East Valley SELPA
STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING
670 E. Carnegie Drive., San Bernardino, CA 92408

** AGENDA **
MARCH 12, 2020 8:00 A.M.
PRESENTER
CALL TO ORDER Patty Metheny
PUBLIC COMMENTS
REVIEW/APPROVAL OF MINUTES Patty Metheny
DISCUSSION/PRESENTATION
Finance Items
41  2019-2020 SBCSS EV-Ops FFS Budget to 2" Interim Jennifer Alvarado
4.2 EV SELPA Regional Services Proportionate Cost FY 19-20 Andrea Tennyson

4.3  Governor’s January 2020 Budget Proposal & Special Education  Patty Metheny

4.4  Assembly Bill 2291 Patty Metheny

Program Items

4.5 EV SELPA Professional Crisis Management Updates Mary Anne Klenske
Shannon Vogt
Courtney Beatty

4.6  Care Solace Presentation Chad Castruita

4.7  Analyzing SELPA-wide OT Referrals to-date Jo-Ann Vargas

4.8 EV SELPA Database for Parent Rights in Multiple Languages Patty Metheny

4.9 CDE Compliance Monitoring Update Patty Metheny

410 CALPADS Update Anne-Marie Foley

411 EV SELPA Due Process Update Rick Homutoff

4.12 EV SELPA IEP Forms Work Group & WebIEP Program Anne-Marie Foley
Updates

4.13 SBCSS East Valley Operations Scott Wyatt

4.14 Hot Topics Committee



5.0

OTHER
5.1 EV SELPA Professional Development — March & April 2020
5.2 EV SELPA Steering Calendar of Meetings 2020-2021

5.3 Next Meeting — April 16, 2020 8:00 AM



East Valley SELPA
STEEERING COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
February 13, 2020

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Dr. Patty Metheny East Valley SELPA

Rob Pearson Colton Joint Unified School District

Jason Hill Redlands Unified School District

Bridgette Ealy Rialto Unified School District

Derek Swem Rim of the World Unified School District

Dr. Scott Wyatt San Bernardino County Supt of Schools

Jim Stolze Yucaipa-Calimesa Joint Unified School District

FISCAL STAFF PRESENT:

Linda Resiwain Business Services, Colton

Fernanda Naves Business Services, Redlands
Christina Bradley Business Services, Redlands

Nicole Albiso Business Services, Rialto

Scott Whyte Business Services, Rim

Grace Granados Internal Business, SB County Schools
Keith Bacon Business Services, Yucaipa

OTHERS PRESENT:

Rick Homutoff, Ed.D. East Valley SELPA
Andrea Tennyson East Valley SELPA
Rosalva Contreras East Valley SELPA

1.0 CALL TO ORDER: SELPA Administrator Dr. Patty Metheny, at the East Valley SELPA office,
670 E. Carnegie Drive, San Bernardino, California, called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m.

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENTS: There were no public comments.

3.0 REVIEW/APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the December 12, 2019 meeting were
reviewed. Motion to approve the minutes was made by Jason Hill and seconded by Scott Wyatt.
The minutes were approved by consensus of the members present.



4.0 DISCUSSION/PRESENTATION
Finance Issues

4.1 2019-2020 2" Interim EV SELPA Budgets

Andrea Tennyson presented the 2" Interim EV SELPA Budgets. She reported minimal
changes to all budgets except for the Occupational Therapy (OT) budget. The minimal
changes were made to reflect increases in the final negotiated rates for employee benefits.
For the most part, these minimal increases were offset by reductions in the operating costs
for all budgets. The OT budget was increased to reflect the cost of additional staff due to
the increased numbers of referrals from member districts for OT assessments and services.
The additional staff include a contract occupational therapist (OT) and certified
occupational therapy assistant (COTA).

4.2 2019-2020 2" Quarter NPS Reimbursement Transfer
The 2" Quarter NPS Reimbursement Transfer was presented. Ms. Tennyson noted that
there was an adjustment made to the 1% Quarter to properly account for invoices received
after the 1% quarter transfer was processed. She noted the 2" quarter transfer would include
the adjustments mentioned and be submitted to SBCSS for processing.

4.3 EV SELPA 2019-2020 Fiscal Reporting Calendar

Ms. Tennyson reviewed the Fiscal Reporting Calendar for February 2020. She noted that,
as presented today, the 2" Interim Budget Revision was added to the February activities.
She also reminded the directors the January PARS and payroll reporting for the TPP
program are due. Prompt submission of those items will allow timely submission for
reimbursement from the Department of Rehabilitation. Ms. Tennyson also reported she is
working on FY 20-21 budgets which are due to SBCSS Internal Business Services by the
end of the month.

Program Issues

4.4 Draft EV SELPA Local Plan 2019-2020 - 1 Review
Dr. Metheny presented the draft of the Local Plan Section A: Contracts and Certifications
and Section B: Governance and Administration for review by the Steering Committee,
including Finance members. Dr. Metheny also shared a presentation detailing the purpose
of the local plan, the four tenets, as well as the timeline for revision, adoption and
submission to CDE. No revisions to the Plan were suggested by the Committee.

4.5 Mega Letters & Compliance Monitoring Activities

Dr. Metheny presented a sample of the compliance Mega Letter sent to district
superintendents January 31, 2020. As indicated in the letter, CDE has created a Padlet
which will house the forms and necessary information for compliance reporting. The Padlet
link is scheduled to be activated February 14, 2020. Dr. Metheny shared all EV SELPA
districts, including the two charters, will be participating in Targeted Monitoring activities
and one district will be participating in a Preschool Intensive Review. The EV SELPA will
be hosting both Intensive Review and Targeted Monitoring trainings. Information will be
provided to the districts regarding dates and times when it is available.



4.6 Airtable Collaboration Platform

Jason Hill, Redlands USD Executive Director of Special Services, provided a demonstration
of the database he has created using the Airtable Collaboration Platform. This is a web-
based tool that has allowed Redlands USD to streamline their special education department
database for tracking, reporting and services as well as to interface with other district
departments such as transportation and human resources. Microsoft Excel spreadsheets can
be entered into the Platform and then customized to allow for better “views” and reporting.
Users are set with different levels of access and views are customized depending on the
information needed for each team or specific member. Membership is free, but with
restrictive limits.  Redlands USD is currently using the non-profit membership which is
reasonably priced. Mr. Hill highly recommends the Platform to streamline and simplify the
administrative management of the special education office.

4.7 PCM Instructor Training

A PCM Instructor Training is scheduled for April 20-23, 2020 at the Dorothy Inghram
Learning Center, home of the EV SELPA. This is an opportunity for district staff to be
trained as a trainers. The cost of the training is $1,695. The EV SELPA will pay for up to
two district staff to be trained if the district needs trainers. This means that the EV SELPA
will cover this cost only if the district has trainers stepping down and needs trainers to bring
the total to a maximum of two trainers funded by the SELPA. Districts are responsible for
the cost of any other staff to be trained. A PCM overview and discussion regarding the
possibility of district staff doing initial trainings in district is scheduled for the March
Steering Committee Meeting. Currently, all initial trainings are conducted by East Valley
SELPA staff.

4.8 Open Access — Assistive Technology Partnership Accessible Curriculum for All

An opportunity to apply for a partnership with Placer County SELPA (SELPA System of
Support Lead) is available. SELPAs can apply for one of three categories: Universal Design
for Learning (UDL), Assistive Technology (AT), or Augmentative and Alternative
Communication (AAC). A video was shared containing a brief description of the program,
requirements to engage in this partnership and expected outcomes and benefits. Dr.
Metheny shared that research demonstrates AT is an important tool for integrating students
with disabilities into the general education setting and that the EV SELPA will explore
partnering in this area. Directors were encouraged to assess their staff willingness to
participate in this partnership as their participation will be vital for the success of this
program. The EV SELPA program specialists will meet within the month with Placer
County staff to determine the appropriateness of participating in this partnership in 2020-
2021.

4.9 EV SELPA Due Process Update
Dr. Homutoff shared that, to date, 23 cases have been filed in EV SELPA districts. Of this,
four were mediation only requests. Last year by this time, 29 cases had been filed.
Currently, there are three open cases. Dr. Homutoff also shared the decision from an
October 2019 hearing with Colton JUSD. The district prevailed on all issues with the
administrative law judge determining the assessments and offer of FAPE were appropriate.



4.10
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EV SELPA IEP Forms Work Group & WebIEP Program Updates

Dr. Metheny presented an update on behalf of Anne-Marie Foley. She noted that the
EV-50G or IEP At-A-Glance are both available for use in WebIEP. The directors
inquired if the system would be able to automatically forward this form to all personnel
involved with the student as Web 504 does. If this option is not currently available, the
directors would like to explore the possibility to do so. The EV-12 is also ready for
release. A discussion regarding the timeline and frequency to provide this report to
parents followed. Dr. Metheny noted that the law requires the report of progress toward
IEP goals be provided at the same time report cards are provided. The EV-12 is designed
to align with this requirement. The EV-53c PWN stand-alone form is also ready for
use. Anne-Marie will work to have this form converted to a fillable PDF format, but it
is reported that most districts use Dr. Homutoff PWN template instead of WebIEPs.

East Valley Operations

Dr. Wyatt reported that a new Deaf, Hard of Hearing (DHH) teacher, Karen McPherson,
is now on board. The directors requested that Ms. McPherson introduce herself to
district personnel. Ms. McPherson will also be invited to attend a future Steering
Committee Meeting. A new Speech Language Pathologist (SLP) McKenzie Winchell,
was also hired. Dr. Wyatt stressed his commitment to continue to assist Rim of the
World with their SLP needs.

Dr. Wyatt also reported that County Schools will stop reporting students as grade 11for
multiple years beyond grade 11 and instead will provide a certificate of completion for
those students at the end of their 12" grade year. The students will be re-enrolled as
transition students until they leave or age out at their 22" birthdays. This will allow for
continuity across the SELPA with district practices.

East Valley Operations SBCSS continues to look for ways to address chronic
absenteeism for students with chronic medical conditions. Dr. Wyatt has reached out to
his counterpart in Desert/Mountain SELPA as well as other County offices to explore
ways to address the problem including the provision of home/hospital services, as
appropriate.

Finally, Dr. Wyatt shared that East Valley Operations SBCSS budgeting for 2020-2021
is underway.

Hot Topics

Jason Hill inquired as to the dates for this year’s SBCSS Extended School Year classes
at Judson & Brown. Jason Hill and Dr. Wyatt will communicate via email regarding
the start date.

A question was raised regarding what end date should be listed for services on an IEP.
Dr. Metheny counseled that services cannot include a lapse of dates, even during
summer or winter break.



5.0 OTHER

5.1 EV SELPA Professional Development - February & March 2020

6.0 ADJOURNMENT: Meeting adjourned at 12:56 pm. Next meeting will be held on March 12, 2020.



4.0 FINANCE ISSUES

4.1 2019-2020 SBCSS EV-Ops FFS Budget to 2"
Interim



San Bernardino County Superintendent of Schools
East Valley County Operated Special Education Programs

FEE-FOR-SERVICE BUDGET to 2nd INTERIM COMPARISON - 2019-20

SELPA East Valley Budget 2nd Interim “Decresas
A. REVENUES April 2019 March 2020
RS OB GL

1. AB602 Special Ed Funding 6500 8311 5001 $ 10,338,192 | $ 10,213,509 | $ (124,683)

2. Property Tax Transfer 6500 8097 5001

3. Property Tax Transfer Adjustment between 2019-20 P-2 and Annual (Payable)

4. Net State Aid (A1-A2-A3) 6500 8311 5001

5. LCFF ADA Revenue Transfer 6500 8710 5001 $ - $ -

6. Prior Year Revenue Limit Fall Out 6500 8019 5001 $ - $ -

7. Federal IDEA (Local Assistance Entitlement) 3310 8181 5001 $ 570,552 | $ 434,462 | $ (136,090)

8. Federal Preschool 3315 8182 5730 $ 27,7611 % 24,660 | $ (3,101)

9. Preschool Local Entitlement 3310 8182 5730 $ 75,5881 % 48,253 | $ (27,335)

10. Preschool Staff Development 3345 8182 5730 $ 2451 $ 19119% (54)

11. Infant Part C 3385 8182 5710 $ 57,7451 $ 57,745 | $ -

12. Infant State Apportionment 6510 8311 5710 $ 1,492,402 | $ 1,492,402 | $ -

13. Other State 6500 8590 5001 $ -1$ -19 -

14. Infant Discretionary 6515 8590 5710 $ 29,865 | $ 31,628 | % 1,763

15. Parent Infant Program (Local Contract) 9285 8677 5710 $ 8,626 | $ 10,941 | $ 2,315

16. Local Revenue (Contracts with Districts) Early Start 9385 8285 5710 $ 119,885 | $ 119,885 | $ -

17. Local Revenue (Contracts with Districts) 6500 8677 5770 $ -13 -1$ -

18. Contrib. frm Unrestricted - Tier lll flex programs 6500 8981 5001 $ -193 -19$ -

19. Contrib. to Juvenile Hall (ADA Transfer) 6500 8311 5770 $ -13 -1$ -
TOTAL REVENUE (excludes A2, A3, A4) $ 12,720,861 || $ 12,433,676 || $ (287,185)

B. EXPENDITURES

2/5/2020

1. SAl Self-Contained (SDC) $ 8,629,160 | $ 8,491,554 | $ (137,606)
2. Low Incidence Itinerant DHH,VI,OM (ltinerant) $ 1,863,036 | $ 1,880,400 | $ 17,364
3. 1:1 Aide Services (1:1) Aides $ 416,793 | $ 535,122 | $ 118,329
4. First Class (NO FFS - Grant Funded) $ 103,348 | $ 729121 % (30,436)
5. Early Start (NO FFS - State/Grant Funded) $ 1,681,478 | $ 1,560,089 | $ (121,389)
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $ 12,693,816 || $ 12,540,078 || $ (153,738)
C. PRIOR YEAR ADJUSTMENTS RS OB GL
1. Prior Year AB602 Revenue Funding Adjustment 6500 8319 5001 $ -13 -1$ -
2. 2019-20 Beginning Balance (Early Start) $ 655,672 | $ 765,762 | $ 110,090
TOTAL PRIOR YEAR REVENUE ADJUSTMENTS $ 655,672 || $ 765,762 || $ 110,090
D. 2019-20 Projected Ending Balance
1. Total Revenues (Section A) $ 12,720,861 | $ 12,433,676 | $ (287,185)
2. Total Prior Year Revenue Adjustments (Section C) $ 655,672 $ 765,762 | $ 110,090
3. Total Expenditures (Section B) $ 12,693,816 | $ 12,540,078 | $ (153,738)
4. 2019-20 Projected Ending Balance $ 682,717 || $ 659,360 | $ (23,357)
5. Less Early Start Ending Balance $ (682,717)] $ (918,274)] $ (235,557)
6. 2019-20 Net Projected FFS Ending Balance $ S (258,914)] $ (258,914)
Number of Services SDC Low Incidence 1:1 Aide
Budget 210 213 8
2nd Interim - P-1 count 201 215 12
Difference -9 2 4

Prepared by: Jennifer Alvarado, Program Manager
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San Bernardino County Superintendent of Schools
EAST VALLEY COUNTY OPERATED SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM
2019-20 Fee For Service Budget - 2nd Interim

March 2020
1 2 3 4 5 6
LOW INCIDENCE
SAl 1:1 AIDE
ITINERANT FIRST CLASS EARLY START
SELF-CONTAINED DHH, VI, OM SERVICES TOTAL
X No FFS - Grant No FFS - State
SDC ITINERANT 1:1 AIDES Funded /Grant Funded
OBJECT EXPENSE
1000-1999 [Certificated Salaries 2,688,329 767,759 - 14,098 715,197 4,185,383
2000-2999 [Classified Salaries 1,483,878 192,487 279,621 12,763 96,403 2,065,152
3000-3999 |Employee Benefits 1,942,662 436,969 207,437 11,205 324,325 2,922,598
4000-4999 |Books & Supplies 20,092 4,350 - 10,418 19,265 54,125
5000-5999 |Services & Other Operating Expenditures 316,230 27,010 747 17,981 47,050 409,018
6000-6999 |Capital Outlay - - - - 0 0
Sub total 6,451,191 | $ 1,428,575 487,805 66,465 1,202,240 9,636,276
% of Total 0.81870 0.18130 n/a n/a 1.0000000
Allocated Cost ( FN 3120, 2100, 2700, 8100) 1,289,515 285,555 - = 219,901 1,794,971
Sub total 1000-5000 costs 7,740,705.79 | $ 1,714,129.81 487,805.00 | $ 66,465 | $ 1,422,141 | $ 11,431,247
7300-7380 |Indirect Cost @ 9.7% 750,848 166,271 47,317 6,447 137,948 1,108,831
TOTAL EXPENSE 8,491,554 [ $ 1,880,400 535,122 | $ 72912 | $ 1,560,089 | $ 12,540,078
LOW INCIDENCE
SAl 1:1 AIDE
ITINERANT FIRST CLASS EARLY START
Obj RS Revenue: SELF-CONTAINED DHH, VI, OM SERVICES TOTAL
X No FFS - Grant No FFS - State
SDC ITINERANT 1:1AIDES Funded /Grant Funded
8097 6500 |Property Tax Revenue 0
8181 3310 |Federal Local Assistance 355,696 78,766 434,462
8311/8319 6500 |AB602 FFS Revenue (including Base for ADA) 0
Total FFS Revenue 355,696 78,766 0 0 0 434,462
Other Revenue Sources
86XX 8710 Local Control Funding Formula 0
8182 3315 [Federal Preschool - RS 3315 24,660 24,660
8182 3310 |Federal Local Assistance Applied to the First Class Program 48,253 48,253
8182 3345  [Preschool Staff Development 191 191
8182 3385 |InfantPartC 57,745 57,745
8311 6510 |Infant State Apportionment 1,492,402 1,492,402
8590 6515 |Infant Discretionary 31,628 31,628
8677 9285 [Parent Infant Program 10,941 10,941
8285 9385 |Other Local Revenue (contracts with districts) 119,885 119,885
8600/8799 6500 |Other Local Revenue (contracts with districts) 0
2019-20 Beginning Balance 765,762 765,762
TOTAL REVENUE: 355,887 78,766 0 72,913 2,478,363 2,985,929
Excess Cost (expense minus revenue) (8,135,668) $ (1,801,634) (535,122) $ ©0) $ 918274 $ (9,554,150)
Number of Estimated Services in 2019-20 - As of P-1 Count 201 215 12 N/A N/A
2019-20 Proposed Rates - 2nd Interim $40,476 $8,380 $44,594 -
2019-20 Approved Rates $38,856 $8,271 $52,099
2019-20 Estimated Revenue 13,199,438
2019-20 Estimated Expense 12,540,078
Net Balance 659,360
Less Early Start Ending Balance 918,274
Estimated Fee-For-Service Ending Balance (258,914)

2/5/2020



4.2 EV SELPA Regional Services Proportionate Cost
FY 19-20






4.3 Governor’s January 2020 Budget Proposal &
Special Education



2020-21 BUDGET

government price index, the LCFF COLA is reduced
to fit within the guarantee.

State Estimated to Spend $63 Billion for
LCFF in 2019-20. LCFF is by far the state’s largest
education program. With $42.3 billion supported by
the state General Fund (and $20.6 billion supported
by local property tax revenue), LCFF also is the
largest component of the state’s General Fund
budget.

Governor’s Proposal

Provides $1.2 Billion Increase to Make
Growth and COLA Adjustments. In keeping with
recent state practice, the administration’s largest
ongoing augmentation is for LCFF. Specifically,
the Governor’s budget for 2020-21 includes
a $1.2 billion increase to LCFF, which reflects
funding for a projected 2.29 percent COLA, slightly

SPECIAL EDUCATION

offset by a projected 0.3 percent decline in ADA.
The augmentation brings total LCFF funding in
2020-21 to $64 billion.

Assessment

Projected COLA Rate and Associated
Cost Increase for 2020-21 in Line With Our
Estimates. Using the latest data available, we
estimate the 2020-21 COLA rate is 2.14 percent—
roughly tracking with the administration’s estimate
of 2.29 percent. The estimated rate will change
based upon the release of further data updates
over the coming months, with the state locking
down the rate in late April 2020. Given the relatively
modest growth rate in the federal government’s
price index, we believe the administration will likely
revise its estimate slightly downward as part of the
May Revision.

Below, we provide background on special
education services and financing, describe the
Governor’s proposals to reform these aspects of
special education, assess these proposals, and
offer associated recommendations.

Background

Federal Law Requires Schools to Provide
Students With Disabilities Individualized
Education Programs (IEPs). Special education
is instruction designed to meet the unique needs
of each child with a disability. As a condition of
receiving federal funding, the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act requires schools to
identify all students with disabilities and provide
them individualized support beginning at the
age of three. The specific support provided to
each student is detailed in his or her IEP, a legal
document developed by the student’s teachers,
parents, and school administrators. Support
services may include specialized academic
instruction, speech therapy, physical therapy,
counseling, or behavioral intervention services. In
2018-19, 11.7 percent of K-12 students received
special education in California.

14

Schools Must Serve Students With Disabilities
in the Most Inclusive Setting. Federal law
generally requires districts to serve students
with disabilities in the educationally appropriate
setting that offers the most opportunity to interact
with peers who do not have disabilities. The
intent is to provide an “inclusive setting” where
students with disabilities are taught alongside
their peers in general education classrooms with
appropriate services. These students may receive
special education services within the general
education classroom (for example, having an
aide or interpreter work with them one on one)
or in separate pull-out sessions (for example,
having a one-on-one speech therapy session).
Other inclusive models may include instruction
designed for students with varying learning needs
or co-teaching, where a special education teacher
and general education teacher collaboratively teach
a class that includes students with and without
disabilities. In 2017-18, 56 percent of all students
with disabilities in California were educated in an
inclusive setting—placing California 40" out of 47
states for which data are available.

LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE



Special Education Supported by Combination
of General Purpose and Categorical Funds.
Schools receive billions of dollars each year (mostly
from LCFF) to educate all students, including
students with disabilities. These funds can be
used for any educational purpose but primarily
cover general education costs such as teacher
compensation. Beyond these general education
costs, schools incur additional costs to serve
students with disabilities (for example, to provide
specialized support and adaptive equipment). To
help cover these additional costs, both the state
and federal governments provide categorical
funding specifically for special education. These
fund sources together cover about 40 percent of
the additional cost of special education services.
Schools cover remaining special education costs
with general purpose funding (mostly from LCFF).

Most Funding Allocated to Special Education
Local Plan Areas (SELPAs). State law requires
school districts, charter schools, and county
offices of education—collectively referred to as
local education agencies (LEAs)—to participate in
a SELPA, which is typically a regional consortium
of entities that coordinate special education
services. Large districts are allowed to serve as
their own SELPAs. Most state and federal special
education funding is allocated directly to SELPAs.
Each SELPA decides how to allocate its special
education categorical funding among its members.

State Provides Most Categorical Funding
Based on Overall K-12 Student Attendance.
About 80 percent of state special education funding
is allocated by a'base rate formula commonly
called AB 602 (after its enacting legislation in
1997). The formula(distributes funding based on
total student attendance rather than a more direct
measure of special education costs (for example,
the number of students identified for special
education or the cost of services provided). The
formula uses the greater of the current year’s
or prior year’s overall attendance. The AB 602
approach ensures schools have little incentive to
overidentify students for special education or serve
these students in unnecessarily expensive ways.
The federal government also allocates most of its
special education funding based on overall student
attendance.

www.lao.ca.gov

2020-21 BUDGET

AB 602 Base Rates Vary by SELPA. Under
AB 602, SELPAs are funded based on overall
attendance, but the per-student rate each SELPA
receives varies across the state—ranging from
$557 to $960 per student in 2019-20. As described
in the box on page 16, this variation was present
when the state first shifted to the AB 602 model in
the late 1990s. Over the last 20 years, the state has
occasionally provided funding augmentations to
increase base rates for SELPAs with below average
rates.

State Provides Remaining Categorical
Funding Through Various Add Ons. In addition to
the base funding from AB 602, SELPAs may receive
funding from the state’s many special education
categorical programs, as summarized in Figure 7
(on page 17). The distribution and spending
restrictions of these categorical funds vary. Three
of these categorical programs—mental health
services, SELPA administration, and professional
development—are allocated to all SELPAs based
on overall attendance. The Out-of-Home Care
program provides funding for students living in
licensed group homes or health facilities. Funding
for group homes and foster children have been held
in place since 2016-17 due to state reforms that
phased out the use of group homes. The remaining
programs provide funding based on a variety of
other factors, such as the size of the SELPA, the
number of students with high-cost placements or
low-incidence disabilities, or the participation in
employment training programs.

Federal Law Requires “Maintenance of Effort”
(MOE) on State and Local Spending. In order
to receive federal special education funding, both
states and LEAs must spend at least as much
on special education each year as they did the
preceding year. States and LEAs may choose
whether their MOE is calculated on the basis of
total special education spending or per-student
spending. By “locking in” increased expenditures,
this requirement offers an additional incentive for
the state and LEAs to contain special education
costs.

Special Education Expenditures Have
Increased Faster Than Associated Funding.
Figure 8 (see page 18) shows inflation-adjusted
special education expenditures by fund source
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2020-21 BUDGET

History of Special Education Funding in California

State Has Overhauled Special Education Funding System Twice Previously. State special
education funding has gone through three distinct eras. First, between 1860 and 1980 the state
created a patchwork system of special education categorical programs mostly based on specific
types of disabilities. Second, in 1980 the state introduced a somewhat simpler funding formula—
commonly referred to as J-50—that was based on the types of services provided. Finally, in
1997 the state introduced an even simpler formula commonly known as AB 602 (Davis) that is
based on total student attendance.

Earliest System Had Array of Programs and Major Shortcomings. Starting in 1920,
the state gradually developed a complex system for funding special education, eventually
encompassing almost a dozen categorical programs. Each program had distinct funding rates,
eligibility, and programmatic requirements. The system of categorical programs had various
limitations. Most notably, the system encouraged schools to identify students with whichever
disability generated the most funding rather than whichever best described their specific
challenges.

Second System Funded Based on Specific Services Provided. To address these
weaknesses, the state overhauled its special education policies between 1975 and 1980.
California introduced a simpler funding system commonly referred to as the J-50 system (after
the associated compliance form). This system was based on three types of special education
services: (1) special day classes which only students with disabilities attend, (2) resource
teachers who provide pull-out instructional support for students with disabilities served in general
education classrooms, and (3) services provided by specialists such as physical therapy. During
this time, California also began requiring all districts to organize into special education local plan
areas (SELPASs), which would be responsible for coordinating regional special education services.

Second System Also Proved Complicated and Problematic in Practice. In theory,
the J-50 system simplified special education funding, but in practice, it replaced one set of
complications with another. The system established unique funding rates for each SELPA based
on a statewide survey of special education costs in 1979-80. Though these rates closely tracked
special education costs the first few years after 1980, the state’s failure to update its cost survey
resulted in seemingly arbitrary funding inequities by the mid-1990s. Most importantly, the J-50
system encouraged schools to serve students with severe disabilities in special day classes, as
the funding generated for serving students with disabilities in general education classrooms was
intended only to cover students with relatively mild disabilities.

Current Funding System Intended to Simplify and Address Unequal Funding. The state
overhauled the funding system for a second time in 1997 with the passage of AB 602. The state
shifted to a formula based on overall student attendance to eliminate the complexity and bad
incentives characterizing the J-50 system. However, in transitioning from the J-50 system, the
state set each SELPA’s per-student funding rate by using its total funding in the last year under
the J-50 system. Because funding rates varied notably under the J-50 system, the new rates
established under AB 602 also varied notably. In an effort to equalize these rates, the state
allocated funding in the late 1990s, early 2000s, and in 2019-20 to increase rates for SELPAs
below the statewide per-student average. Despite unequal rates, AB 602 largely realized the
state’s original goals of simplifying funding and removing inappropriate incentives regarding the
provision of services.

16 LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE



between 2007-08 and 2017-18. During this
ten-year period, total state and federal special
education funding declined (in inflation-adjusted
terms) due to the drop in overall student
attendance. However, total special education
expenditures increased, largely driven by a growing
number of students with relatively severe disabilities
requiring more intensive services. Most notably,
the share of students with autism has increased
from 1 in 600 in 1997-98 to 1 in 50 in 2017-18.
Expenditures also have increased as a result of

2020-21 BUDGET

schools increasing staff salaries and being required
to make larger pension contributions on behalf of
their employees. As a result, local general purpose
funding has been covering an increasing share of
special education expenditures, rising from about
45 percent ten years ago to about 60 percent
today.

Special Education Expenditures Vary by
Region. In per-student terms, special education
expenditures vary notably among SELPAs. We
estimate SELPAs spent an average of about

2019-20 (In Millions)

California Funds Many Special Education Programs

Program Distribution Method Spending Restrictions Funding
AB 6022 Overall student attendance. Any special education expense. $3,412
Preschool Per-child funding for three- and None. 493
four-year olds with disabilities
(one time).
Mental health services Overall student attendance. Mental health services for 386
students with disabilities.
Out-of-Home Care Location and capacity of Licensed  Any special education expense. 144
Children’s Institutions.
SELPA administration Overall student attendance. SELPA-level services, including 100
data management and required
reporting.
Infants and toddlers Number of infants and toddlers with  Early intervention services for 83
special needs served. infants and toddlers with special
needs.
Workability Number of students enrolled in Job placement and training for 40
employment training programs. students with disabilities.
Low-incidence Number of students who are deaf, Services and materials for 19
disabilities hard of hearing, visually impaired, students with qualifying
or orthopedically impaired. conditions.
Technical assistance Competitive. Support services. 10
leads
Extraordinary cost pools  Individual student placements. Expenses associated with 6
very high-cost residential or
nonpublic school placements.
Necessary Small SELPAs Attendance in SELPAs serving SELPA-level services, including 3
fewer than 15,000 students. coordination, data management,
required reporting, and fiscal
administration.
Professional Overall student attendance. Staff development related to 1
Development special education.
Total $4,697
a Special education program named after authorizing legislation—Chapter 854 of 1997 (AB 602, Davis).
SELPA = special education local plan area.
www.lao.ca.gov 17
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$2,000 per student in 2017-18 (spreading costs
across all students in the region). Per-student
spending among SELPAs ranged from about

$600 to more than $4,000. Special education
expenditures vary by region for at least three
reasons. First, the overall incidence of students
with disabilities varies across the state. Second,
even SELPAs serving similar proportions of
students with disabilities may differ in the intensity
of their services. Third, the cost of providing
specific special education services varies by region,
largely because of differences in the compensation
packages that LEAs provide teachers and
specialists.

Students With Disabilities Tend to Have
Poorer Outcomes Than Other Students. Students
with disabilities perform worse than students
without disabilities across several measures.

Based upon the most recent data, students with
disabilities had low scores on standardized tests
of reading and math—scoring as a group at the
18th percentile of all test takers. Students with
disabilities also have notably lower graduation
rates compared to other student groups. In
2017-18, the four-year graduation rate for students

18

with disabilities was 65 percent, compared to

83 percent of students statewide. Some students
with disabilities, however, just take longer to
graduate. Of the students with disabilities exiting
high school in 2017-18, 76 percent left with a
high school diploma. Of the remaining students,
13.6 percent dropped out, 3.4 percent aged

out (reaching age 22), and 7 percent received

an alternative certification called a certificate of
completion. (Students can receive a certificate of
completion if their IEP team determines they are
unlikely to meet all requirements for high school
graduation, but can meet an alternative set of
requirements developed by the IEP team.)

Current-Year Budget Included $645 Million
One-Time Funding for Preschool and
Low-Funded SELPAs. The 2019-20 budget
provided $493 million one-time funding to
districts based on the number of preschool-aged
children with disabilities they serve—$9,010 per
child. Although districts are required to provide
special education services for this age group, the
current-year budget is the first time the state has
provided funding for this purpose. Districts were not
required to use these funds for additional services.
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Thus, funds likely will be used to cover the costs of
existing preschool services. The 2019-20 budget
also included $153 million one-time funding to
increase AB 602 rates for SELPAs funded below
the statewide average of $557 per student.

Current-Year Augmentations Made
Contingent on Future Special Education
Reforms. The 2019-20 budget package also
included language specifying that the $645 million
in augmentations would only be ongoing if the
Legislature makes statutory changes in the
2020-21 budget designed to improve the academic
outcomes of students with disabilities. The specific
reforms are to be determined collaboratively
by the Legislature and the administration but
may include a reconsideration of the role of
SELPAs, an expansion of inclusive instructional
practices, support for addressing disproportionate
identification and placement of certain student
subgroups, and review of special education funding
allocations.

Governor’s Proposals

Proposes a Multi-Phased Approach Aimed at
Improving Special Education. Given the language
in the 2019-20 budget prompting special education
reform, the administration engaged with various
stakeholders in the summer and fall of 2019.

The administration identified several challenges
informed by these discussions, including growing
student mental health and social-emotional needs,
teachers not prepared to adapt instruction to
students with diverse needs, shortages in special
education teachers and specialists, and the

lack of clear and consistent messaging from the
state to promote inclusive practices that improve
outcomes for all students. To address these
issues, the Governor proposes to make reforms in
special education financing and other areas over a
multiyear period.

First Phase Makes $645 Million Augmentation
From 2019-20 Ongoing to Modify Base Formula.
The Governor proposes to increase the base rate
for most SELPAs to $660 per student. To fund the
base rate increase, the Governor proposes to make
ongoing the $645 million augmentation provided in
2019-20. SELPAs that currently have higher rates
than the proposed new base rate would be held

www.lao.ca.gov
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harmless. The Governor also proposes tomodify
the base formula to use a three-year rolling average
of student attendance, rather than the greater of
the current year or prior year. The average would
be calculated for each LEA, but funding would
continue to be allocated to SELPAs.

Freezes Categorical Funding and SELPA
Membership. In anticipation of future changes to
special education funding, the Governor’s budget
proposes to freeze allocations for most special
education categorical programs at 2019-20 levels,
adjusted for cost of living. In addition, the Governor
proposes to prohibit LEAs from changing SELPAs
through 2023-24.

Future Phases to Be Informed by a Privately
Funded Study. In the fall of 2019, a study of
special education funding in California was
commissioned using private foundation funding
to potentially inform future changes to the special
education funding formula. The scope of the study
was developed with input from the administration,
the State Board of Education, and the California
Department of Education (CDE). Our understanding
is the study islexpected to recommend a new.
funding model aimed at addressing variation in
student needs and costs, promoting inclusive
practices, and encouraging early intervention and
identification of students with disabilities. The study
is expected to be completed within the next year.

Proposes $1.1 Million for a Governance Study
and Two Workgroups to Inform Future Phases.
The Governor’s budget provides $500,000 on a
one-time basis to fund a study on special education
governance and accountability. The study would
provide recommendations on (1) improving delivery
of special education services, (2) improving student
outcomes, (3) ensuring equitable distributions of
services to LEAs, and (4) identifying strategies
and challenges for funding and services under the
current and recommended models. The findings
of the study would be reported to the Legislature
by October 1, 2021. The budget also includes
a combined $600,000 one time to convene two
workgroups: Of this amount, ($350,000 is for a
workgroup to develop a standardized IEP template
and consider the feasibility of a statewide IEP
reporting system. The remaining $250,000 is for
a workgroup to develop alternate pathways for
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students with disabilities to receive a high school
diploma. Both workgroups would include the
Department of Rehabilitation, the Department of
Developmental Services, LEAs, SELPAs, legislative
staff, and relevant experts. The time frame and the
of the workgroups would be similar to that of the
governance study.

Includes $250 Million in One-Time Funding
for Preschool Services. The Governor’s budget
includes($250 million in one-time funding to be
allocated to districts based on the number of
preschool-aged children with disabilities served
by the district. In contrast to the preschool funds
provided in 2019-20, the Governor intends this
funding to increase or improve program services.

Provides $4 Million One Time to Create the
California Dyslexia Initiative. The Governor
proposes to designate a county office of education
(COE) to promote best practices regarding the
treatment of dyslexia across the state. The
COE would find effective models that identify
and support students with dyslexia and other
specific learning disabilities, create professional
development on effective instruction for these
students, and host a statewide conference by the
end of 2020 to disseminate relevant information
and resources. The COE would lead the initiative in
partnership with a designated university.

Assessment

Proposal Generally Aligned With Original
Legislative Intent. By reducing variations in SELPA
base rates, the Governor’s proposal addresses
special education funding inequities that have
persisted for decades. Moreover, the proposal is
consistent with the original intent of AB 602 and
our office’s past recommendations.

Three-Year Average Would Smooth
Funding Changes for Districts With Declining
Attendance. Given statewide student attendance
has been declining since 2013-14 and is projected
to continue declining over the next decade, shifting
to a three-year average would help smooth the
associated drops in special education base funding
for the majority of districts. In contrast, for the
smaller share of districts that are growing, a rolling
average would result in annual funding increases
somewhat smaller than their growth in attendance.

20

Unclear How Proposed Reforms Address Key
Challenges in Special Education. In explaining
the rationale for its proposal, the administration
cites several key challenges in special education,
such as teachers not being fully prepared for
inclusive classrooms and an increasing need for
mental health and social-emotional support for
students. However, the nexus between these
challenges and the special education funding model
remains unclear. The AB 602 base formula provides
schools with broad flexibility to use funding in ways
that align with the needs of their students, including
promoting inclusive classrooms and providing
additional student services. Similarly, we do not
see a clear connection between the current special
education governance system and the challenges
cited by the administration.

Current Approach to Studying Problem Limits
Legislative Input. Many of the key challenges
cited by the administration align with issues the
Legislature has deemed key priorities. However,
theprivately funded study —which may ultimately
inform future proposals from the administration—
was initiated, funded, and developed outside of
the legislative process. This approach leaves little
room to ensure the Legislature’s concerns are
incorporated in the study. Although the Legislature
will be able to review any new funding model that
the administration proposes in the future, this
provides limited time for the administration to then
directly address any concerns that the Legislature
may have about the proposed model. For instance,
the privately funded study is expected to make
recommendations to address the higher costs of
serving students with severe disabilities. Providing
more funding to LEAs for children with more severe
disabilities could address this concern, but also
could create incentives for LEAs to overidentify
students with disabilities. The Legislature
would need sufficient time to evaluate these
considerations.

Base Funding Does Not Include Count of
Preschool-Aged Children. Although the federal
government requires districts to begin providing
special education to children with disabilities on
their third birthdays, the AB 602 base formula does
not include student attendance for this age group.
This is primarily because most children in this age
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group do not attend school and the state does

not collect data on the number of preschoolers
who live within each school district’s attendance
boundary. As a result, the state provides no funding
to account for the costs associated with serving
these children. Districts cover related costs with a
combination of federal funding and general purpose
funding.

One-Time Preschool Funding Sends
Confusing Message to Districts. The
administration intends for the one-time preschool
funding to be used to increase or improve services
for children. Based on our conversations with
various special education stakeholders, effectively
increasing or improving services typically requires
ongoing spending increases—particularly for hiring
additional staff.(However, given the one-time
nature of these funds, schools are unlikely to hire
additional staff to support these new services.
Instead, the funding likely will be used for one-time
activities, such as professional development
or technology purchases. Districts are also
discouraged from using this funding to provide
additional IEP-related services, as this would raise
their local MOE.

Recommendations

Adopt Governor’s General Approach
to Modifying Base Funding Formula. We
recommend the Legislature adopt the Governor’s
general approach of using the $645 million
augmentation provided last year to develop new
AB 602 base rates. The approach is aligned with
the original intent behind AB 602 to eliminate
historical variations in base rates. We also
recommend adopting the proposed three-year
average of attendance to calculate base funding.
This will smooth drops in funding due to declining
student attendance in many districts across the
state.

Use One-Time Preschool Funding for
an Ongoing Base Increase, Incorporate
Preschoolers Into the Base. \We recommend
the Legislature make the proposed $250 million
for one-time preschool funding, instead, an
ongoing base augmentation to fund the addition
of preschool-aged children into the base
formula. Expanding the base formula to include

www.lao.ca.gov
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preschool-aged children would allow the state

to recognize local costs associated with serving
this age group. To address the lack of preschool
attendance data, we recommend modifying

the base formula to double-count kindergarten
attendance for LEAs that provide preschool,
effectively using kindergarten attendance as a proxy
for preschool attendance.

Fund Studies and Workgroups Based on
Legislative Priority. Considering the administration
plans on addressing special education issues over
a multiyear period, the Legislature may want to
think carefully about what issues it would like to
ensure are addressed. To the extent that additional
research or stakeholder input may be helpful, the
Legislature could consider funding other studies
and/or workgroups this year to help inform future
changes to special education. Below we describe
two options the Legislature could consider:

e Reforms to Special Education Categorical
Programs. The Legislature could fund a study
or workgroup that makes recommendations
for simplifying or updating the state’s special
education categorical programs. Many of
these programs merit a careful review to
ensure they are an effective way to distribute
funding. Funding for the Out-of-Home Care
program has been partially frozen since
2016-17 because its allocation formula is no
longer applicable. Some programs, such as
employment training and funding for infant
and toddlers, were first established in the
1980s and are only allocated to certain LEAs.
The privately funded study may examine
some of these issues, but a narrower, specific
study might provide the Legislature with more
concrete options for reforming the current
model.

e Alternative Models That Address High
Special Education Costs. As previously
mentioned, one ongoing concern in special
education is the increasing number of
students with high special education costs.
The Legislature could fund a study that
explores options for funding high-cost
students while also avoiding incentives
to overidentify or serve students in more
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restrictive environments. In particular, the
study could examine promising options from
other states that could feasibly be adopted
in California. Two states, for example, have
models primarily based on overall student
counts that also provide LEAs with partial
reimbursement for high-cost students. A
study specifically focused on this issue
could provide some concrete options for the
Legislature to consider adopting.

Directly Address Other Key Priorities, Such
as Inclusion. Several of the Legislature’s key
priorities are not directly related to the state’s
special education funding model. For example,

EDUCATION WORKFORCE

the state’s attendance-based funding model does
not discourage schools from placing students in
inclusive settings. In these areas, we encourage
the Legislature to consider other actions that would
improve special education. To further promote
inclusion, the Legislature could expand existing
initiatives that provide districts technical assistance
to implement inclusive practices. Alternatively, the
Legislature could consider funding a workgroup to
identify the key barriers to implementing inclusive
practices and provide recommendations for

how to address these challenges. These actions
can be taken now without having to wait for the
administration to suggest future changes to the
special education funding formula.

In this section, we analyze the Governor’s
proposals to address teacher and other staffing
shortages, as well as his proposal to provide
additional professional development for school
staff.

WORKFORCE SHORTAGES

Below, we provide background on teacher
and other school staffing shortages, describe
the Governor’s proposals related to these issues,
assess these proposals, and offer associated
recommendations.

Background

California Has More Than 600,000 School
Employees. School districts employ a variety of
school staff, including teachers, administrators,
student services staff, and other school support
staff. The state had about 295,000 full-time
equivalent (FTE) teachers in 2018-19, an increase
of 10 percent over the 2010-11 level (the low
point during the Great Recession). Coupled with
the effects of declining student enroliment, the
statewide student-to-teacher ratio, in turn, has
dropped every year since its peak in 2010-11
(23:1). In 2018-19, this ratio was about 21:1—
comparable to the level prior to the Great
Recession. The state also has about 26,000 FTE

22

principals and other school administrators. Student
services staff include counselors, psychologists,
social workers, nurses, speech and language
specialists, and librarians. In 2018-19, the state
had about 31,000 school services staff, an increase
of about 32 percent over the 2010-11 level.
Teachers, administrators, and student services
staff all require credentials issued by the California
Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC). In
contrast, the remaining support staff—including
instructional aides, office staff, bus drivers,
custodians, and cafeteria workers—do not require
credentials and are commonly referred to as
classified staff. The state had around 262,000 FTE
classified staff in 2018-19.

Some Districts Unable to Find Credentialed
Teachers. Despite recent growth in the teacher
workforce, some districts in the state are unable to
find credentialed teachers. As shown in Figure 9,
prospective teachers have various pathways to
earn their teaching credentials. When districts are
unable to hire a credentialed teacher for immediate
staffing needs, they hire underprepared teachers
with emergency credentials. As Figure 10 shows,
almost 3 percent of the teacher workforce (about
8,200 teachers) had an emergency credential in
2017-18. The share of teachers on emergency
credentials has risen every year since 2009-10,
when the demand for teachers was low.
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4.4 Assembly Bill 2291



AB 2291 (Medina)

Special Education Finance Reform

Background
Special Education in California is funded through a

combination of federal, state and local funds. Costs
have increased from $10.8 billion to $13 billion in
the 2017-2018 school year.

About 85% of state special education funding is
provided as categorical funds known as “AB 602”
(Chapter 854, Statutes of 1997). This allocation
method provides funding using a (census—based
method that allocates special education funds to
SELPAs based on the total number of students
attending school within the area. AB 602 was based
on the assumption that students with disabilities are
fairly equally distributed in the student population.
The intent of AB 602 funding was to remove fiscal
incentives to over-identify students with disabilities
that existed under the prior J-50 model. AB 602 also
included a “special disabilities adjustment” which
accounted for variation in the enrollment of students
with more severe disabilities. Thisladjustment was
eliminated in 2011-12, and at the time totaled $74
million.

Problem
Special education in California lacks the following:

Ongoing Special Education Preschool Funding:
Early intervention programs for preschoolers are an
excellent, mandatory investment. Children who
receive high quality care and education before

kindergarten are 40% to 60% less likely to require
special education interventions when they reach
school-age, resulting in significant future cost
savings to the state and local educational agencies

In California, no ongoing state funding is provided
to subsidize the more than $660 million that schools
report spending on special education preschool

programs as of 2017. The California Statewide
Special Education Task Force and the Public Policy
Institute of California (PPIC) have recommended
that the state establish a funding mechanism to
support special education preschool programs.

Equity: For decades, California’s special education
funding rates have varied considerably — currently
ranging from $557 to $940 per pupil - for no logical
reason. While the 2019-20 State Budget made
progress in leveling up to a statewide funding floor,
there is still great inequity in special education
funding rates. The Legislative Analyst’s Office, the
PPIC, and the California Statewide Special
Education Task Force all recommend that the
legislature retain the census-based model and create
equity in special education AB 602 funding rates.

Funding for students who need extra support: In the
20 years since the last major special education
finance reform, the percentage of special education
students requiring greater support has risen
dramatically. During the same period, the state’s
dedicated fund to support these “low incidence”
students was eliminated.

Solution

AB 2291 would establish a funding mechanism to
support special education preschool programs, by
adding preschoolers to the AB 602 funding formula.

AB 2291 would address long-standing inequities by
leveling up special education funding rates to where
95% of the state’s ADA would receive the same
funding level and those that currently receive
funding above this rate would be held harmless.

AB 2291 would ‘provide a supplemental grant to
support students with greater needs, including
students with autism, and students who are blind,
deaf or hard of hearing, and intellectually disabled.
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4.0 PROGRAM ISSUES

4.5 EV SELPA Professional Crisis Management
Updates



EV SELPA
PCM Update
March 2020

Courtney Beatty, Program Specialist
Mary Anne Klenske, Program Specialist
Shannon Vogt, Program Specialist



PCM Presentation Topics

e Overview — facts, EV SELPA levels, requirements of trainees,
advantages of PCM

« EV SELPA Instructors - # per district, instructor training & costs

« EV SELPA PCM Trainings — type, cost, procedures, 2017-2018
data, 2018-2019 data, 2019-2020 data

« EV SELPA PCM Trainings Remaining in 2019-2020
« EV SELPA PCM Classroom Outcome Data



PCM Facts

 PCM trainings are certification courses; both a written and
‘Physical’ exam must be passed to be certified.

 Participants can ‘re-train’ until both exams are passed.
» Trainees must attend all required hours to be certified.
 PCM certification is good for one year.

« PCM is a comprehensive, research-based, multi-level system that
provides powerful strategies to prevent and diffuse dangerous
behaviors.

« PCM is based on applied behavior analysis (ABA) principles and
keeps in mind consideration for the dignity of the student.

 PCM implements the use of many proactive verbal, non-physical
strateqgies to minimize the need for physical strateqgies.




PCM Levels Use Within EV SELPA

e Practitioner (P) - is certified to use all of the PCM non-

physical procedures, personal safety, and transportation
procedures. (A 2-day training)

e Practitioner P (2)- is certified to use all of the PCM non-
physical procedures, personal safety, transportation
procedures, vertical immobilization and prone horizontal
immobilization procedures on a 2 inch thick foam mat. (A 3-
day training)

» Effective use of Practitioner P (2) requires a minimum of 2 currently

certified staff in any one setting; 3 trained providers may be
necessary in some circumstances




PCM Requires a “Level” of Physical Fithess

 Practitioner (P) trainees must be reasonably physically fit. They do not
need to be “athletes™, they don’t have to be able to run long distances
and they don’t need to be of any particular body type or size. They
should however be able to walk briskly if necessary for brief periods
and should have no problems with their arms or back.

 PCM Practitioner P (2) requires

* the ability to perform lunges and walk in a semi-squatting position multiple times
over the 3-day training

* the ability to stand up from a lunge, squatting position or on their knees when on
the mat, without any assistance from furniture or another person.

* Practitioner P (2) trainees should meet the above requirements and they
should have no problems with their knees and/or legs that would

revent them from easily getting to a kneeling position OR getting up
rom a kneeling position unassisted.




Advantages of PCM

 PCM strategies are based in evidence-based practice
and are designed to fit seamlessly within ABA programs,
ED programs, and behavior intervention plans.

« PCM reduces liability and risk of litigation by
maintaining higher standards for certification.
Certification is NOT solely attendance based.
Participants MUST pass competency evaluations.

« PCM instructions are PRECISE, leaving very little room
for errors.




EV SELPA PCM Instructors

e All EV SELPA Program Specialists- 5
e Colton- 2

* Yucaipa- 2

e Rialto- 3

 Redlands- 3

e County- 3

e Rim- 3



Instructor Trainings

Training of Trainers (Instructor course costs paid by EV SELPA
for 2 instructors per district, transportation & lodging paid by
districts)

> Initial 4-day course - $1695/person (1 per district)
» Annual 2-day recertification course - $395 (1 per district)

*Next New Instructor Course is April 20-23, 2020 at the Dorothy
Inghram Learning Center

*Next Instructor Re-certification course is May 7 — 8, 2020 at
the Dorothy Inghram Learning Center




EV SELPA PCM Trainings & Costs

Initial PCM Practitioner (P) - $40
Initial PCM Practitioner P (2) - $40

Recertification PCM Practitioner (P) - $40
Recertification PCM Practitioner P (2) - $40

Retraining PCM Practitioner (P) or Practitioner P (2) - $25



PCM Trainings Procedures

» Tami Goldstein, EV SELPA Services Specialist, coordinates,
registers and communicates about all PCM trainings

e Each district has an identified PCM Liaison
e Colton — Judith Kim
 Redlands — Sony Stewart
e Rialto — Shelly Gates
e Rim of the World — Julie McCollister
e YCUGSD — Cheryl Burns
e SBCSS — Wendy Franklin

e Each district PCM Liaison has access to the PCMA database

* Next District PCM Liaison Meeting — May 24 at 2:30 p.m. at the
Dorothy Inghram Learning Center



EV SELPA PCM Training Statistics 2017-2018

Number of PCM Trainings by Type
Initial PCM Practitioner (P) - 8
Initial PCM Practitioner P (2) - 10

Recertification PCM Practitioner (P) - 9
Recertification PCM Practitioner P (2) - 11

Retraining PCM Practitioner or Practitioner P (2) — 12

Total Number of Participants Trained & Certified = 297 SELPA-wide




EV SELPA PCM Training Statistics 2019-2020

Number of PCM Trainings by Type
Initial PCM Practitioner (P) - 6
Initial PCM Practitioner P (2) - 14

Recertification PCM Practitioner (P) or P (2) - 24

Retraining PCM Practitioner or Practitioner P (2) — 8

Total Number of Participants Trained = 434 SELPA-wide to date



EV SELPA PCM Training Statistics 2018-2019

Number of PCM Trainings by Type
Initial PCM Practitioner (P) - 9
Initial PCM Practitioner P (2) - 17

Recertification PCM Practitioner (P) - 14
Recertification PCM Practitioner P (2) - 11

Retraining PCM Practitioner or Practitioner P (2) — 10

Total Number of Participants Trained = 428 SELPA-wide




EV SELPA PCM Training Statistics

Number of Employees
by District Scheduled for
a PCM Training and Did
Not Attend — “No Shows”

District 2017-18 |2018-19 |2019-20
Colton 10 11 2
Redlands 0 7 2
Rialto 7 8 !
Rim 9 1 0
SBCSS 22 14 2
Yucaipa 5 4 2




Remaining EV SELPA PCM Trainings Scheduled 2019-

2020

Initial PCM Practitioner (P) - April 7-8, May 12-13
Initial PCM Practitioner P (2) - April 7-9, May 13-15
Redlands Private Event April 27-May 1

Recertification PCM Practitioner (P) or P (2)-
Yucaipa- April 22-23, 24
SBCSS- May 5-6
Redlands- May 27-28

Re-trainings - March 13, April 29, May 21,



Evolution of current Behavior Intervention

Programs at Kingsbury Elementary, RUSD

*Two “Behavior Intervention” programs at two different sites; one
upper elementary, one lower elementary

*Both required intensive support from EVSELPA

*Ongoing crisis behaviors such as hitting, kicking, spitting,
throwing furniture, destroying school property, eloping from
classroom and school grounds were happening



Evolution of current Behavior Intervention

Programs at Kingsbury Elementary, RUSD

SELPA Program Specialists recommended.:
Both classes placed at one site
All staff trained and receive ongoing training and support

Provide one room adjacent to classes for behavior
emergencies (Alternative Intervention Room-AIR room)

Implement evidence-based program recommended by
SELPA 1including setup, training, implementation and support



“The AIR room”




Behavior Intervention Program Requirements

*Set up levels system with point sheets used daily and
consistently

*Use Functional Observation Form daily for all students to
collect data on behaviors

*Use PCM Physical Assistance Log to document use of the
AIR room




Redlands USD Bl Class PCM Data

RUSD BI Class PCM
35
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Redlands USD Bl Class PCM Data

RUSD BI Class
# of PCM Procedures Used

16

14

12

10

2 P R e =] ae]

August September October Movember December January February




Reason for Implementing PCM Procedures

Reason for Implementing PCM Procedures

Cortinwous2 &3 ||
Cominuous1,2.2 3 |
Continuous1 & 3 |G
Cortinuous1 2.2 |
Continuous Seff Injury (3) |GG
Comtinuous High Magnitude Dizuption (2) |

Continuous P hysical Agression (1) ||

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 a0




EV SELPA PCM Update March 2020

Questions?



PCM Procedures

 One-person adult transportation
 Two-person adult transportation
 One-person vertical immobilization

* Two-person vertical immobilization
 Three-person vertical immobilization
* Two-person adult prone BARR



PCM Physical Assistance Log

[1 Classroom Week of / to /
Treatment Area
Parent/
Reason | Assisted Transport |Immobilization| Place Immobilization Result |Guardian
NAME: last, first Codc | 1-person | 2-person Type Code Bepgan Ended Code |Notified Initiator(s) Name(s) Date (mm/dd)
B Wr B WT SS Vv P S Y N
S5 1AW e e
BowT B WT 8§ v P § Y N
SS 1AW e
B WT v P S Y N
S5 1AW B WT S§ €s INo
B WT
B WT
ss 1aw [B wrssf V P S Yes No
B WT
ss 1Aw |B wT ss v P s Yes No
B WT
v P S
5§ 1AW [B WT SS Yes Mo
B WT
vV P S
S5 1AW B WT S§S§ Yes No
B WT
vV P §
5 1AW {B WT S§ Yes Mo
B WT
v P s
SS 1AW B WT 58 Yes No
B WT
v Pr s
SS 1AW |B WT S8 Yes No
B WT
ss aw B wiss VP S Yes Mo
Reason Code: Assisted Transport Code: Place Code: Result Code:

1-Physical Aggression (continuous)
2-High Magnitude Disruption {continuous)
3-Self Injury (continuous)

4.

5-

6-

B-Back WT-Wrist Tricep
S$8-Sunday Stroll
1AW-One-Arm Wrap Around

Immobilization Type:
V- Vertical immobilization
P- Prone immobilization
S- Supine immobilization

1-Time-out room
2-Classroom
3-Administrative offices
4-Hallway

5-

6-

1-Back 1o class
2-Time-out
3-Sent Hame
4-Suspension

5-

6-

O Xipuaddy



Name:

Functional Observation Form

Starting Date:

Ending Date:

Date:

Time:

Initial:

Duration:

Behavior(s)

Frequency of occurre

nce of the behavior

1

2
3
4

Antecedents

What comes before the behavior?

Demand/request

Difficult task

Transition

Alone [no attention)

Peer

Accessdenied

Other:

Consequences

What comes afterthe behavior?

Attention +/-

Ignore

Redirect

Response cost

Accessgiven

Work terminated

Other

Perceived Function

Obtain

Avoid/Escape

Adapted from Michelle Dalton, MA, BCBA and Lond Kuhn, Ph.D, BCBA-D




4.6 Care Solace Presentation



4.7 Analyzing SELPA-wide OT Referral
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Play "Simon Says" or other games with left/right
directions: "Touch right foot, raise left hand.”

Try with tracing or drawing as well: “Start on the
left and draw a straight line to the right.” Mark
left with small "x."

When trying these start from simple to complex



A “sensory diet” (coined by OT Patricia Wilbarger) is

a carefully designed, personalized activity plan that
provides sensory input to stay focused and organized
(regulated) throughout the day.

Examples of self regulation are: jiggling your knee,
chewing gum, looking up/away to stay alert/focused.

Infants, young children, teens, and adults, all benefit
from a personalized sensory diet. In fact, we develop our
own strategies as we grow.



“The mind can absorb no more
than the seat can endure.”

JANET TRASLI



Good Moves
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http://www.schoolmoves.com

Sensory Processing Difficulties —

Reduce glare by eliminating the bright white
paper.

Simplify the page and remove extra
flourishes.

Dim the lights or remove the fluorescent
bulb above the desk of the student with the
difficulty.



First consider if simple modifications to
the student’s work or environment as
discussed have been tried and meet the
need.

If Not, then the IEP can consider a
Referral for an OT Assessment.



To be sent to the EV SELPA Office:
The EV-22
EV-61 or 63
copy of the current IEP
Copy of the Psychoeducational report

Referrals may not be given to one of the
therapists.



Documents the EVSELPA will send to
educational rights holder:

AP

Consent form

Parent questionnaire
Copy of Safeguards

When these are received by the EVSELPA the
60 day timeline begins, then student is
assigned to the appropriate OT.



It is the responsibility of the district to generate the
Assessment Plan for the triennial assessments.

If the student has been receiving OT services, OT

must be assigned to the Motor Development portion
of the AP.

As soon as the signed AP for the triennial is received
by the district the EVSELPA must be notified via

in order to assign the
assessment

OT gets invited to the IEP
The conference notice must include OT


mailto:April.neumann@sbcss.net

EV-22 (OT)

Case Carrier/Teacher: _________ School Student Currently Attends:

East Valley Special Education Local Plan Area
OCCUPATIONAL THERAPY ASSESSMENT/SERVICES REFERRAL

Student: _____ DOB:____ Student's Primary Language

StudentResidesWith(Name) ____ OIParent O Guardian D[JLCIFFH [J Other
Person authorized to represent educational rights, if other than above (Name)

Parents Address/Cityizip __ Phone#

Parent's Primary Language __________ Was Parent/Guardian informed of referral? [ Yes ([ No If no, why?.
PrimaryDisabilty: ______ SecondaryDisabilty: __ Curent [EP Date:

Reason for Referral:

Requestis for: O Service [ Assessment

O Occupational Therapy Assessment (Attach EV-61) OOccupational Therapy Services on existing IEP (attach most
current IEP)

Referral Completed By: (Print Name):

Email address:

Name of Person Responsible to Schedule IEP Meeting:.
Email address:

Referral Approved By (Signature). ____ Date:
District Special Ed. Director's Signature
'DIRECTIONS FOR SUBMITTING THIS FORM:

One of three ways: 1) Email the referral EV-22, EV-61, IEP and current psychoeducational assessment fo evselpa@sbess.k12.ca.us,
2) Fax paperwork to 909/252-4533 , or 3) Jet-mail paperwork to EV SELPA,

For EVSELPA Office Use Only:
Date Received: By:

EV-22 (Revised 5.31.16)




East Valley SELPA
Occupational Therapy Referral Form
Grades 1-12 (For Pre-K and K please refer to the Preschool Form)

m-mwmmmﬁumlmmﬂby _thlg mhfbymll
objects without adaptive f, environmental
Frequency (How often does this ncr.\r on a daily, weekly, monthly buls)

EV-61,Page 10f4 (Rev. 7/12/10) ORIGINAL - East Valley SELPA  COPY - Person Referring




Upon completion of the OT report, the
OT submits the report to our EVSELPA
Specialist to send to the district director

OT contacts the case carrier to schedule
an IEP to review the OT results.



For Annual IEPs, the OT will collaborate with the
case carrier on an appropriate goal.

All goals are the student’s goals and managed by the
case carrier. OTs do not own goals.

Before or at the IEP, OT's will be responsible for:

entering/modifying the services

Adding notes to the comments page (pg. 8 if Annual or pg. 50A
if it is an Addendum)

The OTs will request a copy of the signed AP at the
end of the meeting. If one not available, the district
can send that to the OT or to

April.neumann@sbcss.net



mailto:April.neumann@sbcss.net

Resources
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http://www.hwtears.com/
http://www.otideas.com/
http://www.therapyshoppe.com
http://www.southpawenterprises.com

Did we answer your question?

9,













4.8 EV SELPA Database for Parent Rights in Multiple
Languages



4.9 CDE Compliance Monitoring Update












4.10 CALPADS Update



CALPADS Postsecondary Status Codes & SPPI 14

Code Description Definition SPPI 14
Category
20