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Introduction 
The Glenn County SELPA (GC SELPA) has requested a proposal to determine the impact if the 
Orland Unified School District (OUSD) requests to take back all or a segment of the services 
operated by the Glenn County Office of Education (GCOE). The study will include a review of 
the SELPA revenue allocation plan, the existing program cost billing process, and a program and 
fiscal analysis of separating OUSD students from the current GCOE services. The specific study 
objectives are listed in Appendix A. 
 

SELPA Characteristics 
The GC SELPA is a necessary small single county SELPA composed of eight school districts 
and three charter schools functioning as local education agencies for the provision of special 
education services. GCOE is the administrative unit for the SELPA as well as the primary 
provider of special education services. There is a combination of elementary and unified school 
districts. District enrollment ranges in size from 85 to over 2,220 students. 
 
The yearly trend in enrollment using California Longitudinal Pupil Achievement Data System 
(CALPADS) counts and December special education counts was summarized over a 16-year 
period in Table 1. The CALPADS count decreased by 522 students or 8.55% while the special 
education count increased by 127 or 19.21%. The percentage of district students served in special 
education was also calculated for each school year. The percentage increased from 10.83% to 
14.12% over the time-period. During the same period the California statewide average increased 
from 10.81% to 12.45%. 

 
 
In addition to the SELPA level comparisons, Table 2 was computed to determine the difference 
in percentage of students served in special education for the eight districts and three charter 
schools. The special education counts were by computed by residence district which means that 
students served by GCOE were counted in the district in which they live. There was a large 
difference in special education percentage among the districts from a low of 5.88% to a high of 
15.35%. The three charter schools were between 6.17% and 15.15%. District general education 
size does appear to have some impact in special education percentage given that the three largest  

Special Education
School Year CALPADS Special Education % of CBEDS

1 2002 - 03 6,103 661 10.83%
1 2003 - 04 6,063 672 11.08%
1 2004 - 05 5,977 619 10.36%
1 2005 - 06 5,945 634 10.66%
1 2006 - 07 5,907 640 10.83%
1 2007 - 08 5,934 618 10.41%
1 2008 - 09 5,790 595 10.28%
1 2009 - 10 5,672 640 11.28%
1 2010 - 11 5,664 611 10.79%
1 2011 - 12 5,600 633 11.30%
1 2012 - 13 5,515 635 11.51%
1 2013 - 14 5,544 648 11.69%
1 2014 - 15 5,669 673 11.87%
1 2015 - 16 5,629 706 12.54%
1 2016 - 17 5,626 770 13.69%
1 2017-18 5,581 788 14.12%

Difference -522 127
% Difference -8.55% 19.21%

Table 1    Calculation of December 1 Special Education
        Pupil Count as a Percentage of SELPA CBEDS Count
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districts were above 15%. The SELPA average was 14.07% and the SELPA median was 12.01% 
which indicates that the was skewed by the large districts. It may be that the sparsity within the 
districts could also be a factor; however, there was no good data to determine how sparsity 
impacted the special education count. It may be useful to review the referral patterns for each 
district to determine whether it could be a factor. 
 
In addition to the increasing percentage of students served in special education, there has been a 
significant shift in the degree of severity of student disabilities served. Table 3 was developed to 
summarize the change in disabilities over the 16-year period. A significant disability count was 
computed for each school year. Significant disabilities were defined as all disabilities except 
language and speech, other health impaired and learning disabilities. While the total special  
 

 

Local Education Agencies December 2017 
Count

2017 
CALPADS

Percent of 
CALPADS

Capay Jount Union Elem 23 182 12.64%
Hamilton Unified 105 690 15.22%
Lake Elementary 18 181 9.94%
Orland Joint Unified 344 2241 15.35%
Plaza Elementary 17 209 8.13%
Princeton Joint Unified 19 165 11.52%
Stony Creek Joint Unified 5 85 5.88%
Willows Unified 218 1444 15.10%
Success One 5 81 6.17%
Walden Academy 21 168 12.50%
William Finch 10 66 15.15%
Glenn County Office of  Ed 0 69 0.00%
Total 785 5581 14.07%

Median = 12.01%
California 12.45%

Pupil Count as a Percentage of CALPADS
Table 2     Calculation of Residence District Special Education 

16

Total Special Total Significant Significant 
School Year Education Count Disability Count Disability %

2002 - 03 661 76 11.50%
2003 - 04 672 81 12.05%
2004 - 05 619 84 13.57%
2005 - 06 634 91 14.35%
2006 - 07 640 114 17.81%
2007 - 08 618 127 20.55%
2008 - 09 595 148 24.87%
2009 - 10 640 161 25.16%
2010 - 11 611 163 26.68%
2011 - 12 633 174 27.49%
2012 - 13 635 186 29.29%
2013 - 14 648 194 29.94%
2014 - 15 673 207 30.76%
2015 - 16 706 215 30.45%
2016 - 17 770 239 31.04%
2017-18 788 244 30.96%

Difference 127 168
% Difference 19.21% 221.05%

Significant disability count includes all disabilities except language & 
speech, other health impaired and learning disabilities.

Table 3      Comparison of SELPA Significant Disability Counts
to Total Special Education Pupil Counts
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education count increased by 19.21%, the significant disability count increased by 221.05%. The 
significant disability percentage of total special education count was computed for each school 
year. During the time-period the percentage increased from 11.5% to 30.96%. During the same 
time-period the state significant disability percentage increased from 19.28% to 28.14%. 
 

Expenditure and Revenue Comparison 
Each school year the districts and the SELPA are required to complete a maintenance of effort 
(MOE) test to ensure that Federal special education funds are not being supplanted. Data from 
the MOE tests were used in Table 4 to compare SELPA special education expenditures for the 
most recent seven school years. The AB 602 revenue, state entitlement mental health revenue 
and Federal grant revenue sources were totaled and compared for each school year. Total SELPA 
revenue was subtracted from total expenditures to determine the SELPA general fund 
contribution and its percentage of total expenditures. 
 

 
 
There was a 4.23% increase in combined GC SELPA state and federal revenue and a 6.73% 
increase in SELPA costs over the seven-year period. The result was the local contribution (the 
difference between expenditures and revenue) grew by $425,473 or 9.72%. During the same 
time-period, there was a California statewide increase in combined state and local revenue of 
3.43% and a 37.58% increase in costs. The result was the statewide local contribution grew by 
$3.71 billion or 68.22%. In addition, the GC SELPA local contribution percentage changed from 
45.47% of total cost in 2010-11 to 46.75% in 2016-17 while the State local contribution 
percentage grew from 52.71% to 64.45%.  
 
The GC SELPA revenue has increased at a slightly faster rate than the total State and the GC 
SELPA costs have increased at a much slower rate than the State. Based on the local contribution 

Goal 5001 5050 5060 5710 5730 5750 5770
Regionalized Program Severe

School Year Unspecified Services Specialist Infant Preschool Low Incidence Nonsevere Adjustments Total Percent Change
2016 - 17 3,034,950$      383,560$        -$             111,484$       252,497$        2,307,688$     4,178,771$          -$              10,268,950$          2.93%
2015 - 16 2,769,689$      383,792$        -$             110,368$       254,257$        2,195,890$     4,263,065$          9,977,061$            -0.90%
2014 - 15 2,807,545$      401,331$        -$             113,706$       203,379$        2,312,489$     4,228,784$          10,067,234$          2.58%
2013 - 14 2,933,514$      374,681$        -$             107,648$       240,236$        2,199,682$     3,957,966$          9,813,727$            0.91%
2012 - 13 3,005,368$      368,209$        -$             108,005$       199,519$        2,113,897$     3,930,117$          9,725,114$            1.24%
2011 - 12 2,887,926$      215,358$        -$             107,267$       202,149$        2,143,352$     4,050,015$          9,606,067$            -0.16%
2010 - 11 2,791,864$      -$               -$             136,376$       271,175$        2,290,552$     4,131,693$          9,621,660$            

Difference 243,085$         168,202$        -$             (24,892)$        (18,678)$         17,136$          47,078$              -$              647,289$               
% Change 8.71% 78.10% -18.25% -6.89% 0.75% 1.14% 6.73%

AB 602 Property RSPS NSS Declining Fed Local Mental Health/ Mental Health/ Preschool Fed Presch Inf/Toddler
School Year Revenue Tax Revenue Enroll & ECP Assist Revenue State Federal Revenue Revenue Revenue

2016 - 17 2,013,680$      1,231,015$     147,531$      14,726$         961,423$        322,340$        61,220$              84,926$         39,083$                 34,422$            
2015 - 16 2,116,874$      1,196,232$     147,264$      17,141$         959,237$        321,101$        62,691$              57,616$         37,869$                 34,422$            
2014 - 15 2,239,217$      1,097,496$     144,874$      -$              949,698$        324,395$        62,691$              57,043$         37,744$                 34,422$            
2013 - 14 2,269,520$      978,849$        145,562$      15,852$         899,660$        312,506$        61,069$              54,038$         38,695$                 34,422$            
2012 - 13 2,091,255$      977,953$        227,354$       $         18,790 981,572$        307,683$        15,243$              58,958$         39,773$                 34,422$            
2011 - 12 2,157,292$      959,056$        227,354$       $         16,556 981,306$        53,730$          18,995$              58,941$         40,140$                 34,422$            
2010 - 11 2,188,736$      971,610$        227,354$       $         33,639 978,304$        30,736$          44,479$              39,469$         58,762$                 34,422$            

Difference (175,055)$       259,405$        (79,823)$       (18,913)$        (16,881)$         291,604$        16,741$              45,457$         (19,679)$                -$                 
% Change -8.00% 26.70% -35.11% -56.22% -1.73% 948.74% 37.64% 115.17% -33.49% 0.00%

Low Incidence J-50 Project Staff OHC & Subtotal Local Local Percent of State
School Year Revenue Infant Workability Development IDF Transportation State & Federal Contribution Total Expenditures Percentage

2016 - 17 13,354$          111,012$        131,744$      1,000$           22,126$          278,651$        5,468,254$          4,800,696$    46.75% 64.45%
2015 - 16 14,282$          111,012$        136,855$      1,000$           22,598$          259,651$        5,495,846$          4,481,215$    44.92% 61.80%
2014 - 15 11,890$          109,976$        131,744$      1,000$           25,128$          289,651$        5,516,968$          4,550,266$    45.20% 58.92%
2013 - 14 13,222$          109,120$        130,000$      1,000$           55,843$          289,651$        5,409,009$          4,404,718$    44.88% 55.85%
2012 - 13 15,855$          107,564$        129,000$      7,663$           50,498$          289,651$        5,353,234$          4,371,880$    44.95% 52.52%
2011 - 12 16,839$          107,564$        129,532$      7,688$           74,981$          288,065$        5,172,461$          4,433,606$    46.15% 52.15%
2010 - 11 17,191$          107,564$        129,732$      7,766$           91,362$          285,312$        5,246,438$          4,375,223$    45.47% 52.71%

Difference (3,837)$           3,448$            2,012$          (6,766)$          (69,236)$         (6,661)$           221,816$            425,473$       
% Change -22.32% 3.21% 1.55% -87.12% -75.78% -2.33% 4.23% 9.72%

Table 4                                                                         Glenn County SELPA Maintenance of Effort Expenditure Comparison           

 Maintenance of Effort Revenue Comparison     
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percentages, the statewide local contribution percentage has grown at a much faster rate than the 
GC SELPA contribution. It should also be emphasized that the large increase in students with 
significant disabilities indicated in Table 3 has not caused an increase in GCOE service costs as 
documented by program Goal 5750 costs in Table 4. The GC SELPA has maintained better 
control over its costs during the seven-year period than many SELPAs based on the statewide 
costs and percentages. As a result, the local contribution has been maintained at a very stable 
level compared to the whole state. 
 
AB 602 special education revenue decreased beginning in 2015-16 as displayed in Table 5 due to 
AB 602 Base funding deficits. The Base deficit loss continued into 2017-18 with the SELPA 
losing a total of $226,788 over the three school years. During the same three-year period the total 
State loss to all SELPAs was over $203 million. Most likely, the funding losses will continue to 
mount in future years, due lack of additional state entitlement funding allocated for special 
education. While GCOE program costs have been very stable over time that trend could end due 
to deficits and a lack of any meaningful funding increases for special education programs. 
 

 
 

Allocation Plan 
The SELPA has a complicated funding allocation plan which is unique in that it takes into 
consideration the excess cost principle. It is based on language in the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) which requires that federal funds be used to pay for the 
excess costs of special education services that exceed the average annual per pupil expenditure 
(APPE) in a school district. It is based on the principal that every student with a disability is first 
a general education student in the district and is entitled to a share of the general fund which 
must be expended before the federal funds can be expended.  
 
Calculation of Excess Cost Threshold Spreadsheet - The first section of the SELPA funding 
allocation plan performs the excess cost calculation based on federal regulations to determine 
each local education agency’s (LEA) required general education share or “threshold” to be spent 
before expending federal funds. An APPE is calculated for each LEA. The standard deviation 
(SD) for the data set is computed. Each LEA’s APPE is then compared to the amount that is one 

2017-18 P2 2016-17 Annual 2015-16 Annual R2 Total Gain/Loss
D-4   Declining ADA Adjustment (D-3 * PY Base Rate) 1,958$                    (36,814)$              -$                       (34,856)$                 

B-6   Base Entitlement (A-5 * B-5) 3,333,225$             3,370,039$          3,340,871$            

B-8   Adjusted Base Entitlement (B-6 * B-7) 3,251,900$             3,281,510$          3,283,938$            

Difference (81,325)$                 (88,530)$              (56,933)$                (226,788)$               

C-3  COLA Apportionment 44,424$                  -$                     29,168$                 73,592$                  

State Level Deficit

D-4   Declining ADA Adjustment (D-3 * PY Base Rate) (20,103,484)$          (14,878,651)$       (13,865,967)$         (48,848,102.00)$     

B-6   Base Entitlement 3,012,736,318$      3,006,349,090$   2,977,189,976$     

B-8   Adjusted Base Entitlement 2,939,230,695$      2,927,302,753$   2,926,472,452$     

Difference (73,505,623)$          (79,046,337)$       (50,717,524)$         (203,269,484)$        
-$                        

C-3  COLA Apportionment 48,348,520$           -$                     31,629,660$          79,978,180$           

Penalties and Base Calculation Deficits
Table 5                                Special Education Funding Losses Due to AB 602 Declining ADA    
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SD above APPE. LEAs with APPEs greater that one SD above the amount are reduced to the 1 
SD APPE amount. The LEA APPE amount is then multiplied times the December 1 residence 
count to determine the required LEA threshold amount. 
 
Determination of Excess Cost and Local Support – The percentage of time or full-time 
equivalent (FTE) that each student with a disability spends in general education is totaled for 
each LEA. The total FTEs are multiplied times each LEAs APPE to determine the amount of the 
excess cost threshold that remains with the residence district. The share of the remaining 
threshold to transfer to GCOE for providing services is determined by multiplying the APPE 
times the number of students served by GCOE. The remaining threshold is reduced by the LCFF 
revenue generated for the students served by GCOE to determine the total threshold amount 
allocated to offset the GCOE program costs. Federal and other state and local revenue sources 
are also used to offset and determine the final excess cost. GCOE transportation cost is reduced 
by the transportation funding allocaton to determine the transportation excess cost. 
 
The final program excess cost charged to LEAs is calculated using a four-step calculation 
process as follows: 
 

1. Each LEA’s percentage of total SELPA ADA is calculated and multiplied times the total 
program excess cost. 

 
2. Each LEA’s percentage of total SELPA special education pupil count is calculated and 

multiplied times the total program excess cost 
 

3. Each LEA’s percentage of total County wide education expenditures is calculated and 
multiplied times the total program excess cost 

 
4. The results of the three calculations are averaged to determine the total program excess 

cost charged to each LEA.  
 
The same four-step calculation is used determine the total transportation excess cost charged to 
each district with the exception that in the first step of the calculation the LEA percentage is 
based on the number of students transported rather than ADA. More specific detail, which has 
been annotated with column headings from the actual calculation workbook, is included in 
Appendix B. 
 

Proposed Return of OUSD Severe Students 
 

It was requested that the impact on the SELPA of OUSD serving its own severe students be 
studied. Specifically, there were concerns regarding whether the OUSD separation would affect 
the ability of GCOE to continue to provide appropriate services as well as whether OUSD could 
appropriately serve its students. There were also concerns regarding the fiscal impact to both 
OUSD and the districts that would continue to receive services from Glenn County. 
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Program Simulation 
Especially in small single county SELPAs, a single program operator can provide an economy of 
scale for all the member districts if geographic issues and appropriate age groupings allow for it. 
GCOE served 91 students with severe and emotional disabilities in 6 classes in 2017-18 for all 
LEAs. Table 6 was developed to determine what the impact would have been if OUSD had 
served its own resident students in 2017-18. The count of OUSD students in each class was 
separated from the total class count to determine the remaining number of students to be served 
in each GCOE class. 
 

 
 
Based on the Table 6 split in class counts, it appears that OUSD elementary age students could 
have been served at Mill Street Elementary and GCOE could have served the remaining 
elementary age students at Plaza Elementary. It may have also been possible for OUSD to 
combine the high school age and adult transition services at Orland High School. GCOE could 
possibly have combined both populations at Willows High School. The result would be OUSD 
operating four classes and GCOE operating four classes to serve the same population of students 
that were served in six classes. While the suggested changes appear to be viable based on the 
student numbers, the actual programmatic needs and the requirement for age appropriate 
groupings could prevent suggested class reorganizations. Finding qualified teachers and related 
services providers could also impact the proposed changes. 
 
Funding Simulation 
A financial simulation was developed to determine the impact of OUSD serving its own severe 
students for both OUSD and the districts continuing to receive services from GCOE. To 
determine the financial impact, the SELPA allocation plan was modified as follows: 
 
Calculation of Threshold – the CALPADs count for OUSD was modified, deleting the students 
served by GCOE and adding the count to OUSD’s CALPADs count. 
 
Determining Excess Cost 

• Column E - The count of FTEs for students served in the OUSD general education setting 
was increased to account for the severe student transfer. 

• Column H – The total number of OUSD students served by another agency was reduced. 
• Column J – The SDC LCFF credit transferred to another agency was eliminated. 
• Colum Q – The projected total OUSD direct cost was increased by $350,000 to estimate 

the additional classroom cost. GCOE cost was decreased by $200,000 to simulate the 
closure of two classes. 

 

Class Type Location Case Manager Total Count Orand Count GCOE Remaining
Severe Regional Mill St. Elementary McKinney 16 9 7
Severe Regional Plaza Elementary Gawthrop 15 6 9

Regional ED Willows Intermediate Diaz 16 5 11
Regional ED Willows High School Cano 13 5 8

Severe Regional Willows High School Lex 17 8 9
Severe Regional 
Adult Transition Orland High School Lopez 14 7 7

Totals 91 40 51

Table 6                                                Orland Severe Class Separation Summary
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AB602 Allocation Plan – The funded ADA for OUSD was increased to include the severe 
students served in the district. This increased both state entitlement and federal local assistance 
funding for OUSD and reduced both funding sources for GCOE. 
 
Program and Excess Cost Calculations – The unduplicated count of students served was 
reduced to reflect the move of severe students back to OUSD. The ADA was also reduced. 
 
In Table 7 the simulated program excess cost calculation was compared to the actual 2017-18 
calculation and a difference in cost was calculated for each district along with a percentage 
change. Because of the reduction in revenue to GCOE, the simulated cost was increased for all 
districts except OUSD. The percentage of increase for the districts ranged from 11.43% to 
14.18%. There was a decrease in excess cost of 7.73% for OUSD, however the decrease would 
be offset by the increased cost to serve the students returned to the district. It needs to be stressed 
that this was an initial attempt to simulate the impact of OUSD taking severe students back. The 
calculations will be reviewed very carefully to determine if the initial changes were correct and 
make any necessary adjustments. 
 

 
 

Administrative Unit (AU) Cost Allocation 
 

Currently there is no separate calculation for the AU cost. The GCOE cost to perform the AU 
functions is included in the total program cost. OUSD shares in paying for the AU cost through 
the program billing cost calculation. If OUSD withdraws from all GCOE services, it should still 
be responsible for paying a portion of the AU cost. This would require that there be a separate 
AU cost calculation that could then be billed to all LEAs separate from the program cost. 
 
The SELPA Office cost is also included in the program cost calculation. In parallel to the AU 
cost, the SELPA Office cost should also be separated and charged separately to each LEA. In 
fact, both costs should be separated from program and charged separately whether or not OUSD 
takes back severe services. Both AU and SELPA costs are required administrative costs that are 
separate from program service requirements and should be allocated separately. Two possible 
methods for covering the costs are: 
 

 SIMULATION 
PROGRAM 
AVERAGE

TRANSPORTATION 
AVERAGE

SIMULATION 
GRAND TOTAL

ACTUAL 
GRAND 
TOTAL

DIFFERENCE                     
ACTUAL -

SIMULATION
PERCENTAGE 

CHANGE
CAPAY $106,439 $12,426 $118,865 $104,706 ($14,159) -13.52%
HAMILTON $419,852 $52,462 $472,314 $416,388 ($55,926) -13.43%
LAKE $90,933 $8,640 $99,573 $87,503 ($12,070) -13.79%
ORLAND $516,968 $163,566 $680,534 $737,569 $57,035 7.73%
PLAZA $94,967 $8,301 $103,268 $90,558 ($12,710) -14.04%
PRINCETON $104,380 $13,915 $118,295 $105,098 ($13,197) -12.56%
STONY CREEK $64,146 $10,125 $74,271 $66,650 ($7,621) -11.43%
WILLOWS $820,127 $117,366 $937,493 $826,734 ($110,759) -13.40%
SUCCESS ONE $27,390 $2,410 $29,800 $26,349 ($3,451) -13.10%
WALDEN ACAD $89,935 $8,854 $98,789 $86,520 ($12,269) -14.18%
Wm FINCH $46,712 $4,425 $51,137 $45,068 ($6,069) -13.47%

Simulation Cost Total $2,381,849 $402,490 $2,784,339 $2,593,143 ($191,196)
Actual Cost total $2,190,653

Table 7                  Comparison of Actual Program Excess Cost Calculation to OUSD Severe Cost Simulation
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1. Combine the two costs and allocate to all member LEAs using ADA, CALPADs or 
December count. 

2. Fund both costs first before any AB602 state entitlement funding is allocated for program 
services.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
 
Specific Study Objectives: 
 

1. Review the existing program cost billing process.  
 

2. Review the current program service delivery plan including the physical location of 
classes and services with enrollment by residence district.  

 
3.  Review the Current SELPA Revenue Allocation plan. 

 
4. Develop a simulation separating OUSD students with disabilities from the existing 

classes and related services providers except for early start and preschool services. 
 

5. Determine the fiscal and programmatic ability of OUSD to serve its students.  
 

6. Determine the fiscal and programmatic viability of the GCSOS to continue to provide the 
services to the remaining districts. 

 
7. Determine the administrative unit (AU) cost and a suggested plan for allocation of the 

costs to all member districts including OUSD. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
Calculation of Excess Cost Threshold Spreadsheet 
 
For each local education agency, the SELPA Administrative Unit shall annually compute the 
Average per Pupil Expenditure (APPE) and the total fiscal support that the districts must provide 
for the education of students with disabilities before AB 602 state funds and IDEA federal funds 
can be expended by them or in their behalf. 
 
Column F: In the absence of any specific guidelines from the State or the U. S. Office of Special 
Education Programs with regard to “total expenditures,” the AU shall identify the total 
expenditures used by the State to determine the Current Expense of Education for each local 
education agency for the immediate prior year. Once the State or OSEP has established specific 
guidance for determining “total expenditures,” those amounts shall be used instead of the total 
expenditures used by the State to determine the Current Expense of Education.  
 
Column G through Column N: From that amount, the AU shall first reduce the total 
expenditures for each local education agency by subtracting any amounts used for capital outlay 
and/or debt service that may be included therein.  Second, the AU shall subtract expenditures 
made by each local education agency from federal, state, and local funds for the following 
purposes: 

Ø Programs and services specified by IDEA 
Ø Programs and services specified by ESEA, Title I, Part A 
Ø Programs and services specified by ESEA, Title II, Parts A & B 

 
Column B through Column E: The reported CBEDS is adjusted by subtracting the number of 
pupils reported who are residents of another local education agency and adding the number of 
pupils who are residents of the local education agency but reported by another local education 
agency. 
 
Column N divided by Column E: The AU shall then divide the remaining total expenditures 
for each local education agency by each agency’s total adjusted CBEDS count conducted in 
October of the immediate prior year to determine the Average per Pupil Expenditure (APPE) for 
each local education agency.  
 
Columns O through R: The AU shall then determine from the SELPA’s special education 
management information system (SEMIS) the total numbers of students with disabilities, either 
ages 5 through 21 or grades k through 12, who are residents of the school district, charter schools 
acting as a local education agency, charter schools operated by the Glenn County Office of 
Education, or alternative educational programs operated by the Glenn County Office of 
Education.  It shall then multiply the APPE for each local education agency by the agency’s 
number of resident students with disabilities to determine the total amount that must be expended 
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for the education of its students with disabilities.  Once this threshold has been expended, state 
and federal resources may then be used to pay the excess costs of special education services for 
these students.  
Note: The standard deviation test in Column P is not addressed 
 
Determination of Excess Cost and Local Support 
 
Once the APPE threshold is established, expenditures must be made from that amount BEFORE 
state aid and federal local assistance can be used to help pay the excess costs of providing special 
education services. 
 
Clearly, not all of the APPE funding has to be used to provide special education services.  Since 
most students with disabilities actually spend the greatest majority of their school day in general 
education settings, part of the APPE funding must go to support that portion of the education 
being provided.  This information is available within the SELPA’s special education 
management information system.  Each student with a disability has an IEP which stipulates the 
percent of the school day that the student will be in general education settings. 
 
The AU can use that information to differentiate between those students with disabilities 
primarily served by their local educational agency of residence and those primarily served by the 
Glenn COE or another local education agency.  Column E: Totaling the percent of time each 
student primarily served by its local educational agency spends in general education settings, it 
can calculate a “full-time student equivalence” (FTSE).  Column B times Column E = Column 
F: Multiplying that figure by the APPE calculates how much of the APPE threshold is expended 
for the education of students with disabilities in the local education agency’s general education 
settings.   
Column H: The AU shall then determine the number of students with disabilities from each 
local education agency who are primarily served by the Glenn COE or another local education 
agency.  Column H times Column B: The number of from each local education agency is 
multiplied by that agency’s APPE to determine how much of the APPE threshold should 
“follow” the child to the agency primarily providing the general and special educational services.  
Column H times Column B = Column I: (Orland only) The AU shall also determine the 
number of students with disabilities primarily served by the local education agency in which 
he/she resides but also receives regional services from the Glenn COE. APPE to determine how 
much of the APPE threshold should “follow” the child to the agency providing The number of 
from each local education agency is multiplied by a factor of .25 and that product is multiplied 
by that agency’s regional special education services. 
Column I minus Column J = Column K: Since most of those students with disabilities are 
likely to be in special class settings, the local education agency will be reporting their attendance 
and receiving the revenue limit apportionment generated by that attendance.  Being a key 
component of the APPE, the revenue limit apportionment generated by these students should be 
treated as a credit against the APPE funding following these students.  The AU shall reduce the 
amount of APPE threshold funding following the student by the revenue limit apportionment that 
the student will generate to determine how much of the APPE threshold should actually transfer 
from the local education agency of residence to the local education agencies primarily serving its 
students with disabilities.  


