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Goals for the day '

Provide a general perspective of the intricacies of special
education funding from a statewide perspective

Provide a general knowledge base to better understand
and implement your own unique SELPA allocation plan
and provide leadership to your SELPA.

Highlight areas of current and future focus for SELPA
leadership.




Outline of the day

General Overview

m Language of Special Education

m Special Education statistical data
m Income overview

m Expenditure overview

History Lesson and more detail

Allocation Plans & Issues of the Day




Special Education

Program Role/CBO Leadership

Who needs to know Special Education finances? Is it a program
responsibility or a business office responsibility?

Answer = Equal Partnership

Advice to CBOs - The work we do on the financial side IS NOT all about
the numbers. It is about relationships. And to form those
relationships, you need to speak the language and learn about the
world of special education.

Advice to Program Leadership — The work we do is all about services to
students. However, it is critical to understand the financial side of
SELPA funding. It is about relationships and trust - and those often
break down when the topic comes to financial issues.
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Special Education

Legal Background/Key Elements

Child Find - Each public school system is responsible to find children with
disabilities in its area

Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) - Each public school system is
responsible for ensuring that each child with disabilities is served appropriately,
at no expense to the parent

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) - Each child is assured of his/her right of
education with non-disabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate to the
needs of both

Due Process - The right of parent participation, and challenge, in all aspects of
assessment, identification and placement is assured; involves mediation or
administrative hearing procedures and complaint procedure in case of disputes

Individualized Educational Planning (IEP) - The right of a child to an educational
program designed to meet his/her individual needs and based on adequate
assessment is assured. At age 14 to 16 this includes the development of an
Individual Transition Plan (ITP) to provide for transition into the world of work.




Resources

An understanding of the unique language of Special Education is critical to developing

strong communication ties between business and program. The student data collection
system (and the related options) provides a starting point for becoming informed. The
key data collection elements are:

What LEA (Local Education agency) is the student enrolled in?

What SELPA (Special Education Local Plan Area) does the LEA belong to?
What school is the student enrolled in?

Where does the student reside? (at home or other placement)

What is the student disability? (may be more than one)

What is the setting the student is placed in?

What services are provided to the student?

Who provides the service?

Where is the location from which the service is provided?




SELPA

Each district must belong to a SELPA.
Special Education Local Plan Area

District may be a single SELPA or a member of a multi district SELPA.
Each SELPA looks different, but what they have in common s a
LOCAL PLAN that determines how they provide services and an
ALLOCATION PLAN that determines how they distribute funds.

A Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA) is the service area covered
by the local plan for providing special education services to individuals
with disabilities in that area under the state and federal law (EC

56195.1).




Language of Special Education

Primary disability category of the student as _ ]
identified in the IEP (individualized education Student Residential Status
program)
Mental Retardation (MR) Parent or legal guardian
Hard of Hearing (HH) Licensed children's institution (LCl)
Deafness (DEAF) Foster familv h EFH
Speech or Language Impairment (SLI) oster tamily home ( )
Visual Impairment (VI) Hospital
Emotional Disturbance (ED) Residential facility
Orthopedic Impairment (O) Incarcerated institution

Other Health Impairment (OHI)
Specific Learning Disability (SLD)
Deaf-Blindness (DB)

Multiple Disability (MD) Other
Autism (AUT)

Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI)

State hospital
Developmental center




SELPA responsibilities

Program Specialist/Reqionalized Services

Program Specialist/Regionalized Services funding (PS/RS) (Education Code 56836.23 & 56836.24)

Program Specialist/Regional Services is funded at approximately $15 per current year SELPA K-12 ADA. This funding is
required by education code to provide SELPA services (outlined below). Pursuant to education code, The SELPA
shall ensure that all functions listed below are performed in accordance with the description set forth in its local plan
adopted:

(a) Coordination of the special education local plan area and the implementation of the local plan.
(b) Coordinated system of identification and assessment.

(c) Coordinated system of procedural safeguards.

(d) Coordinated system of staff development and parent and guardian education.

(e) Coordinated system of curriculum development and alignment with the core curriculum.

(f) Coordinated system of internal program review, evaluation of the effectiveness of the local plan, and
implementation of alocal plan accountability mechanism.

(g) Coordinated system of data collection and management.

(h) Coordination of interagency agreements.

(i) Coordination of services to medical facilities.

(j) Coordination of services to licensed children's institutions and foster family homes.

(k) Preparation and transmission of required special education local plan area reports.

(1) Fiscal and logistical support of the community advisory committee.

(m) Coordination of transportation services for individuals with exceptional needs.

(n) Coordination of career and vocational education and transition services.

(o) Assurance of full educational opportunity.

(p) Fiscal administration and the allocation of state and federal funds pursuant to Section 56836.01.

(q) Direct instructional program support that may be provided by program specialists in accordance with Section
56368.




Special Education

Administrative Unit

A SELPA has one LEA (district or COE) that serves in the capacity of Administrative Unit (AU). There
are a number of financial functions handled by the administrative unit. Each AU operates
differently but below are some key characteristics of a well operated AU from a fiscal perspective:

Strong understanding of special education funding (history and current issues)
Proactive support for legislative changes when necessary

Understanding of the impact of proposed legislation on the SELPA

Early notification to SELPA members of future fiscal impacts

SELPA allocation plan (funding) is well documented with a clearly defined governance approval
process for updating

Allocation plan numbers are updated on a regular basis (no surprises!)

Program and business meet together to review the allocation plan data (some form of finance
committee to review documentation on a regular basis)

CASH flow is prepared and transferred on a consistent accurate basis

Reconciliation of amount posted is done

Prior year adjustments are carefully analyzed in a timely fashion and funding adjusted
accordingly.
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Overview of Special Education- Statistics

California provides special education services
to approximately 678,000 individuals,
newborn through twenty-two years of age
(2008-09).

California provides specially designed
instruction, at no cost to the parent, to meet
the unique needs of each child with a
disability. This instruction is provided in a
variety of settings that allow infants and
their families, preschoolers, students, and
young adults to be educated with their peers
as much as possible; that is, in the least
restrictive environment (LRE). Special
education services are available in a variety
of settings that might include day care
settings, preschool, a regular classroom, a
classroom that emphasizes specially
designed instruction, the community, and
the work environment.

(from CDE website)

Special Education

December 08 Counts Statewide
Mental Retardation MR 42,646
Hard of Hearing HH 9,016
Deaf Deaf 4,162
Speech or Language Impairment SLI 172,669
Visual Imapairment \ 4,588
Emotional Disturbance ED 27,124
Orthopedic Impairment ol 15,404
Other Health Impairment OHI 50,614
Specific Learning Disability SLD 291,456
Deaf- Blindness DB 182
Multiple Disability MD 5,210
Autism AUT 53,183
Traumatic Brain Injury TBI 1,851
Total 678,105
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How do you compare?

As a SELPA you should be monitoring your
SELPA trends over time and comparing to
statewide data as well as similar sized
SELPA:s.

The following slides show El Dorado County
compared to statewide statistics.
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Students Receiving Special Education Services as a % of General Education

What is your SELPA %?

General Education Enrollment and the Number of Students Receiving Special Education Services in California
from 2003-04 to 2008-09
General Education K-12 Population

Students Receiving special Percent of El Dorado

All Students | education services (ages 5- 18) | Total # of students all students Data

birth through age 22 (0-22)
Percent of all receiving special
Year Number Number students (5-18) | education services

2003-04 6,298,783 630,646 10.01% 681,980 10.83%| 11.09%
2004-05 6,322,141 628,893 9.95% 681,969 10.79%| 11.02%
2005-06 6,312,436 628,115 9.95% 683,178 10.82%| 11.13%
2006-07 6,286,943 623,254 9.91% 679,648 10.81%| 11.18%
2007-08 6,275,469 619,218 9.87% 677,875 10.80%| 11.39%
2008-09 6,252,031 616,412 9.86% 678,105 10.85%| 11.56%
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Enroliment % by disability

How does your population compare?

Special Education EDCOE

December 08 Counts Statewide % of Total | December 2008 | ED % of Total
Mental Retardation MR 42,646 6.29% 173 6.03%
Hard of Hearing HH 9,016 1.33% 19 0.66%
Deaf Deaf 4,162 0.61% 6 0.21%
Speech or Language Impairment SLI 172,669 25.47% 945 32.91%
Visual Imapairment Vi 4,588 0.68% 12 0.42%
Emotional Disturbance ED 27,124 4.00% 146 5.09%
Orthopedic Impairment ol 15,404 2.27% 72 2.51%
Other Health Impairment OHI 50,614 7.46% 322 11.22%
Specific Learning Disability SLD 291,456 42.98% 1,019 35.51%
Deaf- Blindness DB 182 0.03% 0 0.00%
Multiple Disability MD 5,210 0.77% 16 0.56%
Autism AUT 53,183 7.84% 136 4.74%
Traumatic Brain Injury TBI 1,851 0.27% 4 0.14%
Total 678,105 100.00% 2,870 100.00%,
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Special Education Population

El Dorado % Compared to State %
Percent by Disabilit

Sp. Ed % by Disability
State (2008)/El Dorado 2008

45.00%
40.00% It
35.00%

30.00% i I

25.00% /A\ / \\

20.00% /

I\

10.00% / \

5.00% M N A
0.00%

MR | HH | Deaf | Sl | VI | ED | Of | OHI | SLD | DB | MD | AUT | TBI

e=f== State wide % | 6.29% | 1.33% | 0.61% |25.47%| 0.68% | 4.00% | 2.27% | 7.46% |42.98%| 0.03% | 0.77% | 7.84% | 0.27%
—li— EDCOE % 6.03% | 0.66% | 0.21% |32.91%| 0.42% | 5.09% | 2.51% |11.22%|35.51%| 0.00% | 0.56% | 4.74% | 0.14%
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Statewide Change in Population Over Time

Special Education Enrollment by Disability

December December e e
2008 2000
Mental Retardation (MR) 42,646 40,717 1,929 5%
Hard of Hearing (HH) 9,016 6,261 2,755 44%
Deaf (DEAF) 4,162 4,536 (374) -8%
Speech or Language Impairment (SLI) 172,669 165,496 7,173 4%
Visual Imapairment (V1) 4,588 4,616 (28) -1%
Emotional Disturbance (ED) 27,124 22,348 4,776 21%
Orthopedic Impairment (orn 15,404 14,583 821 6%
Other Health Impairment (OHI) 50,614 21,025 29,589 141%
Specific Learning Disability (SLD) 291,456 349,038 (57,582) -17%
Deaf- Blindness (DB) 182 198 (16) -8%
Multiple Disability (MD) 5,210 6,526 (1,316) -20%
Autism (AUT) 53,183 14,039 39,144 279%
Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI) 1,851 1,336 515 39%
Total (December Special Ed Pupil Count) 678,105 650,719 27,386 4.21%
Total K-12 Enrollment (CBEDS) 6,252,031 6,050,895 201,136 3.32%
% of student receiving special education services 10.85% 10.75%

\.

-
Note:

Change in Special Education population 4%
Change in General Education population 3%
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El Dorado Change in Population Over Time

How has your SELPA changed over time?

El Dorado SELPA Special Education Enrollment by Disability

December | December
2008 2000 Change | % change

Mental Retardation MR 199 170 29 17%
Hard of Hearing HH 23 16 7 44%
Deaf Deaf 9 3 6 200%
Speech or Language Impairment SLI 1,130 1,097 33 3%
Visual Imapairment VI 19 24 (5) -21%
Emotional Disturbance ED 151 97 54 56%
Orthopedic Impairment Ol 77 77 - 0%
Other Health Impairment OHI 389 317 72 23%
Specific Learning Disability SLD 1,260 1,411 (151) -11%

Deaf- Blindness DB 1 1 =
Multiple Disability MD 22 12 10 83%
Autism AUT 154 34 120 353%
Traumatic Brain Injury TBI 5 9 (4) -44%
Total 3,439 3,268 171 5.23%
Total K-12 Enrollment 24,516| 23,989| 527 | 2.20%

Note:
Change in Special Education population 5%
Change in General Education population 2%
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Comparison of Change

How does your SELPA compare over time?

Change in Disabilities over Time (State/El Dorado)
400%
350%
300% /&\
250% / /
200% \
2o PN . /7
100% N\ /./ / \
0% AMJ \
-50% ™
-100%
MR HH Deaf SLI Vi ED Ol OHI SLD DB MD AUT TBI
==@==State Change 5% 44% -8% 4% -1% 21% 6% 141% -17% -8% -20% 279% 39%
== ED change 17% 44% 200% 3% -21% 56% 0% 23% -11% 0% 83% 353% -44%
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Special Education
Income & Expenditure

Overview
/e




Special Education
Income Budgetinc

As an LEA what amount should you budget for Special
Education Income? Varies by each SELPA local allocation Plan.

o Each SELPA has unique characteristics of funding
o Each SELPA allocation plan distributes funds to LEAS
INn @ unique manner.

Short version of SELPA funding

SELPA K-12 ADA x unique SELPA rate + Cost of Living increase +
Growth/Decline = Entitlement

Subtract from the Entitlement the amounts received by the SELPA
from Federal IDEA/Plg4142 funds and specific taxes allocated to
special education and you will arrive at the level of State Aid.

What is highly likely is that SELPA funding will NOT be sufficient
to cover costs and you will have a significant local contribution.
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Sources of Funding

State, Federal, Local Contribution
Source date — County Superintendent September 2008 workgroup report (restated SACS data)

Federal average is about 10%.
Local contribution varies widely by LEA but state wide average is around 30%.
Expenditures include direct costs, allocated direct support, & indirect.

Expenditures
(Local Resources)

Expenditures
(State Resources)

Expenditures (Federal)

Special Education Expenditures (Statewide Data)

Total

&

&

#

5,000,000,000

10,000,000,000

15,000,000,000

Expenditures (Federal)

Expenditures
(State Resources)

Expenditures
(Local Resources)

Total

©2006-07 1,361,893,263 8,107,797,394 3,989,946,951 13,459,637,608
W 2005-06 1,318,267,955 7,380,623,329 3,477,908,181 12,176,799,465
M 2004-05 1,247,282,460 6,945,301,949 3,375,892,228 11,568,476,637
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More detail on the “Deducts”

Federal Funding for Special Education
Property Tax

Federal funds (Plg4142/IDEA) allocated to your SELPA are
treated as a deduction, similar to the relationship between
Revenue Limit funding and property taxes. Some small
federal special education grants are outside of this
calculation.

Your unique SELPA allocation plan will typically have the same
relationship, e.g. an increase in federal funds results in a
reduction in state funds. Federal IDEA funds are allocated to
the SELPA based on a complex statewide formula involving Fe
base year allocations, poverty counts, and pupil counts.

Your SELPA will then have their own internal distribution.

Property Tax. County offices have a portion of their property
taxes allocated to the SELPA in which they are a member.
This is based on historical 1970 ratios. There are additional
property tax allocations from “basic aid” counties that roll

deral /Taxes

over into the special education calculation.

tate Aid
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SELPA funding

To find your SELPA funding
CDE website

@ Apportionment Main Menu (CA Dept of Education) - Moxzilla Firefox
|Eile| Edit View History Bookmarks Tools

g C

Help

(=l ]

4 [ | | nttpi/iias.cde.ca.gov/apportionment/ias.aspx?schoolyearid=2008&RptType= P2&Cert Type=hon

£
£\ Most Visited #® Getting Started | | El Dorado County Offi... | | El Dorade County Offi... 5 Latest Headlines I§ Spider Solitaire Game, ...

| El Dorado County Offi...
| || District Level Enrollment Reperts - .. 3 | || Apportionment Main Menu (CA D... > |

. . Change Text Size: Z A A
California separmant =

EDUCATION search] =

Advanced | Site Map | A-Z Index

Curriculum & Instruction Testing & Accountability
Finance & Grants Data & Statistics a S

Learning Suppo

Professional O

zed Programs

Home » Finance & Grant » Principal Apportionment

Second Principal Apportionment (P-2)
Fiscal Year 2008-09
Period: 2008-09 P-2
Entityy SELPA Admin Unit

Program: SELPA Special Education Funding Exhibit

MName and Code: 34-BJ Sacramento County

Preview Report

Questions: Office of Principal Apportionment and Special Education | Office of Charter Apportionments and District Reorganization

| 916-224-4541

California Department of Education
1420 N Street

Contsct Us | FAQ | Web Policy
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Statewide Target Rate

Basic formula
SELPA K-12 ADA x Unique SELPA Rate

Decline at SELPA unique prior year rate

Declining enrollment guarantee (greater of CY or PY
ADA)

Growth at SELPA target rate — state portion

State rate is divided into two portions - state/federal
(2008-09 show below - more details later)

Statewide Average (Target Rate) $ 617.90
State Portion $ 465.44
Federal Portion $ 152.46
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Sample Funding Summary
Sacramento County SELPA 2008-09
Average rate $ 627 (line 1)
declining enrollment guarantee (no growth/or decline)

2008-09 Summary of SELPA funding (Sacramento County SELPA) ADA Rate Total
1 Prior Year Base 58,140.72 S 627.76 36,498,621.79
2 Supplement to the base (newfederalmoney, in lieu of bifurcated COLA/Growth) 58,140.72 S 2.00 116,419.00
3 COLA =Prior year ADA x COLA rate (statewide factor) 58,140.72
4 Growth (increase in ADA x statewide average)
5 Decline (decrease in PY ADA x SELPA rate)
6 Subtotal (Entitlement) Sum (1-5) 36,615,040.79
7 DEDUCTION Property Taxes/Federal Funds 13,541,113.00 9,735,354.00 23,276,467.00
8 Balance = State Aid Line (6-7) 13,338,573.79
9 Program Specialist/Regionalized Services (Current Year ADA) 58,130.88 15.30 889,656.00
10 Low Incidence Materials and Equipment 626.00 372.21 233,003.00
11 Out of Home Care 831,099.00 1,953,758.00
12 Total of State Funding Sum (8- 11) 15,292,331.79
13 Total from all sources (state, federal, property taxes) 38,568,798.79
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Mendocino County
High Base Rate $978 (line 1)
declining enrollment guarantee (no growth/or decline)

Rate

Total

2008-09 Summary of SELPA funding (Sacramento County SELPA)

1 Prior Year Base 12,672.72 S 978.86 12,404,774.34
2 Supplement to the base (new federal money, inlieu of bifurcated COLA/Growth) 12,672.72 S 2.00 25,375.00
3 |COLA=Prioryear ADA x COLA rate (statewide factor) 12,672.72

4 |Growth (increase in ADA x statewide average)

5  |Decline (decrease in PY ADA x SELPA rate)

6 Subtotal (Entitlement) Sum (1-5) 12,430,149.34
7 DEDUCTION Property Taxes/Federal Funds 1,572,920.00 |  2,608,041.00 4,180,961.00
8 Balance = State Aid Line (6-7) 8,249,188.34
9 |Program Specialist/Regionalized Services (Current Year ADA) 15,000.00 15.66 234,838.00

10 |Low Incidence Materials and Equipment 100.00 32U 37,221.00

11 |Outof Home Care 1,576,436.00 1,848,495.00
12 | Total of State Funding Sum (8-11) 10,097,683.34
13 [Total from all sources (state, federal, property taxes) 14,278,644.34
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San Mateo

Rate a little above average at $683 (line 1)
HIGH property tax base (line 7)

growth (line 4)

2008-09 Summary of SELPA funding (San Mateo)

1 Prior Year Base 85,438.64 S 683.85 58,427,112.13
2 Supplement to the base (new federal money, in lieu of bifurcated CQ 85,438.64 S 2.00 171,079.00
3 COLA =Prior year ADA x COLA rate (statewide factor) 85,438.64 -

4 Growth (increase in ADA x statewide average) 1,458.71 465.44 678,943.00
5 Decline (decrease in PY ADA x SELPA rate)

6 Subtotal (Entitlement) Sum (1-5) 59,277,134.13
7 DEDUCTION Property Taxes/Federal Funds 45,156,541.75 | 14,863,713.00 60,020,254.75
8 Balance = State Aid Line (6-7) (743,120.62)
9 Program Specialist/Regionalized Services (Current Year ADA) 86,897.35 15.08 | 1,310,342.00

10 Low Incidence Materials and Equipment 584.00 372.21 217,370.00

11 Out of Home Care 1,828,400.00 3,356,112.00
12 Total of State Funding Sum (8- 11) 2,612,991.38
13 Total from all sources (state, federal, property taxes) 62,633,246.13
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LA Unified

Rate above average at $725.56 (line 1)
Low Incidence funding — over $23 million
Declining Enrollment (line 5)

008-09 d C PA ding A ed

ADA

S 725.56

1 Prior Year Base 649,958.74 471,582,021.57
2 Supplement to the base (newfederalmoney,in lieu of bifurcated COLA/Growth) 658,936.74 S 2.00 1,319,429.00
3 COLA = Prior year ADA x COLA rate (statewide factor) 658,936.74 -

4 Low Incidence Multipler 649,958.74 36.40 23,656,140.00
5 Decline (decrease in PY ADA x SELPA rate) (8,978.00) 687.73 (6,174,475.20)
6 Subtotal (Entitlement) Sum (1-5) 490,383,115.37
7 DEDUCTION Property Taxes/Federal Funds 117,972,898.00 117,972,898.00
8 Balance = State Aid Line (6-7) 372,410,217.37
9 Program Specialist/Regionalized Services (Current Year ADA) 647,722.17 15.52 10,049,710.00

10 Low Incidence Materials and Equipment 5,148.00 372.21 1,916,136.00

11 Out of Home Care 22,867,111.00 34,832,957.00
12 Total of State Funding Sum (8- 11) 407,243,174.37
13 Total from all sources (state, federal, property taxes) 525,216,072.37
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How different is SELPA funding statewide?

2006-07 data (Unique SELPA Rate)
m SELPAs come in varying sizes and configurations
m Single LEA SELPA
s Multi LEA SELPA
s Rural SELPA
s Small (Sierra County oo ADA)
m Large (LA Unified 658,000 ADA)
Summary by SELPA
m 120 SELPAs (+ 2 more, LA County Court School SELPA)
s Unique Rate
m 2006-07 ADA/2005-06 ADA
= Growing/Declining
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SELPA

AU

2006-07

ADA

2005-06
ADA

Change

Growing

Declining

1{01-CL Oakland Unified Oakland Unified S 42,911 44,032 (1,121) (1,121)
2|01-CR North Region Albany City Unified S 24,764 24,795 (31) (31)
3|01-CS Mid-Alameda County Castro Valley Unified S 48,374 48,686 (313) (313)
4|01-CT Mission Valley Fremont Unified S 579.03 50,267 50,487 (220) - (220)
5/01-CU Tri-Valley Pleasanton Unified S 574.10 34,896 33,951 946 946 -
6|03-MD Amador County Amador Co. Office of Education S 617.28 4,494 4,571 (77) - (77)
7|04-CE Butte County Butte Co. Office of Education S 645.41 30,848 31,201 (353) - (353)
8|05-CV Calaveras County Calaveras Co. Office of Education S 618.80 6,478 6,526 (48) - (48)
9|06-AD Colusa County Colusa Co. Office of Education S 576.34 4,358 4,304 55 55 -
10|07-AY Contra Costa Acalanes Union High S 638.24 94,182 92,880 1,302 1,302 -
11|07-AZ West Contra Costa Unified West Contra Costa Unified S 667.00 28,595 29,777 (1,182) - (1,182)
12|07-BA Mt. Diablo Unified Mt. Diablo Unified S 626.42 33,712 34,418 (705) - (705)
13|09-BU El Dorado County El Dorado Co. Office of Education S 576.97 26,329 23,724 2,605 2,605 -
14|09-CP Lake Tahoe USD/Alpine Lake Tahoe Unified S 586.84 4,203 4,369 (165) - (165)
15(10-BE Fresno County Fresno Co. Office of Education S 575.54 73,258 71,928 1,330 1,330 -
16|10-BQ Fresno Unified Fresno Unified S 581.06 71,980 73,412 (1,432) - (1,432)
17(10-FB Clovis Unified Clovis Unified S 568.93 35,668 35,019 649 649 -
18|11-ClI Glenn County Glenn Co. Office of Education S 689.75 5,624 5,673 (49) - (49)
19(12-UU Humboldt/Del Norte Humboldt Co. Office of Education S 579.53 22,353 22,810 (457) - (457)
20|13-BZ Imperial County Imperial Co. Office of Education S 576.24 34,443 34,222 221 221 -
21|14-BF Inyo County Inyo Co. Office of Education S 593.93 2,877 2,933 (56) - (56)
22|15-AF Kern Union High Kern Union High S 568.89 33,132 31,995 1,137 1,137 -
23[15-AM Kern County Kern Co. Office of Education S 572.35 97,448 96,766 681 681 -
24|15-BB Bakersfield City Elementary  |Bakersfield City Elementary S 578.46 25,811 26,199 (388) - (388)
25|15-Sl Sierra Sands Unified Sierra Sands Unified S 578.02 5,382 5,448 (66) - (66)
26|16-AC Kings County Kings Co. Office of Education S 577.13 26,342 25,761 580 580 -
27|17-CC Lake County Lake Co. Office of Education S 594.88 9,322 9,446 (124) - (124)
28|18-AL Lassen County Lassen Co. Office of Education S 797.28 4,863 5,321 (458) - (458)
29|19-BX Tri-City Culver City Unified $ 603.02 22,830 23,233 (403) - (403)
30|19-BY Whittier Area Cooperative Whittier Union High S 582.19 49,361 50,026 (664) - (664)
31|19-CJ Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Unified S 648.55 657,485 672,910 | (15,425) - (15,425)
32|19-DA Antelope Valley Palmdale Elementary S 572.80 81,221 80,874 347 347 -
33|19-DC Mid-Cities L.A.COE : Mid-Cities S 578.91 73,561 76,542 (2,981) - (2,981)
34(19-DF Santa Clarita Saugus Union Elementary S 572.20 49,336 48,819 517 517 -
35|19-DG Southwest L.A.COE : Southwest S 582.80 103,796 104,643 (847) - (847)
36|19-DJ Foothill Glendale Unified S 580.83 46,167 46,598 (431) - (431)
37|19-DL Long Beach Unified Long Beach Unified S 578.79 86,427 88,605 (2,178) - (2,178)
38|19-DM Downey-Montebello L.A.COE : Downey-Montebello S 578.36 54,619 55,706 (1,086) - (1,086)
39|19-DN Pasadena Unified Pasadena Unified S 608.81 19,905 20,468 (564) - (564)
40(19-DP Los Angeles County Court Scho{L.A.COE : Los Angeles County Court S $ - - - - - -
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SELPA AU Rate 2006-07 ADA | 2005-06 ADA | Chang Declining
41[19-DU Norwalk-La Mirada/ABC Norwalk-La Mirada Unified S 580.34 41,636 42,513 (876) (876)
42|19-DX East San Gabriel L.A.COE : East San Gabriel S 579.35 139,059 139,754 (694) - (694)
43|19-DY West San Gabriel L.A.COE : West San Gabriel S 578.79 98,355 99,429 (1,074) - (1,074)
44/19-DZ Puente Hills Rowland Unified $ 580.13 38,690 39,748 | (1,058) - (1,058)
45[20-AB Madera/Mariposa Madera Co. Office of Education S 575.06 29,822 29,075 747 747 -
46(21-AT Marin County Marin Co. Office of Education S 825.43 27,880 27,573 307 307 -
47(23-AQ Mendocino County Mendocino Co. Office of Education | $ 917.38 12,632 13,051 (419) - (419)
48|24-VV Merced County Merced Co. Office of Education S 600.53 54,152 53,576 576 576 -
49(25-CM Modoc County Modoc Co. Office of Education $1,023.81 2,023 1,952 70 70 -
50(26-CB Mono County Mono Co. Office of Education S 721.81 2,245 2,227 18 18 -
51(27-AS Monterey County Monterey Co. Office of Education S 579.05 65,921 66,040 (118) - (118)
52|28-CF Napa County Napa Co. Office of Education S 625.07 18,990 18,857 133 133 -
53/29-NV Nevada County Nevada Co. Office of Education S 578.27 13,436 13,589 (153) - (153)
54/30-BI Northeast Orange Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified S 578.53 31,234 31,489 (255) - (255)
55[30-BK West Orange Huntington Beach Union High S 628.28 46,305 46,524 (219) - (219)
56/30-BL Newport-Mesa Unified Newport-Mesa Unified S 579.48 20,378 20,824 (446) - (446)
57/30-BM Orange Unified Orange Unified S 582.53 28,918 29,548 (630) - (630)
58/30-BN Santa Ana Unified Santa Ana Unified S 578.99 54,549 56,663 (2,114) - (2,114)
59(30-BO Garden Grove Unified Garden Grove Unified S 591.12 46,507 47,305 (799) - (799)
60[30-BP Irvine Unified Irvine Unified S 583.27 25,197 24,828 368 368 -
61(30-CO Capistrano Unified Capistrano Unified S 575.72 49,493 49,014 479 479 -
62(30-MA Greater Anaheim Anaheim Union High S 578.38 57,417 57,700 (283) - (283)
63|30-MB South Orange Saddleback Valley Unified S 578.50 35,315 35,773 (458) - (458)
64/30-MC Anaheim Elementary Anaheim Elementary S 579.48 19,065 19,686 (621) - (621)
65(30-MM North Orange Orange COE : North Orange S 578.13 52,519 53,261 (742) - (742)
66(30-YY Tustin Unified Tustin Unified S 574.06 19,727 19,461 267 267 -
67(31-PL Placer County Placer Co. Office of Education S 574.58 61,766 60,890 875 875 -
68[32-AA Plumas USD Plumas Unified S 580.44 2,572 2,747 (174) - (174)
69]33-AN Riverside County Val Verde Unified S 569.47 267,001 253,515 | 13,486 13,486 -
70|33-CH Riverside Unified Riverside Unified S 581.15 40,958 40,714 244 244 -
71|33-EN Corona-Norco Unified Corona-Norco Unified S 570.24 47,489 45,038 2,451 2,451 -
72|33-MV Moreno Valley Unified Moreno Valley Unified S 588.47 34,830 34,481 349 349 -
73|34-BJ Sacramento County Sacramento Co. Office of Education | $ 574.91 75,403 75,181 222 222 -
74|34-BS Sacramento City Unified Sacramento City Unified S 581.21 46,629 47,419 (790) - (790)
75|34-CN San Juan Unified San Juan Unified S 582.21 45,457 45,896 (439) - (439)
76|34-EG Elk Grove Unified Elk Grove Unified S 590.23 58,611 57,358 1,253 1,253 -
77|35-SB San Benito County San Benito Co. Office of Education S 578.22 10,902 10,959 (57) - (57)
78|36-FA Fontana Unified Fontana Unified S 577.49 39,561 39,361 200 200 -
79(36-RA Morongo Unified Morongo Unified S 594.55 8,901 8,932 (31) - (31)
80(36-RR Desert/Mountain San Bernardino COE : Desert/Mountaj $ 567.82 93,421 89,131 4,290 4,290 -
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SELPA

AU

2006-07 ADA

2005-06 ADA

Change

Growing

Declining

36-SS West End

San Bernardino COE : West End

121,424

123,039

(1,615)

(1,615)

36-TA San Bernardino City Unified

San Bernardino City Unified

52,661

53,670

(1,008)

(1,008)

$
$
83|36-TT East Valley San Bernardino COE : East Valley S 580.50 86,176 87,186 (1,010) - (1,010)
84|37-BW San Diego City Unified San Diego City Unified S 654.62 120,777 122,637 (1,861) - (1,861)
85(37-PA South County San Diego COE : South County S 581.27 91,127 90,646 481 481 -
86|37-PB North Inland San Diego COE : North Inland S 578.78 44,539 45,874 (1,335) - (1,335)
87|37-PC East County San Diego COE : East County S 584.69 71,580 72,413 (833) - (833)
88|37-PP North Coastal San Diego COE : North Coastal S 577.63 107,800 107,329 471 471 -
89|37-PW Poway Unified Poway Unified S 578.47 31,844 31,583 261 261 -
90|38-WW San Francisco County San Francisco Co. Off. of Education | $ 759.88 53,039 54,379 (1,341) - (1,341)
91|39-BD San Joaquin County San Joaquin Co. Off. of Education S 575.53 62,035 61,520 515 515 -
92|39-BR Stockton City Unified Stockton City Unified S 578.61 35,656 35,978 (322) - (322)
93|39-DQ Lodi Area Lodi Unified S 568.68 30,714 30,266 448 448 -
94|40-AJ San Luis Obispo County San Luis Obispo Co. Off. of Education| $ 578.94 33,531 33,722 (191) - (191)
95|41-CA San Mateo County San Mateo Co. Off. of Education S 630.72 84,751 84,411 340 340 -
96|42-AR Santa Barbara County Goleta Union Elementary S 578.48 63,211 63,769 (558) - (558)
97(43-NB Santa Clara COE Il Santa Clara COE : Area 3 S 756.79 34,780 34,818 (37) - (37)
98|43-NC Santa Clara COE IV Santa Clara COE : Area 4 S 578.90 29,792 29,946 (154) - (154)
99|43-ND Mt. Pleasant Elementary Mt. Pleasant Elementary S 582.90 112,529 112,037 491 491 -
100|43-NF Santa Clara COE VII Santa Clara COE : Area 7 S 601.68 13,526 13,491 35 35 -
101|43-NN Santa Clara 1 Santa Clara COE : Area 1 S 594.53 22,093 21,774 318 318 -
102|43-QQ Santa Clara COE Il Santa Clara COE : Area 2 S 575.67 32,446 31,833 613 613 -
103|44-PV Pajaro Valley Pajaro Valley Joint Unified S 618.31 18,060 18,017 43 43 -
104[44-SC North Santa Cruz County Santa Cruz Co. Off. of Education S 660.46 17,980 18,222 (242) - (242)
105[45-A0 Shasta County Shasta Co. Office of Education S 621.39 27,218 27,605 (387) - (387)
106|46-AW Sierra County Sierra Co. Office of Education S 671.82 499 531 (31) - (31)
107[47-AU Siskiyou County Siskiyou Co. Office of Education S 741.55 5,956 6,078 (122) - (122)
108|48-BT Solano County Solano Co. Office of Education S 578.81 48,462 48,981 (519) - (519)
109|48-CD Vallejo City Unified Vallejo City Unified S 586.98 16,403 16,817 (414) - (414)
110|48-CD Vallejo City Unified Vallejo City Unified S 586.98 16,403 16,817 (414) - (414)
111[49-AV Sonoma County Sonoma Co. Office of Education S 662.07 67,493 68,088 (595) - (595)
112|50-ZZ Modesto City Schools Modesto City High S 578.96 30,080 30,713 (634) - (634)
113|50-XX Stanislaus County Stanislaus Co. Office of Education S 575.01 69,881 69,667 214 214 -
114|51-BV Sutter County Sutter Co. Office of Education S 573.10 18,186 16,921 1,265 1,265 -
115(52-AE Tehama County Tehama Co. Office of Education S 630.19 10,472 10,540 (68) - (68)
116|53-AH Trinity County Trinity Co. Office of Education S 892.65 1,810 1,885 (75) - (75)
117|54-CG Tulare County Tulare Co. Office of Education S 576.28 89,214 88,011 1,203 1,203 -
118|55-TU Tuolumne County Tuolumne Co. Office of Education S 617.93 6,994 7,244 (250) - (250)
119(56-AG Ventura County Ventura Co. Office of Education S 578.41 147,207 147,742 (535) - (535)
120(57-BH Yolo County Yolo Co. Office of Education S 579.89 27,820 27,685 134 134 -
121(58-BC Yuba County Yuba Co. Office of Education S 572.19 13,765 14,592 (828) - (828)




Summary of elements to date

Each SELPA different in terms of funding. Basically traces back to 1979-80 costs of
special education reported for your SELPA and your LEA. More details to follow.

Each SELPA will allocate funding in a different way based on local decision making that
has evolved since 1998 to the present.

Federal IDEA funding and Property taxes are deducted from my entitlement to arrive at
state aid.

As an LEA, if my SELPA gets around $600 per student, should | expect to get $600?
= Probably NOT.
m  Remember that funding is for all services (severe/non-severe) ages 3-22
m Separate allocation for o-2 infant
= Asignificant % comes off the “top” or on per pupil basis for serving students with
intensive services/needs, often served on a regional basis.
m E.g. emotionally disturbed, autism, deaf and hard of hearing.

You can expect that your income from all sources for special education will be less than
your expenditures (local contribution).
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Special Education

Expenditure Budgeting (CSAM, CA State Accounting Manual excerpt)

Education Code Section 56205(b)(1) requires that a special education budget shall separately identify
the following elements:

Apportionment received by the local educational agency (LEA) in accordance with the allocation
plan adopted by the special education local plan area (SELPA). (The state funding is tracked in SACS
in the resource field in combination with a specific revenue code in the object field.)

Administrative costs of the plan. (These costs are tracked in the function field.)

Costs of special education services to pupils with severe disabilities and low-incidence disabilities.
(This population is identified by the goal field.)

Costs of special education services to pupils with nonsevere disabilities. (This population is identified
by the goal field.)

Costs of supplemental aids and services provided to meet the individual needs of pupils placed in
regular education classrooms and environments. (Costs of these aids and services, which may be
provided to both severe and nonsevere students, are tracked in the function field.)

Costs of regionalized operations and services and direct instructional support by program specialists
in accordance with Part 30, Chapter 7.2, Article 6, of the Education Code, Program Specialists and
Administration of Regionalized Operations and Services. (These costs are tracked in the goal field for
regionalized operations and in the function field for instructional services.)

Use of property taxes allocated to the SELPA pursuant to Education Code Section 2572. (Property
taxes allocated to the SELPA are tracked in the resource field and identified by a specific revenue
code in the object field.)

Note: Costs are further delineated by source of funding, federal special education funds or state
funding
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Special Education

Expenditure Budgeting (Accounting Manual excerpt)

Maintenance of Effort (MOE)
Funds provided under Part B of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) are subject to a maintenance of effort (MOE) requirement. This is stipulated in
Section 1413 of Title 20 of the United States Code, Title 34, Section 300.203 of the Code
of Federal Regulations, and Education Code Section 56205.

The MOE requirement is that Part B IDEA funds shall not be used, except in specified
situations, to reduce the level of expenditures for the education of children with
disabilities made by the LEA from state and local funds or from local funds only, below
the prior year's level. This test must be met on either an aggregate or a per capita basis.

Translation: You should spend each year at least what you spent last year. And budget
for the next year at least what you spent in the current year.

You CAN reduce costs however. If you reduce your special education budget (or
expenditures) in a given year, you need to be careful to ensure that you have met the
maintenance of effort requirement. This does not mean you can’t reduce costs, but you
must do so within the guidelines of federal maintenance of effort.

There are a series of tests to pass; e.g. fewer students, reduction due to a high cost
placement going away or other similarly identified expenditures. Your SELPA must
pass an overall MOE test and then your SELPA will have procedures in place to evaluate
whether your LEA met MOE,
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Maintenance of Effort

There are many more details but the important thing to
remember is PLANNING and MONITORING.

Each SELPA should have a staff person who is responsible
for understanding all the nuances of the MOE formula and
monitors the SELPA and each LEA for compliance.
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Maintenance of Effort* (gory details)

* excerpts from document prepared by Coalition for Adequate Special Education Funding

According to CDE, there are three tests to determine MOE. The tests for MOE are not mutually exclusive:

Tests 1A & 1B—Expenditure comparisons—Test 1A compares current-year combined state and local budget to prior-year
state and local expenditures, either in total or on a per-capita basis. Test 1B compares current-year local budget to
prior-year local expenditures, either in total or on a per-capita basis.

Test 2—Expenditure comparison adjusted for federal revenue increases over the prior year—Local educational agencies
(LEAs) may utilize up to 50% of the increase of “new” Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Part B, funds
as a reduction to state and local expenditures or local expenditures. The IDEA Act of 2004 implemented the ability of
school agencies to utilize the 50% increase in new IDEA funding for the purpose of reducing MOE.

m  The state’s MOE forms have not been changed to allow for the calculation of the 50% IDEA increase prior to testing
for MOE in the year-over-year expenditure comparison. However, districts are still able to reduce MOE even if they
pass using Test 1A or Test 1B. Test 2 should be completed to determine the amount available for MOE reduction.

Test 3 - Expenditure comparison reduced for certain conditions designated by IDEA:

m  The voluntary departure or departure for just cause of special education or related services personnel who are
replaced by qualified, lower salaried staff.

= Adecrease in the enrollment of children with disabilities. The SELPA no longer has the obligation to provide one or
more exceptionally costly special education programs to student(s) because they:

= Have left the jurisdiction of the SELPA.

= Have reached the age at which the SELPA is no longer required to provide free appropriate public education
(FAPE) to the student(s).

= Nolonger need the program of special education.

m  The termination of costly expenditures for long-term purchases, such as the acquisition of equipment or the
construction of facilities.

m  Test3isonly used if the SELPA or district was unable to satisfy the MOE test using Test 1 or Test 2.
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Maintenance of Effort (more detail)

Given the increase in funds resulting from the IDEA portion of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), all
districts and SELPAs may calculate their 2009 MOE factoring in the adjustment for “new” federal funding. SELPAs
and LEAs should develop a process for use of 50% federal funding increase to offset costs that have required a
contribution from district general funds.

In order to determine your level of MOE, the following steps are recommended:
Determine if your district meets the eligibility requirements for using the 50% reduction to state and local
expenditures or local expenditures under the IDEA Act of 2004 for IDEA, Part B funds.
m  There are provisions of IDEA that limit whether an LEA may reduce local effort under IDEA Section 613(a)(2)(C) (34
CFR §300.205). Under IDEA
Section 616(a) (34 CFR §300.600(a)(2)), state educational agencies (SEAs) are required to make determinations
annually about the performance of each LEA using the following categories:

Meets Requirements

= Needs Assistance

= Needs Intervention

= Needs Substantial Intervention

m  The Performance Reports that were just received before the end of the 2008-09 school year were only the first test.
A second calculation of Significant Disproportionality was recently released, which addressed four areas:

= Child Find
Disability
s Placement

= Discipline
m  Districts will be considered significantly disproportionate if they fail any one of the calculations listed above. The

state has the responsibility to determine calculations. They do not have to use the same calculation as for monitoring
the State Performance Plan Indicators.
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Maintenance of Effort & ARRA

If you are eligible, use the 50% increase in new IDEA, Part B and ARRA, Part B funds to reduce MOE,
as follows:
= Todetermine the amount available for MOE reduction, add the 2009-10 ongoing local assistance
grant, and the ongoing preschool local entitlement grant to the ARRA local assistance grant and the
ARRA preschool local entitlement grant. These funds are considered to be a 2009-10 entitlement
even though some initial funding was received in the 2008-09 fiscal year.
m  For MOE purposes, the ARRA funds received over the two years can only be used in the 2009-10
fiscal year calculation, even though the funding was received over two years (2008-09 and 2009-10).

Identify those expenditures in special education Resource Code 6500 that can legitimately be
charged to IDEA ARRA funds (Resource 3313), which will reduce the local contribution on the natural.

Prepare a plan for the decrease in ARRA funds in 2010-11 and beyond and the impact on the MOE
calculation.

There are two options for using special education funds under IDEA for general education purposes:
50% IDEA increase funding reduction and the 15% total IDEA grant for early intervening services. The
IDEA regulations provide specific assistance in determining the interaction between the two
provisions.
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Maintenance of Effort & ARRA

If the LEA fails the requirements in Step 1, the state must direct the district to use 15% of the total
IDEA and ARRA grants to address disproportionality by providing early intervening services.
m  The LEA will not be able to use the 50% provision for any increase of federal IDEA (including ARRA)
funds to reduce its local MOE effort.

If the 50% IDEA MOE reduction is allowed under Step 1:

= The “freed-up” local general fund dollars must be directed to activities allowed under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA)/No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).

m  Funds are not transferred from ARRA Resource Code 3313 into special education Resource Code 6500.

m  Expenditures in Resource Code 6500 must be reduced, which in turn reduces the local contribution.

= Inorderto maintain the lower MOE, an LEA must sustain the lower state and local expenditures. Otherwise, the
MOE will increase on the natural.

m  The 50% should be used as a targeted goal to be able to maximize the reduction of the local contribution. However,
this may or may not be attainable depending on the expenditures in Resource Code 6500 and the dollar amount of
the 50%.

The basic rule is that ARRA funds can be used in any way that’s permitted under IDEA, Part B funds:
The funds must be used to support special education-specific program requirements.
= This generally includes those expenses associated with individualized education programs (IEPs); however, other
program-related costs—such as staff development, equipment, and supplies—are options.
m LEAsare encouraged to use the funds for one time rather than ongoing expenses, since ARRA funding will not be
included in the ongoing IDEA funding allocations in future years.
At this point, funds cannot be used for capital expenses such as facilities or vehicles, but CDE is developing required
ARRA approval procedures for these expenditures.
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Short Summary of MOE

What | actually end up spending (not budget) in 2009-10
becomes my base for 2010-11.

Some decreases are OK (high cost placement goes away,

one time capital outlay, high cost staff replaced by lower
cost staff)

Essentially, the base resets each year based on actual
expenditures.

But you can adjust the base by 50% of the increase in
federal funds.
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MOE - Planning & Monitoring

With districts’ reducing their overall budgets, it becomes
critical for SELPAs to institute more SELPA MOE review
points.

SELPAs should update their internal policies;

s What happens when an LEA does not meet MOE? How is
that handled in the allocation plan?

m |f SELPA doesn’t meet MOE and there is a reduction in
federal funds to the SELPA, how is this implemented in
the allocation plan?
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Sample SELPA

Special Education Finance Committee Suggested Timeline and Content

September/October
m  Review Prior year data and any adjustments (June CDE certification)
m  Current Year Cash flow Update
= Update of Current Year projections
m  SELPA budget document preliminary discussion (includes GF contribution calculation for each LEA in
the SELPA)
m  Preliminary Maintenance of Effort data review (prior year and current year)
= Identification of any allocation plan amendments needed as a result of legislation or other changes
= Review of current year written allocation plan and discussion about proposed changes for next year.

January/February
m  Current Year review formula updated with P-1 ADA
= Nextyear projections
= Regional program growth requests for next year
m  Review of Pupil Counts/FTE data
= Final distribution of PY SELPA budget document including maintenance of effort
= Ideally reach agreement on next year allocation plan
= Mid year review of maintenance of effort (current year) No Surprises!

May
= Current year update (P2 ADA/other factors) and updated projections for the next year
m  Other prior year updates (February 28, CDE certification documents)
= Review Maintenance of Effort (current year and next year)
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Special Education

History
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How do we fund these services?

Special Education has a long history of complex funding formulas that have
one thing in common: not enough money.

Priorto1980  Amount per student based on disability
1980's Master Plan. Amount per “class”

1998 All the money goes to the SELPA and the SELPA
develops their own distribution rules.

2000’s Challenges. Bifurcated Rates,  Declining Enroliment,
Out of Home Care, Deficits. No solutions yet.
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History of Special Education Funding

Master Plan Implementation — 1980 (AB 4040/AB 1250/SB 1870). Change
from per-pupil funding to “class or unit” funding based on actual costs
specific to each LEA (local education fagency) (1979-80 costs of actual
operation)

Problems existed from the start. Significant inequities in funding combined

with shortfalls (deficits) in promised levels of funding. But it took 18 years to
fix!

Funding incentives had an impact on|program decisions.

Rigid funding requirements resulted in a lack of flexibility in service delivery.

Funding based on Units (Classes Operated) assuming that 10% of the K-12
population would be served in a SELPA (Special Education Local Plan Area).

AND... your fundlng today is based on this ancient history and explains why
n another district of similar size.
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Ancient History

(more than you ever wanted to know)

Significant inequity in funding existed from district to
district prior to 1998
m For example, combined unit rate and support rate for SDC
(Special Day Class) funding ranged from $31,000 to
$81,000 (from 1995-96 data, over $50,000 difference)
= Rates based upon 1979-80 base year reported
expenditures. And that is primarily why significant
inequities in funding still exist today among SELPAs and

LEAS
1979-80 Costs
District A District B District C
Average Teacher Cost (Salary & Benefits) 27,000 30,000 35,000
Average Aide Cost (Salary & Benefits) 8,000 10,000 15,000
Subtotal 35,000 40,000 50,000
All other reported costs (direct, direct support, indirect) 8,000 20,000 60,000
Total Average cost per class reported 43,000 60,000 110,000
All other Costs as % of Salary/Benefits 0.23 0.50 1.20
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Special Education Pupil Count

Incentive in past formula was to identify students as requiring
special education services
« Example (priorto AB 602)
« Identify 24 more RSP students
o You qualified for an additional RSP “unit” in the following
year (Resource Specialist Program)
If you were under 10% “cap”

If state funded growth ( no guarantees!)
If you also hired teacher/aide

Financial Incentive in the past formula to operate RSP (Resource
Specialist Program) instead of SDC (Special Day Class).

District program offerings may still reflect this former decision
making.
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Simplified J-50 Funding Example
Entitlement

J-50 referred to the forms
filed for funding

A

E

Units x Rate
Units Class Description Unit Rate (axd)
1 1.00 SDC/1 aide Special DayClass (SDC) 51,000 51,000
2 2.00 RSP/ 1 aide Resource Specialist Program (RSP) 54,500 109,000
3 1.00 DIS Designated Instruction & Services (DIS) 40,000 40,000
4 Subtotal (line 1,2, 3) 200,000
5 SSR (Support Services Ratio) 0.50 100,000
6 (line 4+5) 300,000
Simplified J-50 Funding Example
Source of Funds
7 Entitlement (from above) 300,000
8 IDEA/PI 94-142 (federal funds) (30,000)
9 Required Local General Fund contribution (25,000)
10 Revenue Limit (SDC ADA x Revenue Limit) (35,000)
11 Subtotal other sources (line 8 +9+ 10) (90,000)
12 Entitlement less other sources = State Aid (line 7 - line 11) 210,000
13 Deficit (line 12 x deficit rate) 210,000 -13%  (27,300)
14 State Aid (less deficit) line 12 - line 13 182,700
RECAP
15 IDEA/PI 94-142 (federal funds) 30,000
16 Revenue Limit (SDC ADA x Revenue Limit) 35,000
17 State Aid (less deficit) line 12- line 13 182,700
18 Total all sources (line 15,16,17) 247,700
19 |Entitlement 300,000
20 |less LGFC (25,000
21 |less deficit (27,300)
22 |Total Funding 247,700
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[
r+-POP QUIZ
3:20P QUIZ

1979-80 was the base EXPENDITURE YEAR that drove funding --
rates for over 18 years. If my special education teachers on
staff in 1979-80 had, on average, only 2 years experience

would you expect my unit rate to be above or below
average?

Under the old model of funding, if my LEA was serving under
10% of my population, and | identified more special
education students, started a class and hired a teacher, |

could qualify for more funds?
a) Probably YES
b) Probably NO
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... and the PointIs?

All of this ancient history is still relevant because many
SELPA allocation plans reflect this history as they
moved from the old system of funding to a locally
developed SELPA funding distribution model.

It explains why each SELPA has a different rate per
ADA (average daily attendance) and why within a
SELPA, LEAs may have varying rates.

As we look at our current Special Education funding
problems and potential solutions, our history can be
a useful tool to reflect on what worked and what did
not work well.
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Legislative Task Force

basic concepts became Assembly Bill 602/1997

Flexibility.....provide money to the SELPA and let a SELPA determine how
to allocate resources to the wide range of services for the 0-22 population
of students with special needs

No Incentives ....A formula should move away from being driven by
identified special education pupil counts and move to SELPA K-12 ADA as
a basis for determining funding for the SELPA's.

Underlying this was the faulty assumption that all SELPAs are created
equal... but that’s another story for another day.

Funding to be based on K-12 ADA, not identified special education pupil
count. 1997-98 funding became base for 1998-99 and future years.

Phase | equalization by LEA to “level the playing field” and smooth out
inequities created by previous formula. Phase 2 equalization by SELPA
further dealt with some differences.

Despite equalization efforts, there are still inequalities among SELPAs and
among LEAs within SELPAs.
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AB 602 Funding Model |
Starting point

Starting in 1998-99, Special Education funding comes to the
SELPA as a total $ amount based on SELPA K-12 ADA
times the unique SELPA rate.

Funding from 1997-98 divided by 1997-98 K-12 P-2 ADA to
determine a rate per ADA for the SELPA. Funding “rolled
In":

s Federal funds - PL 94-142
m Property taxes allocated to special education

m Net State Aid (Preschool-22 and net of deficit)

|

Non Public School/Non Public Agency reimbursement
dollars*

SELPA develops an allocation plan to distribute the SELPA
entitlement to LEA members.

—— * 60% NPS/NPA reimbursement, the 100% reimbursed Licensed children’s Institution/Foster Family Home not rolled in
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Sounds simple....Develop an Allocation Plan

Picture this:
$100 million dollars in special education income for the SELPA.
$150 million dollars in special education expenditures in the SELPA.
10 school districts with 10 different sets of needs, wants, desires and
perceptions.
Some have been on the losing end of the old formula for years...others on the
upper end based on 1979-80o reported expenditures.
No rules.
Just all come together in a collaborative fashion to determine how to divide
up $200 million.
No Allocation Plan is the same.

Allocation Plans are always a work in progress. They must adapt to changes in
funding, unforeseen circumstances, and changing dynamics within a SELPA.
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Back to a few more details...

We talked about what was included in the new formula. A
few things not included and funded separately:

NPS/A LCI/FFH 100% funded (Non Public School/Agency, Licensed
Childrens Institution, Foster Family Home) Note: became a new
funding model in 2004-05 called out of home care)

Program Specialist/Regionalized Services funding (goes to SELPA
as separate allocation)

Infant Funding (State and Federal 0-2 yrs.) still funded based on
unit rates and identified students.

Low Incidence Funding. Small funding allocation based on
identified student needs.

Revenue Limit for Special Education ADA is in addition to AB 602
SELPA revenues (small part of the funding puzzle).
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Ready to go forward? The History Lesson is

over.

SELPAs and LEAs have different funding rates
because of 1979-80 expenditures unique to each
agency.

Some differences have been smoothed over by
equalization funding and SELPA allocation plans.
But differences still exist.

AB 602 SELPA funding gives dollars to a SELPA.
SELPA develops allocation plan to determine how
to allocate insufficient resources to meet the
needs of students with special needs age 0-22
throughout the SELPA.
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Looking forward

The next slides will Bifurcated Rate
identify additional Impact on COLA and Growth
parts of the
formula for special o
education funding Declining Enrollment formula for
and identify some SELPA and allocation plan
of the current
Issues/concerns Non Public School funding and Out of
that surround Home Care funding
them.
Deficits
Special Disabilities Adjustment
Charters
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Bifurcated SELPA per ADA Rate. New in 2005-06.

We have discussed that a SELPA receive a rate per ADA that
ranges from $600 to $1,000. Statewide average about $600.

In 2005-06, the Statewide average was divided into two parts
(bifurcated); State portion/Federal portion.

In the past, new federal dollars received by the state were used
to pay for COLA/Growth. That became “problematic” from
federal view point.

By bifurcating, the state could use state dollars to pay for
COLA/growth on the state portion and federal dollars to pay for
COLA/Growth on federal portion.

Problem solved....but lots of new problems created...primarily
because there were limited new federal dollars.

Legislation has been proposed BUT no solution yet.
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Example below of COLA/Growth Calculation — before/after
See line A11 - COLA declines almost $7 per ADA
See Line A12 — Growth per ADA declines $159
assumption — this SELPA loss of $1.5 million would be offset with increased federal dollars
(supplemental dollars in 2007-08 $2.41 per PY ADA, or about $241,000)

Example using 2007-08 Statewide target data

Prior Year Statewide Target Rate (STR) State and Federal

Prior Year Supplement to Base Rate

Prior Year bifurcated STR (Excludes federal)

Prior Year STR plus Prior Year Supplement to Base Rate (A-7 + A-8)
Current Year Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) Factor

Current Year COLA Rate (A-9 * A-10)

Current Year STR (A-9 + A-11)

SELPA of 100,000 ADA, growing at 5%
COLA loss
Growth ADA loss

Total

A-6
A-7
A-8
A-9
A-10
A-11
A-12

Loss per
ADA
6.91
159.37

Calculation
Prior to 2005-
Current 06
589.36 589.36
8.37 8.37
436.90
445.27 597.73
0.0453 0.0453
20.17 27.08

465.44 624.81

Loss of
funding in one
ADA year
100,000 691,000
5,000 796,850
" 1,487,850

Change

6.91
159.37
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Growth/Declining Enrollment

SELPA Growth is based on SELPA K-12 ADA increases and funded at
statewide average (@$465). Special education pupil count does not
affect growth.

If your SELPA is declining, there is a safety net. Fundingis based on
greater of current year or prior year funded SELPA ADA. The
problem is that you may have growing and declining districts. E.g.
district A grows 100 students and district B declines 100 students.
Growth money for SELPA? -o-. District A funding for the additional
100 students? Your allocation plan will define if the money is taken
from District B or if District A receives NO increase.

If growth is funded at $465 then you would expect that declining
enrollment adjustments to SELPA funding would be $465? NO.
Declines are funded at SELPA unique rate — from $600 to $1,000 per
ADA. Your allocation plan must define how that impacts each LEA.

Solutions. SELPA Funding should be based on greater of current or prior
year ADA by LEA NOT by SELPA. Decline in ADA should be done at
statewide average rate. Legislation proposed each year to correct but
has not been successful yet.

60




Charter Complication

SELPA declines by 200 ADA. District A declines by 100 and
District B declines by 100. NO loss to District A & B
because SELPA is funded on prior year ADA.

But what if a Charter joined the SELPA with 200 ADA. Total
SELPA growth = 0. Money for growth = 0. How does the
Charter get money for 200 ADA?

Take away some amounts from District A and B?
Allocation plan must addressed.

Additional note:

Charter joins SELPA at $465 per ADA revenue to SELPA.
Charter leaves SELPA? SELPA base is decreased at
higher rate ($600 to $1,000).
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Non Public Schools

Non Public School Placement costs were soaring throughout the state, with the state
paying about 60%* of the cost. Solution. Roll the state reimbursement cost into
each SELPA AB 602 allocation. SELPA allocation plan will have flexibility to use the
dollars to meet the needs of students.

Funding formula prior to AB 602

NPS funding prior to AB 602

. Total cost of placement ost of Placement

. Less ADA x Revenue Limit ,

. State Aid = balance times 70% — T
. State deficit on funding about 13% Amount of state aid (or

Therefore, state funded about 60% of the cost. ||| 2P 8920 rue funding of | 12,789

balance)

Current problem is there is typically not enough money. The
amount a SELPA receives currently is based on 60% of actual
costs from 1997-98. Many SELPAs have experienced
significant increases in placements since the base year.

*Note - State paid 100% of costs for foster family home placements and licensed children institutions, but more on that later.
70% NPS/A funded, but deficits resulted in approximately 60% funding.
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Non public School Funding Allocation Plan )

The allocation plan developed by a SELPA
determined how the 1997-98 base amount dollars
were shared.

Options: a) Risk Pool of some kind, b) Dollars
allocated to each LEA based on 1997-98 costs, ¢)
other SELPA dollars from base rate are used to
cover increased costs, d) Other?

A Charter LEA joins a SELPA —how does an
allocation plan address their relationship to the
NPS issue?
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NPS 100%

Now Out of Home Care Model (2004-0

As noted before, the state continued after AB 602 to fund NPS
placements for foster family homes (FFH) and licensed children’s
institutions (LCI) at 100% level.

Starting in 2004-05, funds come to a SELPA based on a formula
that counts FFH/LCI beds and students. Some hold harmless
provisions exist in the formula (33% in 2008-09, 50% in 2009-10,
and -o0- in 2010-11). The SELPA allocation plan determines how
the funds are used to meet SELPA needs.

Winners and Losers in the formula statewide. Some SELPAs are
experiencing increased costs of placements and decline in
funding dollars. Other SELPA dollars may be used to address
the shortfall based on the allocation plan decision.
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Example — one growing/one declining

Out of Home Care Funding
33% phase out of decline in 2008-09, 50% in 2009-10

Out of Home Care Funding

2009-10
Education Code Sections 56836.165 - 56836.173 Growing Declining| Estimate
Group Home Funding Al 993,962 186,708
Foster Family Home Funding A2 18,528 32,424
Small Family Home Funding A3 0 5,211
Foster Family Agency Funding A4 107,865 23,970
Skilled Nursing Facility Funding A5 0 0
Intermediate Care Facility Funding A-6 0 10,924
Community Care Facility Funding A7 2,897 57,940
Out of Home Care Funding Entittement (Sum of A-1 through A-7) A-8| 1,123,252 317,177 300,000
Prior Year Out-of-Home Care Apportionment A9 1,032,792 1,696,311 1,241,197
Gain (If A-8 => A-9, then A-8 - A-9, else 0) A-10 90,460 0
Hold Harmless amount (If A-9 > A-8, then A-9 - A-8, else 0) A-11 0 1,379,134 941,197
Gain Funding
Proration Factor A-12 1.000 1.000
Prorated Gain Payment (A-10 * A-12) A-13 90,460 0
Hold Harmless Funding
Hold Harmless Percentage A-14 0.33 0.33 0.5
Hold Harmless phase-out (A-11 * A-14) A-15 0 455,114 470,599
Hold Harmless amount, less phase-out (A-11 - A-15) A-16 0 924,020 470,598
Total Out of Home Care Funding (A-9 + A-13 - A-15) A-17| 1,123,252 1,241,197 770,598
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Out of Home Care - hold harmless phased out in 2010-11

(4) For the 2009-10 fiscal year, the total amount apportioned to a special education local plan
area pursuant to the formula established in paragraph (1) shall be as follows: (A) If the out-of-
home care funding amount calculated for a special education local plan area for the 2009-10
fiscal year is less than or equal to the amount a special education local plan area received for
the 2008-09 fiscal year, the special education local plan area shall receive the same amount it
received for the 2008-09 fiscal year less 5o percent of the difference between the amount
received for the 2008-09 fiscal year and the out-of-home care funding amount computed for
the 2009-10 fiscal year. (B) For special education local plan areas other than those funded
through subparagraph (A), special education local plan areas shall receive the amount
received for the 2008-09 fiscal year. (C) For special education local plan areas other than those
funded through subparagraph (A), each special education local plan area shall also receive the
difference between the out-of-home care funding amount for that special education local plan
area and the amount received for the 2008-09 fiscal year for that special education local plan
area divided by the sum of the difference between the out-of-home care funding amount and
the amount received in the 2008-09 fiscal year for all special education local plan areas times
the amount of funds provided for Section 56836.165 in the annual Budget Act that has not
been allocated in subparagraph (A) or (B). (5) Beginning in the 2010-11 fiscal year, the total
amount apportioned to a special education local plan area pursuant to the formula
established in paragraph (1) shall be equal to the amount calculated pursuant to Section
56836.165. If the sum of the amounts calculated pursuant to Section 56836.165 for all special
education local plan areas exceeds the Budget Act appropriation for this purpose, the
department shall apply proportionate reductions to all special education local plan areas.
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Deficit

Defined

Special Education does not have an ongoing
appropriation. If the state estimates the
appropriation incorrectly (e.g. higher than
expected K-12 ADA) and there are insufficient
revenues it results in a deficit.

It takes appropriation clean up bill to fix. It
also means that when a budget is late, cash
flow does not occur until a budget is signed
into law.

There were several years where this was an
issue and we had deficits at the close of a year
(some not restored). We have enjoyed
several years of deficit free funding.

This differs from revenue limit funding, which
has an ongoing appropriation.

Deficits are unique to each “pot":

Base Amount

COLA

Equalization

Growth

Special Disabilities Adjustment
Program Specialist/Regionalized Services
Necessary Small SELPA

Low Incidence

NPS (1200%) (now Out-of-Home Care)
NPS Extraordinary Cost Pool

Infant Funding

Your allocation plan should have a
methodology for dealing with potential
deficits and how the impact is shared.
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Deficit Questions into the future

Winhaveﬂeﬁc’rtrasTl\—isult of estimation
errors? How successful will we be in having clean

up legislation passed in these uncertain budget
times?

Will we have deficits as a result of legislative
action? E.g. mid year reductions and proposed
budget action.

led? In the past it has
aid, which results in

How will the deficit be app
been applied to net state
great inequities.

District A District B District C

Base Funding

50,000,000

50,000,000

50,000,000

DEDUCTION Property Taxes/Federal Funds

25,000,000

37,500,000

50,000,000

Balance = State Aid

25,000,000

12,500,000

Reduction - example only

0.01

0.01

Reduction based on State Aid

250,000

125,000

0.01
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Special Disabilities Adjustment (SDA)

In 1998, as part of the AB 602 final budget discussions, SDA was
born. The premise was that not all SELPAs are equal in terms of
disabilities. The SDA was an attempt to measure “high
incidence” beyond the average.

Incidence multiplier calculated for each SELPA based on data prior
to 1998-99 and has not been updated since. Currently a limited
number of LEA’s qualify. If you had it in the base year, you still
have it (see next slide with 2006-07 data). No new count has
been done to see if others qualify.

We thought a fix would occur in 2004-05...2005-06...2006-07....

Lots of ideas....but any time you have winners and losers when you
are proposing to change a long standing formula it is hard to get
consensus on the solution. Stay tuned.

EC56836.155
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2006-07 SDA Est. funding

SELPA AU Rate ADA Adjust | (ADAxSDA)

30-BO Garden Grove Unified Garden Grove Unified S 591.12 46,507 | S 136.08 | S 6,330,000
19-DN Pasadena Unified Pasadena Unified S 608.81 19,905 | S 120.69 | $ 2,400,000
48-CD Vallejo City Unified Vallejo City Unified S 586.98 16,403 [ S 96.54 | S 1,580,000
48-CD Vallejo City Unified Vallejo City Unified S 586.98 16,403 (S 96.54 | S 1,580,000
37-BW San Diego City Unified San Diego City Unified S 654.62 120,777 |$ 7852 |S 9,480,000
36-RA Morongo Unified Morongo Unified S 594.55 8,901 S 6511|S 580,000
37-PC East County San Diego COE : East County S 584.69 71,580 | $ 64.74 ]S 4,630,000
07-BA Mt. Diablo Unified Mt. Diablo Unified S 626.42 33,712 $ 64.19]S 2,160,000
44-PV Pajaro Valley Pajaro Valley Joint Unified S 618.31 18,060 | S 60.65(S 1,100,000
30-BP Irvine Unified Irvine Unified S 583.27 25,197 | $ 5831 1S 1,470,000
19-BX Tri-City Culver City Unified S 603.02 22,830 S 57.28 ]S 1,310,000
28-CF Napa County Napa Co. Office of Education S 625.07 18990 S 54.25]|§ 1,030,000
24-VV Merced County Merced Co. Office of Education S 600.53 54,152 1S 46.21|S 2,500,000
09-CP Lake Tahoe USD/Alpine Lake Tahoe Unified S 586.84 4,203 S 4552 (S 190,000
30-BM Orange Unified Orange Unified S 582.53 28,918 [ S 44.24 | S 1,280,000
19-CJ Los Angeles Unified Los Angeles Unified S 648.55 657,485 |S 39.05|S$ 25,680,000
37-PA South County San Diego COE : South County S 581.27 91,127 S 38.58|S 3,520,000
19-BY Whittier Area Cooperative Whittier Union High S 582.19 49,361 S 34.44 ]S 1,700,000
33-CH Riverside Unified Riverside Unified S 581.15 40,958 S 32601 S 1,340,000
10-BQ Fresno Unified Fresno Unified S 581.06 71,980 S 2655 S 1,910,000
30-BK West Orange Huntington Beach Union High S 628.28 46,305 S 25.25]|S 1,170,000
37-PB North Inland San Diego COE : North Inland S 578.78 44,539 S 22.89|S 1,020,000
19-DJ Foothill Glendale Unified S 580.83 46,167 | S 2054 | S 950,000
36-TT East Valley San Bernardino COE : East Valley S 580.50 86,176 | $ 19.19| S 1,650,000
19-DU Norwalk-La Mirada/ABC Norwalk-La Mirada Unified S 580.34 41,636 S 1597 |S 660,000
34-BS Sacramento City Unified Sacramento City Unified S 581.21 46,629 | S 1472 | S 690,000
01-CL Oakland Unified Oakland Unified S 629.77 42,911 S 14.27|S 610,000
19-DZ Puente Hills Rowland Unified S 580.13 38,690 [ S 10.48| S 410,000
19-DG Southwest L.A.COE : Southwest S 582.80 103,796 | S 10.20| S 1,060,000
19-DX East San Gabriel L.A.COE : East San Gabriel S 579.35 139,059 |S 7.65(S 1,060,000
01-CT Mission Valley Fremont Unified S 579.03 50,267 S 5.811|S 290,000
30-BL Newport-Mesa Unified Newport-Mesa Unified S 579.48 20,378 S 35318 70,000
57-BH Yolo County Yolo Co. Office of Education S 579.89 27,820 (S 2568 70,000
30-Bl Northeast Orange Placentia-Yorba Linda Unified S 57853 31,234 S 176 | S 50,000
19-DL Long Beach Unified Long Beach Unified S 578.79 86,427 S 0.22|S 20,000
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Charter Schools as a School of the Authorizing LEA

...each charter school ...receives an
equitable share of special education funding....

...each charter school... also contributes an
equitable share of its charter school block grant funding to
support districtwide special education ...

...... lots of SELPA discussion around these two code
provisions......

And adding to the mix, there are additional options based on
pilot projects operating in the state:
All Charter SELPA (El Dorado County is the AU)
Charters as a “subset” of existing SELPAs (several
pilots)
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The Allocation Plan

Funds go to LEAs within a SELPA in accordance with

allocation plan

« NO guidelines for what an Allocation Plan should look like

« Based upon SELPA decision making that has evolved since 1998-99

« Allocation Plan should also incorporate Charters
o Charter may elect to be treated same as school within their sponsoring LEA
o OR may elect to be separate LEA within the SELPA
o Nodiscrimination - treat equal to other LEAs IF they elect to become LEA

Allocation Plans are varied
But some general statements could be made:
« SELPAs tried to equalize dollars in some fashion
« SELPA tried to move from disincentives

o Examples:

Move to ADA/CBEDS (from identification of Special
Education students)

Move from “units” to dollar allocation (e.g., SDC/RSP
disincentive)

ES

Flexibility Accountability
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Allocation Plan

“No Two Plans Alike”

During development of a plan, many issues arise regarding basic “philosophies” of the plan:
= Should the formula be adjusted for small districts?
= Should the formula allocate differently between elementary and high school?
=  Areall LEAs deemed equal with regard to their special education needs?
= Should the formula take into account poverty factors?
m  Should LEAs be held harmless at some level? (e.g., based on 1998-99 funding level)
= Should funding be based on K-12 ADA per LEA with no incentives to identify students as special education?
= Should funding be based on identified special education students?
= Isthe plan flexible enough to deal with special needs that may arise?
How is SELPA growth funded?
= What if no SELPA growth dollars because declines offset growth? How are new regional programs funded?
How is equalization achieved among LEAS?
m If equalization is received, how is it distributed? If no new dollars, how is equity achieved?
How should regional programs be funded?
= Allocate funds to LEAs —then each LEA “pays” based on students in programs

m  Priorto allocation of funds to LEAs — determine amount needed to fund regional programs and allocate that
first.

NPS/NPA Funding
= Remember - No new state funding —amount in base is equal to 1997-98 funding level
= Should SELPA NPS/NPA funding/costs be pooled?
m  Orallocate to each LEA based on 1997-98 funding level and they are responsible for their costs?
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SELPA Allocation Plans are simple to develop if you
just follow CDE guidelines:

a lrue

b  False

Since AB 602 funds flow to SELPA based on K-12 ADA,

the allocation plan should distribute to LEAs based on
K-12 ADA?

ay lrue

b False

74



Late Breaking News

Potential settlement “Hughes Bill” Mandated Cost Claim

Behavioral Intervention Plans [Hughes Bill] required LEAs to develop
behavioral intervention plans for students. A mandated cost claim
(filed by several agencies) was filed to reimburse schools for these
activities. The result of the claims is a proposed negotiated
settlement. Required 85% of LEAs (representing 92% of ADA) to
approve prior to March 1, 2009.

However requires an appropriation to fund.
NO funding in 2009-10. 2010-11?? 2011-127?

Note: There is prior precedent for a similar action and settlement several
years ago. Approved by LEAs and funds appropriated.
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Potential settlement “"Hughes Bill”

Mandated Cost Claim — estimated funding

Settlement Terms IF funded:

$65 million as a permanent increase to the AB 602 funding base effective 2009-10.
Each SELPA’s funding rate will increase by about $10.924857 per 2008-09 P-2 ADA.
COLA and growth will be added in 2010-11 and thereafter, to the extent it is added
to AB 602 generally.

General fund reimbursement for past special education (one time) Hughes Bill costs
and is allocated as follows:

$510 million to school districts at $85 million per year over 6 years commencing
2011-12 through 2016-17 based on 2007-08 P-2 ADA. This amount translates to
about $14.851782 per unit of 2007-08 P-2 ADA for each of the 6 years;

$1.5 million to COEs in 2009-10 based on December, 2007 special education pupil
count, with no COE receiving less than $5,000. This amount translates to about
$35. 056558 per county special education pupil according to the December 2007
pupil count;

$6 million to SELPAs in 2009-10 based on December, 2007 special education pupil
count, with no SELPA receiving less than $10,000. This amount translates to about
$8.850014 per special education pupil according to the December 2007 pupil count;
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SELPA Relationships & the “numbers”

Successful SELPAs have strong relationships and communication
among the LEA members. Trust is essential.

Within the SELPA, program and business should work closely on
the numbers to ensure consistent data.

When LEA members don't trust the numbers, relationships fall
apart. LEAs leave SELPAs. LEAs “take back” programs.
Decisions may become more focused on finances, rather than
what is best for students.

Be vigilant in monitoring special education expenditures as they
have a significant impact on the fiscal health of your agency.
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Appendix 1
information

SURVEY RESULTS

WHAT Do OTHER SELPAS Do? AB 602 FUNDING ALLOCATION SURVEY

THANKS TO CCSESA (CA COUNTY SUPERINTENDENTS EDUCATIONAL SERVICES ASSOC.)
ENORMOUS THANKS TO CARYL MILLER, RIVERSIDE COUNTY SELPA

AND LAST BUT NOT LEAST, PAUL GOLDFINGER, SCHOOL SERVICES OF CA

41 RESPONSES COMPILED

MARCH 2003




Survey Data

Are funds taken off the Special Provisions for Small
“Top” for Regional Progams? | | Districts?

o Guarantee of base level
services

« Emergency aid

31 YES 19 YES
19 N
20 NO 9 NO
= County Regional programs 24
= District Regional programs 12 Many variations
= Juvenile Court School 8 ] )
= Non Public Schools 16 - Direct Service (Under 901)
= Non Public Agencies 8 « Under 400 ADA
n  LCl(county) 8

LCI (district) 7
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Survey Data

Fee for Service or Flat Rate

Balance of Allocation
Formula-Howis it

for Regional Programs? Distributed?
19 Yes ADA 26
Pupil Count 1
19 NO Poverty Factor 1
Many variations

m Cost of program less income
m Base rates established

m Amount per student based
on services received

m Amount per student based
on disability (e.g., NSH,SH,
RSP)

Combination:

m  50% ADA/50% Utilization 1
70% ADA/30% Utilization 1
75% ADA/25% Pupil Count 1

Others Options:
Historical J5o units
CBEDS
Equalization formulas
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Survey Data

If You Use ADA -Is It Has Your Funding Been
Weighted? Equalized?

6 YES 27 YES

26 NO 8 NO

Notes: Notes:

Used COLA and growth dollars
and new augmentation

Use portion of COLA dollars

Small districts get 5%
sparsity adjustment

Growth and Equalization Primarily from growth

adjustments
_ Recaptured from those above
Weighted Needs factor for average
0 0
25% and 75% on ADA Federal augmentation and
Severe programs receive mandated cost dollars
more
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Survey Data

How Do You Deal With
Growth and Declining
Enrollment?

Are School District Revenue
Limits Factored Into the
Formula?

Comments:
s Hold Harmless Provisions

m Use of Prior Year ADA

m Use of Current Year ADA
= Many noted this provision

m  Same methodology as Revenue Limit —
one year hold harmless

= Many noted this provision

m Fund on Prior Year April pupil count

9 Yes
27 NO
Note:

s Misunderstanding of the
question by some of the
“yes” responses- they
responded they used the RL
to offset program costs

m Not typical to see Revenue
Limits as part of allocation
formula
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SELPA Special Education Funding Exhibit E Column1|z Column2 |E
28-CF Napa County

Napa Co. Office of Education

SECTION A: ADA and RATES

SELPAtotal ADA Al 19,337.99
Prior Year SELPAtotal ADA A2 19,105.18
Prior Prior Year SELPA total ADA A3 18,999.27
SELPAfunded ADA (Greater of A-1 or A-2) A4 19,337.99
Prior Year SELPA funded ADA (Greater of A-2 or A-3) A5 19,105.18
Prior Year Statewide Target Rate (STR) for Purposes of Special Disabilities

Adjustment (SDA) Calculation (PY A-13) A6 617.8998773
Prior Year bifurcated STR (Excludes federal) (PY A-12) AT 465.4404355
Current Year Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) Factor A8 1
Current Year COLA Rate (A7 * (A-8 - 1)) A9 0
Current Year STR (A7 + A-9) A-10 465.4404355
Current Year STR for purposes of SDA Calculation (A-6 + A-9) Al1 617.8998773
SELPA Incidence Multiplier (IM) A-12 0.202458881
SECTION - B - BASE - [E.C. 56836.10]

Prior Year Base B-1 12,573,098.94
Prior Year Supplement to Base B-2 45,823.49
Prior Year COLA B-3 460,817.02
Prior Year Growth or Declining ADA Adjustment B-4 59,274.97
Prior Year Total (Sum of B-1 through B-4) B-5 13,139,014.42
Base Rate (B-5/A-5) B-6 687.7200016
Supplementto Base Rate B-7 2.00236038
Base Entitlement (A-5 * B-6) B-8 13,139,014.42
Supplementto Base Entitement (A-5 * B-7) B-9 38,255.46
Local Special Education Property Taxes [E.C. 2572] B-10 3,193,855.00
Federal IDEA, Part B, Local Assistance Grants B-11 3,293,678.00
Applicable Excess ERAF B-12 0
Total Deductions (Sum of B-10 through B-12) B-13 6,487,533.00
Net Base Entittement (If B-8 > B-13, B-8 - B-13; else 0) B-14 6,651,481.42
Net Base Entitlement (If B-8 < B-13, B-8 - B-13; else 0) B-15 0
Base Proration Factor B-16 1
Base Apportionment (If B-14 > 0, then B-14 * B-16; else B-15) B-17 6,651,481.42
SECTION C - COLA - [E.C. 56836.08 (d)]

COLABase Entitlement (A-2 * A-9) C-1 0
COLA Incidence Multiplier (IM) Rate (A-9 * A-12) C-2 0
COLA IM Entitlement (A-5 * C-2) C-3 0
COLAEntitlement (C-1 + C-3) C-4 0
COLA Proration Factor C-5 1
COLA Aportionment (C-4 * C-5) C-6 0
SECTION D - GROWTH - [E.C. 56836.15]

Growth ADA (If A-4 > A5, A-4 - A'5; else 0) D-1 232.81
Growth Base Entitement (A-10 * D-1) D-2 108,359.19
STR Times Incidence Multiplier (IM) (A-10 * A-12) D-3 94.23254978
Growth IM Entittement (D-1 * D-3) D-4 21,938.28
Growth Entittement (D-2 + D-4) D-5 130,297.47
Decline in Funded ADA (If A-4 < A5, A-4 - A-5; else 0) D-6 0
Declining ADA Adjustment (D-6 * Prior Year SELPA Base Rate (PY B-6)) D-7 0

51
52
53
54

55
56
57
58
59

60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78

79
80
81
82

83
84
85
86
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91
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Growth Proration Factor D-8 1
Growth Apportionment ((D-5 * D-8) or D-7) D=9 130,297.47
SECTION E - SPECIAL DISABILITIES ADJUSTMENT (SDA) - [E.C. 56836.155]

Incidence Multiplier (IM) Rate (A-11 * (A-12 + 1)) E-1 742.9991951
COLAplus Base plus COLAIM Rates (A-9 + B-6 + C-2) minus 2001-02

Supplemental Equalization E-2 687.7200016
SDARate (If A-12 > 0, E-1 - Greater of A-11 or E-2; else 0) E-3 55.27919347
SDAEntitlement (E-3 * Lesser of A-4 or A-5;IfE-3 <0, E-4 =0) E-4 1,056,118.94
SDA Proration Factor E-5 1
SDA Apportionment (E-4 * E-5) E-6 1,056,118.94
SECTION F- PROGRAM SPECIALIST/REGIONALIZED SERVICES (PS/RS) [E.C.

56836.24 (a)]

Prior Year PS/RS Rate F-1 15.19839399
PS/RS Rate (A-8 * F-1) F-2 15.19839399
Necessary Small SELPA (NSS) PS/RS Apportionment

NSS ADA Threshold F-3 0
Qualifying NSS ADA Adjustment (If F-3 > A-1, F-3 - A-1; else 0) F-4 0
NSS PS/RS Entitlement (F-2 * F-4) F-5 0
NSS PS/RS Proration Factor F-6 1
NSS PS/RS Apportionment (F-5 * F-6) F-7 0
PS/RS Apportionment

PS/RS Entittement (A-1 * F-2) F-8 293,906.39
PS/RS Proration Factor F-9 1
PS/RS Apportionment (F-8 * F-9) F-10 293,906.39
Total PS/RS Apportionment (F-7 + F-10) F-11 293,906.39
SECTION G- LOW INCIDENCE MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT [E.C. 56836.22]

Low Incidence Disabilities PY December Pupil Count G-1 135
Low Incidence Materials and Equipment Rate G-2 372.2096956
SECTION H - OUT OF HOME CARE - [E.C. 56836.165]

Out of Home Care Apportionment H-1 1,241,197.00
SECTION | - NONPUBLIC NONSECTARIAN SCHOOLS (NPS) / LICENSED

CHILDREN'S INSTITUTIONS (LCI) EXTRAORDINARY COST POOL [E.C. 56836.21]

NPS/LCI Extraordinary Cost Pool Entitement -1 0
NPS/LCI Extraordinary Cost Pool Proration Factor -2 0
NPS/LCI Extraordinary Cost Pool Apportionment (I-1 * I-2) 1-3 0
SECTION J - ADJUSTMENT FOR NSS WITH DECLINING ENROLLMENT - [E.C.

56213]

Prior Year Funding, NSS with Declining ADA Only (PY J-2) J-1 0
Current Year Funding,NSS with Declining ADA Only (B-13 + B-17 + C-6 + D-9) J-2 13,269,311.89
Adjustment, NSS with Declining ADA Only (If J-1 > J-2, credit 40% of D-7) J-3 0
SECTION K - APPORTIONMENT SUMMARY

Base (B-17) K-1 6,651,481.42
Supplementto Base ( B-9) K-2 38,255.46
COLA(C-6) K-3 0
Growth or Declining ADA Adjustment (D-9) K-4 130,297.47
SDA (E-6) K-5 1,056,118.94
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2008-09 Appt. June 2009

condensed version

102  |Napa SELPA (2008-09) Short Version ADA Rate Rate

103  |Prior Year Base (note - average per PY ADA about $607) 19,105.18 | $ 687.72 13,139,014
104 Supplement to the base (new federal money, in lieu of bifurcated COLA/Growth)* 19,105.18 2.00 38,255
105 |COLA =Prioryear ADA x COLA rate (statewide factor) 19,105.18 S - -
106  |COLA (IM - special disabiliteies) -
107 |Growth (increase in ADA x statewide average) 232.81 465.44 108,359
108 |Growth (special disabilties) 232.81 94.23 21,938
109 |Decline (decrease in PY ADA x SELPA rate)

110 |Special Disabilities 1,056,119
111 Subtotal (Entitlement) Sum (1-8) 14,363,685
112 DEDUCTION Property Taxes/Federal Funds 3,193,855.00 3,293,678.00 6,487,533
113 Balance = State Aid Line (8-10) 7,876,152
114  |Program Specialist/Regionalized Services 19,337.99 15.20 293,907

115 |Low Incidence Materials and Equipment 135 | S 372.21 50,249

116 Out of Home Care 1,241,197 1,585,353
117 Total of State Funding Sum (11-14) 9,461,505
118

119 |[All Sources

120 |State 9,461,505

121 Property Taxes 3,193,855.00

122 (Federal 3,293,678.00

123  (Total 15,949,038.00
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