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INTRODUCTION 
 
The Humboldt - Del Norte SELPA has requested both a fiscal and programmatic review of 

SELPA operations and special education in the two-county SELPA.  This request was introduced 

via an email from the SELPA Director to the SELPA list serve which read, “My Governance 

Council wants to bring in outside agency to review our Fiscal allocation model and provide 

suggestions.”  In an effort to clarify the specific questions to be answered in a review, emails 

between the SELPA Director and this reviewer resulted in these responses: “it is definitely not an 

adversarial situation in any way and all of the members are very much supportive of each 

other.”; “a fiscal review and a program review”.  "Just looking at ideas if we can do business any 

better than we currently are.”  “No parameters - It is a very cooperative group and no discontent 

just want to look at overall effectiveness of how fiscal and program.”  And, “Taking into account 

fiscal and programmatic review components and our fiscal allocation”.  Therefore, the review 

has been very open-ended, focusing on both program and fiscal issues, as discovered in a 

visitation, interviews, survey, review of the Local Plan and allocation model as well as 

CASEMIS data, email exchanges, phone calls, etc.  Essentially, the focus asked what was going 

well, and if there was room for improvement or change, what is needed. 

 
Humboldt - Del Norte SELPA is unique in the state as the only 2-county SELPA remaining, 

(although there are SELPAs which overlap county lines e.g., Tahoe-Alpine).  It includes 32 

districts in Humboldt County, including 15 charter schools as well as the Humboldt County 

Office of Education and the Del Norte County and district schools.  The SELPA covers 5,282 

square miles, extending from 200 miles north of San Francisco to the Oregon border.  It is 

bordered on the west by the Pacific Ocean and on the east by the Trinity and Klamath National 

Forests.  It includes the Hupa, Yurok and Tolowa Indian Reservations. Transportation is 

provided to over 125 students to attend schools, amounting to 160,000 annual miles driven. 

Partnerships exist with the Redwood Coast Regional Center, North Coast Children Services, and 

Head Start.  There are no non-public special education schools, but there are private and 

parochial schools in the SELPA. 

 
Information provided by the Humboldt County Office of Education, which is the Administrative 

Unit (AU) of the SELPA, shows the district sizes range from 11 to 3,763 in Humboldt, and Del 

Norte with an enrollment of 4,034.  Total projected K-12 ADA for 2017-18 funding is 21,466.86. 

Two different pupil counts are reported for “severe” students (227 through CASEMIS and 287 

after “submissions for funding”) in a total pupil count of 4,567 this year.  “Severe” is a term from 

earlier funding for units of service for students with disabilities that were considered to be 

“severely handicapped” based on having a disability of developmental delay, multiple 

disabilities, and/or the low incidence disabilities of blind/ “visually impaired”, deaf / hard of 

hearing, or “severely orthopedically handicapped”, all of which are terms from the original 

federal special education law.   The count is increased by use of Special Circumstance 

Instructional Assistants (SCIA).  In addition, 550 students were counted as “speech only” for 

funding this year; and 3,148 as unduplicated for Resource and Special Day (non-severe) 

programs funding.  Each of these categories of students is funded at differing rates. 
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The base rate for AB602 funding/ADA from the state is $497.03, lower than the state average 

($540.99), despite issues of poverty and impacts from drug use.  These numbers result in AB602 

funding for 2017-18 of $14,690,864, including Humboldt County property tax revenues.  Del 

Norte property taxes are not included, since they are “no longer under base revenue limit” 

according to Jeff Napier, Assistant Superintendent of Business, Del Norte County USD and 

COE. 

 
Additional grants further support SELPA-wide programs. 

 
Issues of concern to districts, beyond the overall inadequacy of funding, included outside 

impacts on ultimate possible identification of students as being students with disabilities. 

Reported as concerns were:  Section 8 housing in Del Norte, lower quality and inadequate health 

care, high absenteeism, rampant drug use, poverty, and a high percentage of foster youth and 

homeless students.  All of these exacerbate the increases in special education costs with its 

limited revenues. 

 
Because the funding from the state and federal governments does not cover the costs to provide 

necessary services, there are agreements for how to bill back, or charge between district 

operators, with agreed-upon “allowable costs” for such reimbursements.  A five-page matrix 

delineates these allowed costs, reimbursement timelines, and distribution methodology for the 

program reimbursement.  One specific question raised as this study began is whether the $8.48 

per square foot rate for facility costs is comparable throughout the state and reasonable. 

 
The identification rate for special education is reported as the highest in the state in a recent 

Public Policy Institute report, and shows ranges up to 20% of a district’s population as students 

identified with IEPs.  One Superintendent/Principal reported a rate of 30% identification.  The 

statewide average for identification of students with IEPs in SELPAs across the state has been 

below 12% for multiple years, significantly lower than this SELPA’s rate. 

 
Not including services provided by the Humboldt County Office of Education, the services 

required to be provided through IEPs to these high numbers of students resulted in 2015-16 of 

percentages ranging from 2.03 to as high as 22.27% of special education expenses as a percent of 

general fund expenses per district.  In conversations with local Superintendents, that rate has 

increased to even higher percentages.  Eureka City Schools reported that their current 

contribution is now 60% and projected to go higher. 

 
Acknowledging that there is considerable overlap between fiscal and program operations, this 

report will first address the fiscal review since it supports and impacts the programs of the 

SELPA. 
 

 

FISCAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 

 

Each SELPA in the state is required to annually adopt a budget; and each multi-district SELPA is 

responsible for determining and implementing an allocation plan to support its member districts, 

including County Offices. 
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The adopted allocation plan for the Humboldt - Del Norte SELPA is complex, and continues to 

base some of its  funding allocations on  base program funding  levels received from the state.  It 

seems important to note some of that history since elements of the prior funding remain in the 

current adopted plan. 

 
Before the federal law requiring the delivery of a “free appropriate public education” to students 

with disabilities, every district chose in its annual budgeting how to serve (or not) students with 

disabilities.  When the federal law was adopted, it promised funding to states that would comply 

with the provisions of the law.  California piloted “Responsible Local Agencies” (RLAs) in 1977 

and began full implementation, with supported funding, soon after, by funding an iteration of the 

RLA, to be called “Special Education Local Plan Areas, or SELPAs.  California Education Code 

was adopted to require every district and County Office of Education in the state to either design 

a plan to implement the law as its own independent SELPA, or to band together with other 

Districts and County Office(s) of Education and create a “Local Plan Area” which would be that 

area’s SELPA.  The State Board of Education adopted “Size and Scope criteria” in 1984 to help 

define the minimum parameters for a SELPA, and included “Necessary Small SELPAs” for 

Counties which did not meet the size and scope criteria but could serve as whole county regions 

that would be responsible to provide the necessary continuum of services. 

 
The necessary continuum of services required includes service provisions to children with 

disabilities from birth up to age 22.  The intention of regional groupings was to ensure that the 

range of needs of Infants (birth to age 3 with “solely low incidence disabilities” like blindness, 

deafness and severe orthopedic impairments), and preschoolers, K-12, and post-transition age 

students to 22, with any of the qualifying disabilities, would be included and addressed in the 

adopted plan of the new SELPA.  There is a parallel but not equal requirement of the 

Departments of Developmental Services (DDS) to provide services to Infants with disabilities 

which are not “solely low incidence disabilities”.  And, with that, comes a requirement to have 

memoranda of understanding with local Regional Centers about how those services to infants 

will be coordinated and transitioned at age 3.  The adopted SELPA Local Plan is required to 

define how all these services will be assured.  (A report just published by the Legislative 

Analyst’s Office recommends the legislature consider moving all services and funding for Infant 

services to DDS, which bears watching as this funding and responsibility may change yet again.) 

 
The Local Plan is also required to define its governance when it is a multi-district SELPA, which 

includes the decision-making body (usually a Council of Superintendents or representative 

Superintendents); a Community Advisory Committee composed of at least half parents of 

students with disabilities or adults with disabilities themselves, and other stakeholders; and the 

implementing administrative SELPA staff. 

 
Funding for SELPAs then was adopted statewide, including “Regionalized Services/Program 

Specialist” (RS/PS) grants, Low Incidence Equipment and Services grants, professional 

development grants, preschool grants, specialized transportation, infant program grants, as well 

as the largest category of funding in “Instructional Personnel Service Units” or IPSUs.  Each of 

these IPSU grants were based on the populations to be served.  IPSU rates were calculated, by 

district, based on a prior year funding in the following types of units: 
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 “Special Day Class - Severely Handicapped, with two aides”; 

 “Special Day Class - non Severely Handicapped with one aide”; 

“Resource Programs”; 

 “Designated Instruction and Services”; and a 

 “Support Service Ratio”. 

 
The Special Day Class units were intended to support the funding for any one teacher with 

specific credentials, which were differentiated between “severely handicapped” and “non- 

severely handicapped” credentials and classes.  The “Resource” units were intended to support 

Resource Specialist Programs and some supportive Instructional aide time. “Designated 

Instruction and Services” included Speech and Language therapies and other services like 

physical therapy which were required beyond the necessary instructional support(s).  And the 

“Support Service Ratio” was an acknowledgement that all this service delivery required 

administrative support including overall management, program specialists (the RS/PS grant 

rationale), and school psychologists, et.al., to deliver the required services.  These rates varied 

significantly from district to district, depending on what amounts were reported to the state when 

the rates were being collected, then determined, and those differences in established rates were 

exacerbated when COLA was added over time. 

 
In 1997, primarily in acknowledgement that these rate differences had become so extreme, and 

districts which were lower-funded were asking for relief from the state legislature, AB602 was 

adopted which changed much of the funding related to the IPS Units.  New rates were calculated 

for each SELPA, converting the entire IPSU amount to a new amount which was then translated 

to a rate/K-12 ADA.  Every SELPA was required to adopt a new Local Plan to address all the 

changes from the 1997 reauthorization of the Individuals with Education Act as well as the 

changes in AB602, including, for multiple-district SELPAs, an allocation plan based on this new 

distribution of funds.  Many of the grants remained the same (Infant, preschool, Low Incidence, 

RS/PS, professional development), but the dollars for direct program services (the IPSUs) were 

converted to the K-12 ADA rate which was the sum of the received funds of all the districts in 

the SELPA.  What further became evident was that the new rates continued to show a significant 

disparity between rates for SELPAs, and, in response, the State instituted a system to bring the 

lower-funded SELPAs up closer to the new statewide average, over time, with a longer-term goal 

to equalize, or at least better equalize the rates.  Equalization has still not occurred, and not every 

SELPA is yet up to the statewide average.  The state continues to maintain a statewide average 

for funding growth in ADA, but declines occur at the SELPA’s rate. 

 
Under the current (state) administration, more of the categorical grants for SELPAs have been 

“rolled into” what is termed the “AB602 base”.  Infant and preschool grants remain, but 

professional development, Regionalized Services/Program Specialist, and low incidence 

equipment and services grants have all been rolled into the base.  (This Governor’s budget 

proposal has included RS/PS as its own line item again.)  All the requirements to provide those 

services continue, but this was part of the subsidiarity focus of the Brown administration, to 

allow locals to determine necessary priorities.  It almost goes without saying, but it is important 

to note, that none of these funds are adequate to support the program requirements in the law. 

Some are even more woefully inadequate than others (e.g., preschool). 
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Each year, the state produces a “funding exhibit” for each SELPA noting the SELPA ADA and 

whether there is growth or decline in the ADA, the SELPA’s rate, any COLA allocated for the 

year, property taxes which support the overall total, etc., resulting in an overall total for 

distribution as the local SELPA has determined. 

 
FISCAL REVIEW 

 
The Humboldt – Del Norte (HDN) SELPA has responded to these changes in law and funding 

over time, which has been reflected in modifications to its allocation plan.   In a meeting with 

Lynette Kerr, Director of Fiscal Service for the Humboldt County Office of Education, as the 

Administrative Unit of the SELPA, she provided background information on the SELPA 

allocation plan and its process.  She had sent information to this reviewer ahead of time, and then 

also generously gave of her time to explain the complexities of the formulae, providing multiple 

spreadsheets to delineate the many elements to the SELPA allocation plan and its corresponding 

agreements.  Unfortunately, consistent comments received in interviews at the SELPA are that 

the adopted allocation model is confusing to the point of not being understood by most. 

Questions range from whether charts were accurate to how determinations are made on which 

students are associated with higher funding amounts.  The underlying need in questions asked 

was the need to ensure that each district was accessing every dollar they were “eligible” for and 

so needed to better understand the structure of the service and allocation model. Some questions 

also related to wondering about if unique needs were understood for small districts, while 

corresponding questions were asked by the larger districts.  There was also a question asked 

indicating the staff person didn’t understand how bill backs were calculated, and that when she 

asked for data, she was told the information wasn’t available.  Those interviews suggest that this 

lack of understanding has engendered some mistrust and a concern over whether or not the 

funding is fair and equitable. 

 
An important part of the process is that there has been a consistent model for “Decision-making 

guidelines”, which was initially adopted in 1998 as part of the initial AB602 funding review.  

They are reproduced here for your review, and for your consideration as the SELPA continues 

its functioning, to either confirm their relevance and philosophical agreement or amend: 

 
1.  “Provide an incentive for providing cost-effective programs for students in public 

school programs. 

2.   Provide no incentive for districts to over-identify students for special education 

services. 

3.   Provide for an equitable allocation to the membership. 

4.   Acknowledge that the AB602 Funding Allocation model will not cover the total 

costs of special education services. 

5.   Recognize that districts have been, and will need to continue, contributing 

general fund contributions to cover special education costs. 

6.   Provide for special education programs and services that are compliant with state 

and federal laws and regulations. 

7.   Provide for special education programs and services that appropriately meet the 

identified IEP needs of special education students.” 
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In an attempt for this reviewer to fully understand the AB602 allocation model, this next section 

attempts to define it in more understandable terms than some members have so far understood. 

 
A chart that is used to demonstrate the total AB602 funding shows a triangle in three parts.  The 

top of the triangle shows that funds are distributed “off the top” for the SELPA Regional 

services, for the SELPA-wide Severe count, an ADA distribution, and DIS services.  Some relate 

directly back to the level of prior state funding , i.e. Some SELPA regional services correspond 

to the prior Regional Services/Program Specialist grant; and the SELPA-wide Severe count (at 

20.34%) corresponds to the prior Special Day Class- Severely Handicapped Instructional 

Services Unit as a percentage of SELPA-wide funding.  Remaining dollars’ fund what is 

called the ADA distribution, Unduplicated RSP/SDC and DIS speech only.  The  per ADA 

allocation is also based on a 20% factor from the original DIS Unit base. 

 
The triangle further shows the ADA distributions by County, noting that Del Norte receives 

funding directly to Del Norte as a single district / County; while the dollars available for 

distribution in Humboldt also have an “off the top” funding for “autistic preschool count”, 

adaptive PE services, and “Behavioral Specialists” before the remainder goes to distribution on 

the unduplicated count of identified 3-22 year-olds.  The “off the top” term in this section allows 

for any student with those needs to be served by the Humboldt County Office, regardless of 

residence.  Because Del Norte is one district and County Office, and because the District 

provides all special education services, their funds are distributed without an “off the top” 

portion to the County. 

 

AB602 FUNDING 
(as distinct from other grants to be discussed later) 

 
Funding for the AB602 allocation comes from multiple sources: federal, state, and Humboldt 

County property taxes, and is determined on the K-12 ADA SELPA-wide.  But, it must be 

expended only for special education-related services, in this case for ages 3-22 (since the Infant 

grants are separate).   The responsibility of a SELPA is to ensure that the range of services are 

provided in a continuum to cover the age range (birth to 22) and the range of disabilities, 

including all the low incidence services.  A recognition early on by the state, and its intent in 

requiring regional services was to ensure that all students, regardless of disability or residence, 

receive what they need, and that most - especially smaller- districts do not have the numbers of 

students with similar program needs to be served efficiently without a regional operation 

perspective.  So, a SELPA, through its governance determinations, must look at how to ensure 

services to preschoolers with disabilities, to those who are blind, to those who are deaf, to those 

who have whatever disability brings them into special education.  And then, the funding model 

adopted is meant to support the range of services to be provided in as efficient, fair and equitable 

way as possible. 

 
AB602 SELPA funding: This (HDN) allocation model demonstrates agreements to fund 

SELPA-wide services in a way that attempts to respect that, regardless of where a student lives, 

services will be supported through the funding.  Therefore, available to every district for their 

students are the SELPA Regionalized services that include the low incidence services (hard-of- 

hearing/Deaf; orthopedically handicapped; visually-impaired/blind; orientation and mobility); as 
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well as adaptive PE, transition, and assistive technology. The previous RS/PS grant, currently 

called “SELPA funds” support a systems person dedicated to helping districts with their 

CASEMIS entry/special education documentation in the computerized IEP system; and all the 

administrative functions the SELPA provides for professional development open to all, support 

for due process and legal questions, all of the data collection and management, including SEIS, 

including the allocation distributions, supports for transition and technology, IEP and SEIS 

compliance and reporting, and the like. 

 
Next in the AB602 model, funds are made available to any qualifying student to provide support 

for those students whose disabilities are considered “severe”.  This is calculated on the number 

of students with a disability that is considered “severe” (and is “Committee - certified”), counted 

twice annually, and includes a count for the number of hours an individual aide (a SCIA, a 

Special Circumstances Instructional Assistant) is required through the IEP process.  This SCIA 

addition was described as “602 Augmentation Funding” (AKA SH funding) and is based on 1) 

students who require Intensive Individualized Instruction (SCIA) for FAPE (The amount 

received is dependent on the number of minutes the student requires a SCIA.  Full day SCIA for 

a student would equal a 1.0 allocation); and 2) students who are served primarily in a ‘severe 

SDC’.  These are the high-cost classes that have low student-teacher ratio and at least 2.0 

Instructional Aides that are serving that class (not SCIAs).  A point of interest here is that a 

student requiring a SCIA accesses the “severe” funding, whether or not the disability of that 

student matches the “severe” definition. 

 
Programs such as Glen Paul and eligible LEA SDCs receive a 1.0 allocation for each student in 

their “severe”/SDC classes, which helps offset chargeback to LEAs for placing a student there. 

In addition, if the student at such a program also has a SCIA the provider receives an additional 

.5 severe allocation which goes to again offset the chargeback to the DOR.  That count may vary 

if a student is added new to the SELPA after the October count.  The amount each year allocated 

to this part of the funding (“severe”) has remained at the percentage of the SELPA funding from 

the prior years (at 20.34%).  It was reported by the SELPA Director that “In addition – if a 

student from outside the SELPA with a SCIA on their IEP enrolls in one of our LEAs mid-year, 

that LEA can apply for prorated funding at the discretion of the SELPA Director – that is in our 

policy. If a student with a SCIA transfers to another LEA within our SELPA mid-year – the two 

Superintendents prorate the amount received for that funding based on student’s attendance in 

each LEA.” 

 
Two other amounts fund DIS Speech only, also based on the unduplicated pupil count of 

students requiring speech only (15%); and unduplicated RSP/SDC student numbers. And 

finally, there is also a line called “ADA distribution” which is based on SELPA funded P-2 

count (20%). 
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The allocation totals by these categories are reported as: 
 

SELPA-wide services 1,315,272  

Severe 2,988,122 (at $7,382.64/student) including the SCIA 

  calculations 

Per ADA 2,077,494 (at $2,077.494/student) 

DIS Speech only 988,746 (at $1,797.72/student) 

Unduplicated RSP/SDC 7,321,230 (at $2,325.68/ADA)* 

Total AB602 apportionment  $14,690,864 
 

*In Humboldt, this rate is reduced to $2,187.97/ADA because of a determination to fund the 

Autistic preschool count and County-wide Behavior Specialist support prior to distribution of the 

remainder. The Unduplicated RSP/SDC count is divided between Del Norte at $1,237,262 and 

Humboldt at $6,083,968.  Of Humboldt’s allocation, they have allocated $213,882 to the autistic 

preschool and $146,352 to Behavior Specialists.  Del Norte, as a single district/ County allocates 

locally as they determine. 

 

Outside of AB602 Funds 
 
In addition, there are other-funded programs the SELPA supports as well: AB114 funding for 

Educationally Related Intensive Counseling Services (ERICS); two federal preschool grants, 

which support preschool programs offered by Humboldt COE, Del Norte County Unified School 

District and Eureka City Schools; and Infant program funding based on units operated: 3 in 

Humboldt and 1 in Del Norte.  There is a juvenile court school’s disability grant shared by 

both COEs.  The SELPA receives an “Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR)” grant of 

$15,000, which supports all the ADR activities in the SELPA for support in disputes, ADR 

conference attendance, and training. 

 
The AB114 funds are allocated to support mental health services, regional “Emotional/Behavior 

Disability classrooms”, now termed Therapeutic Learning Classrooms (TLCs) which are 

operated regionally, and residential treatment when needed. “Out-of-home care funding” is 

allocated based on the Counties’ bed counts for foster youth and is used to support locally- 

determined services in Del Norte County and behavioral intervention services in Humboldt 

County.  (This program has grown as some districts have elected to hire additional behavioral 

support services through the expansion of this program.)  Infant program funds are 

distributed directly to both County Offices for Infant services, and are based on the units 

operated (teachers and aides) To support a Multi-Tiered System of Supports model, the 

SELPA works with the Humboldt County MTSS Regional lead part-time; and Del Norte has 

recently received a grant to implement MTSS in its schools.  Transportation services have yet 

another matrix developed to calculate the cost of a route, and while partially funded, requires a 

fee per student. 

 
The SELPA also receives Out-of-Home care funding, an ever-changing number from the state, 

which has been based on the foster youth bed counts in each County, as the state is able to 

annually determine them.  This is a huge problem statewide as the counts change constantly and 

are difficult for CDE to identify because the count comes from another state agency.  In addition, 
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a bill was passed two years ago which significantly changes group homes and their 

classifications, which will directly impact the funding further.  The SELPA has distributed funds 

to Del Norte directly where the homes and beds can be identified as being in Del Norte County, 

and the rest on an ADA basis, after the final grant amount has been determined each year.  In 

Humboldt, these are used to fund one FTE of behavior services.  Districts in Humboldt County 

have contracted additionally for more behavior services than the one can provide, allowing for 

earlier intervening services, but by being a cost directly to the contracting district.  But, this 

funding will change.  It has been frozen at a hold harmless level for 2 years at the state level 

while the state reconsiders how to redistribute the funds, given the very significant changes in 

group homes overall.  Many of the smaller group homes are closing as they cannot meet the 

criteria to become a new “short-term residential treatment program” (STRTP) as the state has 

determined that a foster child either should be in a foster family home or an STRTP.  As that 

change is solidified, the funding will be re-determined.  The students’ needs due to their foster 

status will not likely lessen in any way, so what happens at the state level on this is being closely 

monitored, with advocacy to maintain those specialized funds for that specialized population. 

 
While the Governor has put out his January budget proposal, out-of-home funding is not yet 

addressed in it. There is a joint Senate/Assembly hearing to be held on February 28, 2018, and 

the complexity of special education funding overall will be discussed.  It remains to be seen if 

this funding will continue as is, even for next year, or what may become of it. 

 
The AB 114/ mental health funding is used to provide “ERICS” services.  These can be 

individual counseling or behavioral supports to students, but they also support regional 

“Emotional/Behavior Disability classrooms”, now termed Therapeutic Learning Classrooms 

(TLCs). These funds were transferred from the state when AB 114 changed the responsibilities 

of County Mental Health as previously defined in AB3632. They have very specific limitations 

as to their expenditures.  See Appendix A, letter from CDE which delineates these allowances. 

The state’s legislated decision and the subsequent redistribution of funds was late in its first year, 

allowing for a significant carryover in most SELPAs in that first year, including in 

Humboldt/Del Norte.  There has not been a clear policy decision in this SELPA as to what to use 

those carryover funds for, given those limitations.  They have been used so far to help out when a 

residential treatment program has been required.  Given the list of allowable expenditures, this is 

one area that should be determined by the Policy Council.  Possibilities include a legal pool to be 

held for any issues related to mental health provision, fiscal support for the assessment process 

when behavioral health is an issue, e.g., by funding school psychologist hours, or for use by 

allowed staff to provide appropriate behavioral interventions to students with IEPs requiring 

those services. 

 
There used to be grants for Specialized transportation, but it was reported that these “went 

away” with LCFF.  The Humboldt County Office of Education has a matrix that was developed 

to calculate the cost of transportation services by route, and requires a fee per student to 

implement. 

 
None of the grants cover the cost of the services required, so there is a charge for the additional 

costs between programs in Humboldt, based on costs and then charged to the districts that use 

the services offered by the regional provider.  Such charge-backs are included in a “Special 
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Education Projected Program reimbursement” form which notes revenues for “severe” programs, 

Infants and Preschool as well as the projected charge-backs. In Del Norte County, the District 

operates all the special education programs (except Infant, operated by HCOE), and so there are 

no charge backs between either. 

 
A concern expressed about the funding model and chargebacks is that of not having clarity on 

how the funding supports the program in enough detail to help a district determine if they should 

operate the program versus having students participate in a regional program with a bill back. 

 

OTHER FISCAL ISSUES 
 
Three other issues were identified as areas of fiscal concern: the amount charged for rent/square 

foot between providers; the fact that a lease was signed by the outgoing HCOE Superintendent to 

move the SELPA offices, and the question of what is included in the Indirect rate charged by 

HCOE. 

 
To address the rent/square foot question, the SELPA Director conducted a statewide survey of 

other SELPAs for comparisons on this.  See below for results for comparison purposes: 

 
“Responses from SELPA List serve: 

 
Q: What do your LEAs or COE charge for reimbursement for classroom space including 

M/O? 

A: 

 Tuolumne County: Utilities $1.25/sq. ft., Janitorial $2.50/sq. ft. & Space $1.75/sq. 

ft. 
 

 Bakersfield: County Office leases rooms to LEAs at $1.77/sq. ft. but doesn’t 

include utilities, custodial or pest control. 
 

 Rancho Cucamonga: For classroom usage for our provider programs, we 

calculate an average cost per classroom based on member districts prior year 

Unaudited Actuals totals for Plant Maintenance and Operations expense divided 

by the number of classroom unites (we also factor in their indirect cost). Once we 

have a SELPA wide average per classroom, we use that average to transfer 

money between districts based on the number of their students using provider 

programs vs the number of classrooms each district provides for provider 

program usage. 
 

 We figure out how many classrooms each district provides and compare it to how 

many of their students are using the provider program. If they provide more 

classrooms proportionality to the number of students they have within provider 

programs, then they receive funding based on the average cost per classroom. 
 

 West San Gabriel Valley:  We pay our districts $9.75/sq. ft. 
 

 Santa Barbara: It is part of our housing formula and the AU gets 1 credit in the 

formula which amounts to about $11,000 per year 
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 Modoc:  We pay $304.80/mo. 
 

 Southwest SELPA: We charge $9.82/sq. ft. 
 

The information about the current “Facilities Costs” from the Humboldt - Del Norte SELPA 

2017-2018 “Allowable Costs for Special Education Program Reimbursements” shows two 

categories: “Utilities, Custodian, Maintenance, Building” and “Indirect Costs”.  The first allows 

for $8.48 per square foot with annual increase equal to funded Revenue Limit COLA and a 

grandfather clause for existing facilities agreements” and the second is the “LEA approved 

indirect cost rate”.  It is this reviewer’s understanding that the rate was   established using the 

recommendation from a district CBO to utilize a per square ft rate identified in a university 

study and increase the rate by COLA each year.  The information from other SELPAs suggests 

that local determination is driven by local real estate comparisons, and so a review utilizing this 

method of a similar cost comparison would make sense. 

 
The new lease was reportedly signed by the outgoing Humboldt County Superintendent to house 

the SELPA in a location out of the County Office, without approval or knowledge of the Policy 

Council or the SELPA Director. 

 
A chart showing the costs to maintain the new lease, including rent, insurance, M/O, taxes and 

utilities totals $67,404/year.  As the question of the Indirect rate charged and what it includes is 

addressed, these fees should be taken into account as comparisons are made. 

 
Regarding the Indirect rate charged by the HCOE to the SELPA, it was reported by Lynette 

Kerr that the charge in 2017-18 is $202,528 as “the total indirect on SELPA Admin, SELPA 

OTT programs, Mental Health & Behavior Specialists resources”.  A further note added “HCOE 

has historically charged less than the state approved indirect cost rate; approved rates 2016-17 

8.35%, 2017-18 8.04%”.  A spreadsheet provided further clarified that the charges are on “APE - 

Low Incidence, DHH - Low Incidence, OI - Low Incidence, ATT, VI - Low Incidence, 

Behavioral Specialists Pool, Mental Health, and SELPA Admin.”, in other words the SELPA 

pooled services. The HCOE Director of Fiscal Service has explained what the indirect costs 

cover: “The clerical and administrative portion is for the central office staff that review the 

budgets, calculate and distribute AB602 and IDEA grant funding, file federal grant reports, 

balance the SELPA-wide apportionments to state exhibits, work with the independent auditor, 

balance SELPA-wide ADA, process payments to Del Norte and generate and post year-end 

closing entries and accruals.  In addition, support staff provide direct budget support for the Off-

the-top and pooled service budgets, revenue projections, maintenance of effort review and 

support, and SELPA data collection.   She further added, “There is one support of a .25 FTE for 

the Business Office that is directly for the SELPA-wide fiscal reporting including SEMA & 

SEMB, Excess Cost,  and SELPA budget.  We prepare all of these for the LEAs and send them 

to them for review.  We prepare SELPA revenue estimates for each reporting 

period.”  It is important to clarify that the SELPA purchases the .25 FTE business office person 

referenced above for SELPA-wide reporting, as well as .50 FTE of a fiscal clerk for preparing 

MOUs, OTT, Mental Health out of area placements, LEA billings and transfers, and  a .09 FTE 

for budgeting and fiscal oversight for mental health, outside of the Indirect costs charged. 

 
A discussion about the Indirect rate should be part of the larger budget discussion, since it 
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impacts the overall funding of the SELPA and its member districts, as well as the AU.  In order 

to provide statewide comparisons of other indirect rates charged by AUs, the SELPA Director 

conducted a survey of the other (multi-district) SELPAs in the state.  See Appendix B for the 

 results of that survey.  Rates vary, starting at zero, and are dependent in many cases on approved 

rates for the LEAs (not all are COEs) charging the fee. Appendix B provides further clarification 

on HCOE indirect/direct charges. 

 
To summarize: 

 
AB602 funding is the largest grant, and it supports all SELPA-wide services and provides the 

funding for all special education services, as well as for instruction in special classes - severe and 

non-severe, resource programs, and all related therapies and services. 

 
Separate grants support the Infant program, preschool services, ADR, educationally-related 

intensive counseling services, and “out-of-home care”/behavior supports. 

 
What is complex in this county is the continuing decision to fund services based on pupil counts,  

based on percentages that have changed very little, if at all, from the initial formula, with each 

section of funding requiring differing calculations. The calculations for the “severe” funding 

count every student at least twice by district: in their overall pupil counts for funding, in the 

ADA portion of funding, and as applicable, in an “augmentation” of funds based on SH SELPA 

criteria, including the amount of time various SCIAs are used, with a range of possible 

reimbursement rates for the SCIAs. 

 
There are several things that cannot be changed.  The amount of overall funding will continue to 

be determined by the state annually.  The responsibility to provide a continuum of services 

annually, based on the needs of resident students in the SELPA, is the bottom line responsibility 

in law.  Currently, funding comes in one overall AB602 fund and in changing, less predictable 

grants, each with its own categorical requirements, which must continue to be met. 

 
To review this funding model, the following are seen as positive: 

 
 There has clearly been a thoughtful and thorough look at each fund and every decision with 

an eye to the guidelines adopted in 1998 when the state changed the funding in AB602, and 

when additional changes in funding have created a need to determine what to do with new 

funds. 

 
 There is a clear recognition of the need for several regionalized programs in both the SELPA 

as a whole (e.g., Deaf and Hard of Hearing services, services to the Blind, Orientation and 

Mobility, Adapted PE, assistive technology); and where preschool services, services for those 

with “severe” disabilities (e.g., Glen Paul and other severe SDCs), and therapeutic learning 

classrooms are available to any student in the Counties, regardless of District of Residence a 

function of an attempt to be efficient where every district is unable to operate its own program 

of every type.  In Del Norte, all the schools in the district are part of one district, with one 

County office.  Del Norte Unified School District and DNCOE provides all their district 

special education services along with SELPA services 
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 The SELPA has provided leadership in assuring that regionalized services are available for 

all eligible students by supporting funding for behavioral services, educationally related 

intensive counseling services, low incidence services, preschool services, etc.  Most smaller 

districts are not able to provide such services alone.  This demonstrates the need for 

regionalized programs available to students regardless of residence, when the need for such 

services is beyond a small district’s capacity. 

 
 The adopted funding model appears to have been developed with very thoughtful 

considerations to  past concerns and more importantly, to changing needs, with one priority 

being to support students with “severe” needs.  Because these students can live anywhere, 

prioritizing their services from a regional or SELPA perspective to ensure they get their more 

intense needs met is what the federal law means to protect. 

 
 Similarly, charge-backs are currently based on formulae developed to look at both actual 

costs and use by any LEA for its students, and appears to have been updated as information 

changes.  This suggests a shared responsibility which makes sense.  Especially in order to 

support any one LEA’s analysis of whether to run a program itself vs. to rely on a regional 

program, the adopted process and resulting charges need to be transparent enough for the 

LEA to determine its rationale for either continuing with using a regional program or 

deciding to operate its own (or its local regional) program. 

 
 SELPA, HCOE, DN, and district staff are clearly very dedicated.  SELPA staff have been 

responsive in providing services requested by member districts as well as all information 

requested by this reviewer.  Because “fairness” was a question as well as a long-term value 

espoused in the guidelines, the SELPA staff have prepared a spreadsheet for this report 

which shows all the comparison percentages of ADA, pupil counts, SH counts, and preschool 

counts, with corresponding percentages.  See Appendix C.  Such a chart will be useful in 

further discussion about the allocation model, so that each LEA can see its own data and use 

that in helping agree to a model which feels both fair and transparent. 

 
Considerations for change: 

 
 Simplify the funding model.  The overall complexity of the model is not understood by the 

member districts, and needs to be fully clarified so that the next budget discussion is fully 

understood by all members.  Before the budget for 2019-20is adopted, a review of the 

guidelines that were adopted in 1998 should occur so as to be updated by current member 

districts in 2019.  This reviewer is a firm believer in the need to have guiding principles 

established before suggesting changes in the model, in order to help with clarity about the 

need to ensure the full continuum of services across a SELPA with two counties, and 

recognizing the need to serve students with any qualifying disabilities, as well as to 

acknowledge the limitations various categorical grants require. 

 
 While the adopted funding model is in fact very thoughtful and has looked at details 

including enrollment for numbers of days a student is served, etc., it has added to the 

complexity of the allocation model.  It is likely that all these considerations were made in an 

effort to be as fair as possible to every district so that if a district is “charged”, or if it 

receives funds, it is based on actual use of program services and student counts and needs. 
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Therefore, this is not a suggestion to “throw the baby out with the bath water” but an advice 

to be sure that considerations remain in the effort to be as fair and impartial to all, while 

ensuring the continuum of options a SELPA is required to provide. 
  

 The formula for determining allocations to support “SCIAs” should be revised as part of 

the look at how to fund “severe” programs as well as how to simplify the funding.  Currently, 

this model provides an incentive for districts to hire SCIAs, including at times for students 

whose disability is not considered “severe”, and provides a disincentive to provide program 

aides and locally-provided services at the district of residence.  If 20.34% of the funding in 

1998 was meant to support students with “severe” disabilities, it would have been based on 

the number of Special Day Classes for those with “severe” needs at the time (1997). 

Currently, $2,988,122 is allocated for “severe” programs, serving a projected 404.75 ADA at 

$7,382.64/student.   The purpose of this funding is to provide funding for students with the 

highest needs based on their disability, and currently to provide augmentation funding for 

those with a SCIA identified in an IEP. How to allocate “severe” funding without 

incentivizing 1:1 aides is a question, while still providing a minimum of funding to protect 

LEAs from those high costs, especially the smaller LEAs.  A suggestion is to look at the 

costs to provide services to Speech only students as compared to the costs to provide services 

for all “SH” students and behavioral aides (SCIAs) and see if these rates provide for a 

reasonable support level compared to the costs. 

 
 The funding model needs to be looked at in its entirety before making changes.  Every 

decision to change one element will affect the others.  Hence, the need to look at first, 

guiding principles or the philosophy of the member districts of the SELPA, then the whole. 

For example, a question asked could be: Are the percentages still relevant or meaningful? 

Does a funded rate of $1,797.72/ student identified as requiring speech only services make 

sense when compared to a funded rate of $7,382.64/student identified as requiring a 

classroom designated as “severe”? Or, is it the classroom designation or the “severe” 

disability that should be funded? (If, e.g., considering an incentive to help districts serve their 

own locally rather than transporting to a regional program with the “right” designation for 

funding?) The rationale explained for the review that resulted in the DIS only rate (speech 

only rate) was that: “some LEAs were actually having ending balances in SPED.  During the 

review of comparing revenues to expenditures by service we discovered that due to the fact 

they 

received a flat rate for each pupil count regardless of services so that those LEAs with high 

speech only kids were not spending all their SPED money allocated because they didn’t have 

the costs. Again, the philosophy that the money should follow the kids and the higher the cost 

the higher the allocation. “ 

 
 Clarifications about the bill back process need to be provided.  One suggestion made by 

one Superintendent is that there should be incentives for districts to provide their own 

services, an idea which supports one of the federal priorities of providing services in the 

“least restrictive environment” of a student’s own school community.  An example provide 

by one small district is that they are being penalized for serving their students with “severe” 

needs without either a Special Day Class or identified SCIA, but are still responsible to 

provide all the needed services to those students within the District program.  Understanding 

the funding model and bill back will help district personnel determine how best to provide 
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these services in an efficient, fiscally prudent manner. 
 

 Update the facilities cost chart by reviewing the local realtor’s rental costs. After reviewing 

the information from other localities, which showed wide variations, it makes most sense to 

use local comparisons based on local costs. 

 
 Consider consolidation. Small districts have many inefficiencies, and many of these can be 

addressed, including in the area of special education and a more regionalized approach, when 

districts band together instead of remaining small and less capable.  The state of Vermont 

recently adopted Act 46, which states that the state’s educational goals are best served by a 

school district that has 900 or more students, and has incentivized districts to consolidate in 

order to create efficiencies. (In both of the last two Counties of employment of this reviewer, 

districts did complete consolidations in order to manage fiscally.)  While politically-charged, 

this is an idea that may have had its time come, as district budgets are stretched with costs 

exacerbated by inefficiencies. 

 
PROGRAM REVIEW: 

 
Data was gathered for the program review from the SELPA Local Plan, visitations, phone and 

in-person interviews, CASEMIS and a survey sent to Superintendents.  The essence of the 

questions asked were about what was going well in the SELPA and where considerations for 

change might be considered.  A distinction needs to be made that most responses were focused 

directly on the SELPA itself, more than on District operations/programs. 

 
A significant data point for this SELPA is its identification rate for students with disabilities. 

When the statewide average is less than 11% and this SELPA has rates as high as 20-30%, one 

must explore reasons for this.  Possible reasons include: 

 small district sizes mean that every individual student equals a higher percentage than 

when compared to being in a district with higher enrollment; 

 the prevalence of drug use and addiction in the Counties impacts both families in their 

overall functioning and in how children’s behaviors then are evidenced at school, as well 

as resulting in problems due to prenatal exposure to drugs; 

 “child find” may be inadequate at the earlier ages in order to address problems before 

they become significant enough to qualify for special education; 

 the quality, number, and kind of interventions offered in the general education classroom 

and overall program may be inadequate to address academic and behavioral needs 

appropriately, resulting in higher referrals to special education as the best-available route 

to receive assistance (Special education is seen as “the only game in town”); and/or 

 assessment practices for identifying disabilities may be more subjectively used to allow 

higher numbers of students to qualify as having a disability. 

 
Of these, the impact of drug use is one of the considerations to first be addressed, one which is 

not specifically a SELPA responsibility, but rather a community responsibility.  When there is a 

national emergency declared about the opioid crisis and the community is fully aware and 

attempting to address the issue, all agency personnel should work collectively and 

collaboratively to address the problem in a comprehensive way.  Special education and general 
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education supports can be provided to ensure early identification of needs with services then 

provided to prevent further damage to potential learners.  The focus on behavior supports, and 

the growing need for more behavior supports, both before special education referrals and as part 

of special education services where that is an identified need, should continue. 

 
The other most significant possible rationale in this area concerns instruction and interventions 

provided to prevent academic and behavioral deficiencies before they become significant enough 

to require a special education assessment and possible determination of eligibility.  Statewide, 

this has been recognized as a need within one system of general education first, resulting in the 

state’s initiative to provide training and support in the model of a Multi-Tiered System of 

Supports which addresses academic, behavioral, and socio-emotional needs of students.  The 

concept is that, as soon as a need is identified for a student, instruction is provided with a 

Universal Design for Learning focus by providing targeted instruction and intervention as soon 

as feasible to address that need, within the general education system and classroom.  Behavioral 

and socio-emotional supports are also provided as needed.  This requires a trained staff capable 

of providing a range of instructional practices and interventions.  Without appropriate training 

and skills, a culture of referring to special education for supports as the “only game in town” can 

be pervasive.  There was a concern expressed that this culture exists in schools in the SELPA. 

Statewide, including in both Humboldt and Del Norte Counties, this system of Multi-Tiered 

Supports is being offered as professional development and support to staff.  Kudos to both 

Counties for implementing MTSS, as it is a proven way to reduce special education referrals and 

a better way to provide instruction to students.  This is apparently a focus of the SELPA as well 

and one of the expressed main reasons for the increase in districts offering Behaviorist supports 

for general education training and intervention rather than their services being exclusively for 

students with disabilities. 

 
However, one of the questions asked in a survey and in interviews was about whether districts 

have effective, comprehensive “Student Study Team” processes and interventions to be 

provided; and it shows a range of responses, where some districts said they did have effective 

SSTs and interventions, but not all did.  Every school site should have an effective progress 

monitoring system to manage their data on all their students, so as to identify needs early and 

provide interventions as soon as needs are recognized. 

 
Statewide, there is a focus on implementing all educational services as part of one coherent 

system of education available to all, regardless of district of residence, disability, language, etc. 

The MTSS model is a state initiative to support that integrated service delivery, including 

academics, behavioral supports, socio-emotional learning, and collaboration with community and 

agency partners.  It is a significant systems change approach and is part of a whole education 

system, meaning general education is the first and foremost placement and service option for all, 

and is then supported by the range of interventions and supports that students require.  Using the 

LCAP as an example, specific plans are to be made to address the needs of foster youth, English 

language learners, and children of poverty.  An MTSS system supports an integrated approach to 

serve each and every student.  Special Education and SELPA should be a part of the MTSS 

system to provide support, training and resources to assist all students whenever possible. 

Especially now, with the Dashboard being released, and special education being a focus, the 

SELPA’s support role is encouraged in the Governor’s budget by funding an additional technical 

assistance role for the SELPA. 
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The need for further integration of services: 

This SELPA showed, in a Director’s Report at the last Policy Council meeting, how the special 

education/SELPA requirements coordinate with the LCAP priorities.  The SELPA is monitored 

by the state on multiple indicators and must complete reports on “Data Identified Non- 

Compliance”, Performance Indicators, Disproportionality and Significant Disproportionality, and 

must complete “Comprehensive reviews” on required data elements.  The chart presented in 

December indicates the linkages with the state’s LCAP priorities.  Due to the overlap of students 

identified as foster youth, English Learners, and students of poverty with those who are also 

identified as requiring an IEP for special education, this indicates a significant effort to integrate 

planning across systems. 

 
District delivery:  Districts in the SELPA either offer special education services directly, or have 

their students participate in regional programs, as Special Day Classes are not offered by every 

district in Humboldt County due to not having enough students to warrant a class.  In Del Norte, 

the district operates all the programs for children with disabilities.  In both counties, most district-

operated programs are in general education with instructional supports, where “Specialized 

Academic Instruction” (SAI) is offered, as well as in other kinds of resource rooms for students 

with non-severe disabilities.  Other services, e.g., speech therapy, are offered as per the IEPs of 

students.  Geography makes a difference when distance between schools and services becomes 

part of the determination of what is best to serve any individual student, from Klamath- Trinity 

distances to considerations between district and regional programs.  Klamath-Trinity has the 

additional layer of Tribal Court and decisions outside IEPs to balance.  Those distances also 

make a difference in hiring staff, as any hires need to be able to be available and get to school 

sites.  Locally-provided services within districts reduce the need for transportation costs and 

charge-backs.  “Windshield time” for service providers in a SELPA of this size needs to be 

efficiently planned for when regionalized and low incidence services are provided in so many of 

the local schools. 

 
Special Circumstance Instructional Assistants (SCIAs) are funded as part of the “Severe” 

funding, and the number of such personnel is reported to have increased significantly, reducing 

the amount of funds per “severe” allocation to each district.  See the table of pupil counts, ADA, 

SCIA, etc. in Appendix C.  A determination of what portion of a “severe/SCIA” allotment is 

made is based on the minutes in the IEP for that SCIA.  A concern was expressed that this 

incentivizes the hours written into an IEP so as to increase funding, recognizing the funding is 

still inadequate to cover the costs.  SDCs for students with severe needs are operated by 

Humboldt County Office of Education, Northern Humboldt High School District, Eureka City 

Schools, and Del Norte Unified and those programs are augmented with SCIA funding. 

 
Programs for preschoolers are offered by the Humboldt County Office of Education, Del Norte 

District, and Eureka City Schools, with grants distributed based on the unduplicated pupil count 

in December.  Services (provided by teachers, speech, OT, behaviorists) are provided in classes 

and in the home, and support parents in their roles as parents of a child with a disability. 

Humboldt County staff expressed the need for expansion of the program as the numbers have 

grown - quadrupled - and are projected to continue to grow.  One example projected to be of 

great help would be a class with intensive language intervention.  The other need expressed, as in 

most special education preschool programs, is for a less restrictive environment option, which 
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requires either Universal preschool or agreements with state preschool and Head Start or private 

providers.  Staff also felt that the mental health needs of children were inadequately met as the 

numbers have increased so dramatically. 

 
The one Infant grant supports the services provided by the HCOE and Del Norte District.  The 

program in Del Norte is operated under HCOE, in collaboration with Early Start, with the local 

Regional Center. The Regional Center staff interviewed note the effectiveness of the model, and 

how well it works as a collaborative 

 
Overall, there is a very positive and appreciative sense of the SELPA operations and what it 

provides through its various staff supports.  “Teamwork” was mentioned by many as a positive 

and necessary part of the work.  There was some dissatisfaction expressed by two districts at a 

sense of not getting a “fair share” of SELPA time.  This suggests a need to understand what is 

“SELPA time”, since it involves all of the regionalized program supports, availability of 

professional development opportunities, clerical and administrative functions, coordination of 

services, etc., as well as direct face-to-face contact with SELPA staff.  The staff of the SELPA 

are clearly respectful and appreciative of the expertise provided to support the range of needs of 

students in the SELPA, as demonstrated by a clear respect for SELPA administration and each 

other, as well as providers of services in the Counties and districts. There also appears to be 

strong integration and inter-agency cooperation with the staff from the Humboldt County Office 

of Education as the administrative unit of the SELPA. 

 
One example of service and training for all districts is in relation to the SEIS system, the required 

documentation process for all IEPs, which has a person assigned to help districts and collect all 

the required data elements.  This staff person also receives all the data related to CASEMIS, 

disproportionality, Performance Indicator Reviews (PIRs), and compliance, and provides 

individual tutoring and training on the data system, as well as helps write Action Plans for 

disproportionality and the PIR. 

 
Directors from districts were also generally appreciative and welcoming for all help and support 

offered, especially in times of crisis like for due process hearings. A common word used to 

describe SELPA staff was “responsive”.  Appreciation was stated for recently-produced 

guidelines and handbooks.  Two other very common responses included the need for more of just 

about everything, including SELPA staff time, and in every case, the inadequacy of funding to 

provide for all the special education needs of students in the SELPA.  Concerns were expressed 

over the acknowledgement of the high rate of student eligibility for special education, as well as 

over the drug culture which is pervading the community, and likely impacting special education 

numbers. 

 
The SELPA manages all of the Low Incidence programs: Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing, Blind, 

Orthopedically Handicapped, Assistive Technology, Orientation and Mobility.  In a SELPA this 

size, with the geographical range of service area, it seems imperative that these be regionalized 

programs, as it is here.  The staff appear to be very dedicated and attempt to meet the range of 

needs based on IEP requirements and timelines.  In addition, they provide specific support to 

teachers and parents on how to support their students with Low Incidence needs, and in 

training/professional development opportunities out in the field, e.g., on teaching reading, math, 
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and writing to students with severe disabilities, Universal Design for Learning, and assistive 

technology.  They have also offered ASL classes for students who are not deaf, to enhance 

communication opportunities for ASL-users; and work with community agencies for a Signing 

Santa event and a Deaf Community Barbeque.  The DHOH staff was the first group interviewed, 

and the first to declare the need for “more” that was a consistent concern expressed by others, 

due to the range of demands.  With the number of students to serve, the geographical stretch 

across two Counties, a consultation model is necessary, but teachers expressed concern that their 

amount of time is inadequate for the range of needs, especially as more and younger students are 

identified.  A recent staff addition in this area was for a technician to monitor all the equipment 

needs of students with various pieces of required equipment, rather than having a credentialed 

teacher use the amount of required time to address those needs. 

 
Other SELPA-wide services are available.  Mental health dollars through AB114 provide 

different supports for the two counties, known as ERICS.  Those funds also support therapeutic 

learning classrooms.  In Del Norte, service logs of staff who provide mental health 

counseling/service have resulted in the SELPA providing .60 FTE of the ERICS clinician hired 

by the Del Norte School District.  Another .40 FTE of an NPA contract that provides ERICS 

services in Del Norte County is also funded through the SELPA’s AB114 funds.  Some of the 

AB114 funds are held to support residential treatment placements when required. 

 
Out-of-Home care dollars are used to support locally determined services in Del Norte and 

Behaviorists in Humboldt.  These services have been so well-received as supportive and helpful 

by some of the Humboldt County districts that they contract with the SELPA for a partial FTE 

for additional supports from other Behavior Support providers. 

 
Significantly, consultation is available from SELPA staff to any person requiring any special 

education information.  This appears to be primarily in the areas of legal and compliance 

responsibilities, and any information on how to help support the delivery of special education 

services.  An example is in the area of Alternative Dispute Resolution where the SELPA Director 

will attend an IEP meeting to facilitate the process in a neutral and supportive way by providing 

both leadership and information to the IEP team.  This is a prime area for expansion. 

 
Inter-district agreements/open enrollment and the impact of charter schools on enrollment 

was mentioned as an area of concern in Humboldt County.  An article in the Lost Coast Outpost 

of 1/3/18 describes a new agreement made between Humboldt County Superintendents to 

address the open enrollment issue, which should be a great help in this regard for planning 

purposes.  The article did not mention charter schools, but it would be good if the same 

agreement could apply to all.  There is a statewide recognition that charter schools frequently do 

not/cannot offer the range of special education services a larger district does, and this is 

exacerbated by the number of other small districts in the County with similar limitations.  The 

need for regional programs and appropriate charge-backs between districts is evident. 

 
Staff recruitment and retention were a concern mentioned by many, especially of teachers and 

instructional assistants, but also for speech and language providers, and other special education 

providers including nurses, psychologists and behaviorists.  The state used to require a personnel 

data report to be gathered by each SELPA as a way to monitor the need for qualified personnel, 
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but that is no longer a SELPA requirement.  Therefore, the last available state report from 

12/1/16 only notes lack of qualified personnel in the area of paraprofessionals and non- 

professional staff.  This was confirmed in interviews, but reports also noted needs in all special 

education staffing.  One of the smaller LEAs just filed a waiver to increase the RST caseload due 

to the inability to find a qualified special education teacher for a partial contract. 

 
School psychologists were interviewed, with one specific question for them being about the high 

identification rate in the Counties.  In Humboldt, they did not express any feelings that they were 

pressured to qualify students who might not truly be eligible, but in Del Norte, there was a 

concern expressed that psychologists would “dig” enough to be sure to qualify those referred. 

Many expressed concerns over the extent of trauma experienced by so many of the referrals, e.g., 

as evidenced by high ACES (Adverse Child Experiences) Scores, and with indications of 

prenatal drug exposure as well as other negative environmental exposures, including generational 

poverty and “lots of trauma”.  Positives this group see in the County include MTSS training and 

work on Restorative Practices, as well as good communication and relationships with agencies. 

 
Communication needs appear to vary between respondents.  Some communication needs were 

seen in the area of the funding model and understanding how all of the parts of it work; and some 

were over visibility of staff across the various programs and services.  Another was over 

timeliness, where one CBO felt he wasn’t given enough time to get reports and data turned in. 

(The SELPA staff reports that they do provide “required timelines at the beginning of the year 

and multiple reminders when items are coming up.”) By this same person, the agenda and 

handouts for Policy Council meetings were asked to be provided ahead of time for review, so as 

to allow for members to be prepared for a meeting, rather than handed out at the meeting.  (Here, 

too, SELPA staff report that they do put out agendas with handouts ahead of time, wherever 

possible, but that sometimes information is not yet available, and other times, they are relying on 

another entity to provide the information or handout.) 

 
Some district staff reported good, consistent communication with staff from the SELPA, while 

others reported concerns over not getting enough communication or follow-through, for 

example, on mental health referrals.  Service logs are reported to be collected by the SELPA; and 

some district staff asked to see those for documentation about what is actually being provided. 

Many of the SELPA staff were reported to be available, helpful, resourceful, even “a godsend”. 

Both District and SELPA staff reported their jobs to be demanding, with a priority to be 

“responsive”, but this has led in some cases to people feeling like they are putting out fires more 

than being able to be proactive.  Where there are” teams” of one type of providers, members 

reported great collaboration and support, but where staff are isolated, e.g. one AAC/AT provider, 

the need for more teaming was an issue. 

 
As in any public operation, transparency is a must.  And, given the questions about the funding 

model, the issue of transparency is of concern.  Greater transparency and communication should 

also help to improve relationships where mistrust may have festered. 

 
Interagency collaboration was evident with the Redwood Coast Regional Center (RCRC).  In 

an interview with Kim Smalley, Behavior Analyst and Autism Specialist with the RC Regional 

Center, she reported a concern that changes in Regional Center funding have resulted in less 
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service for her clients.  She reported that, in 10 years, the area has gone from no service demands 

for ABA (Applied Behavioral Analysis) in the schools to now 50 Behavior Analysts/aides hired 

to serve children across the Regional Center’s counties, with much of the service and leadership 

in Humboldt and Del Norte Counties coming from the SELPA, as well as from the fewer 

vendor’s services provided through the Regional Center.  She also reported the opening and 

provision of a new preschool for children with autism in Del Norte that is a needed, joint effort 

with the Regional Center and HCOE. 

 
Other interagency:  One district specifically reported good collaboration with ‘Changing 

Tides”, an NPA.  Both Counties have an MTSS Initiative, Del Norte’s a newly-received grant. 

The MTSS Coordinator with the Humboldt County Office of Education also works part-time for 

the SELPA, allowing for good communication between those serving programs in support of the 

MTSS initiative.  But, at a meeting gathered by Humboldt County Mental Health staff from the 

Mental Health Services Act, attended by several different branches of offices out of Humboldt 

County, it was apparent that there had not been communication across departments (within 

education as well as with DHHS) which could otherwise better support the mutually-identified 

mental and behavioral health needs of students.  Another district reported good collaboration 

with both mental health and the DA on SARB issues.  A concern was voiced that the other 

agencies (e.g., Probation, Social Services) seem to rely on the districts as the first payor and line 

of support when extra needs are identified.  That feeling was reinforced by others who expressed 

frustrations that agencies were not supportive enough, especially if residential treatment 

discussions began for any students.  And another example was of Head Start and state 

preschool “kicking out” students or asking the schools to provide 1:1 aides. 

 
Professional Development is a need for every school district and SELPA, and the SELPA has 

provided multiple opportunities for training, from legal issues to supports for program delivery. 

The SELPA has additionally contracted with RELIAS Learning for an online training program 

that has available over 55 hours of evidence-based tools and information on special education 

and behavioral health topics, as well as other wellness topics. 

 
One of the questions on a survey sent to each district in the SELPA asked about professional 

development needs.  Initial survey responses indicate needs in: 

 For teachers: managing the adults in the classroom; 

 For classroom aides, 1:1 aides, agency aides: understanding behavior, development of 

and implementing plans, including data collection/evaluation; 

 For psychs: basic behavior plans, trauma information; 

 For principals: implementing behavior plans and understanding behaviors including 

trauma impact, managing compliance for their site, SEIS basics; 

 In-class differentiation tools; 

 Behavior Plan Implementation strategies; 

 Positive Behavior Supports particular to Paraprofessionals; 

 Effective classroom management strategies; 

 Effective behavior management strategies; 

 Knowledge related to children’s trauma and methods to effectively implement 

trauma-informed practices within the classroom; 

 Assessing and supporting student behavioral needs; 
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 For General Education Teachers: Special Ed 101 and their role in the IEP process; 

 Workshops on meeting the needs of the various disabilities; 

 Navigating the Special Education Information System; 

 Disproportionality and the PIR process; 

 Legal reviews and special education law; 

 Note- taking (presumably IEP note-taking); 

 Training specific to SCIAs; 

 Administrator Training: Special Education topics including but not limited to: 

Discipline, Charter Schools, Independent Education Evaluations, the Administrator’s 

role in the IEP, Alternative Dispute Resolution (e.g. Facilitated IEPs); 

 IDEA/504 regulations; and 

 Help in understanding/analyzing regulations related to disproportionality. 

 
SUPERVISION AND EVALUATION OF SELPA STAFF: 
The SELPA policy Council is defined in the SELPA Local Plan as the “Superintendents’ Special 
Education Policy Council”, to be composed of eleven regional voting members, and includes the 

SELPA Director as a non-voting member of the Council.  Because questions were raised about 

the responsibilities of this Council, including about supervision and evaluation of the SELPA 

Director, a review of sections of the Local Plan as currently written to address this issue is 

informative: (Language related to supervision and evaluation of the SELPA Director is in italics 

for emphasis.) 

 
“The specific functions of the Policy Council necessary to carry out its responsibilities include, 

but are not necessarily limited to: 

 
1. Develops SELPA policies and agreements and reviews procedures for effective 

management and operation of special education programs and services throughout the 

SELPA; 

2. Develops SELPA policies and agreements and reviews procedures to assure individuals 

with disabilities equal access to special education programs and services and full 

educational opportunity and procedural safeguards for such individuals and their parents; 

3. Recommends to the governing boards the designations of the Administrative Unit (AU) 

as reflected in the Local Plan; 

4. Review and approve SELPA-wide services and related budgets including the SELPA 

administrative budget and the annual SELPA-wide budget and service plans; 

5. Directs the allocation of funding to members based upon Local Plan requirements, 

current pupil counts and service priorities; 

6. Participates with the Humboldt County Office of Education (AU) in the hiring and 

evaluation of the SELPA Director; 

7. Recommends and reviews the activities of special education programs and services 

within the SELPA; 

8. Establishes committees as necessary to carry out the functions of the Policy Council; 
9. Reviews special education issues and recommends effective solutions to governing 

boards; 

10. Receives and considers recommendations from: 

a. participating LEA governing boards, 
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b. the Community Advisory Committee, 

c. other committees, task forces, and advisory groups established by the Policy 

Council or the SELPA Director, 

d. community agencies, 

e. the SELPA Director and Regional Office staff, and 

f. other individuals concerned with special education in Humboldt and Del Norte 

counties; 

11. Promotes cooperation and communication among the LEAs and with the communities 

and community agencies; and 

12. Reviews and develops the Local Plan as required and assures each LEA’s compliance 

with that plan, and compliance with all applicable laws, rules, regulations, and policies. 

 
The Policy Council conducts regular public meetings and is governed by a set of bylaws which 

may be found in Appendix B.” (of the Local Plan) 

 
The Local Plan goes on to describe the Governance Structure and Administrative support.  It 

identifies the Humboldt County Office of Education as the AU.  Specific to the question of the 

supervision and evaluation of the SELPA Director, it notes that “The SELPA Director, under the 

direction of the Superintendents’ Special Education Policy Council, provides administrative 

support and coordination of the implementation of the Local Plan.”  It notes that the AU shall be 

responsible for performing the following functions: “…Serving as the employing agency for the 

SELPA Director and the SELPA staff.”  It also includes responsibilities of Local School District 

Superintendents and County Superintendents of Schools.  Under Section 3.8, SELPA 

STAFFING, it includes “The Humboldt County Superintendent of Schools shall be responsible 

for the hiring, supervision, evaluation and discipline of the SELPA Director under the general 

direction of the Policy Council.” 

 
And, in another section of the Local Plan, Appendix C 3.1.5, which defines the Administrative 

Unit Services Staffing for the SELPA Office, it reads: “HCOE agrees to hire and assign a 

SELPA Director and any other necessary staff in the SELPA office to handle all fiscal and 

business functions, as well as state reporting mandates.  The designated personnel shall provide 

financial reports to the Policy Council as requested.  And, The Administrative Unit shall solicit 

input from the Policy Council in selecting and conducting the evaluation of the SELPA 

Director.” 

 
This should clarify that, in the current Local Plan, there is responsibility assigned to both the 

AU/Humboldt County Superintendent, with input from the SELPA Policy Council to hire, 

supervise and evaluate the SELPA Director and SELPA staff. 

 
Input from interviews about this included concerns over evaluations not being conducted, either 

of the SELPA Director, or her staff, and from one SELPA staff person, a specific request to 

ensure evaluations are provided so as to get feedback and improve services where possible. 

While it is clear that supervision and evaluation of the SELPA staff is first the responsibility of 

the AU, it is also clear that this responsibility then falls to the SELPA Director.  But, the 

evaluation of the SELPA Director is a mutual responsibility, ultimately of the AU, but with input 

from the SELPA Policy Council. 
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One Superintendent of the Policy Council specifically asked this reviewer to address how this 

can be conducted in a way that provides for confidentiality. 

This reviewer, a prior SELPA Administrator in three different multiple-district SELPAs, has 

personally experienced different processes in different SELPAs, from each Superintendent of the 

Policy Council preparing and presenting his individual evaluations for a collective item on a 

public agenda to, more commonly, the Policy Council Superintendents providing input 

personally to the SELPA Director and formally to the AU for a comprehensive evaluation which 

was then completed outside of the Council meeting.  It is this reviewer’s opinion that much of 

the role definition, including evaluation of the SELPA Director, is like that of Superintendents 

and their school boards, where each Board member provides input, but the evaluation is in a 

closed session of a Board meeting. 

 
THE SELPA LOCAL PLAN 
The review above provides an example of some of the current language in the Local Plan.  Using 
the example of the Supervision of the SELPA Director, that topic is included in the Local Plan, 

but not delineated as to how the process will actually be implemented.  A Policy Council can 

determine how much detail to include in a plan. 

 
In reviewing the Local Plan, it is comprehensive for when it was developed.  The last revision is 

noted as February 9, 2012.  The SELPA Director has already suggested the need for an update, 

which is recommended.  Many of the same items will need to continue to be included in any 

update, and many are clear requirements of the California Department of Education, e.g., the 

Assurances section. 

 
But, several sections are out of date.  It is recommended that the entire Local Plan be 

reviewed by the Policy Council and/or designees, for multiple reasons.  With as many changes 

in Superintendents and other Special Education staff since 2012, the information about 

responsibilities and procedures will be informative.  It will provide the opportunity for the 

Council to determine if the Local Plan is still meeting the needs of the SELPA members.  It will 

provide the opportunity to continue to agree to, or to amend sections where change is determined 

to be appropriate.  It will provide the opportunity to add in any sections newly necessary in 

changing times, e.g., by addressing out-of-home care funds and mental health/AB114 funds, as 

these change at the state level.  It will allow a review of the language in the funding model, 

which is one of the areas about which there is the least perceived transparency and which can be 

updated to more current and perhaps a more simplified model. And, it will allow for updates to 

sections which are out-of-date.  If changes are made to the Local Plan, it will need to be adopted 

by the member districts and refiled with the state.  Community Advisory Committee input is also 

required.  It appears that the last update included two policy Committees, one on the overall 

Local Plan, and one on “Policy and Budget Development”, both of which met over 12-13 months 

each. 

 
To begin to address a review, considerations should include: 

 
The Assurances section is required by the state.  The SELPA can amend the language, but the 

assurances to provide the elements are required. 
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Interagency Agreements or Memoranda of Understanding between any agencies are to be 

included.  The latest in the Plan is with the Redwood Coast Regional Center, dated January, 

2011, and notes that it is to be reviewed annually as well as noting “the contents of this 

agreement will require close monitoring and periodic updates.” Such review and updates should 

be considered.  One example might be to include child find related to drug-addicted babies, 

given the extent of that problem in the Counties.  Secondly, if there is a need to have any other 

Interagency Agreements included, those should be considered.  Collaborative partners with other 

agencies often include the Department of Social Services, the Department of Rehabilitation, 

Head Start and state preschools, the Department of Health Services, including Behavioral 

Health/Mental Health, and any local agencies with shared responsibilities for children with 

disabilities.  Given the concerns expressed over lack of partnership with County agencies in 

sharing responsibilities for students in common, the opportunity to discuss and formalize 

relationships in positive terms that support a shared responsibility is an effort that could be taken 

on County-wide.  This is greater than SELPA responsibilities, but could be a County-Wide effort 

led by County Superintendents. 

 
Governance has been addressed above, and includes determining/affirming the AU; supervision 

and evaluation of SELPA staff; responsibilities of all member entities; descriptions of four 

ongoing and ad hoc committees; the allocation of funds and process for reimbursements; the 

operation of special education programs; monitoring; reporting; dispute resolution processes; 

charter schools and public participation.  As noted earlier, two areas already identified for further 

discussion are regarding the SELPA Director evaluation process and the allocation model. 

 
Section 4 on Positive Behavioral Intervention and Emergency Interventions Procedures is an 

example of a section which requires updating due to many changes at both the state and federal 

levels, as well as due to a statewide focus on earlier intervening services in a “Positive Behavior 

Intervention Supports” model, part of the Multi-Tiered System of Supports being implemented to 

address concerns presented by students better and earlier. 

 
Section 5 on the California Reading Initiative should now be aligned with the new state 

standards in English Language Arts. 

 
There are six appendices which will need to be reviewed to ensure each matches any changes 

adopted in the Local Plan, as well as by updating personnel named in Governance charts.  One 

example mentioned in interviews about the bylaws of the SELPA Policy Council is that 

currently, the bylaws say that “The Policy Council shall meet a minimum of four times between 

September and June.” and that “special meetings may be called.”  The suggestion was that only 

four meetings a year may not be adequate to truly provide the support and direction a Policy 

Council should be providing. 

 
Appendix C describes the current agreement with the Humboldt County Office of 

Education as the Administrative Unit, and needs to be updated; and 

 
Appendix F, the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) bylaws, are a necessary 

component of a SELPA, but the SELPA Director has noted that the CAC has not been 
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functioning and needs to be revitalized.  This is true, and in so doing, a review of these 

bylaws can be incorporated. 

 
Considerations: 

The sense of a “fair share” of both revenues and SELPA staff time should be addressed.  The 

limitations imposed by the geography across two Counties and the number of school districts 

create a situation where no one person can be everywhere to address all needs all the time.  A 

more transparent plan to address the range of needs across all districts could be developed. 

There are multiple itinerant SELPA staff who travel based on the needs of students as defined in 

their IEPs.  These staff could have posted calendar of visitations or some method of 

communicating their involvement and presence that contributes to the knowledge that districts 

are receiving SELPA time.  This can also acknowledge that not every district has, for example, a 

child who is blind and who therefore doesn’t require services from that provider, but would show 

that where that SELPA-wide need exists, it is addressed.  While the SELPA has been very 

responsive to growing needs, the information about who is responsible for what and how to 

ensure access to services could be better updated so as to address this concern.  Being responsive 

has been helpful in the moment, but has led to a sense of lack of SELPA-wide priorities being as 

clearly defined by the Policy Council, and addressed by the SELPA.  One Superintendent’s 

belief expressed that the SELPA Director should not be the person to do the visitations to out-of- 

state/ residential treatment programs as not a priority of the Policy Council for the whole, but 

rather that kind of function should be provided by a SELPA staff member or the District of 

Residence.  This is the kind of example of a priority decision that should be discussed by the 

Policy Council. 

 
Because staff recruitment and retention is a significant issue, one possibility to consider is to 

develop a credential training program and a career ladder.  County Offices of Education around 

the state have been able to work with the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing to 

become providers of various credential training programs, including special education 

credentials.  In some cases, these programs are able to supplement current credentials, and in 

some, they are able to provide the full credentialing preparation.  While it was reported that there 

is a good relationship with Humboldt State in this regard, offering and incentivizing one’s own 

program can be an option.  There have been state-level supports provided for instructional 

assistants to participate in career ladders.  The Governor’s budget now includes further 

incentives to LEAs (including COEs) by providing for two new relevant grant options to train 

more special education teachers, thus providing more credentialed staff to reduce shortages 

especially in special education.  A strong locally-developed program in this area would provide 

some relief, as well as focus on better preparing staff to do the jobs required of them. 

 
Professional Development is offered and there appears to be a great effort to coordinate with 

service needs as well as with the general education system, e.g., by coordinating with districts 

now requiring “Differentiated Assistance” through the Dashboard requirements.  Many 

opportunities for various in-services were noted, and many others were identified as still being 

needed.  One solution to this is to be sure that all offerings are communicated, e.g., posting and 

being available on one section of the SELPA website, so that anyone needing any particular 

training could find out if and when it is being offered.  The SELPA can post an annual calendar 

with updates, as well as note the special offerings through RELIAS.  Also recommended is an 
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annual staff development needs survey, to be used in planning the subsequent year’s offerings. 

Some suggestions have been noted from the survey conducted for this report, but a survey that 

differentiates between job-likes could also help focus where the greatest needs are and support 

different groups.  For example, school psychologists will likely have a different need for 

professional development than instructional assistants, but many may need supports in behavior 

intervention strategies.  As noted earlier, this could be part of a career ladder to help get more 

people into the profession, as well. It has been reported to this reviewer that the next SEAAC 

(Special Education Administrators Advisory Committee) meeting has an agenda item to identify 

professional development needs for the remainder of this year and next, as well as to create a 

survey to send out to LEAs to identify professional development needs. 

 
Given the time demand for the SELPA Administrator to be the primary person for support to 

LEAs in Facilitated IEP meetings, it is recommended that training in the area of FIEPs be offered 

to all LEAs and to more SELPA staff, so that more people can be trained and available to 

facilitate positive IEP meetings. 

 
Fully support MTSS training and an Integrated model of professional development 

planning and implementation.  Effective, system wide training in MTSS that supports fidelity 

in implementation, has been shown to be better for students both academically and behaviorally, 

and to reduce referrals to special education.  It is imperative that this include all three elements of 

interventions: academics, behavioral, and socio-emotional supports.  MTSS also works well with 

efforts to provide Differentiated Assistance as envisioned by the Dashboard, and is a vital part of 

true systemic reform.  It can support the delivery of more, and more effective interventions, 

impacting the learning of all students, and thereby reduce the need for special education as the 

only provider of 

interventions. 

 
Interagency collaboration:  One of the common complaints about interagency collaboration 

was that agencies are looking to the schools to be the payor of first resort and not share in 

responsibilities to provide services when there is interagency support needed (mental/behavioral 

health, social services, probation).  While this is not necessarily a SELPA function, a (or two) 

comprehensive County effort(s) to work together in more cohesive ways, including by agreeing 

to share responsibilities including funding, can begin.  The Del Norte County Superintendent 

noted how much easier this was in Del Norte County due to the single district/COE status and 

the good relationships established there.  Both Counties, and their students, will benefit from 

improved agreements between County agencies. 

 
The Community Advisory Committee has been inactive.  It is a requirement of a SELPA.  Due 

diligence should be given to revitalizing the CAC.  Providing professional development 

opportunities for parents has been a draw in other SELPAs, e.g., on estate planning for parents 

with children with disabilities, behavioral supports, etc. Meetings can be one-part professional 

development, followed by a business meeting.  After the lapse in time, it may be best to start 

with a SELPA-wide survey of parents as to how to meet their needs, what professional 

development they would be interested in, when meetings can reasonably occur, etc. 
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Other: One suggestion to address “compassion fatigue” was for the SELPA to consider giving 

annual awards.  Since trainings can be one way to get recharged and feel thanked, these could be 

in conjunction with a training session.  In this reviewer’s previous SELPAs, this was an effort 

taken on annually and jointly with the CAC, which might be another way to help revitalize the 

CAC. 

 
SUMMARY 

 
The Humboldt - Del Norte SELPA has requested a fiscal and program review of the SELPA. 

While funding supports program and so these two are intertwined, the fiscal issues were 

discussed before the program details. 

 
The allocation plan for the SELPA is not well-understood and has elements of complexity that 

could be adjusted to enhance better understanding, communication and trust.  One positive 

component of the model has been agreed-upon “decision-making guidelines” that are reportedly 

reviewed at every change in the model. 

 
FISCAL RECOMMENDATION #1: 

Review the decision-making guidelines to ensure that they reflect the philosophy and beliefs of 

the member districts.  Continue to use such guidelines as a filter in decision-making. 

 
FISCAL RECOMMENDATION #2: 

Review the current funding for the SELPA to understand both the model for allocation of AB602 

funds as well as all the other SELPA-wide grants and their uses, including where there are 

differences between the two Counties.  This should be in a workshop format that provides all the 

data with the opportunity for questions and clarifications.  This report has attempted to explain 

the model with its elements.  It is critical that member districts understand what is - and the 

rationale for each element - before they adopt changes.  In order to address any questions of “fair 

share”, one data set to consider is the spreadsheet in Appendix C that lists percentages of ADA, 

students who are considered SH, students who are in the pupil count, etc. 

 
FISCAL RECOMMENDATION #3: 

Recognize that a SELPA of this geographical size with its particular demographics, benefits from 

the concept of “regionalized programs”.  Maintain all “low Incidence services” as a regionalized 

service model.  Continue centralized services the SELPA provides in case management, data 

collection and reporting, administrative supports, special education professional 

development/training, and supports for behavioral needs.  Recognize that there are other grants 

the SELPA operates: and continue as regionalized opportunities ERICS/mental health funding, 

and ADR. 

 
FISCAL RECOMMENDATION #4: 

Collectively review all the AB602 program/ “pass-through” funding and what each supports: 

“severe” with its “602 Augmentation funding”, “per ADA”, “Unduplicated RSP/SDC”, and 

“DIS Speech only”. The “602 Augmentation funding” is manipulatable and should be 

maintained in a “severe” amount, but redesigned to not incentivize SCIAs. Because every 

decision to change one element creates changes in the other elements, the philosophical 
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discussion of the decision-making guidelines should drive suggestions for change.  And, because 

change creates potential “winners and losers”, the process in place to run various scenarios 

before making decisions should take place.  To start, it appears that increasing the amount per 

severe student while reducing the amount per DIS Speech only student would potentially reduce 

bill-backs and better serve students in their home schools.  Speech specialists might provide 

more consultation than direct services in order to reduce the numbers of “DIS only” students. 

Continue to pass-through non-AB602 funds: preschool, Infant, and Juvenile Court School grant. 

The amount of dollars for “Out-of-Home Care” funding is used to support identifiable foster 

placements in Del Norte County and are otherwise distributed via behavior support services, and 

seems to be working very well, but this, too should be understood and explicitly approved to 

continue as is. 

 
The AB114 funds should also remain as a SELPA-distribution for ERICS services and as an 

emergency pool for residential treatment, again as a fully-understood grant and process 

agreement.  The carryover money from the AB114 fund should be addressed and used to 

appropriately support allowable mental health services. 

 
FISCAL RECOMMENDATION #5: 

Review the “Allowable Costs for Special Education Program Reimbursements” and confirm 

agreement.  Every element in it is justified and comparable to other SELPAs.  The facility cost 

per square foot should have an updated comparison of rental costs for the area, but it was 

comparable to the way other member districts operate.  The Indirect rate charged by HCOE to 

the SELPA also needs to be fully understood and be given consideration to modification due to 

the move to a new location with its own additional costs. 

 
FISCAL RECOMMENDATION #6: 

Advocate at the state level for increased funding for special education.  Two primary areas under 

consideration are for equalization of AB602 SELPA-level funding and an increase in special 

education preschool funding, both of which would be huge benefits to the member districts of 

this SELPA. 

 
Additional resources for discussion and consideration follow, in Appendices D and E.  Lynette 

Kerr provided a copy of her latest updates on fiscal details, including for projected bill backs, 

which can be found copied in Appendix D.  Following that, in Appendix E is a paper under 

discussion on the possible changes to the Out-of-Home Care funding at the state level, for your 

information, as well as for the discussion about how to plan for these funds and changes to the 

funds. 

 
PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION #1: 

In recognition that the high incidence of eligibility rate for special education in the two counties 

likely has several reasons, several ways are suggested to address this: 

Ensure that all general education teachers are trained in Universal Design for Learning Strategies 

to enhance the opportunities to help students maintain in the general education/home school 

environment. 

Given that MTSS, when implemented with fidelity, is a Best Practice recommended nationally, 

enhance the MTSS training opportunities in both Counties to provide more interventions to 
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students, in both academics (like UDL and intervention strategies) and behavior (through the 

PBIS element of MTSS), reducing the need for referrals to special education. 

Ensure effective local “Student Study Teams” that progress monitor students in academics, 

behavior, and social-emotional development and plan for interventions to address identified 

needs. 

 
Enhance County-wide collaboration with agencies that can help support positive social- 

emotional and behavioral growth across systems, e.g. with local MHSA, social services, etc., e.g. 

by developing wellness clinics, family supports, drug abuse reduction, etc. 

Note that none of this is “special education”. 

 
PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION #2: 

Recognize that data shows that students perform better when having access to successful 

integration in a “least restrictive environment” where possible.  Therefore, incentivizing supports 

to maintain students in their home schools should be considered, e.g., by funding a student with a 

“severe” disability at the same level as one in an SDC.  Where grouping needs is apparent for 

efficiency, continue to offer regionally available programs that include SDCs.  Consider the 

geography of regional offerings to minimize time and cost of transportation, but ensure that a 

regionally-operated program by a District doesn’t cost more than a County-operated program to 

operate.  Continue the Low Incidence Services as Itinerant and regionalized to support students 

in their home schools as much as possible.  Reduce the number of SCIAs in favor of program 

aides; reconsider the current funding of SCIAs using funds from the “Severe” allocation. 

 
PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION #3: 

To address the staff recruitment and retention problem, build a career ladder.  Establish a 

professional training and development plan that will ensure instructional assistants are trained 

well and are encouraged to get their college degrees and teaching credentials.  There is $100 

million in the Governor’s proposed budget, as well as other grants, to support district’s and 

COE’s ability to “grow your own”.  General education teachers can be incentivized to get a 

special education credential. County Offices have been accredited to provide the training for 

credentials, and this, in cooperation with Humboldt State, can be a focus for either or both 

County Offices.  This can be in conjunction with: 

 
PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION #4: 

Establish a professional development plan that supports the training of new (and current) special 

education staff, and that is in conjunction with hours that can support adult learning in ways for 

adult students to get new or additional credentials.  This SELPA should annually survey all 

special education staff, as well as administrators, to ensure a professional development plan is in 

place to support the needs of the student population and that can be in conjunction with a 

County-wide plan to help more people earn special education credentials. 

 
PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION #5: 

Standardize communication and outreach.  Post professional development calendars.  Enhance 

the website to include descriptions of services and contact people.  Ensure that all SELPA staff 

communicate with the staff and teachers whose students they serve so that all referrals to other 

agencies, service delivery and the like are well understood.  SELPA calendars of meetings and 



31  

services can be posted.  The Community Advisory Committee needs to be reestablished and 

supported. 

 
PROGRAM RECOMMENDATION #6: 

Update the SELPA Local Plan.  In particular, address the Supervision and evaluation of the 

SELPA Director and staff, the frequency of Policy Council meetings and each of the areas listed 

herein as needing updating. 

 
Steps to implement recommendations should include the establishment of two SELPA ad hoc 

committees, i.e., a Fiscal Review committee and a Local Plan committee.  Much of these 

recommendations have to do with how the SELPA and all of its member districts, especially the 

County Offices operate.  County-wide leadership can take on interagency collaboration efforts, 

MTSS/PBIS training, and credential training plan development.  Professional development is a 

shared responsibility and can be planned collaboratively to ensure that general education and 

special education staff are supported in their own development to be able to provide the range of 

needs the students in these two Counties need, as well as to address current issues like addressing 

PIR reviews as well as new “differentiated assistance” required through the Dashboard. 

Implementation and Improvement Science are background to the best practices being asked of 

the California Collaborative for Educational Excellence in collaboration with COEs and SELPAs 

as they address the differentiated assistance required. An additional recommendation from one 

Superintendent was to have the Policy Council meet more frequently to truly provide leadership 

and direction to the SELPA, a recommendation that bears strong consideration. 

 
Final comments to this report must include thanks to the many people who were of such help in 

sharing information, data, and skills to ultimately provide so much information for the Policy 

Council’s considerations.  SELPA staff, especially Director Mindy Fattig and support Secretary 

Teresa Dexter, were graciously available, helpful, and informative.  Lynette Kerr from HCOE 

provided spreadsheet after spreadsheet, including a latest update for the Council’s next 

considerations (see “Appendix D”). Many people provided one-on-one time to be interviewed, 

including both County Superintendents and many local Directors, as well as school psychologists 

and other providers.  Being able to attend the Policy Council and SEAAC meetings and hear 

directly from many has helped in gathering this information.  This has been an effort to ensure 

information is accurate, but where any mistakes have been made, it is my hope that the 

subsequent discussions and decisions will be able to include enough information to correct any 

deficiencies or inaccuracies, so as to help lead into next policy recommendations form the 

members. 



32  

APPENDIX A 
Letter from CDE 

 

 
 

January 5, 2012 Letter 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

January 5, 2012 

Dear County and District Superintendents, Special Education Local Plan Area Directors, Special 
Education Administrators at County Offices of Education, Charter School Administrators, Principals, 

and Nonpublic School Directors: 

ASSEMBLY BILL 114: USE OF MENTAL HEALTH FUNDS IN THE BUDGET ACT OF 
2011–12 
The purpose of this letter is to provide background and guidance regarding the use of funds 

authorized in the Budget Act of 2011–12 restricting the use of certain funds to “educationally related 

mental health services.” 

General Funds 
Pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 114, Section 54 (Chapter 43, Statutes of 2011), and provisions 18 

and 26 of Item 6110 161-0001 of the Budget Act of 2011–12 funds must be used for: 

. . . educationally related mental health services, including out-of-home residential services for 

emotionally disturbed pupils, required by an individualized education program pursuant to the federal 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 2004 (20 U.S.C. Sec. 1400 et seq.) and as 

described in Section 56363 of the California Education Code (EC). The State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction shall allocate these funds to special education local plan areas in the 2011–12 

fiscal year based upon an equal rate per pupil using the methodology specified in Section 56836.07 

of the EC. 

These provisions have been assigned Resource Code 6512, which differentiates these funds from 

Resource Code 6500, special education general fund programs. These funds shall be exclusively 
available for these services only for fiscal year (FY) 2011–12 and FY 2012–13. 

Federal Funds 
Pursuant to AB 114, Section 54 (Chapter 43, Statutes of 2011), provision 9 of Item 6110 161 0890 of 
the Budget Act of 2011–12, funds shall be available only for the purpose of providing: 
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. . . educationally related mental health services, including out-of-home residential services for 

emotionally disturbed pupils, required by an individualized education program pursuant to the federal 

IDEA of 2004 (20 U.S.C. Sec. 1400 et seq.) and as described in Section 56363 of the EC. 

These funds were allocated to special education local plan areas (SELPAs) on a one-time basis in the 
2011–12 fiscal year using data available from the California Special Education Management 

Information System (CASEMIS) as of December 1, 2010. If funds are appropriated for the purpose 

of providing the educationally related mental health services for the 2012–13 fiscal year, they will be 

allocated based on an equal rate per pupil using a methodology specified in Section 56836.07 of the 

EC and using average daily attendance for the 2011–12 fiscal year. 

Definition of Educationally Related Mental Health Services 
As noted in the provisions above, educationally related mental health services are described in 30 EC 
Section 56363. Section 56363 defines the term “designated instruction and services” to mean “related 

services” as that term is defined in Section 1401(26) of Title 20 of the United States Code and 

Section 300.34 of Title 34 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). 

Related services under IDEA are defined in Section 300.34 of Title 34 of the CFR: 

Related services means transportation and such developmental, corrective, and other supportive 
services as are required to assist a child with a disability to benefit from special education, and 

includes speech-language pathology and audiology services, interpreting services, psychological 

services, physical and occupational therapy, recreation, including therapeutic recreation, early 

identification and assessment of disabilities in children, counseling services, including rehabilitation 

counseling, orientation and mobility services, and medical services for diagnostic or evaluation 

purposes. Related services also include school health services and school nurse services, social work 

services in schools, and parent counseling and training. (34 CFR 300.34(a)) 

Section 300.34 of Title 34 of the CFR further defines individual related services terms. The following 

list represents some of the services that may be appropriate when addressing the emotional and 

behavioral needs of students with disabilities: 

• Counseling services (34 CFR 300.34(c)(2)) and California EC 56363(b)(9) 

• Parent counseling and training (34 CFR 300.34(c)(8)) and California EC 56363(b)(11) 

• Psychological services (34 CFR 300.34(c)(10)) and California EC 56363(b)(10) 

• Social work services in schools (34 CFR 300.34(c)(14)) and California EC 56363(b)(13) 
Refer to 34 CFR Section 300.34 for the complete list of individual related services terms. Residential 

placement is not listed as a related service in Section 300.34 of Title 34 of the CFR. However, 

residential placement is addressed elsewhere in the IDEA: 

If placement in a public or private residential program is necessary to provide special education and 

related services to a child with a disability, the program, including non medical care and room and 

board, must be at no cost to the parents of the child (34 CFR 300.104). 

In addition, the list of related services in the IDEA is not exhaustive or finite. The individualized 

education program (IEP) team must decide what related services are necessary to provide a free 

appropriate public education (FAPE) to each student with a disability. 

To maintain clear and understandable terminology based upon existing statute, the California 

Department of Education (CDE) will be using the term “related services for students who have 

emotional and behavioral needs” in place of “educationally related mental health services.” 

Frequently Asked Questions 

What limitations are on the use of state and federal funds provided in the Budget Act of 2011– 
12 for educationally related mental health services? 
The legislature was clear that these funds are targeted for related services and that the funds are made 
available to local educational agencies (LEAs) to provide services formerly provided by the County 

Mental Health agencies and the Department of Social Services. The funds cannot be spent on 
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educational services that have historically been provided by LEAs for students with emotional or 

behavioral needs. 

What are allowable uses of the state and federal funds due to the term “educationally related 

mental health services”? 
These funds may be used for: 

The salaries of certificated supervisors and administrators; and clerical, technical, and office staff 
salaries associated with administering related services for students with emotional or behavioral 

needs. 

The room and board cost of residential placement if it is included in the student’s IEP. Professional 

and consulting service (e.g., case management, medical services, day treatment, individual therapy, 

family therapy, group therapy, group rehabilitation, therapeutic behavior services, assessment, 

psychological services, and residential placement) costs for students with emotional or behavioral 

needs. 

Rental and/or lease of office space to provide professional and consulting services for students with 

emotional or behavioral needs. 

Transportation costs of student to receive related services from a provider. 

Books and supplies related to providing related services. 

If you have any questions regarding this subject, please contact Chris Essman, Education Programs 

Consultant, Special Education Division, by phone at 916-327-3507 or by e-mail at 
cessman@cde.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 
Original signed by Fred Balcom. Hard copy of the signed document is available by contacting the 

Special Education Division's Director's Office at 916-445-4602. 

Fred Balcom, Director 

Special Education Division 

FB:rb 

mailto:cessman@cde.ca.gov
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APPENDIX B 
Indirect rates of other SELPA AUs: 

 
Solano COE: “Our indirect rate is fixed at 5% in our local plan. That is charged for: 

 all programs operated by the AU under the local plan 

 all funds expended by the SELPA (e.g., our office costs and contracts) 

The indirect is not charged for any state or federal funds passed through to the other member 

LEAs. 

 
The AU also sweeps any interest earned on funds held by the SELPA “East San Gabriel: “The 

AU fee is $20,228 per district (x 10 = $202,280) plus $1,488 per charter LEA ($1488 x 5 = 

$7440) for a total of $209,720.” based on “the AU district decided what they thought it would 

cost them (approx. $175,000 at the time the AU was determined) to serve as AU and then the 

current agreement has a % increase for the past couple years, that's how it ended up being odd 

numbers at this time.” 

 
Sonoma COE: “10% this year and for that we get business office support, HR support, IT 

support. All of our funds are charged the indirect.” plus “We also pay 1.0 FTE of a fiscal person 

and rent.  We pay $30K a year for 6 offices, a small conference room, and 5 cubicles. Not sure 

what the square footage is.” 

 
“The San Bernardino County Superintendent of Schools (SBCSS) is the AU for the West End 

SELPA. 

1. SBCSS charges an indirect of 8.89% for the 17/18 school year. 

2. SBCSS charges an indirect cost on eligible expenses for all of our programs, including 

the AB602 funded SELPA operating budget and Mental Health, with one exception. 

a We have a district funded pool of money called the “X-Pot” that is not charged an 

indirect cost. 

b The X-Pot pool pays for district Non Public School/Agency expenses and Due 
Process/Litigation expenses.” 

 
MCOE: “We do not charge indirect.” 

 
Palmdale: “Our AU historically charged only their indirect cost rate to the Regional Services 

portion of the SELPA expenditures.  However, last year my Finance Committee reviewed this 

and agreed that the AU's indirect cost rate should be charged to the SELPA's total operating 

budget expenditures. So, now the AU charges their indirect cost rate to my Program Specialist 

and all workshop expenses. 

 
Last year the AU's indirect cost rate was 5.3% this year it is 7.59%. I did pay rent when I was 

housed in one of their buildings but since January 2014, we had to locate a new building and we 

now have an office located within our AU's boundaries.  The AU continues to support our IT, 

mail, etc. but we now fund our own cleaning service and alarm.” 
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Siskiyou: “We charge our State approved rate for each year, and it is different each year.  We 

charge indirect costs on expenditures in Resources that it is allowed (3310, 3315, 3320, 6500, 

6512, etc.)” 

 
Modoc: “9.23% on all” 

 
Contra Costa SELPA: “3.5% of the actual annual expenses from our SELPA office operating 

budget only (expenditures only). Specific to your question and our SELPA operation.  Our AU 

provides extremely limited support—in essence about two hours of work for us per month for 

payroll. Our SELPA is comprised of only seven staff—we do our own HR, tech support, budget 

management, and pay rent in a separate building located in an office park (not at AU site).” 

 
Napa COE: “we use SACS fund code 10 to pass the funds from AB602, property tax, ERAF, 

Federal IDEA and state and federal mental health through to our districts.  A portion of these 

funds are filtered off-the-top (by SELPA Finance Committee agreement) to fund 01.  These 

budgets are housed at our County Office and have varying indirect based on the consensus of the 

SFC.  Some are charged the County Office indirect of 10.74%, others the indirect of our largest 

district 8.09% and one none at all.  Example below. 
 

 

Budget Indirect 
 

Federal Mental Health at Court Schools 
 

10.74% 

 State Mental Health at Court Schools 
  

10.74% 

Low Incidence Materials 
 

8.09% 

 

SELPA Administrative Services 
  

10.74% 

Special Education Staff Development 
 

8.09% 

 

Special Education Materials Center 
  

8.09% 

Assisted Technology Lending Library 
 

0 

 

Grants coming directly to the SELPA from CDE operate in fund 01 and are charged the County 

Office indirect of 10.74%.  We don’t pay any rent, and fund a full-time fiscal person.” 

 
Santa Barbara SELPA, a JPA: “We pay our AU a flat annual fee of $6,600 to distribute revenue 

and regional expenses to our districts. We calculate the Special Education allocations for MH 

and State and Federal grants and the AU distributes the funds to all of our LEAs (including the 

County Education Office). The AU does not process payroll, Accounts Payable or Accounts 

Receivable services for the SELPA Office.” 
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Santa Cruz COE: “the state-approved indirect cost rate against all SELPA expenses, except if 

such rate is in excess of the rate allowed for a particular program.  In such a case, the program 

limited rate will apply.  No indirect cost will be charged to any program in which the funds are 

merely a ‘pass-through’.  Indirect includes all business services, housing, supplies, etc.” 

 
Tri-City SELPA: “5.48% on State and Federal Mental Health Funding only.” 

 
Shasta COE: “charges 9% indirect on SCOE-run special ed programs and SELPA expenditures 

(funded by portions of AB602, MH, federal/state grants, and all property tax revenue).  They do 

not charge indirect for the portions of both AB602 and MH revenue that is passed through to 

districts (including all subsidies).  They also do not charge indirect on federal grants that are 

expended by districts.” 

 
GUSD: “Our AU charges us their approved percentage (this year it is 3.53%), but not on 

everything.  They do not charge us on our AB602 funds (used to operate our SELPA office and 

SELPA-provided itinerant programs) or our MH entitlement (6512). They charge us on all 

federal grants, including Early Start, and Workability.  We pass through most of our funding, so 

it doesn't impact us much.  The biggest impact is on the Early Start and WAI, which is kept by 

the SELPA.” 

 
North Orange County SELPA: “My AU (the Orange County Department of Education) charges 

7.2% against AB602 and all Grants except the infant/preschool Grant.  On that Grant they are 

only allowed to charge 4.2%.” 

 
Tuolumne County:  7.55% as per chart: 

 

 

 
Placer County: “We have a 7.9% indirect costs for expensed items.  We do not incur any indirect 

costs for pass through dollars.  No rent charge.” 

 
Imperial: “Our indirect is 4% for all administrative costs (i.e., AB602 allocation, MH allocation, 

operating costs, etc.) However, our direct service providers (for us, it’s OT providers, their 

services, travel, etc.) is at the regular COE (our AU) indirect rate of 7.5%.” 
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Humboldt Del-Norte SELPA Support APPENDIX B

Humboldt County Office of Education - Administrative Unit

Prepared:  February 19,2018

Breakdown of Direct Support for SELPA Programs Funded Under AB602:

Program:  Resource 6502- SELPA Adminstration

Description of Support: Amount Support provided Policy Council

Approval

Direct Support:

.25 FTE-Business Office Support $22,019 File and prepare SELPA-wide Meeting 11/8/12 Requested due to increased SELPA-wide

reports-MOE, Excess Cost, SELPA Budget reporting requirements

M. Rechelluul-SELPA Fiscal Support $32,911 .50 SELPA Fiscal Clerk Meeting 2/24/16 Requested due to addition of 

additional reporting/tracking for 

activites related to mental health 

funding, including services

Operations:

Custodial - Provided by HCOE $8,696 Custodial & Maintenance

   .13 FTE plus materials split 49%

   SELPA Admin/51% Mental Health

Technology Support $1,138 Direct technology support - this support This is  a per FTE charge for all HCOE FTE

is not included in indirect cost services for technology support

Indirect $36,662 See description of indirect supports

Program:  Resource 6503 and 6508- SELPA Off-the-Top Programs

Direct Support

No direct business support

Operations:

Technology Support $4,130 Direct technology support See explanation above

Indirect $96,988 See description of indirect supports

Program:  Resource 9014 - Behavioral Specialist Support

Direct Support

No direct business support

Operations:

Technology Support $4,858 Direct technology support See explanation above

Indirect $65,527 See description of indirect supports

Program:  Resource 6512 - Mental Health

Direct Support

T. Buell $8,407 .09 Oversight of MOUs, district billings,

transfers, and tracking and coordinating

Operations: fiscal activity relating to TLC classes

Custodial-See SELPA above $8,696 Custodial & Maintenance

Technology Support $2,884 Direct technology support See explanation above

Indirect $67,404 See description of indirect supports
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Humboldt Del-Norte SELPA Support APPENDIX B

Humboldt County Office of Education - Administrative Unit

Prepared:  February 19,2018

What are indirect Costs?

Indirect costs are agency-wide, general management costs(i.e. activities for the direction and control of the 

agency as a whole).  General management costs consist of administrative activities for the general operation of

the agency, such as accounting, budgeting, payroll, personel, purchasing and centralized data processing; these

cost include the supervisory time for overseeing these activities.

Why is the County Office costs for these services tracked by Goal?

County offices are different than school districts due to the fact that most county office activities noted above are 

also provided for districts and charters, not just for the County Office.  Therefore, county office centralized 

activities are required to be tracked by goal and only the activities with Goal 0000 are included in the ICR

calculation.   County office activities are normally more on services, therefore, activities are required to be 

documented or assigned to a goal based on a COE default of 50% COE/50% Services to School Districts.

What is not included in the indirect cost calculation?

The costs of Superintendent activities and public relations are not included in the cost pool.

Only M & O costs for the FTE that are in the cost pool are included, M & O is not part of the cost pool

Expenditures cannot be double counted-direct charge positions cannot be included in indirect pool

Breakdown of Indirect Support for SELPA Programs Funded Unded AB 602

Description of Support:

Personnel; payroll and accounts payable processing; puchasing; central technology support; motor pool  management; 

HCOE administrative support (not Superintendent); annual independent audit; central business office support by HCOE

Business Manager.

Specific actions:

Personnel Hiring and responding to issues related to personnel

Payroll Issuing payroll, retirement reporting, W-2 & 1095 reporting

Accounts Payable Processing payments for services, contracts and travel

Purchasing Providing purchasing support, telephone coordination

Central technology support Providing the financial systems to process payroll, A/P, ect.

Motor Pool Management for utilizing a motor pool fleet

Administrative support Oversight of central operations

Independent Audit SELPA does not have to contract for their own independent audit

HCOE Business Manager Budget monitoring, position control, filing IDEA grant reports, maintenance agreements, copiers

HCOE Fiscal Support SELPA revenue calculations, SELPA infant unit reports, collect and review SELPA student information

HCOE Acct & Operations Receive and balance SELPA apportionments, transfer apportionments to LEAs,

issue apportionment checks to Del Norte, approve A/P travel, contracts, etc.

Chief Business Official Reconcile state apportionments and process year-end closing entries & accruals
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Humboldt Del-Norte SELPA Support APPENDIX B

Humboldt County Office of Education - Administrative Unit

Prepared:  February 19,2018

Breakdown of Support Included in Indirect and Support Provided at No Charge for SELPA Programs Funded Under AB602:

AB602 Revenue/IDEA Grants/Behavior Specialist Support/Behavior Specialist Assistants

Support Provided at No Charge

Historical Changes in the last five years Historical Changes in the last five years

Calculate AB602 distribution Run AB602 revenue projections (5x a year)

Distribute AB602 revenue to LEAs Review and audit SELPA provided student counts These counts have expanded

Balance AB602 revenues to state exhibits     Unduplicated, severe, speech only

Track and balance SELPA-wide ADA Modeling for AB602 revenue allocation scenarios

Year-end closing entries and balancing Prepare OTT budgets for SELPA revenue calcs

Provide audit information Prepare Behavior Specialist budgets

Balance cash apportionment entries/accruals Report SELPA Table 8 allocations (IDEA grant)

Prepare IDEA grant reports Expanded reporting requirement Pull LEA Expenditure Detail for IDEA grants Requires expenditures by LEA-data collection

Calculate & process Del Norte payments Update SELPA LEA Chargeback Matrix

Payroll/Personnel- Provide support to districts in calculating

      SELPA Admin, OTT and BSA-30 employees     regional program reimbursements

Adminstration-motor pool - 12 fleet cars Expanded OTT & BSA support

Process inter-district transfers Expanded OTT & BSA support Follow-up telephone calls to LEAs not returning Expanded OTT & BSA support-

  data requests and/or inter-district transfers

Attend Special Education Council Policy Meetings

  as fiscal support-Dir. Fiscal Services

Prepare and present information to the SELPA

 Policy Council educating members on the funding

 formula, MOE, etc

Meetings with SELPA Director

Problem resolution

Breakdown of Support Included in Indirect and Support Provided at No Charge for SELPA Programs Funded Under Mental Health Funding:

Support Provided at No Charge

Historical Changes in the last five years Historical Changes in the last five years

Final report review and submission With the addition of direct support Modeling for TLC & BLC classes

  this reporting is now more Assist districts in year-end closing entries

  streamlined

Final year-end closing entries

Provide audit information

Payroll/Personnel-

      SELPA Admin, OTT and BSA-10 employees

Adminstration-motor pool - 3 fleet cars

Process inter-district transfers

Process inter-district transfers

Support Provided Under Indirect

Support Provided Under Indirect



APPENDIX C 
Special Education Percentages SELPA Wide 

 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8a 9a 8b 9b 10

ADA by LEA 

delineating 

Charters

Total ADA by 

LEA 

*2017/18 

Projected P2 

ADA

% of ADA by 

LEA (SELPA-

wide)

Pupil Count by 

DOR (COE 

count returned 

to LEA)

% of Pupil 

Count by 

DOR

Pupil Count by 

DOS 

(inlcuding 

COE)

% of Pupil Count by 

DOS (SELPA-wide) 

SH Pupil 

Count by LEA 

(SEIS 

Identified)

% of SH pupil 

by LEA (SEIS 

Identified) 

AB602 SH 

Count by LEA 

(submissions 

for funding)

% of AB602 

SH Count by 

LEA (SELPA-

Wide)

SCIAs by 

LEA 

(submissions 

for funding 

using FTE%)

Arcata 484.68           1,026.68         4.78% 210 4.60% 192 4.20% 4 1.76% 7 2.44% 5

Charters 542.00           

Northern Humboldt Union High 1,407.73         1,611.73         7.51% 368 8.06% 359 7.86% 28 12.33% 38 13.24% 20

Six Rivers Charter 85.00             

Laurel Tree Charter 119.00           

Big Lagoon Union 16.15             16.15             0.08% 4 0.09% 4 0.09%

Blue Lake Union 172.60           172.60           0.80% 61 1.34% 58 1.27% 6 2.64% 3 1.05% 3

Bridgeville 24.03             24.03             0.11% 8 0.18% 7 0.15% 0.00% 1 0.35% 2

Cuddeback Union 135.00           135.00           0.63% 18 0.39% 16 0.35%

Cutten 574.60           574.60           2.68% 86 1.88% 66 1.45% 2 0.88% 1

Eureka Unified 3,574.93         3,763.93         17.53% 807 17.67% 676 14.80% 51 22.47% 45 15.68% 40

Pacific View Charter 189.00           

Ferndale Unified 475.06           475.06           2.21% 106 2.32% 99 2.17% 5 2.20% 4 1.39% 6

Fieldbrook 143.00           143.00           0.67% 20 0.44% 20 0.44%

Fortuna Elementary 1,079.62         1,295.25         6.03% 392 8.58% 332 7.27% 13 5.73% 19 6.62% 15

Redwood Prep Charter 215.63           

Fortuna Union High 1,020.66         1,020.66         4.75% 190 4.16% 163 3.57% 13 5.73% 5 1.74% 10

Freshwater 288.00           338.88           1.58% 43 0.94% 39 0.85% 1 0.44% 5 1.74% 5

Freshwater Middle Charter 50.88             

Garfield 59.00             59.00             0.27% 22 0.48% 22 0.48%

Green Point 13.30             13.30             0.06% 3 0.07% 3 0.07%

Hydesville 183.00           183.00           0.85% 27 0.59% 27 0.59%

Jacoby Creek 445.68           445.68           2.08% 57 1.25% 52 1.14% 3 1.32% 2 0.70% 2

Klamath-Trinity Unified 888.04           888.04           4.14% 220 4.82% 209 4.58% 5 2.20% 13 4.53% 11

Kneeland 14.25             14.25             0.07% 6 0.13% 6 0.13% 3

Loleta 96.93             96.93             0.45% 79 1.73% 75 1.64% 1 0.44% 9 3.14%

Maple Creek 7.00               7.00               0.03% 2 0.04% 2 0.04%

Mattole Unified 49.00             726.00           3.38% 99 2.17% 99 2.17%

Mattole Valley Charter 677.00           

McKinleyville Union 1,115.62         1,115.62         5.20% 293 6.42% 251 5.50% 10 4.41% 27 9.41% 15

Orick 16.15             16.15             0.08% 3 0.07% 3 0.07%

Pacific Union 518.94           559.94           2.61% 105 2.30% 88 1.93% 7 2.44% 4

Trillium Charter 41.00             

Peninsula Union 31.40             31.40             0.15% 13 0.28% 13 0.28%

Rio Dell 317.76           317.76           1.48% 73 1.60% 64 1.40% 4 1.39% 4

Scotia Union 181.42           181.42           0.85% 37 0.81% 34 0.74% 3 1.05% 3

South Bay Union (Including Charters) 413.26           919.51           4.28% 159 3.48% 147 3.22% 9 3.96% 6 2.09% 5

South Bay Middle Charter 52.25             

Aldergrove Charter 454.00           

Southern Humboldt Unified 720.04           720.04           3.35% 101 2.21% 98 2.15% 6 2.64% 6 2.09% 6

Trinidad Union 192.00           192.00           0.89% 32 0.70% 32 0.70% 1 0.35% 1

Del Norte - District 3,453.00         4,034.00         18.79% 810 17.74% 810 17.74% 70 30.84% 82 28.57% 29

 Del Norte COE Operated 39.00             

Del Norte -Charters 542.00           

Humboldt County Schools - Charters (NPA) 193.00           348.25           1.62% 113 2.47% 501 10.97%

Humboldt County Schools - Court/Comm 155.25           

21,466.86       21,466.86       100.00% 4567 100.00% 4567 100.00% 227 100.00% 287 100.00% 190

LEA & COEs



 

APPENDIX D 
2017-18 (HCOE) Special Education Revenue and Program Reimbursement Projections 

 

 
 

 

SELPA: CODE:

A 2016-2017 State Apportionments

1 Prior Year Base

(Prior Year (PY) SELPA, Section 1: Line D; CDE PY Sec B: Line B-6 Base Ent) 10,603,046$                

2 COLA Per K-12 ADA (PY SELPA, Section 2: Line D; CDE PY Sec C:Line C-3) 0

3 Growth (PY SELPA; Section 4, Line E or G; CDE PY Sec D; Line D-6 Growth Appt) 65,924

4 Total 2016-2017 State Apportionment (Sum of Lines A1 to A3) 10,668,970                  

B 2016-2017. Funded K-12 ADA (PY Section 4; Line A-5:CDE PY Line A-5 PY Funded) 21,465.36                     

C 2017-2018 Base Rate per ADA (Line A4 divided by Line B) 497.03                          

D 2017-2018 Rate Per ADA Entitlement  

(Line B multiplied by Line C) 10,668,971                  

E 2017-2018 Deductions

1 Rate Per ADA Apportionment Proration Factor 0.970000

2 2017-2018 Per ADA State Aid (Line D times line E1) 10,348,902

3 County Office Property Taxes 800,517                        

4 2017-2018 Deficited Per ADA State Aid 9,548,385$                  

A 2017-2018 Increase Per K-12 ADA* (funds COLA on State revenues only)

  8.3100$                        

B 2017-2018 Apportionment Before Proration (Section 4:Line A5 x Line A) 178,120$                      

C Proration Factor -              

D Increase Per K-12 ADA Apportionment (Line B x Line C) 178,120$                      

A SELPA Federal IDEA Adjustment for Sequestration -  No Reduction Anticipated 0.00%

B SELPA Prior Year IDEA (Prior Year Section 3: Line 2) 4,162,774$                  

C SELPA Total Reduction -$                                   

D SELPA Projected Federal IDEA Grant (Section 3, line B minus Line C) 4,162,774$                  

A Growth ADA

1 2017-2018 Total K-12 ADA 21,434.26

2 2016-2017 Total K-12 ADA 21,434.46

3 2015-2016 Total K-12 ADA 21,341.60

4 2016-2017 Funded K-12 ADA (Greater of Lines A2 and A3) 21,434.46

5 2017-2018 Funded K12 ADA (Greater of Lines A1 and A2) 21,434.46

6 Growth ADA (Line 5 minus Line A4, If negative enter 0) 0

B Statewide Average Target Rate + COLA 540.99$                        

C Growth Before Proration (Line A6 x Line B) -$                               

D Growth Proration Factor 1.0000000000            

E Growth Apportionment (Line C x Line D) -$                               

F Decline in Funded ADA (If Line A5 minus Line A4 is negative) 0

F1 Rate per Decline in ADA (2016-17 SELPA Exhibit Section 1:Line C) 502.08

G Declining ADA Adjustment (Line F x Line F1) -$                               

2017-2018 STATE SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDING EXHIBIT-Adjusted for DIS Proposed Change

SECTION 1 - SELPA RATE PER K-12 ADA - E.C. 56836.10

SECTION 2 - Increase in Funding Per K-12 ADA

SECTION 3 - Sequestration Calculation

SECTION 4 - GROWTH - E.C. 56836.15 (b)



43 

 

 
 

A 2017-2018 Apportionments

1 Amount per K-12 ADA (From Section 1:Line E4) 9,548,385$                  

2 Increase per K-12 ADA (From Section 2:Line D) 178,120$                      

3 Growth (From Section 4:Line G) -$                                   

4 Subtotal Apportionments (Sum Line A1:Line A3) 9,726,505$                  

B Total State Apportionment (Line A4) 9,726,505$                  

SECTION 6 - SELPA DISTRIBUTION RATES

A 1 Amount per K-12 ADA (From Section 1:Line E4) 9,548,385$                  

2 COLA per K-12 ADA (From Section 2:Line D) 178,120$                      

3 Growth (From Section 4:Line G) -$                                   

4 Federal IDEA (From Section 3:Line D) 4,162,774$                  

5 County Office Special Education Property Taxes (Section 1:Line E3) 800,517$                      

6 Total SELPA Apportionment (Line A1 thru A5) 14,689,796$                
B 2017-2018Projected SELPA-WIDE Program Budgets 

1 Deaf and Hard of Hearing 222,850$                      

2 Orthopedically Impaired 130,335$                      

3 Visually Impaired 261,928$                      

4 Augmentative Communication and Assistive Technology - Itinerant Services 121,642$                      

5 Juvenile Court Schools (based on base grant + COLA) 50,474$                        

6 Adaptive P.E. Services 25,057$                  

7 SELPA Administration 510,966$                

8 Total SELPA-WIDE Programs (Lines B1 thru B7) 1,323,252$                  
C 2017-2018 SELPA-Wide Severe Entitlement

1 SELPA-Wide Severe Entitlement (20.34% of Section 6:LineA6) 2,987,904$                  

2 Number of Severe Students - Based on October 2017 370.00

3 Severe Rate Per Student (C1 divided by C2) 8,075.42$                     

D 2017-2018 SELPA Rate per ADA for Distribution ( 20%)

1 Apportionment for Distribution by ADA ((Line A6 - (Line B8 + C1)x.20) 2,075,728$                  

2 2017-2018 SELPA ADA for Distribution (Supplemental ADA Calculation) 21,434.46

3 2017-2018 Rate per ADA (Line D1 divided by Line D2) 96.8407$                      
E 2016-17 Speech Only Allocation

1 SELPA Apportionment Available for Distribution (Line A6 - (Line B8+C1 +D1)) 8,302,912$                  

2 December 2016 Unduplicated 3,698                             

3 Per Unduplicated Funding (E1 dvd by E2) 2,245.24$                     

4 Speech Only Rate (80%) 1,796.19$                     

5 December, 2016 SELPA DIS Count for Distribution 550                                

6 Speech Only Rate per Unduplicated 1,796.19$                     

7 2017-2018 Allocation for DIS Only (E6 x E7) 987,905$                      

F 2017-2018 SELPA Rate per Unduplicated count net of Speech Only for Distribution 

1 2015-16 Allocation for RSP/SDC Count (E1 - E7) 7,315,007$                  

2 December, 2016 SELPA RSP/SDC Count for Distribution 3,148                             

3 2017-2018 Rate per Unduplicated (Line F1 divided by Line F3) 2,323.70$                     
G 2017-2018 Del Norte Apportionment

Severe Entitlement

1 Severe Students 67.00

2 Rate per Student (line C3) 8,075.42$                     

3 Severe Entitlement (line G1 x G2) 541,053$                      

SECTION 5 - STATE APPORTIONMENT SUMMARY



 

 

 
 

ADA Entitlement

4 Rate per ADA (Line D3) 96.8407$                      

5 Del Norte County ADA Included in Line D2 4,018.10

6 ADA Entitlement (line G4 x G5) 389,116$                      

Modified Unduplicated Count Entitlement

7 Rate Per Modified Unduplicated Count (Line F3) 2,323.70$                     

8 Del Norte County Unduplicated Count for RSP/SDC 532

9 Modified Unduplicated Count Entitlement (Line G7 x G8) 1,236,208$                  

DIS Unduplicated Count Entitlement

10 Rate Per DIS Count (Line E6) 1,796.19$                     

11 Del Norte County DIS Count 121

12 DIS Count Entitlement 217,339$                      

Total Del Norte Entitlement  (Line G3 + G6 + G9 + G12) 2,383,716$                  

H 2017-2018 Humboldt County Apportionment 

1 SELPA Unduplicated Apportionment Available for Distribution RSP/SDC (Line F1) 7,315,007$                  

2 Del Norte Base Apportionment-Unduplicated (Line G9) 1,236,208$             

3 Humboldt County Apportionment (Line H1 - Line H2) 6,078,799$             

SECTION 6 - SELPA DISTRIBUTION RATES  (cont.)

I 2017-2018 Humboldt County-Wide Program Budgets

1 Autistic Preschool Class ((H3 + K3)*3.12 %) 213,700$                

2 Behavior Specialist 146,352$                

3 Total County-Wide Program Budgets (Lines I1 thru I2) 360,052$                

J 2017-2018 Humboldt County-Severe Entitlement

1 Selpa-wide Severe Entitlement (line C1) 2,987,904$             

2 Del-Norte Severe Entitlement (line G3) 541,053$                

3 Humboldt County Severe Apportionment (Line J1 - Line J2) 2,446,851$             

K 2017-2018 Humboldt County-DIS Entitlement

1 SELPA Unduplicated DIS Apportionment Available for Distribution (Line E7) 987,905$                

2 Del Norte DIS Apportionment (Line G12) 217,339$                

3 Humboldt County Apportionment (Line K1 - Line K2) 770,566$                

L 2017-2018 Rate Per Unduplicated for Distribution to Humboldt County School Districts

1 Humboldt County Apportionment (Line H3) 6,078,799$             

2 Total County-Wide Program Budgets (Line J3) 360,052$                

3 Humboldt County Apportionment Available for Distribution (Line L1 - Line L2 ) 5,718,747$             

4 Humboldt County Unduplicated RSP/SDC Included in Line E2 2,616

5 2017-2018 Rate per Unduplicated Count (Line L3 divided by Line L4) 2,186.07$               



 

Breakdown of 2017-2018 Special Education Revenues 

Based on a Combined Allocation of Severe, Off the Top, ADA, Modified Unduplicated Count For DIS and RSP/SDC 2017-18

Prepared by:  Humboldt County Office of Education

02/01/18  

Projected Combined SELPA Federal 2017-2018

2017-18 December 2017-18 SELPA Rate/Undupl. Ct. SELPA 

2017-18 Severe 2016 2016-17 Base 2017-2018 4,162,774 State and

School District Severe Allocation @ Unduplicated Speech SELPA Allocation Allocation 3,698 Local Funding

Students by $8,075.42 Pupil DIS Only Undup Rate per Unduplicated ADA Based on Rate for Federal, 1,125.6825 Distribution

District of Per Student Count Count Allocation Count Unduplicated Allocation (prior year Per ADA State & Local Resource:   3310 Resource:  6500

Service Rate: guarantee) Rate: SELPA Revenue Object:         8181 Object:       8792

$1,796.19 $96.8407  ( c x Federal rate)* (k - l)

( a ) ( b ) ( c ) ( d ) ( e ) (f) (g ) ( h ) ( i ) ( j ) (k ) ( l ) (m )

Arcata 4.50 36,339 158 33 59,274 125 2,186.07 273,258 1,005.32 97,356 466,227 177,858 288,369

Northern Humboldt Union High 33.25 268,508 289 1 1,796 288 2,186.07 629,587 1,466.74 142,040 1,041,931 325,322 716,609

  Laurel Tree Charter 0.00 0 34 7 12,573 27 2,186.07 59,024 118.98 11,522 83,119 38,273 44,846

Big Lagoon Union 0.00 0 5 1 1,796 4 2,186.07 8,744 16.13 1,562 12,102 5,628 6,474

Blue Lake Union 2.75 22,207 52 13 23,350 39 2,186.07 85,257 158.49 15,348 146,162 58,535 87,627

Bridgeville 2.00 16,151 9 0 0 9 2,186.07 19,675 21.16 2,049 37,875 10,131 27,744

Cuddeback Union 0.00 0 14 5 8,981 9 2,186.07 19,675 127.47 12,344 41,000 15,760 25,240

Cutten 0.50 4,038 60 15 26,943 45 2,186.07 98,373 593.99 57,522 186,876 67,541 119,335

Eureka Unified 36.00 290,715 571 86 154,474 485 2,186.07 1,060,242 3,539.28 342,746 1,848,177 642,765 1,205,412

    Pacific View Charter 0.00 0 18 2 3,592 16 2,186.07 34,977 199.19 19,290 57,859 20,262 37,597

Ferndale Unified 4.00 32,302 78 18 32,331 60 2,186.07 131,164 482.72 46,747 242,544 87,803 154,741

Fieldbrook 0.00 0 16 9 16,166 7 2,186.07 15,302 139.70 13,529 44,997 18,011 26,986

Fortuna Elementary 18.75 151,414 237 41 73,644 196 2,186.07 428,469 1,092.93 105,840 759,367 266,787 492,580

    Redwood Prepartory Charter 0.00 0 23 8 14,370 15 2,186.07 32,791 219.85 21,290 68,451 25,891 42,560

Fortuna Union High 5.00 40,377 156 0 0 156 2,186.07 341,026 1,021.39 98,912 480,315 175,606 304,709

Freshwater 3.75 30,283 26 4 7,185 22 2,186.07 48,093 329.65 31,924 117,485 29,268 88,217

Garfield 0.00 0 18 11 19,758 7 2,186.07 15,302 65.78 6,370 41,430 20,262 21,168

Green Point 0.00 0 3 0 0 3 2,186.07 6,558 10.13 981 7,539 3,377 4,162

Hydesville 0.00 0 21 10 17,962 11 2,186.07 24,047 185.57 17,971 59,980 23,639 36,341

Jacoby Creek 1.50 12,113 43 19 34,128 24 2,186.07 52,466 435.77 42,200 140,907 48,404 92,503

Klamath-Trinity Unified 10.50 84,792 166 8 14,370 158 2,186.07 345,399 931.04 90,163 534,724 186,863 347,861

Kneeland 0.00 0 6 2 3,592 4 2,186.07 8,744 26.25 2,542 14,878 6,754 8,124

Loleta Union 5.50 44,415 35 2 3,592 33 2,186.07 72,140 97.88 9,479 129,626 39,399 90,227

Maple Creek 0.00 0 2 1 1,796 1 2,186.07 2,186 9.52 922 4,904 2,251 2,653

Mattole Unified 0.00 0 77 11 19,758 66 2,186.07 144,280 720.09 69,734 233,772 86,678 147,094

Mc Kinleyville Union 21.75 175,640 208 44 79,032 164 2,186.07 358,515 1,086.10 105,179 718,366 234,142 484,224

Orick 0.00 0 2 0 0 2 2,186.07 4,372 16.14 1,563 5,935 2,251 3,684

Pacific Union 7.00 56,528 75 17 30,535 58 2,186.07 126,792 542.89 52,574 266,429 84,426 182,003

Peninsula Union 0.00 0 12 2 3,592 10 2,186.07 21,861 30.55 2,958 28,411 13,508 14,903

Rio Dell 3.50 28,264 67 15 26,943 52 2,186.07 113,675 316.60 30,660 199,542 75,421 124,121

Scotia Union 3.00 24,226 30 8 14,370 22 2,186.07 48,093 196.38 19,018 105,707 33,770 71,937

South Bay Union 4.50 36,339 71 9 16,166 62 2,186.07 135,536 463.34 44,870 232,911 79,923 152,988

    Alder Grove Charter School 0.00 0 40 8 14,370 32 2,186.07 69,954 434.46 42,073 126,397 45,027 81,370

Southern Humboldt Unified 5.00 40,377 70 6 10,777 64 2,186.07 139,908 688.80 66,704 257,766 78,798 178,968

Trinidad Union 0.50 4,038 28 13 23,350 15 2,186.07 32,791 186.09 18,021 78,200 31,519 46,681

County Schools-Spl Ed 129.75 1,047,785 278 0 0 278 2,186.07 607,726 98.04 9,495 1,665,006 312,943 1,352,063

    County Charter 0.00 0 1 0 0 1 2,186.07 2,186 187.25 18,133 20,319 1,126 19,193

County Schools-Court/Comm 0.00 0 46 0 0 46 2,186.07 100,559 154.70 14,981 115,540 51,781 63,759

Del Norte 67.00 541,053 653 121 217,339 532 2,323.70 1,236,208 4,018.10 389,116 2,383,716 735,071 1,648,645

370.00 2,987,904 3,698 550 987,905 3,148 6,954,955 21,434.46 2,075,728 13,006,492 4,162,774 8,843,718

Based on December, 2016 Unduplicated Count



 
 

HUMBOLDT COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION

2017-18 SPECIAL EDUCATION PROJECTED PROGRAM REIMBURSEMENT 

PREPARED: 2/1/2018  

 

 

GRP1 GRP3 GRP4 TOTAL

PROGRAM SEVERE INFANT PRESCHOOL TO ALL

CLASS  DISTRICTS

REVENUE $1,266,102 $574,474 $500,700 $2,341,276

TRANSFER - SUPPORT $0 $135,000 $0 $135,000

CARRYOVER $5,931 $0 $0 $5,931

TOTAL REVENUE $1,272,033 $709,474 $500,700 $2,482,207

EXPENSE $5,476,223 $704,091 $1,580,771 $7,761,085

CARRYOVER $2,000 $0 $0 $2,000

  

BALANCE ($4,206,190) $5,383 ($1,080,071) ($5,286,261)

TRANSFER $0 $0 $0 $0

ADJ. BALANCE ($4,206,190) $5,383 ($1,080,071) ($5,286,261)

DIST. METHOD PUPIL

SERVED

COUNT 125

DAYS 200

DIST. AMOUNT/STUDENT ($33,649.52)  

DIST. AMT/DAY OR CBED ($168.25)



 

 

---------------------------------------------------- -------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- -------------

| | |

SCHOOL | SUMMER REGULAR | SUMMER Extended | SEPTEMBER | OCTOBER

DISTRICT | TOT # OF DAYS 19 | TOT # OF DAYS 0 | TOT # OF DAYS 19 | TOT # OF DAYS 20

OF RESIDENCE |   |  |   |   

|SEVERE Edd SEVERE EDD | SEVERE SEVERE EDD | SEVERE EDD SEVERE EDD | SEVERE EDD SEVERE EDD

| ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- -------------

| ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS | ENR. DAYS DAYS | ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS | ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS

| | | |

| | | |

---------------------------------------------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- -------------

ARCATA | 5 0 95 0 | 0 0 0 | 8.5 0 161.5 0 | 9.5 0 190 0

NORTHERN HUMBOLDT | 3 0 57 0 | 0 0 0 | 3 0 57 0 | 3 0 60 0

  Laurel Tree Charter 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

BIG LAGOON UNION | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

BLUE LAKE UNION | 1 0 19 0 | 0 0 0 | 2 0 38 0 | 2 0 40 0

BRIDGEVILLE | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

CUDDEBACK UNION | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

CUTTEN | 5 0 95 0 | 0 0 0 | 3 0 57 0 | 3 0 60 0

EUREKA UNIFIED | 42 0 798 0 | 0 0 0 | 50.5 0 959.5 0 | 50.5 0 1010 0

  Pacific View Charter 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0

FERNDALE UNIFIED | 3 0 57 0 | 0 0 0 | 3 0 57 0 | 3 0 60 0

FIELDBROOK | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

FORTUNA ELEMENTARY | 15 0 285 0 | 0 0 0 | 20 0 380 0 | 21 0 420 0

   Redwood Preparatory Charter 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

FORTUNA UNION HIGH | 6 0 114 0 | 0 0 0 | 15 0 285 0 | 15 0 300 0

FRESHWATER | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 1 0 19 0 | 1 0 20 0

GARFIELD | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

GREENPOINT | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

HYDESVILLE | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

HUMBOLDT COUNTY OFFICE OF ED| 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

JACOBY CREEK | 2 0 38 0 | 0 0 0 | 4 0 76 0 | 4 0 80 0

KLAMATH TRINITY UNIFIED | 1 0 19 0 | 0 0 0 | 1 0 19 0 | 1 0 20 0

KNEELAND | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

LOLETA UNION | 1 0 19 0 | 0 0 0 | 1 0 19 0 | 1 0 20 0

MAPLE CREEK | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

MATTOLE UNIFIED | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

MCKINLEYVILLE UNION | 11 0 209 0 | 0 0 0 | 13 0 247 0 | 13 0 260 0

ORICK | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

PACIFIC UNION | 3 0 57 0 | 0 0 0 | 1 0 19 0 | 1 0 20 0

PENINSULA UNION | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

RIO DELL | 2 0 38 0 | 0 0 0 | 3 0 57 0 | 3 0 60 0

SCOTIA UNION | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

SOUTH BAY UNION | 4 0 76 0 | 0 0 0 | 4 0 76 0 | 4 0 80 0

  Alder Grove Charter 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 | 0 0

SOUTHERN HUMBOLDT UNIFIED | 1 0 19 0 | 0 0 0 | 1 0 19 0 | 1 0 20 0

TRINIDAD UNION | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

| | | |

TOTAL | 105 0 1995 0 | 0 0 0 | 134 0 2546 0 | 136 0 2720 0

---------------------------------------------------- -------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- -------------



 

 

------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- -------------

| | |

NOVEMBER | DECEMBER | JANUARY | FEBRUARY

TOT # OF DAYS 19 | TOT # OF DAYS 15 | TOT # OF DAYS 18 | TOT # OF DAYS 15

  |   |   |   

SEVERE EDD SEVERE EDD | SEVERE EDD SEVERE EDD | SEVERE EDD SEVERE EDD | SEVERE EDD SEVERE EDD

------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- -------------

ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS | ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS | ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS | ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS

| | |

| | |

------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- -------------

6.5 0 123.5 0 | 6.5 0 97.5 0 | 6.5 0 117 0 | 6.5 0 97.5 0

3 0 57 0 | 3 0 45 0 | 3 0 54 0 | 3 0 45 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

2 0 38 0 | 2 0 30 0 | 2 0 36 0 | 2 0 30 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

3 0 57 0 | 3 0 45 0 | 3 0 54 0 | 3 0 45 0

50.5 0 959.5 0 | 51.5 0 772.5 0 | 50 0 900 0 | 50 0 750 0

0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0

2 0 38 0 | 2 0 30 0 | 2 0 36 0 | 2 0 30 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

23 0 437 0 | 22 0 330 0 | 22 0 396 0 | 22 0 330 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

15 0 285 0 | 14 0 210 0 | 14 0 252 0 | 14 0 210 0

1 0 19 0 | 1 0 15 0 | 1 0 18 0 | 1 0 15 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

4 0 76 0 | 4 0 60 0 | 4 0 72 0 | 4 0 60 0

1 0 19 0 | 1 0 15 0 | 1 0 18 0 | 1 0 15 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

1 0 19 0 | 1 0 15 0 | 1 0 18 0 | 1 0 15 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

13 0 247 0 | 13 0 195 0 | 12.5 0 225 0 | 12.5 0 187.5 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

1 0 19 0 | 1 0 15 0 | 1 0 18 0 | 1 0 15 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

3 0 57 0 | 3 0 45 0 | 3 0 54 0 | 3 0 45 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

4 0 76 0 | 4 0 60 0 | 4 0 72 0 | 4 0 60 0

0 0 | 0 0 | 0 0 | 0 0

1 0 19 0 | 1 0 15 0 | 1 0 18 0 | 1 0 15 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0

| | |

134 0 2546 0 | 133 0 1995 0 | 131 0 2358 0 | 131 0 1965 0



 

 
 

| | | | | |

MARCH | APRIL | MAY | JUNE | | | SEVERE

TOT # OF DAYS 20 | TOT # OF DAYS 15 | TOT # OF DAYS 20 | TOT # OF DAYS 19 | Prior Year |  |  $4,206,190

  |   |   |   | K- 8 CALPADS | | K- 8 CBEDS

SEVERE EDD SEVERE EDD | SEVERE EDD SEVERE EDD | SEVERE EDD SEVERE EDD | SEVERE EDD SEVERE EDD | | SEVERE |  

------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ----------------------- | ----------------- | ------------------

ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS | ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS | ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS | ENR. ENR. DAYS DAYS | | % OF | % OF 

| | | | | TOTAL | TOTAL

| | | | | DAYS | DAYS

------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- | ----------------------- | ----------------- | ------------------

6.5 0 130 0 | 6.5 0 97.5 0 | 6.5 0 130 0 | 6.5 0 123.5 0 | 1,062 | 0.0528 | 0.0816 222,047

3 0 60 0 | 3 0 45 0 | 3 0 60 0 | 3 0 57 0 | 0 | 0.0231 | 0.0000 97,258

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 86 | 0.0000 | 0.0066 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 18 | 0.0000 | 0.0014 0

2 0 40 0 | 2 0 30 0 | 2 0 40 0 | 2 0 38 0 | 167 | 0.0147 | 0.0128 61,743

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 25 | 0.0000 | 0.0019 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 133 | 0.0000 | 0.0102 0

3 0 60 0 | 3 0 45 0 | 3 0 60 0 | 3 0 57 0 | 622 | 0.0246 | 0.0478 103,448

50 0 1000 0 | 50 0 750 0 | 50 0 1000 0 | 50 0 950 0 | 2,547 | 0.3815 | 0.1957 1,604,590

0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 | 145 | 0.0000 | 0.0111 0

2 0 40 0 | 2 0 30 0 | 2 0 40 0 | 2 0 38 0 | 360 | 0.0177 | 0.0277 74,287

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 146 | 0.0000 | 0.0112 0

22 0 440 0 | 22 0 330 0 | 22 0 440 0 | 22 0 418 0 | 1,156 | 0.1629 | 0.0888 685,202

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 221 | 0.0000 | 0.0170 0

14 0 280 0 | 14 0 210 0 | 14 0 280 0 | 14 0 266 0 | 0 | 0.1043 | 0.0000 438,555

1 0 20 0 | 1 0 15 0 | 1 0 20 0 | 1 0 19 0 | 342 | 0.0070 | 0.0263 29,324

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 69 | 0.0000 | 0.0053 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 11 | 0.0000 | 0.0008 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 196 | 0.0000 | 0.0151 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0

4 0 80 0 | 4 0 60 0 | 4 0 80 0 | 4 0 76 0 | 455 | 0.0294 | 0.0350 123,486

1 0 20 0 | 1 0 15 0 | 1 0 20 0 | 1 0 19 0 | 761 | 0.0077 | 0.0585 32,419

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 29 | 0.0000 | 0.0022 0

1 0 20 0 | 1 0 15 0 | 1 0 20 0 | 1 0 19 0 | 105 | 0.0077 | 0.0081 32,419

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 12 | 0.0000 | 0.0009 0

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 525 | 0.0000 | 0.0403 0

12.5 0 250 0 | 12.5 0 187.5 0 | 12.5 0 250 0 | 12.5 0 237.5 0 | 1,152 | 0.0967 | 0.0885 406,544

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 14 | 0.0000 | 0.0011 0

1 0 20 0 | 1 0 15 0 | 1 0 20 0 | 1 0 19 0 | 569 | 0.0092 | 0.0437 38,610

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 36 | 0.0000 | 0.0028 0

3 0 60 0 | 3 0 45 0 | 3 0 60 0 | 3 0 57 0 | 332 | 0.0224 | 0.0255 94,162

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 211 | 0.0000 | 0.0162 0

4 0 80 0 | 4 0 60 0 | 4 0 80 0 | 4 0 76 0 | 485 | 0.0308 | 0.0373 129,677

0 0 | 0 0 | 0 0 | 0 0 | 266 | 0.0000 | 0.0204 0

1 0 20 0 | 1 0 15 0 | 1 0 20 0 | 1 0 19 0 | 563 | 0.0077 | 0.0433 32,419

0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 0 0 0 0 | 191 | 0.0000 | 0.0147 0

| | | | | |

131 0 2620 0 | 131 0 1965 0 | 131 0 2620 0 | 131 0 2489 0 | 13,012 | 1 | 1.0000 4,206,190

------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ------------- ------------- ------------- ------------- -- ----------------------- -- ----------------- -- ------------------ ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



 

 

 

  

  

Projected Projected Per Projected Projected Per  DISTRICT

K-8 CBEDS Enrollment Pupil Enrollment Enrollment Pupil Enrollment Total One on TOTAL

Allocation (based on Allocation (based on Allocation Preschool One Aides (Object 7142)

December Per Student December Per Student $1,080,071  

$137,782 2017 $11,345 2017 $2,378

enrollment) enrollment)

11,245 3 34,034 7 16,648 61,927 283,974

0 0 121,748 219,006

911 911 911

191 191 191

1,768 1 11,345 1 2,378 15,491 77,234

265 1 2,378 2,643 2,643

1,408 1,408 1,408

6,586 6 68,068 4 9,513 84,167 187,615

26,970 18 204,202 36 85,617 316,789 186,857 2,108,236

1,535  1,535 1,535

3,812 1 11,345 3 7,135 22,292 68,954 165,533

1,546 1,546 1,546

12,241 6 68,068 20 47,567 127,876 41,258 854,336

2,340 2,340 2,340

0 0 104,728 543,283

3,621 2 22,689 1 2,378 28,688 58,012

731 731 731

116 116 116

2,075 2,075 2,075

0 0 0

4,818 1 11,345 1 2,378 18,541 15,023 157,050

8,058 2 22,689 5 11,892 42,639 75,058

307 307 307

1,112 2 4,757 5,869 38,288

127 127 127

5,559 5,559 5,559

12,198 8 90,757 7 16,648 119,603 16,905 543,052

148 1 2,378 2,526 2,526

6,025 5 56,723 8 19,027 81,775 13,244 133,629

381 381 381

3,516 1 11,345 6 14,270 29,131 123,293

2,234 2 4,757 6,991 6,991

5,136 3 34,034 2 4,757 43,927 1,928 175,532

2,817 2,817 2,817

5,962 2 22,689 3 7,135 35,786 48,099 116,304

2,023 1 11,345 13,368 13,368

137,782 60 680,676 110 261,613 1,080,071 618,744 5,905,005

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------- ----------------------

Class Based Enrollment Itinerant Enrollment

PRE-SCHOOL
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APPENDIX E 
 

Out of Home Care Funding:  Response to Impact of CCR for Funding to SELPAs 
 

Overview and Historical Context 

 

Continuum of Care Reform efforts continue across the state and the anticipated positive effects for foster youth 

and youth involved in the juvenile justice system are within reach. Questions remain about congregate care 

settings becoming STRTPs, methods to ensure sufficient foster family homes, and whether appropriate 

educational services and placements are currently available near those homes.  There are additional issues that 

require further collaboration and decision making by key stakeholders. 

 

One issue that must be resolved is how educational funding for special education supports and services to youth in 

congregate care settings will be calculated and allocated for all youth who require out-of-home care services, 

whether or not they are foster youth/Probation youth.  Funding from AB114 targeted for the provision of 

educationally related mental health support services for students with IEPs, is limited to the provision of mental 

health cost components of a student’s IEP; educational costs are not allowed to be included in AB114 

reimbursement.  For Fiscal year 17-18, stabilized funding at 2015-2016 levels continued, but as implementation of 

CCR moves forward with increasing speed, significant shifts in the location and needs of youth in placements 

must be addressed. 

 

Historically, out-of-home care funding has been allocated to regional structures called Special Education Local 

Plan Areas (SELPAs). SELPAs provide a continuum of supports to students with special education needs, 

depending on the governance structure of the Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) that comprise their 

membership.  Funding is allocated at the SELPA level to ensure that all youth with special education needs who 

require out-of-home care are provided with appropriate educational supports and services to meet their needs.  

These youth include: foster youth, students with medical needs requiring placement in skilled nursing facilities or 

hospital settings, students with substantial cognitive and behavioral deficits that reside in group homes, and 

students who require out-of-home care for mental health and/or education needs.  The funding for services for all 

out-of-home youth, including foster and probation youth, was previously based on the Rate Classification Level 

system that focused on the level of supervision the location provided – See below for the Current Funding 

Formula allocation amounts that are calculated on a once per year basis.   These allocations resulted in a proxy 

system for providing annual funding for the bed capacity of congregate care settings, rather than a per pupil 

allocation.   

 

Recently, Department of Social Services crafted a new methodology as part of CCR - Level of Care 

determinations based on the needs of the foster and probation youth served.  Left out of CCR specifically are any 

youth who are not served by Department of Social Services as Foster Youth or probation involved youth. 

 

 
Group Home Severity 

Level 
2015–16 Rate per Bed 

Group Home Level 1 $599  

Group Home Level 2 $729  

Group Home Level 3 $1,713  

Group Home Level 4 $1,969  

Group Home Level 5 $2,227  
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Group Home Level 6 $2,484  

Group Home Level 7 $2,742  

Group Home Level 8 $2,997  

Group Home Level 9 $6,510  

Group Home Level 10 $7,024  

Group Home Level 11 $11,304  

Group Home Level 12 $16,100  

Group Home Level 13 $17,128  

Group Home Level 14 $23,979  

Facility Types 
2015–16 Rate per Facility 
Types 

Foster Family Home and 
Small Family Home 

$599  

Foster Family Agency $729  

Community Care Facility $2,997  

Intermediate Care Facility $11,304  

Skilled Nursing Facility $23,979  

 

Not all foster or probation youth are eligible for special education, but all must participate in an educational 

program.  Foster youth with special needs often have higher academic, mental and behavioral health needs than 

their same aged peers in the general education program.  Necessary programmatic supports can range from 

providing related services such as speech, to placement in intensive academic and therapeutic supported settings 

within public, non-public and residential treatment settings.  The resources required for targeted supports and 

services vary depending on the location within the State of California and on the intensity level of the program 

and the intensity of the student needs.  Most LEAs attempt to provide supports and services within their local 

school programs, but educational placements at non-public schools can range from $50k - $90k per student per 

year, and residential placement services can add an additional $100k- 200k per year to the cost of providing 

services to a youth with an IEP with intensive needs.   

 

SELPAs are now focused on finding an equitable resolution to the issue of funding for out-of-home care that 

provides resources for youth placed in a variety of settings who are not foster youth, and an appropriate level of 

support and resources to ensure that foster and probation youth returned to LEAs, or placed permanently within 

family home structures, can maintain permanency while being successful within their educational environment.  

Accomplishing these goals requires several things:  

 
1. Determination of appropriate funding for the educational services of all youth who require out-of-home care, 

regardless of their status as foster or probation youth, and  

2. Ensuring appropriate funding for educational services as youth transition from congregate care to local foster family 

homes.  

 

As the goals of CCR are implemented, foster youth will receive many needed services in their home setting, and 

the education system will respond to the needs of youth placed in their local regions.  As CCR continues, holding 

funding at historical levels begins to unravel as a strategy to adequately respond to the needs of students.  Youth 

placements have begun to shift, and as students with unique needs and challenges return to LEAs, there are 
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dramatic impacts seen at the local level due to the changing numbers of students, severity of youth needs and 

need for programs where previously limited programming existed. 
 

At a presentation to the Advisory Commission for Special Education, Ken Berrick, CEO of Seneca Family of 

Agencies, encouraged stakeholders to think about youth who require out-of-home care from the perspective of 

supporting the needs of youth and families to ensure success in the spheres of education and life.  The education 

system must have the resources and funding to create innovative and targeted programs to align continuum of care 

for educational and school success to complement permanency.  The new Level of Care concept of providing 

adequate support for youth based on needs highlights one way forward for funding to ensure appropriate 

education services and supports for all youth placed in out of home care settings. Hopefully, efforts between the 

Department of Finance, Department of Social Services, California Department of Education and SELPAs will be 

restarted to ensure appropriate and adequate funding remains intact for our most vulnerable students with 

disabilities.  As work on this task continues the outcomes of any funding mechanism need to be carefully 

considered and the goal should be to ensure equitable funding for quality programs and services. 

 

Proposal Framework and Assumptions 

 

In order to respond to the needs of students and LEAs in response to the systemic changes resulting from CCR for 

the foster and probation youth populations, SELPA convened a work group to identify funding assumptions and 

recommendations for consideration in future year allocations.  In order to align language and conceptual thinking, 

many components of the proposed model continue to utilize funding levels and ranges in use by community care 

licensing, DDS or DSS.  These levels may benefit from more careful analysis and adjustment in final 

configuration or in subsequent years, but they provide a common framework for a base proposal. 

 

The SELPA proposal utilizes historical funding mechanisms and incorporates new methods of targeting student 

needs and levels of care required to ensure foster and probation youth are moving towards permanency.  The 

proposal in its current format is comprised of three strands of funding allocation, and requires additional 

consideration of methodology to ensure appropriate resources are allocated to foster youth placed in family homes 

that require more extensive levels of educational, social, emotional and behavioral health supports. It is important 

to note that the proposal model utilizes all census data as a proxy for ensuring sufficient resources are allocated.  

The model does not reflect individual student enrollment resulting in specific funding for individual students.  The 

Census methodology allows a proxy for student enrollment, but each SELPA and LEA will continue to allocate 

funding based on the local determinations of member LEAs to ensure appropriate supports and services for all 

youth who are placed in out of home settings. 

The following graphic captures the CCR funding components that SELPA referenced when developing the 

proposal. 

Current Funding Rates for CCR

• LOC 1 & 2

• LOC 3

• LOC 4

• Therapeutic Foster Care

• Intensive Services 
Foster Care

• Wraparound

• STRTP – Short Term 
Residential Treatment 
Program

Base Rate according to Youth NEED Add on Rates for Required Service

Placement Change option for CRISIS
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For non-foster or probation youth, the SELPA Association recommends continuation of historical methods with 

minor adjustments to reflect rate increases and COLA. (Proposed Rate structure on attached Excel worksheet.) 
1. Fund group homes for youth placed under DDS, Regional Centers, private placements or other placement types, 

excluding foster and probation youth, utilizing the rate schedules released for those types of placements.   

2. Provide an annual allocation for these types of homes, using an annual census based on Bed Capacity.   

3. Provide Bed Capacity funding, with appropriate COLA, for any Medical facility (Intermediate Care Facility, 

Community Care Facility and Skilled Nursing Facility) using an annual census.   

4. Provide Cost of Living Increases to the OOHC allocation in alignment with any approved or projected increases 

for congregate care providers. 

For Foster or Probation youth, the SELPA Association recommends: 

 
1. Align base rates for Foster Family Homes, Single Family Homes and Foster Family Agency placements with the 

CCR rates crafted by DDS for providers. 

2. Provide COLA in alignment with any approved or projected increases for providers.   

3. For Congregate Care settings that transition to STRTP, or are in the approval process for becoming an STRTP, 

increase funding to match the provider rate.  A biannual census of students placed in these homes OR a 1.5 

allocation based on annual census to reflect alignment with CCR goals of short term placements.  

 

Pending Issues to Resolve 

This proposal requires additional considerations to capture the impact and needs of foster and probation youth 

who return from a higher level congregate care setting to a FFH, SFH, or FFA but who required Level of Care 4 

with medically necessary supplemental services.  Additionally, there are some specific recommendations to 

consider from the SELPA Association.  

  
1. Utilize CALPADS data submissions to calculate Foster and Probation youth enrollment if a biannual census is 

desired. Or use the higher of either P1 or P2 if annual census is desired. 

2. Consider a layered allocation for any youth who requires additional support services consistent with the LOC 

determinations (i.e. Therapeutic Foster Care, WRAP, Intensive Behavior Services, Intensive Services Foster Care, 

etc.) 

As with any funding model shift, there may be a need for a transitional period or a need to consider 

realignment of the proposed funding as CCR moves towards full implementation.  The aim would be to ensure 

sufficient resources are allocated to provide appropriate supports and services to youth previously placed in 

highest levels of congregate care who will now be working towards permanency in family home placements 

and at the local school level.  As youth are returned to the local level, there will be issues related to appropriate 

educational options, transportation and provision of appropriate school based supports to ensure successful 

permanency is maintained.  An LEA who previously received an allocation of over $23K to provide 

appropriate support services may be unable to adequately fund the supports and services if their allocation 

drops to an amount below $1000.  It is important for key stakeholders to acknowledge that there are unknowns 

that we will need to address in the future and that full funding of the needs of foster and probation youth is 

unlikely to be guaranteed.  An equitable compromise that provides LEAs, via SELPAs, the resources to 

provide high quality supports and services towards the shared goal of permanency for Foster Youth is of 

paramount importance. 

 

 

 

 


