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LW This Stem presents for Board actioff.a staff proposal to standardize the

- manner in which districts Calculate the noninstructional costs suppofted from
revenues generated by ADA in $pecial slassei offered for disabled

students. resent district procedures for these calculations vary
,

..

widely and s'itch variations appear to,have inequitable affeots on tha
statewide utilization'df categorical aid provided.by'the Legislature to
community colleges to meet.the special needs' of disabled.students.
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The i.tem provides a brief background on the Hindicapped.Student Programs

and SerVices (HSPS) ,provided in coMmunity colleges, notes areas of general

,controversy,.discusses the fiscal problems octastoned by categOriaT

. support of special c/asses which also gerieeate ADA and apportiOnment income,

and presents a staff recommendation for resolVing the problems.

The Budget and Finance Committee heard an infor'mational'presentation on',

this item at its June-25,1982 meeting. No testtmony was offered. In

August 1982, the Legislature.received a progress report on,this issue,

which had been requested.in supplemental Budget Act langume. .

Recommended'Action

The Budget, Finance, arid Legislation Committee should recommend that the

full Board endorse the attached, "Administrative Procedures,HSPS 83-1,"

fon implementation in the 1982-83 qscal year, beginning July 1, 1982.

full Board'actiori is recommeitcled for Frtday, Mardi 11. :
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Background
lo

Brief Description of HSPS

The present system for providing specialized clasSroomfinstruction and
suppoOlkwvices to disabled students in California's community colleges
was4esta shed by statute (AB 77 Lantdrman,IChapter .275) in 1976. The
Board of Governors adopted regulations pursuant to the statute in Title
5-of the'California Administrative Code (Sections 56000-56088) in 19/7.

Handicapped Student Programs,and Services (HVS) are.financed by the .

Direct Excess CoSt fund (DEC) established in statute (AB 77 of '1976 and
AB 267Q of 1970.; although'in recent years the appropriation levels for

,the fund have'been.determined through the annual'budgeract. On JUne 8,
1981, the.Board of GovernOrs adopted a formula mechanism and related /
policies to allocate the appropriation to districts under Title 5 provi-
sions which required such Board action (with the concurrence of the
Directcir of the Department of Rehabilitation):When district requests for
DEC funds exceeded the appropriated dollars, f

o

DEC flinds are allocated to.di&tricts to meet the addition al ,program. and
service expenses they incur which are the direct result of providing
specialized instruction and support to OilercoMe functional limitations
which otherWise*impede iheafull educational participation of disabled
students. For example, DEC funds suloport the additional costs of inter-
preters for the deaf, readers for the blind;'assessment for the learning
disabled, and wheelChair purchases and loanS for the mobility *Paired.
Additionally, DEC funds support the added costs of special classes
hawing lower student-instructor ratios, such as classes for the pre-
lingual deaf. More than,30 areas of programs and-serVices are offered
fo'r diSabled students by community colleges, including e variety of off- .

campus functions for the developmentally disabled (sUch.as'particiPation
in sheltered workshop or state hosOital programs). 4.

The scope.of commuq,ity collegArograms and services for 'the di§abled is
very diverse becaute the disabled-student population is.very diverse.
For example, in a study completed in 1986 by the Chancellor's Office-for -

the Legislature, it was found that community colleges served more than'
90% of the 41;000 disabled students-attending the three public postsec-
ondary education segments in California. Comparisons demonstrated that
where approximately 90% of the disabled ktudents attending the uc and.
CSU were physically impaired in 1979-80, only 54% of the community
college disabled students.were physically impaired. Also, where more
than one-third of Community college disabled students were learning
disabled, fewer than 4% of pc end CSU disabled students were learning
disabled.

Disabled student enrollments in California communitt) colleges have in-
crease6 from 39,000,in 1979-80 to over 47,000 in.1981-821 to 50,000 in
1982-83. In 1981.82, the Legislature provided approximately $18.2 .
million in the Direct Excess Cqst fund to support HSPS functions; the
t'ame amountlwas 'budgeted, with no.inflation.or growth adjustment,.for
1982-83. Staff estimates that there was approximately $11' million of
unmet need in'handicapped prbgrams for 1981-82 and $14 million in the
cerrent fiscal year,

%
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HSPg cbntroversies k

Progras and service's for the disabied in commUnity colleOs have frequently
been marked by a number of philosophical, programmattci and fiscal
controversies. For example, mission questions have tieen raised over
whether community colleges should continue serin4 the,substantially
handicapped, such as mentally retarded adults. Other questions have.
.been raised concerning equity when identifying and assessing learning.:
disabilities.

Differences of opinion allso exist.between those who fe.for continuing the
direct excess cost approachto funding disabled student programs and' .

,services and those-who would like to imPlement'alterhative approaches
which would fund only a specified,list of services% Additionally,
questionphave been raised conCerning tile real and imagfned existence of
fiscal incentives whlch gncourage colleges io offer special classes
primarily beCausethey generate ADA and revenue, rather than offering
such classes.for student:need and educational reasons.

-

Several of these andpther contKoversies appear to be lasting suchas
determining the apRropriate balance between full mainstreame8 class
attendance!versus special class,attendance for the disabled -- and are-
thus likely to reouire on-going,staff and field attention.. TpeChancellor's
staff ts also working toward recommending prudent resolutions to otlier

.conIroversies,,aMong theM the subject of this item: establishing unifoim

and equitable procedures for computing tbe*noninStruction41. cost to be
allowed foedistrics onrevenues generated by Special class ADA; t

. A

DiScussion of Special Class Indirect Rates

Thkee PrdblemS

The thancellor's Office 1980 study of Handicapped Student Programs and.
Serliices in California's community colleges demonstrated that statewide, ,

districts treat special class revenue and classrobm expenditure decisions
no differently from othe0 genei-al fund decisions. This is not surprjsing*,

because the general comMunity eollegq finance Mechanism providesfor .

local discretion when allocating ADA generated apportionments to high
and low cost instructional programs, as well as to other necessary
iristitutional support functions -- such as administration, student-
services, library services, maintenance operations, and so forth.. BY
convention in HSPS fiscal administration, support of these functions are

identified as the "noninstructional costs," and the Proportions of
revenues which fund them as the "noninstructional cost rates." 4

However, in gPitg of overall eonsiAency by districts i these local

allocation decisions (based upon statewide fiscal'data), three related
problems arise in.the case of special class ADA generated revenues:
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1. Individual districts employ different procedures'for calculating '61e.
.1 noninstructional cost rate few special class revenUes.. Data for 1980-, .

81 indicate, for examPle, that while the Statewjde average noninstruc-

. tional,cost rate'was 37%,when-adjusted for different ADA levels;
indivYdual distnict rates varied from 0% to 69,%% (See Table 1 for

-a cross-tabulated display showing district noninstructional coft rate
variations by variationsin the amount of special class ADA.)

Z. Special class expenditures are4eligible to receive additional support
frowthe HSPS direct excess cost fund. Such support is available only
.after reasonable,genpral fund support 'is exhausted. Howeyer, neitiler

current Title 5 regulations nor the enabling legislation establishes
a precise definition of reasonable general fund support

,

Absent such precision; thsere is a likelihood of inequitable use of
the total direct excess cost fund Which results from interdistrict
variation in computing their special class noninstructIonal cost
rate. For example; if a district deducts,from special class gen-
erated revenues a high noninstructionalkost rate before financing
the costs of the specidl .class instruction, so that the reMaining
revenues are inadequate,tp meet those costs, then the difference
could be met from fhe direct excess cost fund.

The pisoblem of equity seems apparent: noninstructtonaliost rate
°- differences for special claeses result in uneven delitnds on the .

excess cost fundl higher noninstructiopal cost rates Mty deplete
the HS,PS funds available to finance-the "excess cosfs for other
.speeial classes, and the costs of Many supportive services.

3. A further problem arises when the same district noninstructiohal
cost rate coMputation is applied to both cr.- and off-campus special
class generated revenues. District procedures -- though.the spedific

- mechanisms vary among districts --calculate the noninstructional
. cost rate as a percent of ADA generated income. For on-campus '

special classes, this is reasonable because the disabled etudents
who attend them also utilize ibraries, counsefors; classrooms, and
other college facilities and services. Yet off-campus disabled
students rprely, if ever, utilize on-campus functions-or faciMies.
Consequently, it seems reasonable that noninstructional'costraW
should be calculated as a percent of the off-campus program ex.7

c
e .pehdid6s, rather than as a percent of the revenues such peograms

generate.
.

These three problems have prompted controversies-concerning the fiscal .

.
integrity of the HSPS dfrect excess cost fund as i:t applies to special class

-eXpenditures. Although staff has found little, if any, evidence td support
contentions of program critics that districts have been "double-dipping,"

or otherwise misusing special class generated revenUes and the direct

,excess cost fund, ft seems clear that the foregoing problems at least
confound.the fiscal clarity of the.HSPS program, and that they will .

contijibe to prompt controversies if left unresolved.'
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Cross7Tab;ulated
Distribution Showini the Number of Districts Whith,Charged Selected'Ranges'

Noninstructional Cost Rates as Percents of Special Class Revenues, by the.Number
of! DistriCts Generating Selected Ranges of Special Class ADA, 1980781

D

Selected Range of Non-
instructional Cost

.Rates as Percents of

.Revenue

2

') - . .
. .

. Selected Ranges of Special ClassAEA . .
.

.

1 to 50 51 tot150 151 to 300 301 to- 450 451 to 600 6.01 to 750 .750 +
Total # of
Disfricts

f
otal

, 6 4
- 3.O 16.1

21% - 34 5 1 1 , ".i '
,I. 9 14.5

'31 % 40% 1-5

1

7 1 1

.

. 1

-
1 . 26 42.0.

41% - 504 5- ,

,

. 11 '''

.

__, 51% - 6o% 1 2 1

f
:

4

. 4

. .2
.--,

611% or moe 1 1

)
.

:

Tbtals . 33 17 5 2 1 1 3

,..-

% of State Total ° .53.2 27.4 8.1 3.2 1.6 1.6 49 //3-- , 100:o

4 i : .

Note: Npmber inteach cell represents the number of,districts which charged the applicable nbninstructional cost rate,
range, and-which generated the.4plicabie ADA range.
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More imporfant, however, ielhe impact of different district noninstruc-
1tional rate computations on the statewide.use of the HSPS dfrect excess
cost fund,'a matter that does raise a clear equity concern of statewide
significance.

Staff Propqsal to Standardize Nvinstructional Cost Rate Computation
.Procedures

,In response to the problems described above, the Chancellor directed staff .
to develop proposals for establishing administrative procedures Which
would equitably determine noninstructional cosf rates. These procedures
aredetailed below. They are the result of comments received statewide

.,during March and April'of 1982 from HSPS college specialjsts, busipess
ofticers, deans of instruction and student services, and others. -Subse-
quently, Chancellor's staff met with CPEC staff to.develop recOmended
supplementel'budget language which would require a repprt to theLegis7
lature On the proposed procedures. That report, based upon.the procedures

A 0 belotii, was submitted to the LeVislature in August 1982.

Staff proposes Board action endorsing the procedures which follow for
district.computation qf noninstructional cost rates ih 1982-83. Due to

wide circulation aod discussion of these procedures to date, staff anti-
cipates few, if anY, difffculties in district implementation this. yearN.

4r.
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. BOARD.OF GOVERNORS
CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE

.CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
.

ADMINISTRATIVE RROCEDURE NO. HSPS 83-1:
DETpiMINATION OF,NONINSTRUCTIONAL COSTS

.

Supplemental language.to the Budget at.of.1982 r e quires the Board of

Governors to develop uniform and equitable procedures for use Ely'com-

,munity college districts in computing noninstructional-cost,rates to

be charged against the ipporttonment income' (both General Statpapportion-

ment and property tax revenues) generated by ADA in on-campus and off-,

campus special classes or programs for the handicapped. The supplemental .7

language fUrther provides that "In no cage shall ."41oninstructiona] coW

rates exceed 50 percent on campus and 20'percent off campus for each

district." -

In compliance with the fOre (ng requirements, the Board of Governors.

'hereby establishes the fol owing procedures for determdning noninstruc- .

.tiona) costs for on.campu and off-campus special.classes and programs

- for the handicapped. -, '.

A) Definitions

1) Special Classes.or Programs

Special Classes or Programs, means prescribed special'instruc-

tion for students with specific educational needs. Such
A,

classes and programs may also be designed.;

-a) For severely disabled students who carinot initially

attend regular classes.

) lo.provide preparatory or supportive.instructiAon to

enable students to participate in regular activities.

2) On-Campus Special Class or Program ,

01,

An on-campus Special class or pro6ram is one that exfsts on

the physical grounds or within the actual boundaries of.the'home'

camPus or educational center.

Off-Campus Special Class or Program

An off-campus special class or program is one that exists' in

a facility:that-is not located on the home campus or eduCational

center. These programs or special classes'typitally exist fn

shelteeed workShops, day trainIng and activity centers; work

°activity.centrs, state hospitals, convalescent care fazilities,

nursiT hospitals, or other similar sites.
4

1

0



B) 'Rat& Computation

1) The determination of the noninstructional cost rate for the
current fiscal year for on-campus special,classes or programs
is based on tfie preceeding fiscal year's total noninipstructional
costs divided by the sum of its noninstructional and direct
instructional costs: This noninstructional cost rate shall
not exceed 5ft.

4

a) Direct instructional alsts inClude the following, as
itemized on the Form CCFS 311-ynder'Part 1, General Fund
Expenditures by Activity:

1. All cpsts coded to instruct14 (Activities 0100-5900),
and

." 2.'. All costs coded to instructiodal support (Activity-
6000).

Noninstructional.costs include the following,lis itemized
on the Form CCFS 311:

1. Instructional services (Activity 6100), which include
lit4ary, audio-visual/multi-media centers, museums'
and galleries'

2. Adolissions and "redords (Activity. 620Q)

r

3: Counseling services (Activity 6300)

4. Other student serVices (Activity 6400), such as
student personnel ,administration, financial aids
administration; health services, student transportation
and general studgnt services

Maintenance end operation of plant (Activity 6500)

6. Plannineand Policy-making (Activity 6600)

7: General institutional services (Activityfi700), such
.as fiscal operation, personnel, affirmative action,
noninstructional data processing logi$tics, security,

4purchasing, warehousing, etc., and

. Expenditures to support no n-iname-generating ancillary
. services (Activity 6900). .

4440

c) 4xcluded expenditures are all.those not included in
Sections.(a) and (b) above.

4, ,

- , .

2) The,determination of the noninstructional cost rate for the
current fiscal.yearfor off-c#mgus'special classes or programs
Is based on the preceeding ftscal year's total noninstryctional
costs-divided by the sum of its noninstrucflohal and direct

i instructional costs. This noninstructional cost rate shall,
not exceed 20%.



a) Direct instructional costs intlude the followin , as°

ftemized on tipe Form CCFS 311:

1. All costs coded to instruction (Activities 0100-
5900), and

2. All Costs coded to instructional support (Activity

6000).

Noninstructional costs include the following, as itemized
on the Form CCFS 311 under Part 1, General Fund Expendi-
tures by Activity:

1. Admissions and records (Activity 6200)

2. Planning and policy-making (Activity 6300)

3. General institutional services (Activity 6400), such
as fiscal operations, personneh.affirmative action,

noninstructional data processing logistics, seCurity,
purchasing, warehousing, etc., and

4. Expenditures to support non-revenue-generating.ancillary
services (Activity 6900)%

c) 44 Excluded expenditures4are all those not included_in
Sections (a) and (b) above.

Utilization of Noninstructional Cost Rate for
Special Classes for the Handicapped

1) For on-campus special classes -- as defined above -- the
college-Nwf district will subtratt the amount as determine4 by
the product-of the noninstructional cost rate and the appor-
tionment income (both general State apportionment and property
tax revenues) for special classes from the-total apportionmlt
income generated by these special classes for the disabled. -

This difference is the ambunt that must be utilized in.the
spe"tial classes for the aggregated, appropriate and relevant
expenditures before Direct Excess Cost can be claithed and/or
expended: t

AG 73

For off-campus special classes -- as-defined above -- the
college'or district will add the amount as deterMined by the
product of the noninstructional cost rate and the aggregated,
appropriate and ielevant expenditures for special classes for ,

the handicapped to those same aggregated, appropriate and
relevant expenditures for special/easses. This.amount will

then be compared to the total apportionment (both general fund
and property tax) generated by the off-campus special clas'ses.
If the total noninstructienal cost ankdirect coseof the
special classes exceed the total income, then Direct Exces's

Cost can be claimed andior expended.
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Board Action 'No. 8303,13

Board of Governors of tMe
,California Community Colieges

NONINSTRUCTIONAL COSTS IN PROGRAMS,FOR THE DISABLED'

The Board of Gov nors unanimously endorsed the attached Administrative Pro-
cedures, HSPS 837 , for iMpleMentation in the 1982-83 fiscal year, beginning
July 1, 1982.

,
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Certified Adopted: March 11, 1983



BOARD OF GOVERNORS
CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE

CALIFORNIA_COMMUNITY-COLLEGES-

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE NO. HSPS 83-1: .

DETERMI7TION OF NONINSTRUCTIONAL COSTS

Supplemental lan
Governors to de
munity college
be charged ag
ment and prop
campus special

o the Budget Act of 1982 requires the'Board of
unitorm and equitable procedures for usq by coil-
icts in computing noninstructional cost rates to

the apportionment income (both General State apportion-
ax revenubs) generated by ADA in on-campus and off-

asses or programs for the handicapped. The supplemental

language further provides that "In no case shall "noninstructional cost"
rates exceed 50 percent on campus anti 20 percent off campus for each
district."

In compliance with the foregoing requirements, Oft Board of Governors
hereby estdbTishes the following procedures for deterAning noninstruc-
tional costs for on-campus and off-campus special classes and programs
for the handicapped.

A) Definitions .

1) Special Classes or Programs

Special Classes or Programs meens,prescribed special instruc-'
tioh for students with specific educational needs. Such

classes and programs may also ip designed:
4,

a). For severely disabled students who cannot initially
attend regular classes.

b) To provide 14eparatory or supportive instruction to%1*

enable students to participate in regular activities.

2) On-Campus S.pecial Class or Ptogram

An on-Campus special class or program is one that exists,on
the physical grounds or within the actual boundaries of the home4

campus Or educational center.

if
3) Off-Camdus Special Class or Program

,

An off-campus special class or progra% is one that exists in

a facility that is not located on the home campus or educational

center. These programs'or special classes typically exist in
sheltered workshops, day training and activity centers, work
activity centers, state hospitals, convalescent care facilities , -

nursing hospitals, or other similar,sites.

.a
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B) Rate Computation

1) The,determination of the noninstructional aost rate for the
current fiscal_year for on-campus special classes or programs
is based on,the preceeding fiscal year's total noninstructional
costs divided by the sum of its noninstructional and direat
instructional costs. This nohinstructional cost rate shall
not exceed 50%.

a) Direct initructional cots include the following, as
itemized'on the Form CCFSAll under Part 1, General Fund

%Expenditures by Activity:

1. All costs coded to instruction (Activities 0100-5900),
and

2. All costs' coded to instructional support (Activity
6000). 4

b) .Noninstructional costs incijude the following, as itemized
on the form CCFS 311p:

1. Instructional services (Activity 6100), which include
library, audio-visual/Multi-media centers, museums

I agid galleries

V. Admissions and records (Activity 6200) *

3. Counseling services (Activity 6300)

4. 0ther student services (Activity 6400i, such as
student personnel administration, financial aids
administration, health services, student transportation .

and general student services

5. 'Maintenance and operation of plant (Activity 6500)

p. Plarining arid Policy-making (Activity. 6600)

7. leneral institutioRal services (Activity 6700), such
as fiscal operation, personnel, affirmative action,
noninstructional data processing logistics, security,
purchasing, warehousing, etc., and 4

8. Expenditures to support non-income-generating ancillary
services (Activity. 6900).

.
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c) Excluded expenditures are all those not included in
Sectionst) and (b) above.

2) The determination of the noninstructional cost rate for the
current fiscal* year for'off-cimpus special classes or programs
is !lased on the preceeding fiscal year's total noninstructional
costs divided by the sum of its noninstructional and direct
instructiohal cosN. This noninstructional cost rate shall
not-exceed 20%.
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a). Dirett instructional costs include the following, as
itemized 6n the Form GCFS 311:

1. . All costs coded to instruction (Activities 0100-
5900)0and Qv

2. All costs coded to instrAtional support (Activity
6000).

1 '

b) IOninstructional co§ts include the following, as'itemized
,on the Form CCFS 311"under.Part 1, General Fund Expendi-,
tures by Activity:

1. Admissions and records (Activity-6200)

2. Planning and poliey-making (Activity 6300)

3. Weral institutional servi (Act,ivity 6400), such
asfiscgl operations, personnel, affirmative action,
noninStructional data processing logistics, security,A

purchasing, warehousing, etc., and

4. Expenditures to support 'non-revenue-generating ancillary
services (Activity 6900).

c) .Excluded expenditures Ire all thosevit included in
Sections (a) and (b) above.,.

Utilization of NoninstruCOonal Cost Rate for
Special Classes for the Handicapped

1) For db-campus special classes -= as Lined above -- the
college or district will subtra'a the amount as determined by
the product of the noninstructional cost rate and the appor-.

. tionment income (both general State apportionment and property,
tax revenues) for special classes -from the total apportionment
income generated by these special classes for the disabled.
ThiS difference is the amount that must be utilized ill the
special classes for the aggregated,'appropriate and relevant.
expenditures before Direct Excess Cost can be claimed and/or

AG 73

eXpended:

2) For off-campus special classes -- as defined above -- the
college or district will add the amount as determined by the
product of the noninstructionil cost rate .and the aggregated,
appropriate and relevant expenditures for special classes for
the handicapped to those same aggregated, appropriate and
relevant expenditbres for special classes. This amount, will

then.be compared to the total apportionment (both general fur%
and property tax) generated by the off-campus spedial classes.
tf the total noninstructional.cost and direct cost of the
special classes exceed the total income, then Direct Excess
Cost can be claimed and/or expended.
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