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Essential Question:  Does California State PTA have authority to support 
legislation that seeks additional sources of revenue to support public 
education?  If yes, what are the authorities? 
 

The committee finds that California State PTA has the authority to support legislation that seeks 
additional sources of revenue to support public education and the authority to support a broad 
range of tax structures to achieve this. We base this on the information below. 
 
Section I:   California State PTA Authorities on Education Funding:  What does PTA believe 

about financial support for public education? 
 
Section II:   Status of California Education Funding:  Does California currently fund public 

education at adequate/effective levels? 
 
Section III:   California State PTA Authorities on Sources of Additional Revenue:  What 

guidelines or limitations are there to PTA’s potential support of additional 
sources of revenue? 

 
Section IV:   Effects of Additional Resources in Schools:  What would be likely uses and effects 

of additional funds in California schools? 
 
Section V:  Summary of findings. 
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SECTION I 
California State PTA Authorities on Education Funding: 
What does PTA believe about financial support for public education? 
 
Purposes of PTA 
PTA at all levels has support for public education as one of its founding purposes. The purposes 
of PTA include:  

 To promote the welfare of children and youth in home, school, places of worship and 
throughout the community  

 To advocate for laws that further the education, physical and mental health, welfare, 
and safety of children and youth 

 To promote the collaboration and engagement of families and educators in the 
education of children and youth.  

 
California State PTA Legislation Platform 
General Principle #8: Budgets and financial support to provide needed public services for all 
children and youth with the continued constitutional guarantee of financial support for public 
schools as the first claim on all state revenues in the general fund. 
 
Legislation Plank #2: California State PTA will support legislation to secure financing for public 
education that will be sufficient to provide optimum educational opportunity for all students, 
including state aid to school districts for building purposes as well as state funds to cover excess 
costs of all programs mandated by the Legislature. 
 
Resolutions and Position Statements 
California State PTA has adopted resolutions over the past 40 years calling for financial support 
of public schools.  The most succinct statement of California State PTA’s call for funding of 
public schools is in the 1982 resolution “THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE LEGISLATURE FOR THE 
FINANCING OF PUBLIC EDUCATION” which states, “Resolved that the California State PTA urge 
its membership to demand that their elected representatives provide the resources necessary 
for quality public education for California’s children.” 
 
Additional PTA authorities give further detail to the demand for additional funds for public 
education, including:   

 The 2007 resolution “FINANCING CALIFORNIA’S PUBLIC SCHOOLS” that calls on PTAs to 
“advocate for adequate funding for every student” and to “continue to make financing our 
public schools, both programs and facilities, a top priority in order to ensure a quality 
education for every student.”   

 The 1991 resolution “STATE GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITY FOR A RATIONALE BUDGET 
PROCESS” which looks for PTA to “call upon the Governor and Legislature to work together 
to develop a budget that meets the needs of the most important segment of the state’s 
population, our children; a budget that enables schools to maintain a quality education 

http://downloads.capta.org/res/ResponsibilityOfTheLegislatureForTheFinancingOfPublicEd.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/ResponsibilityOfTheLegislatureForTheFinancingOfPublicEd.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/FinancingCaliforniasPublicSchools.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/StateGovernmentResponsibilityForARationalBudgetProcess.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/StateGovernmentResponsibilityForARationalBudgetProcess.pdf
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program, that provides shelter for homeless families and that gives access to health care for 
all children not covered by health insurance.”   

 The 1998 resolution “CALIFORNIA K-12 PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING CRISIS” that calls for PTAs 
“to mobilize local public officials and community members to encourage state senators, 
state assembly members and the Governor to increase funding for basic education in 
California K-12 public schools to no less than the national average.” 

 
The resolution which ties funding to equity is 1987’s “ADEQUATE AND EQUITABLE STATE 
SCHOOL FINANCE SYSTEM” which calls for “a new method of public school finance which 
includes, but is not limited to, the following components: a) A level of funding which provides 
adequate resources to give all students equal access to optimum educational opportunity. b)  
Sufficient additional revenues to meet the unique educational needs of California’s diverse 
student population: the economically disadvantaged, limited- and non-English-speaking 
students, gifted students, and students with mental or physical or learning handicaps.” 
 
California State PTA has also sought to inform the public of the need for additional resources 
for education, such as the 1976 resolution “SCHOOL SUPPORT PROGRAM,” which looks for 
CAPTA to “establish, as a high priority, a statewide educational program directed to its 
members and the general public regarding: 1. their responsibility for adequately financing the 
public schools of California; 2. the urgent need for school finance reform; and 3. the need for 
increased participation in developing the support for effective school programs.”   
 
Similar direction came in 1998’s “CALIFORNIA K-12 PUBLIC SCHOOL FUNDING CRISIS” calling on 
PTAs to “work to educate local public officials, the community and the media that California K- 
12 public schools are underfunded, which has created a crisis situation in both school facilities 
needs and in educational program needs.” 
 
Some PTA authorities were adopted in response to particular urgent circumstances.  In 1976, 
the resolution “SCHOOL FINANCE” demanded that “legislation be enacted immediately to 
assure to school districts an increase in funding to offset the impact of inflation on all programs 
and the erosion of state aid resulting from increased local assessed valuations, as an interim 
course pending total revision of the state’s method of financing public education.”  The 1981 
resolution “EDUCATIONAL FUNDING CRISIS” resolves “that California State PTA urge the 
Governor and the Legislature to take immediate steps to solve the financial crisis in our 
schools.” 
 
In 1991 a resolution was adopted specifically to address the constitutional school funding 
guarantee of Proposition 98.  “NONSUSPENSION OF PROPOSITION 98” calls on all PTA levels to 
“urge the Governor and the Legislature to not suspend Proposition 98,” to “urge the Governor 
and the Legislature to acknowledge Proposition 98 as a guaranteed floor for education funding, 
not as a ceiling” and to “urge the Governor and the Legislature to raise the necessary revenues 
to provide needed public services, including full funding for public education.” 
 

  

http://downloads.capta.org/res/CaliforniaK-12PublicSchoolFundingCrisis.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/AdequateAndEquitableStateSchoolFinanceSystem.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/AdequateAndEquitableStateSchoolFinanceSystem.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/SchoolSupportProgram.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/CaliforniaK-12PublicSchoolFundingCrisis.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/SchoolFinance.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/EdFundingCrisis.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/NonsuspensionOfProposition98.pdf
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SECTION II 
Status of California Education Funding: 
Does California currently fund public education at adequate/effective levels? 
 
Calculating Education Funding 
Funding of public education in California can be quantified in numerous ways.   
 
One can look at total revenues for the K-12 system, including money used at county offices and 
the California Department of Education, funds coming from federal sources and funds raised by 
local parcel taxes and facilities bonds.  Does the California general fund expenditure toward 
statewide facility bonds count?  Does the portion of Proposition 98 funds allocated to 
community colleges get subtracted from the figure?   
 
Alternatively, one can look at the expenditure side.  How much are local education agencies 
(school districts, charter schools and county office programs for individual students) spending 
per year?  
 
Also, California funds its schools based on average daily attendance rather than enrollment.  A 
classroom with an enrollment of 30 students is funded on the basis of approximately 27 or 28 
students, depending on that district’s level of attendance.  Therefore, per-pupil funding figures 
can be calculated either by dividing total funds by enrollment or by dividing total funds by 
average daily attendance. 
 
Determining Whether Funding is Sufficient 
Whether or not California provides sufficient financial support to public education is a question 
that can be approached by comparing to other states or countries. It can also be addressed by 
examining the specific circumstances of California’s student population and the state’s learning 
standards and calculating what resources are required to provide the desired education 
outcomes.   
 
State-to-state education funding comparisons are done on a regular basis by several entities, 
using different methodologies, thereby coming up with somewhat different results.  Education 
Week and the National Education Association compare state education funding annually (based 
on data at least two years old).   
 
The last major studies looking at sufficiency of California education funding based on the 
learning standards and student population was Getting Down to Facts completed in 2007. This 
set of more than 20 studies was undertaken by major universities and policy groups at the 
request of the governor and legislative leaders.   
 
 
 
 

https://cepa.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/GDF-Overview-Paper.pdf
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Resources Needed to Effectively Deliver Education in California   
Getting Down to Facts (2007) is a set of 20 research studies on California governance and 
finance.  It was requested by Governor Schwarzenegger’s Committee on Education Excellence, 
Democratic leaders in the State Legislature and Superintendent of Public Instruction Jack 
O'Connell, and was completed by education experts and policy researchers from universities 
and think tanks in 2007.  Two of the main findings were that California’s education funding 
system was irrational and overly complicated and that more funds would not be effective to 
raise achievement unless there was also policy and governance reform.  (A chief reform 
suggested was more resources for schools with English learners and student in poverty, as well 
as more local control of resources.)  A highly publicized study by Jon Sonstelie simulated the 
level of funding necessary to deliver California’s learning standards and bring all schools to the 
goal 800 API score.  The estimate was that the state needed a 40 percent increase in K-12 
funding.   
 
Getting Down to Facts: School Finance and Governance in California. Susanna Loeb, Anthony Bryk, and Eric Hanushek Stanford 
University March 2007.  https://cepa.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/GDF-Overview-Paper.pdf  

 
How California Fares in State-to-State Comparisons 
A summary from the most recent Education Week “Quality Counts” study and an excerpt and 
comparison chart from the California Budget and Policy Institute fact sheet regarding California 
education funding both conclude that California funds its schools below the national average, in 
spite of recent increases in education revenue.  
 
Summary of California’s standing from “Quality Counts 2017” Education Week, January 2017 
 
Comparisons of School Finance  

 School spending:  California finishes with a letter grade of F and ranks 43rd. The national 
average was a D.  

o The grade is based, in part, on data regarding Expenditures per Pupil for 2013-
14, the latest national summary available at the time this comparison was 
published. That data shows that the average state spent $12,156 per pupil. 
California spent $9,595. When that is adjusted for regional cost differences, the 
value of California’s contribution drops to $8,654. 

 A second important metric is the percent of total taxable resources the state spends on 
K-12 education.  Nationally, the average state spends 3.3 percent of their resources on 
education. In California that number is 2.7 percent. 

 EdWeek data also show that these numbers looked better for CA schools in 2007-08. At 
that time the state spent $9,706 per pupil, which represented 3.5 percent of total 
taxable resources. 

 On EdWeek’s measures of spending equity across districts, California’s grade is a B+, 
which places it 11th in the national rankings. The nation as a whole earns a B. 

 
NOTE:  School district expenditures per pupil have increased in recent years as the state’s 
economy has recovered.  However, even in the midst of prosperity, the state does not come 

https://cepa.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/GDF-Overview-Paper.pdf
http://www.edweek.org/ew/toc/2017/01/04/index.html
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close to funding its schools at the U.S. average. (A US Census Bureau report on 2015 revenues 
and expenditures, published in June 2017, provides data that supports this 
https://www.census.gov/library/publications/2017/econ/g15-aspef.html. ) 
 
Passages & chart from “California’s Support for K-12 Education Is Improving, but Still Lags the 
Nation,” By Jonathan Kaplan, California Budget & Policy Center, January 2017; 
http://calbudgetcenter.org: 

 In 2015-16, California ranked 41st among all states in spending per K-12 student after 
adjusting for differences in the cost of living in each state.  California schools spent 
$10,291 per K-12 student in 2015-16, which is about $1,900 less than the $12,252 per 
student spent by the nation as a whole.[3]  California’s spending per student in 2015-16 
was about $2,000 higher than it had been in 2012-13, at which point California ranked 
50th in the nation. 

 California ranked 37th among all states in K-12 spending as a share of the state 
economy in 2015-16. California’s K-12 school spending in 2015-16 was 3.29 percent of 
state personal income — a measure that reflects the size of the state’s economy — 
compared to 3.78 percent in the nation as a whole. In 2012-13, California’s K-12 school 
spending equaled 3.18 percent of state personal income — compared to 3.93 percent in 
the nation as a whole — and ranked 46th among all states. Gauging school spending as a 
share of the personal income received by the state’s residents can be useful because it 
takes into account differences in states’ wealth and thus in their capacity to support K-
12 schools. 

 
Full document: http://calbudgetcenter.org/resources/californias-support-k-12-education-improving-still-lags-nation/  
Ed100, Lesson 8.1: “Spending: Does California Skimp on Education?” https://ed100.org/lessons/californiaskimps#tag1  

https://www.census.gov/library/publications/2017/econ/g15-aspef.html
http://calbudgetcenter.org/
http://calbudgetcenter.org/resources/californias-support-k-12-education-improving-still-lags-nation/
https://ed100.org/lessons/californiaskimps#tag1
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SECTION III 
California State PTA Authorities on Sources of Additional Revenue: 
What guidelines or limitations are there to PTA’s potential support of additional 
sources of revenue? 
 
California State PTA has adopted several authorities relating to good governance and public 
policy including tax and revenue policy.   
 
Purposes of PTA 

 To advocate for fiscal responsibility regarding public tax dollars in public education 
funding. 

 
Legislation Platform 

 General Principle #5: Establishment of and adherence to fiscal responsibility in 
government, with concern for fair taxation, but keeping priorities for the needs of all 
children and youth foremost. 

 General Principle #7: Strong and broadly based tax structures at state and local levels. 
 
Position Statement 
The most comprehensive expression of California State PTA’s stance on tax policy is the position 
statement “STATE TAX REFORM,” given here in its entirety: 

 
STATE TAX REFORM 
Adopted January 1970 –Reaffirmed April 2015 – Legislation Committee 
 
The California State PTA recognizes that to make wise decisions on state tax matters all 
citizens need to understand the overall tax structure, and how state revenues are 
generated and expended. 
 
The California State PTA believes that the total tax structure should be strong and 
broadly based; that generation of revenues and distribution of the tax burden should be 
fair and equitable; and that providing adequately for the needs of children and youth 
should be a funding priority. 
 
The California State PTA believes that tax policies should include concepts that: 

 Establish and adhere to fiscal responsibility and accountability in government, 
including 

o Efficient methods of collection, administration and disbursement of tax 
revenues; 

o Periodic formal reviews of expenditures and revenues; and 
o Maximum local control of expenditures for local services when that serves 

the best interests of children and youth; 

http://toolkit.capta.org/advocacy/position-statements/state-tax-reform/
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 Provide annually sufficient revenues to fund necessary and desired governmental 
services, including, but not limited to 

o Allocations from the State General Fund for the public schools in amounts 
required to provide quality education programs; 

o Allocations in addition to public education sufficient to meet basic health 
and safety needs of children, youth and families, and 

o Full funding of mandated services; 
 Establish and maintain revenue sources carefully planned and developed to avoid 

undue burden on the people but that ensure fairness, including 
o Reduction of existing tax inequities and avoidance of new ones; and 
o New or increased taxes when necessary to meet the needs of the people. 

 
The California State PTA further believes that local control and responsibility for 
generating and expending funds for local services should be encouraged, and promoted 
through the democratic process based on a majority vote of the public on all issues. 
 

Resolutions 
Consistent with California State PTA’s strong authorities for education funding, its positions on 
funding sources seek adequacy and stability.  The 2007 resolution “FINANCING CALIFORNIA’S 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS” calls on PTAs to “support the ongoing efforts to explore new models of 
public school funding to ensure a quality education for every student.”  In the 1979 resolution 
“POST PROPOSITION 13 FUNDING OF PUBLIC EDUCATION” there is a call for “an ongoing 
method of financing public schools such that the sources will be dependable, long-range, and 
adequate to provide optimum educational opportunity for all elementary and secondary 
students, with allowance for inflation and a mechanism for funding state, federal and court 
mandates.” 
 
Proposition 13 changed the balance of funding sources and amounts for public schools in 
California when it dramatically altered property taxes.  California State PTA adopted 
resolutions, which are still in place today, that addressed issues related to property taxes. 
“PROPERTY TAX LIMITATION,” adopted in 1978, calls for California State PTA to “oppose 
property tax relief measures which would provide most of the benefits to owners of 
commercial and industrial property” and to “support legislation which would provide property 
tax relief for the benefit of homeowners and renters, with assurance of adequate replacement 
revenues for the support of quality public education and essential local government services” 
and to “support a constitutional amendment which would permit a lower property tax rate for 
owner-occupied dwellings than for other property.”  “SCHOOL FINANCE,” adopted in 1976, 
looked for urgent revenue relief followed by reform:  “Resolved that the California State PTA 
urge that legislation be enacted immediately to assure to school districts an increase in funding 
to offset the impact of inflation on all programs and the erosion of state aid resulting from 
increased local assessed valuations, as an interim course pending total revision of the state’s 
method of financing public education.” 
 

http://downloads.capta.org/res/FinancingCaliforniasPublicSchools.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/FinancingCaliforniasPublicSchools.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/PostProp13FundingOfPublicEd.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/PropertyTaxLimitation.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/SchoolFinance.pdf


9 |  P a g e

 

Resolutions from the 1990s reflect a focus on equity as well as adequacy.  “STATE 
GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITY FOR A RATIONAL BUDGET PROCESS,” adopted in 1992, calls for 
PTA to “urge the Governor and Legislature to make every effort to prevent future budget crises 
by cooperating to give the people what they deserve: A rational, progressive, equitable system 
of taxation that provides needed services, places the greatest tax burden on those most able to 
pay it, and ends, once and for all, the threat of an annual budget debacle.”  Adopted in 1991, 
“STATE TAX REFORM” includes these provisions:  “Resolved, that notwithstanding prior 
opposition to the use of the sales tax to fund needed public services, the California State PTA be 
authorized to support use of the sales tax as part of a comprehensive state tax structure; and 
be it further Resolved, that the California State PTA vigorously seek and support legislation 
and/or necessary ballot measures to fundamentally restructure the state tax system to ensure a 
broadly based, equitable system of taxation that generates adequate revenues to fund 
education and all other services needed by the children, youth and families of California. 
 

SECTION IV 
Effects of Additional Resources in Schools: 
What would be likely uses and effects of additional funds in California schools? 

 
Another way to analyze the adequacy of education funding in California is to examine the 
extent to which schools are able to provide supports and experiences that research indicates 
are important to the quality of education. The following section describes what some of those 
expenditures are and how California schools, on average, compare to those in the rest of the 
country. 
 
Put More Adults in Schools 
The bulk of education expenditures (more than 80 percent typically) are for personnel. Thus an 
increase in school funding would put more adults in school districts and schools. California 
consistently has fewer adults on school campuses and in school district offices than is true 
nationally. Except for teacher data, however, current national comparisons are not available.  In 
2008-09, California ranked 49th among the states in it ratio of staff to students and had about 
three adults for every four in the average state. The ratios of students to district office 
administrators and to school principals were among the worst.   
 

 Support smaller class sizes.  California has the highest pupil-teacher ratio in the nation 
[based on 2014-15 data]. At 22.4 students per teacher in K-12 public schools, the state 
has about two teachers for every three in the country as a whole [US average is 15.4 
while Texas, for example, has a ratio of 14.2 students per teacher.]  

 

 Increase the number of counselors to support kids with behavior issues or who are 
struggling emotionally; and also add high school guidance counselors to help kids plan 
for college and career. The ratio of students per counselor in this state averaged 792:1 
in 2014-15. The national average was 477:1 in 2012-13.   

 

http://downloads.capta.org/res/StateGovernmentResponsibilityForARationalBudgetProcess.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/StateGovernmentResponsibilityForARationalBudgetProcess.pdf
http://downloads.capta.org/res/StateTaxReform.pdf
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 Add professional school librarians and nurses.  These roles have almost disappeared in 
California. According to KidsData.org, in California there were 2,784 children per school 
nurse in 2014-15. The National Association of School Nurses recommends a ratio of 
750:1 for well children and 225:1 for student populations with special needs.   
 
California continues to rank at the bottom of professional library staffing, with a ratio of 
7,187 students per librarian in 2014-15, compared to a national ratio of 1:1,023 (in 
2011, the most recent national numbers available).   

 
Expand Time for Learning 
In schools, time costs money.  Yet research indicates a number of ways that adding more 
learning time for young people can make a huge difference in their ability to succeed in school 
and life. [PTA has expressed support for all of these as much-needed additions to current public 
education offerings.] 
 

 Provide publicly funded, high quality preschool so all kids enter kindergarten ready to 
learn. The state’s Transitional Kindergarten (TK) program funds a pre-kindergarten 
program for about one-quarter of the state’s four-year-olds. 

 

 Expand kindergarten to a full-day program. This is the norm in most other states and 
many districts have implemented this change despite the drain on their local finances. 

 

 Restore and/or expand summer learning programs. The state formerly provided some 
earmarked funds for summer programs, but those were all but eliminated during the 
state’s recession. Summer learning loss among low income students has been 
documented as a major contributor to the achievement gap.  

 

 Increase the number of high quality afterschool programs and the number of students 
they serve. The state’s The After School Education and Safety (ASES) Program has not 
had an increase in funding since 2005 and proposals to increase that funding have faced 
opposition, including from K-12 organizations that do not want to see increases in these 
programs diminish funds for the regular school day, given the “ceiling” placed on Prop 
98 allocations. (The 2017-18 budget passed by the California Legislature in June 2017 
allocated additional funds for the ASES program, pending gubernatorial approval.) 

 
Improve the Quality of Educational Programs 

 Enrich curricular offerings.  Schools regularly need new instructional materials, training 
for teachers, and other resources in order to make sure all kids in all schools have access 
to a full curriculum. That should include high quality instruction in science, the arts, 
physical education, nutrition, financial literacy, civic education, computer science and 
career preparation. 

 

http://www.kidsdata.org/
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 Support continuous improvement.  Teachers, school administrators, and district leaders
will all need planning time and professional support to achieve the goal of ongoing
evaluation and planning envisioned in the state’s commitment to continuous
improvement.  In the case of teachers in particular, providing such time needs to be
compensated.

Adequately Maintain Facilities and Equipment 

 Provide free home-to-school transportation. In other states the provision of
transportation to get kids to and from schools is more or less a given, as it was in
California 30 years ago. Cuts in this area occurred so long ago we tend to forget what
was once in place.

 Add technology and technical support personnel to keep it functioning. In today’s
world, this represents a constant and necessary expense for school districts.

 Safe, modern school buildings are also an ongoing cost.

SECTION V 
Summary of Findings 

The committee finds that the California State PTA has authority to support 
legislation that seeks additional sources of revenue to support public education. 

A long sequence of PTA resolutions and position statements, in addition to our current 
legislative platform, voice this organization’s concerns about inadequate education funding and 
history of support for strategies to attempt to improve education funding. 

Further, we find ample evidence that current funding levels remain inadequate in terms of their 
ability to support the kinds of educational programs and services necessary for schools to meet 
the state’s expectations for student outcomes.  This is true despite the notable increase in per 
pupil funding that has occurred since 2014. 

Our PTA authorities call for responsible governance and for tax reforms that will improve the 
current state process for funding schools. We believe these general authorities give us latitude 
in the kinds of reforms California State PTA could support.  


