmental teaching and 
learning pedagogy. Community colleges need to embrace and instill a culture that all 
employees share the responsibility for student success.

Recognizing Prior Student Achievement
The state’s funding mechanism recognizes time in the classroom, and not necessarily 
how quickly colleges provide students with the knowledge, skills and credentials needed 
to enter the workforce. While the Commission rejects suggestions to lower standards 
and provide credentials to cosmetically enhance the state’s college completion numbers, 
public community colleges occasionally erect unreasonably high barriers for students 
to earn college credit for demonstrated competency in a particular subject matter. The 
Commission believes that community colleges should expand the awarding of credit for 
students who can demonstrate mastery of subject matter as determined by local faculty.
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Create an additive, categorical incentive funding model that  ✓
distributes money based upon improvements in institutional and 
student performance as measured by completion of momentum points 
linked to student success.

Enrollment fee increases should be moderate and predictable, and  ✓
tied to an inflationary index. Enrollment fee revenue increases should 
supplement the base level of resources from the prior year.

The continued receipt of institutional student financial aid such as  ✓
the Board of Governors (BOG) waiver should be aligned with federal 
criteria for receipt of federal aid.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

finAnce&
AffordAbiLitY



As discussed previously, the Commission was restricted to recommendations that could 
be financed within reasonably available state resources. As funding per student has 
been reduced over the last eighteen months—including targeted cuts in student success 
categorical programs—it is difficult to make recommendations without acknowledging 
that California’s community colleges are funded significantly lower on a per-student basis 
than their K-12 and four-year university counterparts. 

Nevertheless, the moral and economic needs of increasing college completion cannot 
wait for all of California’s budget problems to be fixed. Districts are already engaged in a 
prioritization of college courses to focus on core areas of basic skills, transfer and career-
technical education, and traditional offerings in lifelong learning which have in many 
cases been put on hold.

There is broad acknowledgement among internal and external constituencies that 
increasing completions is a compelling goal. However, these constituencies are often 
divided over whether significant added resources are needed for the increase in 
completions, with some external constituencies suggesting that changes in the existing 
funding structure could provide districts with incentives to increase completions without 
new money. The Commission rejects both of these absolute arguments and believes 
that, combined with the other strategies recommended in this report, a modest, additive 
funding incentive could be provided that would encourage decision-making based on 
student success.

Building on a Promising Incentive-Funding Model
In particular, Commission members were impressed with the model used by the State of 
Washington. In Washington, funds have been set aside at the statewide level and earned 
by community colleges that increase student progress across “momentum points” (or 
“milestones”) that lead to a “tipping point” of significant economic benefit for students. 
Using the state’s databases of student and wage data, the Washington State Board for 
Community and Technical Colleges determined that students who completed one year 
of community college earned higher wages than those who completed only ten units, 
whether or not they started at the developmental level.

For example, students who complete their first college-level math class in a timely manner 
are more likely to reach the tipping points, as are students who successfully complete their 
first 30 college-level units. 

While these momentum points are generally acknowledged in research on community 
college student success, few funding models of community colleges encourage a focus 
on the progress of an individual student to completion. Rather, most funding models, 
including those used for the bulk of funds in Washington and California, primarily rely 
on the absolute number of students. Some reform proposals have focused on penalizing 
colleges for dropout rates in specific course sections, which could discourage colleges 
from offering sufficient sections of challenging courses, or worse, discourage service to the 
most educationally disadvantaged populations.
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Under its Student Achievement Initiative, Washington provided each community college 
with a small amount of seed money to implement best practices, and a larger amount 
was set aside for grants to colleges based on their increase in the number of student 
momentum points above the baseline year.

Washington only provided $7 million for a two-year fund of achievement awards for its 
colleges under the Student Achievement Initiative, a relatively small share (0.5%) of the 
system’s two-year budget of around $1.4 billion. Nevertheless, the modest awards have 
focused faculty, staff, and other college leaders on student completion—arguably the most 
important strategy for increasing student completion. While the Community College 
Research Center at Columbia University is currently conducting a thorough evaluation in 
the overall effectiveness of the program, the system reports significantly higher numbers 
of students achieving milestones.

The Commission believes that a similar, additive model could be effective in California 
and could most appropriately measure the momentum points and various completions 
that are in students’ and the state’s interest. Given the diversity of the communities and 
student populations served by the colleges, the Commission discussed the possibility of 
weighting achievement awards for assisting first generation college students or English 
Language Learners across momentum points.

Through an incentive funding mechanism, the disadvantages of “performance funding” 
that could lead to undesirable behavior can be avoided and a flexible model can be 
implemented as the state budget allows.

Student Enrollment Fees and Financial Assistance
California has a proud legacy as a state with low enrollment fees for its institutions of 
higher education. While fees at the campuses of the University of California (UC) and 
California State University (CSU) systems have increased significantly in recent years 
and are now closer to comparable institutions in other states, fees for community colleges 
continue to be significantly lower than those in other states. The Legislature has clearly 
set a priority of ensuring the availability of community colleges to all students, including 
those who would be deterred from attending because of a higher fee level.

While debated significantly, the Commission did not reach a conclusion on a specific fee 
level or index. Some Commission members believe that, in order to provide a similar 
amount of resources for California’s community colleges as institutions receive in 
other states, fees must be increased. Others believe that increasing fees will only justify 
disinvestment from the state, and use as examples the recent experiences at the UC and 
CSU systems.

There was, however, common agreement that, if fees are increased, it should be done in 
alignment with an inflationary or another economic indicator, such as the change in the 
consumer price index or per capita personal income. Further, the Commission believes 
that any increase in student fees should lead to enhanced student services and not be 
offset with state General Fund reductions.
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The two largest sources of student financial assistance for California’s community college 
students are the state Board of Governors (BOG) waiver and the federal Pell Grant. In 
2008-09, 870,318 students (headcount) received BOG waivers totaling $254 million, while 
321,066 students received Pell Grants totaling $882 million.

The BOG waiver provides a full waiver from the credit per-unit fee for students who 
qualify. Under the BOG Waiver A, students can apply for the waiver and have automatic 
eligibility if they are on Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, Supplemental Security 
Income/State Supplementary Program, or a county general assistance program. BOG 
Waiver B provides automatic eligibility based on income standards, defined as 150% of the 
federally determined poverty level, and the BOG Waiver C is available for students who 
still have financial need after receiving available federal and state grant financial aid.
The federal Pell Grant, which is the largest grant aid program in the country, limits grant 
eligibility to 150% of the number of units ordinarily required for the academic program 
and continued receipt of the grant to students who make satisfactory academic progress, 
generally defined as completing 67% of the number of units attempted each semester 
with a 2.0 grade point average. In the case of disqualification for excessive units or 
unsatisfactory academic progress, students can generally appeal and receive an additional 
semester to complete their program or correct their academic deficiencies.

In contrast, the BOG waiver is available to any otherwise eligible California student, 
regardless of the student’s academic performance or quantity of units attempted or 
completed. Because the BOG waiver is continuously available (assuming underlying 
financial eligibility is met), in some cases it does not provide students with the same level 
of motivation to satisfactorily complete coursework and make progress toward completion 
of their academic goals as does a federal Pell Grant.

The Commission believes that the requirements for the BOG waiver should conform 
with the requirements of the Pell Grant in most circumstances. By establishing similar 
satisfactory academic progress requirements for students seeking the BOG waiver, course 
retention may increase and time-to-completion may decrease.

To ensure that a larger number of eligible student receive federal and state financial aid, 
the Commission believes that students seeking a BOG waiver should be directed to the 
Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA), and advised of the opportunities 
afforded through federal and state aid. Where students would be eligible for such aid they 
should be required to complete the FASFA as a condition of applying for the BOG waiver.

In summary, the Commission believes that California’s community colleges should 
continue to be the most affordable community college system in the country, but should 
also consider fee and financial aid policies that encourage students to enroll full-time and 
complete their educational goals in a timely manner.
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The Commission recognizes that the recommendations included in this report are only a 
subset of the outstanding efforts that community college faculty, staff and other leaders are 
working on to improve student success. It further believes that the most essential element 
to student success is budgetary stability, something that has been absent in recent years.

In particular, several of the recommendations included in this report—such as enforced 
registration deadlines, financial aid limitations, and mandatory orientation and 
assessment—either impose significant costs on local community colleges or will reduce 
state apportionment payments for enrolled students in the short run. Nevertheless, 
the changes are smart in the eyes of both students and taxpayers alike, and need to be 
recognized by state policymakers as long-term savings and investments. 

Even through the recent difficult financial times, however, faculty, staff and administrative 
leaders across California have proven that improvements can be made to system assistance 
for students to complete their education in a timely manner. From contextualization 
and acceleration of basic skills instruction to enhanced financial aid delivery to using 
data to inform decision-making, innovation is continuous at community colleges across 
California. The greatest challenge indeed may not be regulatory or financial barriers, but 
instead the leadership it will take to reshape instructional and service delivery models 
across all institutions and all service populations.

California’s community colleges remain the most affordable and accessible system of 
higher education in the country, and a majority of annual graduates of all institutions 
attribute at least part of their education to community colleges. Even with this feat as 
a backdrop, the Commission recognizes that focused strategies as outlined above can 
deliver the promise of community college completion and the associated economic and 
social benefits to millions more over the coming generations.

CONCLUSION
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“With commitment to Success, Equity and Access, 
California’s brightest days lies ahead.”
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Leadership & Accountability
Visible, high-level leadership across districts and colleges is essential for student success. ✓

A longitudinal student record system should be developed that allows student progress to be monitored from   ✓
elementary-secondary education into and through postsecondary education and into the workplace.

The system should regularly gather, report, and use disaggregated student access and achievement data to  ✓
monitor student progress across achievement milestones to evaluate institutional and program effectiveness.

System and institutional research should focus more directly on core issues of teaching, learning and student  ✓
success; and the creation of new reporting and accountability requirements should directly correlate with 
student success.

Statutory, regulatory and administrative requirements should be examined to ensure that services improve   ✓
student success and increased course completions are supported and encouraged. 

Student success should be the focus of a reinvented professional development effort for community college  ✓
trustees, administrators, faculty and staff.

Intense Student Support
Students should be required to participate in integrated student support, assessment, counseling and  ✓
orientation, and enroll in courses according to well publicized and strictly-enforced registration deadlines.

Through a statewide initiative, relay  ✓ clear community college expectations early in each student’s educational 
career regarding requirements for any community college, including the importance of going directly to college 
after high school.

E-mail: info@cccvision2020.org
Website: www.cccvision2020.org
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teaching & Learning
Develop an enhanced Basic Skills funding model that includes clear and expedited pathways for students tied to  ✓
defined research-based benchmarks or “momentum points” leading up to and including completion.

Develop alternatives to traditional curriculum sequences using linked  ✓ or contextualized curriculum across  
curricular areas.

Establish transfer associate degrees that guarantee admission to all  ✓ four-year universities with junior standing,  
as part of a universal statewide articulation system.

Schedule classes in an inter-departmental manner with the goal of  ✓ meeting the needs of first-time entering students, 
promoting full-time enrollment, and enhancing program completion.

Expand the awarding of credit for demonstrated competency and knowledge using multiple assessment instruments   ✓
as determined by faculty.

Encourage (or require) faculty candidates to demonstrate knowledge of effective teaching and learning techniques,  ✓
particularly in the basic skills subject areas.

Finance & Affordability
Create an additive, categorical incentive funding model that distributes money based upon improvements in  ✓
institutional and student performance as measured by completion of momentum points linked to student success.

Enrollment fee increases should be moderate and predictable, and  ✓ tied to an inflationary index. Enrollment fee 
revenue increases should supplement the base level of resources from the prior year.

The continued receipt of institutional student financial aid such as  ✓ the Board of Governors (BOG) waiver should be 
aligned with federal criteria for receipt of federal aid.
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Daily Enrollment Report Spring 2011
Registration Event Key :
(P) = Priority  Registration
(O ) = Open Registration
(S) = Start of C lass
(C ) = Census

Date Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG CountDate DateDateDateDate

200620072008200920102011

11/15 (P)      883      613      427      304      246      32144% 43.6% 40.5% 23.6% -23.4%11/16 (P) 11/17 (P) 11/19 (P) 11/13 (P) 11/14 (P)

11/16    1,990    1,344      857      587      538      66148.1% 56.8% 46% 9.1% -18.6%11/17 11/18 11/20 11/14 11/15

11/17    3,258    2,521    1,635      975      920    1,05029.2% 54.2% 67.7% 6% -12.4%11/18 11/19 11/21 11/15 11/16

11/18    4,533    3,592    2,413    1,055    1,451    1,52926.2% 48.9% 128.7% -27.3% -5.1%11/19 11/20 11/22 11/16 11/17

11/19    5,123    4,145    3,033    1,124    1,855    1,90623.6% 36.7% 169.8% -39.4% -2.7%11/20 11/21 11/23 11/17 11/18

11/20    5,257    4,300    3,186    1,17322.3% 35% 171.6%11/21 11/22 11/24 11/18 11/19

11/21    5,390    4,422    3,366    1,24321.9% 31.4% 170.8%11/22 11/23 11/25 11/19 11/20

11/22    6,470    5,480    4,516    1,703    2,386    2,35018.1% 21.3% 165.2% -28.6% 1.5%11/23 11/24 11/26 11/20 11/21

11/23    7,844    6,773    5,524    2,236    3,187    3,09415.8% 22.6% 147% -29.8% 3%11/24 11/25 11/27 11/21 11/22

11/24    8,794    7,631    5,984    3,422    3,831    3,78415.2% 27.5% 74.9% -10.7% 1.2%11/25 11/26 11/28 11/22 11/23

11/25    8,857    7,768    6,121    4,32814% 26.9% 41.4%11/26 11/27 11/29 11/23 11/24

11/26    8,969    7,904    6,264    4,57013.5% 26.2% 37.1%11/27 11/28 11/30 11/24 11/25

11/27    9,093    8,034    6,382    4,69713.2% 25.9% 35.9%11/28 11/29 12/01 11/25 11/26

11/28    9,264    8,196    6,573    4,81713% 24.7% 36.5%11/29 11/30 12/02 11/26 11/27

11/29    8,792    7,006    5,111    4,443    4,41525.5% 37.1% 15% 0.6%11/30 12/01 12/03 11/27 11/28

11/30    9,109    7,357    5,407    4,895    4,95723.8% 36.1% 10.5% -1.3%12/01 12/02 12/04 11/28 11/29

12/01    9,439    7,809    5,714    5,377    5,54020.9% 36.7% 6.3% -2.9%12/02 12/03 12/05 11/29 11/30

12/02    9,748    8,149    6,000    5,831    5,99719.6% 35.8% 2.9% -2.8%12/03 12/04 12/06 11/30 12/01

12/03    9,936    8,463    6,326    6,164    6,28817.4% 33.8% 2.6% -2%12/04 12/05 12/07 12/01 12/02

12/04   10,000    8,593    6,42816.4% 33.7%12/05 12/06 12/08 12/02 12/03

12/05   10,097    8,755    6,53915.3% 33.9%12/06 12/07 12/09 12/03 12/04

12/06   10,129    9,143    7,011    6,491    6,63810.8% 30.4% 8% -2.2%12/07 12/08 12/10 12/04 12/05

12/07   10,571    9,604    7,325    6,742    6,91510.1% 31.1% 8.6% -2.5%12/08 12/09 12/11 12/05 12/06

12/08   11,056    9,901    7,610    7,042    7,20311.7% 30.1% 8.1% -2.2%12/09 12/10 12/12 12/06 12/07

12/09   11,380   10,158    7,832    7,317    7,41612% 29.7% 7% -1.3%12/10 12/11 12/13 12/07 12/08

12/10   11,787   10,310    8,031    7,535    7,62114.3% 28.4% 6.6% -1.1%12/11 12/12 12/14 12/08 12/09

12/11   11,881   10,385    8,09514.4% 28.3%12/12 12/13 12/15 12/09 12/10

12/12   11,910   10,468    8,16213.8% 28.3%12/13 12/14 12/16 12/10 12/11

12/13 (O )   12,281   11,189    8,862    8,107    8,1949.8% 26.3% 9.3% -1.1%12/14 (O ) 12/15 (O ) 12/17 (O ) 12/11 (O ) 12/12 (O )

12/14   12,506   11,514    9,219    8,487    8,5108.6% 24.9% 8.6% -0.3%12/15 12/16 12/18 12/12 12/13

12/15   12,738   11,759    9,513    8,792    8,8278.3% 23.6% 8.2% -0.4%12/16 12/17 12/19 12/13 12/14

12/16   12,786   11,947    9,148    9,093    9,1167% 30.6% 0.6% -0.3%12/17 12/18 12/20 12/14 12/15

12/17   12,855   12,055    9,276    9,402    9,4026.6% 30% -1.3% 0%12/18 12/19 12/21 12/15 12/16

12/18   12,898   12,119    9,3366.4% 29.8%12/19 12/20 12/22 12/16 12/17

12/19   12,961   12,197    9,3746.3% 30.1%12/20 12/21 12/23 12/17 12/18

12/20   13,015   12,306    9,421    9,631    9,5795.8% 30.6% -2.2% 0.5%12/21 12/22 12/24 12/18 12/19

12/21   13,082   12,388    9,455    9,769    9,7465.6% 31% -3.2% 0.2%12/22 12/23 12/25 12/19 12/20

12/22   13,113   12,281    9,562    9,945    9,8786.8% 28.4% -3.9% 0.7%12/23 12/24 12/26 12/20 12/21

12/23   13,120   12,311    9,667   10,084    9,9746.6% 27.4% -4.1% 1.1%12/24 12/25 12/27 12/21 12/22
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Daily Enrollment Report Spring 2011
Registration Event Key :
(P) = Priority  Registration
(O ) = Open Registration
(S) = Start of C lass
(C ) = Census

Date Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG CountDate DateDateDateDate

200620072008200920102011

12/24   13,123   12,376    9,758   10,220   10,0466% 26.8% -4.5% 1.7%12/25 12/26 12/28 12/22 12/23

12/25   13,169   12,423    9,8176% 26.5%12/26 12/27 12/29 12/23 12/24

12/26   13,213   12,476    9,9095.9% 25.9%12/27 12/28 12/30 12/24 12/25

12/27   13,260   12,557    9,9585.6% 26.1%12/28 12/29 12/31 12/25 12/26

12/28   13,326   12,631   10,0415.5% 25.8%12/29 12/30 01/01 12/26 12/27

12/29   13,394   12,682   10,3225.6% 22.9%12/30 12/31 01/02 12/27 12/28

12/30   13,395   12,733   10,6415.2% 19.7%12/31 01/01 01/03 12/28 12/29

12/31   13,425   12,868   10,8834.3% 18.2%01/01 01/02 01/04 12/29 12/30

01/01   13,480   12,927   10,9724.3% 17.8%01/02 01/03 01/05 12/30 12/31

01/02   13,534   13,023   11,0833.9% 17.5%01/03 01/04 01/06 12/31 01/01

01/03   13,749   13,283   11,4403.5% 16.1%01/04 01/05 01/07 01/01 01/02

01/04   13,971   13,566   11,739   10,571   10,3833% 15.6% 11% 1.8%01/05 01/06 01/08 01/02 01/03

01/05   14,201   13,885   12,004   10,811   10,6602.3% 15.7% 11% 1.4%01/06 01/07 01/09 01/03 01/04

01/06   14,415   14,149   12,338   11,043   10,8661.9% 14.7% 11.7% 1.6%01/07 01/08 01/10 01/04 01/05

01/07   14,636   14,274   12,524   11,270   11,1192.5% 14% 11.1% 1.4%01/08 01/09 01/11 01/05 01/06

01/08   14,666   14,330   12,6182.3% 13.6%01/09 01/10 01/12 01/06 01/07

01/09   14,736   14,420   12,7022.2% 13.5%01/10 01/11 01/13 01/07 01/08

01/10   14,909   14,708   13,009   11,666   11,4641.4% 13.1% 11.5% 1.8%01/11 01/12 01/14 01/08 01/09

01/11   15,082   14,926   13,240   11,953   11,7681% 12.7% 10.8% 1.6%01/12 01/13 01/15 01/09 01/10

01/12   15,301   15,229   13,482   12,250   12,0060.5% 13% 10.1% 2%01/13 01/14 01/16 01/10 01/11

01/13   15,445   15,493   13,781   12,561   12,265-0.3% 12.4% 9.7% 2.4%01/14 01/15 01/17 01/11 01/12

01/14   15,626   15,639   13,863   12,857   12,515-0.1% 12.8% 7.8% 2.7%01/15 01/16 01/18 01/12 01/13

01/15   15,669   15,693   13,941-0.2% 12.6%01/16 01/17 01/19 01/13 01/14

01/16   15,707   15,757   14,012-0.3% 12.5%01/17 01/18 01/20 01/14 01/15

01/17   15,814   16,003   14,147-1.2% 13.1%01/18 01/19 01/21 01/15 01/16

01/18   16,026   16,215   14,455   13,337   12,935-1.2% 12.2% 8.4% 3.1%01/19 01/20 01/22 01/16 01/17

01/19   16,198   16,523   14,703   13,748   13,287-2% 12.4% 6.9% 3.5%01/20 01/21 01/23 01/17 01/18

01/20   16,408   16,796   14,965   14,097   13,655-2.3% 12.2% 6.2% 3.2%01/21 01/22 01/24 01/18 01/19

01/21   16,614   16,929   15,211   14,623   14,012-1.9% 11.3% 4% 4.4%01/22 01/23 01/25 01/19 01/20

01/22   16,656   17,008   15,354   14,776   14,187-2.1% 10.8% 3.9% 4.2%01/23 01/24 01/26 01/20 01/21

01/23   16,766   17,142   15,508-2.2% 10.5%01/24 01/25 01/27 01/21 01/22

01/24 (S)   16,930   17,219   15,602   14,882   14,275-1.7% 10.4% 4.8% 4.3%01/25 (S) 01/26 (S) 01/28 (S) 01/22 (S) 01/23 (S)

01/25   17,128   17,332   15,705   15,059   14,316-1.2% 10.4% 4.3% 5.2%01/26 01/27 01/29 01/23 01/24

01/26   17,307   17,493   15,814   15,209   14,536-1.1% 10.6% 4% 4.6%01/27 01/28 01/30 01/24 01/25

01/27   17,458   17,598   15,919   15,389   14,644-0.8% 10.5% 3.4% 5.1%01/28 01/29 01/31 01/25 01/26

01/28   17,559   17,634   15,991   15,525   14,782-0.4% 10.3% 3% 5%01/29 01/30 02/01 01/26 01/27

01/29   17,563   17,657   16,007   15,557   14,735-0.5% 10.3% 2.9% 5.6%01/30 01/31 02/02 01/27 01/28

01/30   17,583   17,678   16,032-0.5% 10.3%01/31 02/01 02/03 01/28 01/29

01/31   17,677   17,794   16,225   15,642   14,920-0.7% 9.7% 3.7% 4.8%02/01 02/02 02/04 01/29 01/30
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Daily Enrollment Report Spring 2011
Registration Event Key :
(P) = Priority  Registration
(O ) = Open Registration
(S) = Start of C lass
(C ) = Census

Date Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG CountDate DateDateDateDate

200620072008200920102011

02/01   17,721   17,833   16,420   15,793   15,045-0.6% 8.6% 4% 5%02/02 02/03 02/05 01/30 01/31

02/02   17,753   17,996   16,490   15,917   15,082-1.4% 9.1% 3.6% 5.5%02/03 02/04 02/06 01/31 02/01

02/03   17,720   18,054   16,602   16,047   15,184-1.9% 8.7% 3.5% 5.7%02/04 02/05 02/07 02/01 02/02

02/04   17,791   17,904   16,565   16,134   15,225-0.6% 8.1% 2.7% 6%02/05 02/06 02/08 02/02 02/03

02/05   17,756   17,930   16,597   16,199   15,319-1% 8% 2.5% 5.7%02/06 02/07 02/09 02/03 02/04

02/06   17,737   17,943   16,611-1.1% 8%02/07 02/08 02/10 02/04 02/05

02/07 (C )   17,778   18,053   16,655   16,109   15,233-1.5% 8.4% 3.4% 5.8%02/08 (C ) 02/09 (C ) 02/11 (C ) 02/05 (C ) 02/06 (C )
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Daily Enrollment Report Spring 2011
Registration Event Key :
(P) = Priority  Registration
(O ) = Open Registration
(S) = Start of C lass
(C ) = Census

Date Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG CountDate DateDateDateDate

200620072008200920102011

11/15 (P)      883      613      427      304      246      32144% 43.6% 40.5% 23.6% -23.4%11/16 (P) 11/17 (P) 11/19 (P) 11/13 (P) 11/14 (P)

11/16    1,990    1,344      857      587      538      66148.1% 56.8% 46% 9.1% -18.6%11/17 11/18 11/20 11/14 11/15

11/17    3,258    2,521    1,635      975      920    1,05029.2% 54.2% 67.7% 6% -12.4%11/18 11/19 11/21 11/15 11/16

11/18    4,533    3,592    2,413    1,055    1,451    1,52926.2% 48.9% 128.7% -27.3% -5.1%11/19 11/20 11/22 11/16 11/17

11/19    5,123    4,145    3,033    1,124    1,855    1,90623.6% 36.7% 169.8% -39.4% -2.7%11/20 11/21 11/23 11/17 11/18

11/20    5,257    4,300    3,186    1,17322.3% 35% 171.6%11/21 11/22 11/24 11/18 11/19

11/21    5,390    4,422    3,366    1,24321.9% 31.4% 170.8%11/22 11/23 11/25 11/19 11/20

11/22    6,470    5,480    4,516    1,703    2,386    2,35018.1% 21.3% 165.2% -28.6% 1.5%11/23 11/24 11/26 11/20 11/21

11/23    7,844    6,773    5,524    2,236    3,187    3,09415.8% 22.6% 147% -29.8% 3%11/24 11/25 11/27 11/21 11/22

11/24    8,794    7,631    5,984    3,422    3,831    3,78415.2% 27.5% 74.9% -10.7% 1.2%11/25 11/26 11/28 11/22 11/23

11/25    8,857    7,768    6,121    4,32814% 26.9% 41.4%11/26 11/27 11/29 11/23 11/24

11/26    8,969    7,904    6,264    4,57013.5% 26.2% 37.1%11/27 11/28 11/30 11/24 11/25

11/27    9,093    8,034    6,382    4,69713.2% 25.9% 35.9%11/28 11/29 12/01 11/25 11/26

11/28    9,264    8,196    6,573    4,81713% 24.7% 36.5%11/29 11/30 12/02 11/26 11/27

11/29    8,792    7,006    5,111    4,443    4,41525.5% 37.1% 15% 0.6%11/30 12/01 12/03 11/27 11/28

11/30    9,109    7,357    5,407    4,895    4,95723.8% 36.1% 10.5% -1.3%12/01 12/02 12/04 11/28 11/29

12/01    9,439    7,809    5,714    5,377    5,54020.9% 36.7% 6.3% -2.9%12/02 12/03 12/05 11/29 11/30

12/02    9,748    8,149    6,000    5,831    5,99719.6% 35.8% 2.9% -2.8%12/03 12/04 12/06 11/30 12/01

12/03    9,936    8,463    6,326    6,164    6,28817.4% 33.8% 2.6% -2%12/04 12/05 12/07 12/01 12/02

12/04   10,000    8,593    6,42816.4% 33.7%12/05 12/06 12/08 12/02 12/03

12/05   10,097    8,755    6,53915.3% 33.9%12/06 12/07 12/09 12/03 12/04

12/06   10,129    9,143    7,011    6,491    6,63810.8% 30.4% 8% -2.2%12/07 12/08 12/10 12/04 12/05

12/07   10,571    9,604    7,325    6,742    6,91510.1% 31.1% 8.6% -2.5%12/08 12/09 12/11 12/05 12/06

12/08   11,056    9,901    7,610    7,042    7,20311.7% 30.1% 8.1% -2.2%12/09 12/10 12/12 12/06 12/07

12/09   11,380   10,158    7,832    7,317    7,41612% 29.7% 7% -1.3%12/10 12/11 12/13 12/07 12/08

12/10   11,787   10,310    8,031    7,535    7,62114.3% 28.4% 6.6% -1.1%12/11 12/12 12/14 12/08 12/09

12/11   11,881   10,385    8,09514.4% 28.3%12/12 12/13 12/15 12/09 12/10

12/12   11,910   10,468    8,16213.8% 28.3%12/13 12/14 12/16 12/10 12/11

12/13 (O )   12,281   11,189    8,862    8,107    8,1949.8% 26.3% 9.3% -1.1%12/14 (O ) 12/15 (O ) 12/17 (O ) 12/11 (O ) 12/12 (O )

12/14   12,506   11,514    9,219    8,487    8,5108.6% 24.9% 8.6% -0.3%12/15 12/16 12/18 12/12 12/13

12/15   12,738   11,759    9,513    8,792    8,8278.3% 23.6% 8.2% -0.4%12/16 12/17 12/19 12/13 12/14

12/16   12,786   11,947    9,148    9,093    9,1167% 30.6% 0.6% -0.3%12/17 12/18 12/20 12/14 12/15

12/17   12,855   12,055    9,276    9,402    9,4026.6% 30% -1.3% 0%12/18 12/19 12/21 12/15 12/16

12/18   12,898   12,119    9,3366.4% 29.8%12/19 12/20 12/22 12/16 12/17

12/19   12,961   12,197    9,3746.3% 30.1%12/20 12/21 12/23 12/17 12/18

12/20   13,015   12,306    9,421    9,631    9,5795.8% 30.6% -2.2% 0.5%12/21 12/22 12/24 12/18 12/19

12/21   13,082   12,388    9,455    9,769    9,7465.6% 31% -3.2% 0.2%12/22 12/23 12/25 12/19 12/20

12/22   13,113   12,281    9,562    9,945    9,8786.8% 28.4% -3.9% 0.7%12/23 12/24 12/26 12/20 12/21

12/23   13,120   12,311    9,667   10,084    9,9746.6% 27.4% -4.1% 1.1%12/24 12/25 12/27 12/21 12/22
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Daily Enrollment Report Spring 2011
Registration Event Key :
(P) = Priority  Registration
(O ) = Open Registration
(S) = Start of C lass
(C ) = Census

Date Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG CountDate DateDateDateDate

200620072008200920102011

12/24   13,123   12,376    9,758   10,220   10,0466% 26.8% -4.5% 1.7%12/25 12/26 12/28 12/22 12/23

12/25   13,169   12,423    9,8176% 26.5%12/26 12/27 12/29 12/23 12/24

12/26   13,213   12,476    9,9095.9% 25.9%12/27 12/28 12/30 12/24 12/25

12/27   13,260   12,557    9,9585.6% 26.1%12/28 12/29 12/31 12/25 12/26

12/28   13,326   12,631   10,0415.5% 25.8%12/29 12/30 01/01 12/26 12/27

12/29   13,394   12,682   10,3225.6% 22.9%12/30 12/31 01/02 12/27 12/28

12/30   13,395   12,733   10,6415.2% 19.7%12/31 01/01 01/03 12/28 12/29

12/31   13,425   12,868   10,8834.3% 18.2%01/01 01/02 01/04 12/29 12/30

01/01   13,480   12,927   10,9724.3% 17.8%01/02 01/03 01/05 12/30 12/31

01/02   13,534   13,023   11,0833.9% 17.5%01/03 01/04 01/06 12/31 01/01

01/03   13,749   13,283   11,4403.5% 16.1%01/04 01/05 01/07 01/01 01/02

01/04   13,971   13,566   11,739   10,571   10,3833% 15.6% 11% 1.8%01/05 01/06 01/08 01/02 01/03

01/05   14,201   13,885   12,004   10,811   10,6602.3% 15.7% 11% 1.4%01/06 01/07 01/09 01/03 01/04

01/06   14,415   14,149   12,338   11,043   10,8661.9% 14.7% 11.7% 1.6%01/07 01/08 01/10 01/04 01/05

01/07   14,636   14,274   12,524   11,270   11,1192.5% 14% 11.1% 1.4%01/08 01/09 01/11 01/05 01/06

01/08   14,666   14,330   12,6182.3% 13.6%01/09 01/10 01/12 01/06 01/07

01/09   14,736   14,420   12,7022.2% 13.5%01/10 01/11 01/13 01/07 01/08

01/10   14,909   14,708   13,009   11,666   11,4641.4% 13.1% 11.5% 1.8%01/11 01/12 01/14 01/08 01/09

01/11   15,082   14,926   13,240   11,953   11,7681% 12.7% 10.8% 1.6%01/12 01/13 01/15 01/09 01/10

01/12   15,301   15,229   13,482   12,250   12,0060.5% 13% 10.1% 2%01/13 01/14 01/16 01/10 01/11

01/13   15,445   15,493   13,781   12,561   12,265-0.3% 12.4% 9.7% 2.4%01/14 01/15 01/17 01/11 01/12

01/14   15,626   15,639   13,863   12,857   12,515-0.1% 12.8% 7.8% 2.7%01/15 01/16 01/18 01/12 01/13

01/15   15,669   15,693   13,941-0.2% 12.6%01/16 01/17 01/19 01/13 01/14

01/16   15,707   15,757   14,012-0.3% 12.5%01/17 01/18 01/20 01/14 01/15

01/17   15,814   16,003   14,147-1.2% 13.1%01/18 01/19 01/21 01/15 01/16

01/18   16,026   16,215   14,455   13,337   12,935-1.2% 12.2% 8.4% 3.1%01/19 01/20 01/22 01/16 01/17

01/19   16,198   16,523   14,703   13,748   13,287-2% 12.4% 6.9% 3.5%01/20 01/21 01/23 01/17 01/18

01/20   16,408   16,796   14,965   14,097   13,655-2.3% 12.2% 6.2% 3.2%01/21 01/22 01/24 01/18 01/19

01/21   16,614   16,929   15,211   14,623   14,012-1.9% 11.3% 4% 4.4%01/22 01/23 01/25 01/19 01/20

01/22   16,656   17,008   15,354   14,776   14,187-2.1% 10.8% 3.9% 4.2%01/23 01/24 01/26 01/20 01/21

01/23   16,766   17,142   15,508-2.2% 10.5%01/24 01/25 01/27 01/21 01/22

01/24 (S)   16,930   17,219   15,602   14,882   14,275-1.7% 10.4% 4.8% 4.3%01/25 (S) 01/26 (S) 01/28 (S) 01/22 (S) 01/23 (S)

01/25   17,128   17,332   15,705   15,059   14,316-1.2% 10.4% 4.3% 5.2%01/26 01/27 01/29 01/23 01/24

01/26   17,307   17,493   15,814   15,209   14,536-1.1% 10.6% 4% 4.6%01/27 01/28 01/30 01/24 01/25

01/27   17,458   17,598   15,919   15,389   14,644-0.8% 10.5% 3.4% 5.1%01/28 01/29 01/31 01/25 01/26

01/28   17,559   17,634   15,991   15,525   14,782-0.4% 10.3% 3% 5%01/29 01/30 02/01 01/26 01/27

01/29   17,563   17,657   16,007   15,557   14,735-0.5% 10.3% 2.9% 5.6%01/30 01/31 02/02 01/27 01/28

01/30   17,583   17,678   16,032-0.5% 10.3%01/31 02/01 02/03 01/28 01/29

01/31   17,677   17,794   16,225   15,642   14,920-0.7% 9.7% 3.7% 4.8%02/01 02/02 02/04 01/29 01/30
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Daily Enrollment Report Spring 2011
Registration Event Key :
(P) = Priority  Registration
(O ) = Open Registration
(S) = Start of C lass
(C ) = Census

Date Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG Count %CHG CountDate DateDateDateDate

200620072008200920102011

02/01   17,721   17,833   16,420   15,793   15,045-0.6% 8.6% 4% 5%02/02 02/03 02/05 01/30 01/31

02/02   17,753   17,996   16,490   15,917   15,082-1.4% 9.1% 3.6% 5.5%02/03 02/04 02/06 01/31 02/01

02/03   17,720   18,054   16,602   16,047   15,184-1.9% 8.7% 3.5% 5.7%02/04 02/05 02/07 02/01 02/02

02/04   17,791   17,904   16,565   16,134   15,225-0.6% 8.1% 2.7% 6%02/05 02/06 02/08 02/02 02/03

02/05   17,756   17,930   16,597   16,199   15,319-1% 8% 2.5% 5.7%02/06 02/07 02/09 02/03 02/04

02/06   17,737   17,943   16,611-1.1% 8%02/07 02/08 02/10 02/04 02/05

02/07 (C )   17,778   18,053   16,655   16,109   15,233-1.5% 8.4% 3.4% 5.8%02/08 (C ) 02/09 (C ) 02/11 (C ) 02/05 (C ) 02/06 (C )
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Community College District
Matriculation Credit Advance 

Allocation*

Matriculation Noncredit Advance 

Allocation*

Allan Hancock                                        302,034                                                   197,470 

Antelope Valley                                                  363,588                                                        8,020 

Barstow                                          82,606                                                        4,056 

Butte                                        274,886                                                      63,593 

Cabrillo                                        338,083                                                        8,865 

Cerritos                                        507,073                                                      62,755 

Chabot-Las Positas                                        568,676                                                               -   

Chaffey                                        473,322                                                      17,644 

Citrus                                        291,992                                                      83,479 

Coast                                     1,155,760                                                      54,215 

Compton                                        150,711                                                               -   

Contra Costa                                        895,638                                                        3,885 

Copper Mt.                                          30,692                                                        9,361 

Desert                                        229,239                                                      94,551 

El Camino                                        588,259                                                               -   

Feather River                                          38,947                                                           770 

Foothill-De Anza                                     1,145,993                                                      53,736 

Gavilan                                        219,321                                                        9,190 

Glendale                                        346,826                                                   288,753 

Grossmont                                        648,705                                                   128,726 

Hartnell                                        254,547                                                               -   

Imperial                                        220,582                                                      33,457 

Kern                                        667,360                                                      16,583 

Lake Tahoe                                          84,125                                                      11,072 

Lassen                                          50,560                                                        2,242 

Long Beach                                        604,253                                                   109,251 

Los Angeles                                     3,362,819                                                   501,078 

Los Rios                                     2,107,265                                                               -   

Marin                                        166,123                                                      59,400 

Mendocino Lake                                        124,859                                                      10,559 

Merced                                        287,281                                                      92,771 

Mira Costa                                        275,036                                                      87,244 

Monterey                                        234,050                                                      94,979 

Mt. San Antonio                                        688,867                                                   798,062 

Mt. San Jacinto                                        331,715                                                      26,440 

Napa                                        177,896                                                      64,500 

North Orange                                        851,709                                                   609,216 

Ohlone                                        261,601                                                               -   

Palo Verde                                        150,862                                                      18,499 

Palomar                                        616,536                                                   153,215 

Pasadena 569,422                                                   165,229 

Peralta                                        861,940                                                               -   

Matriculation Funding ADVANCE ALLOCATION 2010-11 



Rancho Santiago                                     1,269,309                                                1,260,891 

Redwoods                                        154,701                                                           668 

Rio Hondo                                        560,924                                                   172,143 

Riverside                                        823,816                                                               -   

San Bernardino                                        476,685                                                               -   

San Diego                                     1,351,657                                                1,253,874 

San Francisco                                        780,252                                                1,251,033 

San Joaquin                                        467,000                                                      58,699 

San Jose-Evergreen                                        600,890                                                               -   

San Luis Obispo                                        277,393                                                      25,670 

San Mateo                                        656,844                                                               -   

Santa Barbara                                        414,048                                                   400,263 

Santa Clarita                                        467,093                                                      67,221 

Santa Monica                                        663,222                                                      20,861 

Sequoias                                        290,813                                                               -   

Shasta                                        219,709                                                      18,842 

Sierra                                        455,160                                                               -   

Siskiyou                                          74,079                                                               -   

Solano                                        283,518                                                           171 

Sonoma                                        614,416                                                   160,797 

South Orange County                                        688,727                                                      40,969 

Southwestern                                        500,659                                                      52,179 

State Center                                        757,627                                                        9,754 

Ventura                                        821,264                                                      16,976 

Victor Valley                                        268,831                                                      15,436 

West Hills                                        204,833                                                               -   

West Kern                                        375,762                                                      23,890 

West Valley                                        570,358                                                      37,989 

Yosemite                                        490,799                                                      62,378 

Yuba                                        297,252                                                      18,380 

                                  37,479,400                                                8,911,950 

*The Advance Apportionment was estimated upon 95% of the 2009-10 funding levels (due to the delayed 

State Budget). Actual FY 2010-11 allocations will be sent out by the end of November 2010.
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November 10, 2010

  We project a $6.1 billion shortfall in 2010-11.

  Less funding/revenues than expected:

  $3.5 billion in funding/fl exibility not yet approved by federal 
government.

  Revenues down $447 million for 2009-10 and 2010-11.

  General Fund expenditures higher than expected.

  $3 billion in other solutions at risk—Prisons and Medical 
Receiver, employee compensation, Medi-Cal, In-Home 
Supportive Services, property tax revenues, information 
technology.

  We assume Proposition 22 reduces 2010-11 solutions by 
nearly $800 million.

  State would exhaust $1.3 billion reserve assumed in 2010-11 
budget package. 

Update on 2010-11 State Budget
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November 10, 2010

  We project $19 billion shortfall in 2011-12. When coupled with the 
2010-11 “carry-in” defi cit, the state has a $25 billion problem to 
address through 2011-12.

  Major causes of 2011-12 shortfall:

  Expiration of $8 billion in temporary tax revenues.

  Majority of 2010-11 budget solutions were one-time or 
temporary.

  Key considerations:

  Forecast already assumes Proposition 98 allocation reduced 
$2 billion from 2010-11 to 2011-12.

  Ongoing federal constraints on reducing health programs.

  Revenue uncertainty.

A Look at the 2011-12 State Budget

LAO Projection of General Fund Condition if 
No Corrective Actions Are Taken
(In Millions)

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12

Prior-year fund balance -$5,375 -$5,371 -$4,591
Revenues and transfers 87,041 93,284 83,530
Expenditures 87,037 92,505 102,756
Ending fund balance -$5,371 -$4,591 -$23,817
 Encumbrances 1,537 1,537 1,537

 Reservea -$6,908 -$6,128 -$25,354
a  Special Fund for Economic Uncertainties. Assumes no transfer to the state’s Budget Stabilization 

Account.
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  Projections likely understate scale of state’s fi scal woes:

  Assume no cost-of-living or infl ationary increases.

  Excludes unfunded liabilities related to pensions and retiree 
benefi ts.

Lingering $20 Billion Shortfall for 
Years to Come

Huge Operating Shortfalls Projected
Throughout Forecast Period
General Fund (In Billions)
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Annual Operating Shortfall
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  Not possible to solve whole problem in one year.

  Need permanent budget solutions.

  Revenues need to be part of the mix.

  Permanent and temporary budget solutions are needed in 
2011-12.

  Each year, continue making some permanent reductions until 
entire problem addressed on an ongoing basis.

Multiyear Approach to Balance 
Budget Must Begin Now

Multiyear Approach Could Involve Mix of
Permanent and Temporary Solutions
General Fund Budget Solutions (In Billions)
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  We project a decline of $2 billion in the Proposition 98 minimum 
guarantee in 2011-12.

  We project steady increases in minimum guarantee between 
5 percent and 6 percent from 2012-13 to 2015-16. 

  Local property taxes to grow modestly, steadily over forecast.

  Both minimum guarantee and local property taxes to reach 
pre-recession levels in 2015-16.

  Low rates of growth in attendance and cost-of-living throughout 
forecast period.

Proposition 98 Forecast

Forecast of Proposition 98 Minimum Guarantee
(In Billions)
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  2011-12 minimum guarantee would fall $5.2 billion short of 
funding baseline K-14 costs.

  School districts will also face additional programmatic reductions 
in 2011-12 as they exhaust one-time federal funds.

  Growth from 2012-13 through 2015-16 enough to fund increases 
in attendance and cost of living.

  By 2015-16, Proposition 98 minimum is suffi cient to fund all 
baseline cost increases and restore any reductions made 
in 2011-12, but insuffi cient to restore reductions made in 
2008-09, 2009-10, and 2010-11.

  Settle-up ($300 million) and Quality Education Investment Act 
($450 million) payments assumed to be paid throughout period. 

Proposition 98 Forecast                  (Continued)

Proposition 98 Forecasted Levels
Relative to Baseline Costs
(In Billions)
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  Estimated $25 billion shortfall already assumes state reduces 
funding to Proposition 98 minimum guarantee in 2011-12. 

  Potential reductions suggests rethinking deferrals:

  Legislature may want to consider eliminating $1.8 billion in 
deferred payments. 

  Relying on deferrals becoming increasingly problematic for 
district fi nancial management.

  Help districts by maximizing fl exibility and sending signals early.

Major Proposition 98 Issues
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  Unresolved maintenance factor issues reemerge:

  State could create additional maintenance factor obligation in 
2011-12 ($3.9 billion).

  Issue of how maintenance factor payments should be made 
reemerges in 2012-13 ($900 million effect).

  Maintenance factor obligation projected to grow by almost 
$4 billion in 2011-12, increasing total outstanding obligation to 
$13.7 billion.

  State to make relatively small maintenance factor payments each 
subsequent year of the forecast period—ending the period with 
an outstanding obligation of $13.1 billion.

Proposition 98 Maintenance Factor Issues


















































