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ABSTRACT . - .

This report presents the administrative procedures
adopted by the Board of Governors of the California Community
Colleges in March 1983 to standardize the calculation of .
noninstructional costs supported from revenues generated by average

" daily attendance (ADA) in special classes for disabled Students.
First, background information is provided, 'indicating that
Handicapped Student Programs and Services (HSPS) are presently
supported by Direct Excess Cost (DEC) funds, which aré allocated to
distgicts to meet the additiqnal expenses incurred as a result of
providing specialized instruction and support. Information is also
presented on the types of services financed by DEC funds, disabled
‘student enrollments, and controversies surroundng HSPS. Next, three
related problems in HSPS funding are addressed: (1) the employment of
differing procedures for calculating cost rates by individual _ .
districts: (2) the lack of a precise definition of reasonable general’
fund support for special assistance programs; and (3) the.
nonapplicability of the same cost rate computations for both on- and
of f-campus programs. Finally, procedures for the equitable ;
determination of noninstructional cost rates are presented, including
definitions of on- and off-campus spec%gl classes and programs, -and
information. on computing noninstructional cost rate and determining
the amount of general fund monies that must be utilized before DEC

funds can be claimed. (LL)" . .
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Summary SO . T ST

This item presents for Board actiorf a staff proposal to standardize the o
manner in which districts calculate the noninstructional costs supported from -
revenues generated by ADA in special classes offered for disabled ™ R 4 P
students. Present district procedures for these calculations vary C
widely and Sgch variations appear to have inequitable affeots on the '
statewide utilization of categorical aid provided-by the Legislature to
community colleges ta meet. the specialineedslof disgb]ed-students. ;f .

L]

" The item provides a brief backgrobhd‘on‘thé Handicapped. Student Programs

-and Services (HSPS) provided in comnunity colleges, notes areas of general *
.controversy, discusses the fiscdl prob]ems'OCCasioned by categorical

support of special ctasses which also generate ADA and apportionment income, - T e
and presents a staff recommendation for resolving the problems. -

|

The Budget and Finance Committee heard an informational "presentation on
“this item at its June:25,'1982 meeting. No testimony was offered. In ‘
August 1982, the Legislature. received a progress report on this issue, \ |
which had been requested in supplemental Budget Act language. . , %
|
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|
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Recommended Action I o o "

The Budget, Financé, arid Legislation Committee should recommend that the N
full Board endorse the attached, "Administrative Procedures, -HSPS 83-1," .
for. implementation in the ]982-83 f&scal year, beginning July 1, 1982.
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Brief Description of HSPS . .
The present'syStem for providing specialized c]aséroom/instructiﬁn and °
suppo rvices to disabled students in California's community colleges
was estabfished by statute (AB 77 Lanterman, thapter 275) in 1976. The
Board of Governors adopted regulations pursuant to the statute in Title

5-of the'California Administratiye Code (Sections 56000-56088) in 1977.

Handicapped Student Programs.and Services (H$PS) are .financed by the -
Direct Excess Cost fund (DEC) established in statute (AB 77 of 1976 and
AB 2670 of 1978}; although in recent years the appropriation levels for -
the fund have been‘determined through the annual budget®act. On June 8,
1981, the.Board of Governors adopted a formula mechanism and related ~

‘policies to allocate the appropriation to districts under Title § provi- -

\ b

sions which required such Board action (with the concurrence of the
Director of the Department of Rehabilitation).when district requests for
DEC funds exceeded thé appropriated dollars. , . -

‘, . . -, €
DEC fﬂﬁds are allocated to.districts to meet the additional .program. and:
service expeénses they incur which are the direct result of providing
specialized instruction and support to dvercome functional limitations

L]

which otherwise' impede the “full educational participation of disabled
. students. For example, DEC funds suPport the additional costs of inter-

preters for thé deaf, readers for the blind, assessment for the learning
disabled, and wheelchair purchases and 1oans for the mebility impaired.
Additionally, DEC funds support the added costs of special classes

~hawing lower student-instructor ratios, such as classes for the pre- '

Tingual deaf. More than .30 areas of programs and “services are offered
for disabled students by community colleges, in¢luding a variety of off-
campus functions for the developmentally disabled (siuch.as participation

- in shettered workshop or state¢ hospital programs). , . &

The scope.of commu1'ty'co]1ege\prpgrams and services for the didabled is

very diverse becauSe the disabled-.student population is very diverse.

S

For example, in a study completed in 1980 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 ih California. Comparisons demonstrated that
where approximately 90% of the disabled students attending the UG and

' CSU were phfsically impaired in 1979-80, only 54% of the community

college disabled students were physically impaired. Also, where more

~ than one-third of ¢ommunity college disabled students were learnihg .
- disabTed, fewer than 4% of UC and CSU disab]ed students were learning .

disabled.
o . o L L ¥
Disabled student enrollments in California communit?‘co]]eges have in-

“creased from 39,000.in 1979-80 to over 47,000 in.1981-82, 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
$ame amount 'was ‘budgeted, with no-4inflation-or growth adjustment, .for
1982-83. Staff estimates that there was approximately $11 million of
unmet need in handicapped programs for 1981-82 and $14 million in the
current fiscal year, - S ' o p
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<N HSPS Cbntroversies * : . . . . s o

(. : RS

' f\\ . Programs and services for the disabrled in community collegés have frequently T

been marked by a number of philosophical, ‘programmatic; and fiscal o
controversies. For example, mission questions have been raised ogver - .
whether community colleges should continue seryiné the substantially - - L oo

_handicapped, such as mentally yetarded adults. Other questions have- * . - -

s been" raised concerning equity when identifying and assessing learning - _

disabilities.’ o N . : . ) o P

¥

-Differences of dpinion also exist -between those who favor continuing the

_direct excess cost approach -to funding disabled student programs and- - * )

_services and those-who would like to implement alternative approaches .o , ,
which would fund only a specified 1ist of services. Additionally, ' y
questions: have been raised concerning the real and imagined existence of L D
fiscal incentives which encourage colleges to offer special classes o 5
primarily because:they generate ADA and revenue, rather than offering
such classes_ for student -need and educgtional,reasons. ~

" e - .
. .

' ~ Several of these and-other cont(oversies appear to be lasting -= such_gs

determining the appropriate balance Between full mainstreamed class . : P
attendancé:versus special class.attendance for the disabled -- and are :
thus 1ikely to reguire on-going.staff and field attention., The-Chancellor's

_ staff is also working toward recemmending prudent resolutions to other

. . controversies, among them ‘the subject of this item: establishing uniform

) and equitable procedures for computing the noninstructiong] cgst to be

( " allowed for districts on revenues generated by 'special class ADA.

‘e ot .
. |

‘Discussion of Speqﬁal Class Indirect Rates - -.F - T

‘' . THree Problems v . _
. ) K . » ) i . o . [
~ The Chancellor's Office 1980 study of Handicapped Student Programs and, R S
- " Services in California's community colleges demonstrated that statewide, ,
districts treat special class revenue and classroom expenditure decisions
no differently from other general fund decisions. This is not surprising,,
~* because the general community eollege finance mechanism provides:for S
o ‘local discretion when allocating ADA generated apportionments to high
' and low cost instructional programs, as well as to other necegsary _
institutional support functions -- such as administration, student’ .
services, library services, maintenance operations, and so forth. By . -
convention in HSPS fiscal administration, support of these functions dre  wd
identified as the "noninstructional costs,” and the proportions of .
revenues which fund them as the "noninstructional cost rates." =~ «

However, ‘in $pitg of overall consistency by districts in these local
allpcation decisions (based upon statewide fiscal'data), three related
problems arise in the case af special class ADA generated revenues: .
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1. '.Individudl’districts:emp1oy different prpcédures‘for caleulating {he.
-+ noninstructional cost rate from special class revenues.. Data for 1980-. .

+ 81 indicate, for exampte, that while the statewjde average noninstruc-
tional, cost rate’was 37% when adjusted for different ADA levels, :
indjviaual district rates varieq from 0% to 69%. (See Table 1 for

~a cross-tabulated display showing district noninstructional cost rate
variations by variations. in the amoynt of special class ADA.)

Z. Spécial class éxpénditbres are‘eligible‘to'receivé’additional sdphbrt

frem: the HSPS direct excess cost fund. Such support is avajlable only

.after reasonable general fund support is exhausted. However, neither
current Title 5 regulations nor the enabling legislation establishes
a precise definition of reasonable general fund support. ..
Absent such precision, there is a likelihood of inequitable use of
the total direct excess cost fund which results from interdistrict
variation in computing their special class noninstructional ctost

- rate. :For example, if a district deducts from special -class gen-

-

erated revenues a high noninstructional#ost rate before financing s

the costs of the specidl class instruction, .so that the remaining :
revenues are inddequate to meet those costs, then the difference

could be met from the direct excess cost fund. »

The pxoblem of eqaity seems apparent: noninstructional .cost rate
~ differences for special ¢lasses result in unevén deiands on the . &
excess cost fund; higher noninstructional cost rates n¥y deplete
the HSPS funds available to finance the ‘excess costs for other
_'special classes, and the costs of many supportive services.

3. A further problem arises when the same district noninsf?hctional

cost rate computation is applied to both cr- and off-campus special
~class generated revenues. District procedures -~ though’the specific
- 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 Students ~
who attend them also utilize libraries, counsefors;, classrooms, and .
other college facilities and services. B Yet off-campus disabled :
students rarely, if ever, utilize on-campus functions-or faci]i%iqs.

. Consequently, it seems reasonable that noninstructional-cost rages .,

" should be calculated as a percent of the off-campus program ex-
b -pehdifﬂ?es, rather than as a percent of the revenues such programs

generate. . A A o .

-

oo ¢ : . -
- These ‘three problems have prompted controversies-concerning the fiscal

integrity of the HSPS direct excess cost fund as it applies to special class

-expenditures. Although ‘staff has found little, if any, evidence to support

contentions of program critics that districts have peen""dovb1e-quping;"
or otherwise misusing special class generated revenues and the direct

excess cost fund, it seems clear that the foregoing proBlems at least

confound .the fiscal clarity of the HSPS program, and that they will
contirtie to prompt controversies. if left unresolved. X .

)
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’ Cross-Tabulated Distribution Showing the Number of Districts Whith,q,harged Selected ll?;anaes - - R
oo i - -of Noninstructional Cost Rates as Percents of Special Class Revenues, by the Number
: 3 T of Distwicts Generating Selected Ranges of Special Class ADA, 1980-81 ‘ & o
ped ’ ’3 ! : ) : ’ - B \.. - e. .". .. . ‘ '
o L X é .
~ R T e i - .
w . _ _
x - - . —7 . . N . Y
Selected Range of Non-| - . ‘ ' : ; Class ADA . L '
instructional Cost b o Selecf,ed Ra_ngfs of ;R?Cla; a o . _— L .
Rates as Percents of L . — - 2 : Total# ot % 4F
Revenue 1 to 50 | 51 to' 150 151 to 300 | 301 Yo 450 | 451 to 600 §01 to 750 | .750 +_ Disﬁrictsf st fotal
of - 20% i R 4 S 1 : S 10 | 16.1 |
. ’ . . ‘
21% - 306 5 1 1. 1 1 LI e O <9 |- u.5
1% - 4op 15 7 1 1 1 N S N 26 1 s2.
N N ] i o . e - 17.7
p b1% - 508 | . 5 - 2 .2 , . L1 o, 17,
' . : ’ 4 . ' . - e - :
‘ ’ . [ ’ ’ b ’ . l‘. 6-i
o ‘51% - 60‘/10 ‘ 1 " 2 1 1 — , —— - ; V . )
b, 61% or more 1 1 1 : . - i ] 2 %3_; ..
P . — a . T j . // 3
. Totals | | 33 17 5 2 1 S R Y 3 /,,é .
) , L : | . L 61 4o % 100:0
% of State Total -° 53.2 27.4 8.1 | 3.2 . 1.6 | 1. 2 L,

) IR : . . ' ] . 3 : . ‘¢ rate .
Note: * Number in‘each cell represents the number of.districts which chgrged;_ the fppllcable no}\ingtructional cost rate, ,

‘range, and-which generated the .applicable ADA range. . | oo
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More important, however, i¢“the impact of different district noninstruc-
,tional rate computations on the statewide use of the HSPS direct excess
cost fund, a matter that does raise a clear equ1ty concern of statew1de &
s1gn1f1cance

L -
s °
? .

" Staff Propgsal to Standardize Non1nstructlonal Cost Rate Comp_;at1on
Procedures .

-

a

<In response to the problems described above, the Chancellor dire;ted staff-
to develop proposals for establishing administrative procedurés which

wou)d equitably determine noninstructional cost rates. These procedures

~ aredetailed below. They are the result of comments received statewide
"~ during March and April of 1982 from HSPS co]]ege specialjsts, business

officers, deans of instruction and student services, and others. -Subse-

quently, Chancellor's staff met with CPEC staff to- develop recquended

supplemental* budget language which would réquire a report to the”Legis-
lature on the proposed procedures. That report, based upon -the pnocedures
. below, was submitted to the Léglslature in August: 1982 ' .

Al

. Staff proposes Board action endorsing the procedures wh1ch follow for

" district - computation qf noninstructional cost rates ih 1982-83. Due to

wide circulation apd discussion of these procedures to date, staff anti-
- cipates few, if any, difficulties in district 1mp1ementat1on this, year'§
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, . . BOARD-OF GOVERNORS ‘ [ :
o : CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE - | ‘
: T CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES - -
> f  AQMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE NO. HSPS 83-1: . - .
| ©+ . DETERMINATION OF NONINSTRUCTIONAL COSTS - = = .. .~ *

. Supplemental language.to the Budget Aét,of.lQBZ'FEquire§ the Board of
}5, Governors to develop uniform and equitable procedures for use By com- .
. ,munity college districts in computing noninstructional “cost rates to "
- be charged against the ﬂlportionmgntsﬁncome'(both General State apportion-

ment and property tax revenues) generated by ADA in on-campus and off-.
campus special classes or programs for the handicapped.- The supplemental * .,

language further provides that "In no case shall -“noninstructional cost!

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

_district.” - s . T _ ’ S

t
. +

Y |

In tomp]ianqe with ‘the fore ‘1ng requirements, the Board of Governors.

‘ ( " * hereby establishes the folYowing procedures for determining noninstruc-
tional] costs for om=campuf and off-campus special classes and programs )
for the handicapped. - 4 T X

A) Definitions

1)  Special €lasses:or Programs :ia

7

, (' _ '( - Special Classgs or Pfogramsrmeans prescribed special”instruc- =
g tion for students with specific educational needs. Such
: classes and programs:may also be designed: "
: N ‘;: -a) For severely disabled students who cannot ihitially v

e - o A attend regular classes.

* - )
b) ‘To. provide preparatory or supportivé.instructfbn to
. N ’ enable students to participate in regular activities. . . .
LI . . . . " .
« 2) On-Campus Special Class or Program - . ’ ) .
. ¥
‘ ‘ . i - .
Vo - , An on-campus speGial class or program is one that exists on .

the physical grounds or within the actual boundaries of the "home® -

N “campus or educational center.

A

<

" | ~ 3)_  O0ff-Campus Specjal Class -or Program

. An off-campus specfal class or program is one that exists in- N
/- a facility that"is not located on the home campus or educational
. -center. These programs or special classes”typically exist in
o Oshe]tefed workshops, day trainfng and activity centers; work
. * .+ . = Tactivity centers, state hospitals, convalescent care fagilities, *~__
ﬁursjﬂe hospitals, or other similar sites. o, _
-4

T, ®

-




1)

‘Raté Computatioh . ‘ .-

The determination of ‘the non1nstruct1ona1 cost rate for the
current fiscal year for on-campus spec1a1»c1asses or programs
is based on the preceeding fiscal year's total nonimstructional
costs divided by the sum of its noninstructional and direct -
instructional costs. This non1nstruct1ona] cost rate shall
not exceed 50% . S
a) D1rect 1nstruct1ona1 cqsts include the follow1ng, as
itemized on the Form CCFS 311 “under ‘Part 1,
Expenditures by Act1v1ty , e

1. A1l costs coded to 1nstructf6n (Act1v1t1es 0100 5900),

General Fund ,

and

EN

>

-

All costs coded to 1nstruct1ona1 support (Act1v1ty

.r 2.4‘

’ _ 6000). R

b) Non1nstruct1ona1 costs 1nc1ude the fo]]ow1ng Ns 1tem1zed
on the Form CCFS 311: *§

1.

Instruct1ona1 serv1ces (Act1v1ty 6100), which 1nc1ude
library, audio-visual/multi-media centers? museums’
and galleries . : .

* 2. admissions ahd records (Activity, 6200) .
3. - Counseling services (Activity 6300)
4. Other student services (Activity 6400), such as |
- * student personnel .administration, financial aids
administration, health services, student transportat1on
and genera] student serv1ces . o
5, zMa1ntenance and operat1on of p]ant (Act1v1ty 6500)
) 6) : P]ann1ng *and Po]1cy-mak1ng (Act1v1ty 6600)
.72 General institutional services (Activity 6700), such
W o -as fiscal operation, personnel, affirmative action,
\ noninstructional data processing logistics, security,
* purchasing, warehousing, etc., and
8. Expenditures to support non- 1ncBme-generat1ng anc111ary

c) Excluded ex end1tures Sﬁz all. those not included in
Sect1ons (a

&

services (Act1v1ty 6900)

4

and (b) above. . o o

-

-

QT ] The determ1nat1on of the non1nstruct1ona1 cost rate-for the
current fiscal. -year.for off-gcampus spec1a1 classes or programs -

costs -divided by the sum of its noninstruc
instructional costs.

AV
Y ' 8 - ‘

. . . .
. . .

onal and direct

This noninstructional cost rate sha]]
* not exceed 20%. 2

‘ .is based oh the preceeding fiscal year's total noninstructional- (




~ ' a) Direct instructional costs intlude the following, as’
itemized on tpe Form CCFS 311:

1. A1l costs coded to instruction (Activities 0100- .
5900), and :

. ) -

2. AN costs coded to instructional support (Aéti;ity
6000) . - s . N
by Noninstructional costs include the following, as itemized
ofi the Form CCFS 311 under Part 1, General Fund Expendi-
tures by Activity: ~ . . .

1. Admissions and records (Activity 6200)
* ) L : . .
. 2. Planning and policy-making (Activity 6300) ' o

S _ 3. General institutional services (Activity 6400), such
A as fiscal operations, personnel, affirmative action,
noninstructional data processing logistics, security,
purchasing, warehousing, etc., and
4. Expenditures to support non-revenue-generating.ancillary
e services (Activity 6900)" " o

c) Exciuded expenditures@are all those not inc]udedi%n
Sections (a) and (b) above. '

» - v T
a " C) Utilization of Noninstructional Cost Rate for
Special Classes for the Handicapped
1) _ For on-campus special classes -- as defined above -- the
‘ collegenof district will subtract the amount as determined, by
the product -of the noninstructional cost rate and the appor- .
tionment income (both general State apportionment and property L ‘
tax revenues) for special classes from the-total apportionmeqt - !
income generated by these special classes for the disabled. . .
¢ This difference is the amount that must be utilized in-the
special ‘classes for the aggregated, appropriate and relevant
expenditures before Direct Excess Cost can be claimed and/or

expended. - . . . - .

- ‘ 2)  For off-campus special classes -- as defined above ---the ° : o
. - - college or district will add the amount as deterniined by the E :
. © ° + product of the noninstructional cost rate and the aggregated,
' appropriate and relevant expenditures for -special classes for

o the handicapped to those same aggregated, appropriate and
" ' relevant expénditures for special etasses. This.ameunt will - |
then be compared to the total apportionment (both general fund - _ o
and property tax) generated by the off-campus special classes. |
If the total noninstructiemal cost and,djrect cost’of the . ' =

special classes exceed the total income, then Direct Excess B

Cost can be claimed and/or expended. o _ - : :

AG 73 o 911 - . Sy
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' _Board Action No. 830313, °
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Board of Governors of Rﬁe
.California Community Colleges

.

' NONINSTRUCTIONAL COSTS IN PROGRAMS ,FOR THE DISABLED™

The Board of Gov ﬁors unanimously endorsed the attached AdminiStratiVe'Pro—
cedures, HSPS 83=-1, for implementation in the I982-83 fiscal year, beginning
July 1, 1982. ‘ : » . S~

ve B ‘; " . - .

', ." -
7 gertified Adopted: M;;ch 11, 1983

.
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) BOARD OF GOVERNORS
o CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE -
N\ CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES-

‘ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE NO. HSPS 83-1: . ) e,
DETERM!&fTION OF NONINSTRUCTIONAL COSTS = .

“

Supplemental lanpuage Ao the Budget Act of 1982 requires the ‘Board of
Governors to deyelopsuniform and equitable procedures for usq by com-
munity college Aistficts in computing noninstructional cost rates to

be charged agafinst [the apportionment income (both General State apportion-
ment and propdcty £ax revenues) generated by ADA in on-campus and off-
campus special ¢Tasses or programs for the handicapped. The supplemental
language. further providés that "In no cdse shall "noninstructional cost"
rates exceed 50 percent on campus anyl 20 percent off campus for each
district." - . , ' -

In compliance with the foregoing requirements, tgg Board of Governors
hereby estabTishes the following procedures for etermtning noninstruc-
tional costs for on-campus and off-campus special classes and programs

- for the handicapped.

A) Definitions . : ' ;

) ¢ ©
1)  Special Classes or Programs ‘ s

Specia1 Classes or'Péogramsjmeansfprescribed'specia] instruc-
tio for students with specific educational needs. Such
classes and programs may also de designed:
* . N ) »
a) For severely disabled students who cannot initially
attend regular classes.

b) To provide pyeparatory or supportive instruction to b
enable students to participate in regular activities.
2)  On-Campus Special Class or Program ¢
An on-campus special class or program is one that exists.on 3
~ the physical grounds or within the actual boundaries of the. home
campus q% educational center.. 3
‘ - ; ~ : ’ L4
‘ 3) Off-Campus Special® Class or Program g ‘ .
\ I .

An off-éampus special class or program is one that exists in
a facility that is not lacated 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. S

3

12 - . S
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- t,/
\ B), Rate Computation . L
r, 1)  The, determ1nation of the nOnlnstructlonai cost rate for the
current fiscal_year for on- campus spec1a] classes or programs
is based on.the preceeding fiscal year's total noninstructional RN

. costs divided by the sum of its noninstructional and direct
instructional costs. This noninstructional cost rate shall
not exceed 50%. S -

. a) Direct 1g$tructlonal costs 1nc]ude the fo]]ow1ng, as
L .itemized on the Form CCFS 811 under Part 1, General Fund
Lt Expendwtures by Activity:

1. A1l costs coded to instruction (Activities 0100-5900),

. and
’ w

20 AN costs coded to 1nstruct10na1 support (Act1v1t{‘

5000).
| I . o ’
' ~b) .Noninstructional costs inglude the f0110w1ng, as itemized . ‘
- . on the Form CCFS 311 > '
* 1. Instructlonal services (Activity 6100), which include

. ) ) ) tbrary, audio-visual Mmulti-media centers museums . _
‘ . . _J and galleries ' . .
© . 12 ’
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Admissions and records.(Activity 6200) «
Counse11ng services (Activity 6300)

) . - ‘Other student services (Activity 6400), such as

! ~ student personnel administration, financial aids
) administration, health services, student transportation .
¢ and general student services

o

-’

- - 5. "Maintenance and operation of p]ant (Act1v1ty 6500)

6. Planning and Policy-making (Activity. 6600)

<

- 7 ‘Eeneral institutioral services (Activjty 6700), such
: . -as fiscal operation, personnel, affirmative action,
. noninstructional data processing logistics, security,
purchasing, warehousing, etc , and . » 3 N
\d o '
¢ . b . 8. Expendltures to support non- 1ncome-generat1ng anc11]ary : -

services (Act1v1ty 6900) |
c) Excluded expenditures are a]] those not . 1ncluded 1n‘
Sections\(a) and (b) above. . -

2) - The determination of the non1nstruct10nal cost rate for the
current fiscal year for off- -campus spec1a1 classes or programs |
N -is Hased on, the preceeding fiscal year's total noninstructional v |
. ~ costs d1v1ded by the sum of its noninstructional and direct -
instructional cosfs. This noninstructional cost rate shall . )
Iq ! not” exceed 20%. e S : |
. o , .
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a). Direct instructional costs include the.folloWing, as
"~ itemized on the Form GCFS 311: :

1.. Al costs coded to instruction (Activities 0100-
5900),+and : ‘
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2. A1l costs coded to instructional support (Activity
6000) . ) ~ :

- ’ “‘ : .

b) Noninstructional co&ts include the following, as itemized
.on the Form CCFS 3tT"under. Part 1, General Fund Expendi-
tures by Activity: ' '

. L 3

1. Admissions and records (Activity’ 6200) T

"

2. Planning and policy-making (AEtivity 6300)

3. Ggperal institufional servi (Actjvity 6400), such

- ‘as -fisc4l operations, personnel, affirmative action,

A noninstructional data processing logistics, security,
purchasing, warehousing, etc., and . '

»

4.  Expenditures to support non-revenue-generating ancillary - '
services (Activity16990). -

2]
~

c) +Excluded expenditures dre all t OE?/"ﬁt included in
Sections (a) and (b) above. ) .

© Utilization of Noninstructional Cost Rate for

Special Classes for the Handicapped

1)  For dn-campus special classes -- as J:fined above -- the

college or district will subtract 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 Trom the total apportionment
income generated by these special classes for the disabled.
This difference is the amount that must be utilized #n the
special classes for the aggregated,'appropriate and relevant.
expenditures before Direct Excess Cost can be claimed and/or
expended~ BN _ - _ ’
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2) For off—cShpus 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 relevant expenditures for special classes for
the handicapped ta those same aggregated, appropriate and
relevant expenditiires for special classes. This amount will
then. be compared to the total apportionment (both general furfd
‘and property tax) generated by the off-campus special classes.
Lf the total noninstructional. cost and direct cost of the
special classes exceed the total income, then Direct Excess
Cost can be clajmed and/or expended. - .
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