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Exhibit A

BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: No. CSM-4464

Education Code Section 56523 as added by Behavioral Intervention Plans
Statutes of 1990, Chapter 959; and

Title 5, California Code of Regulations, STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT
Sections 3001 and 3052 TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500
ET SEQ.; TITLE 2, CALIFORNIA CODE OF
REGULATIONS, DIVISION 2, CHAPTER

Filed on September 28, 1994 2.5, ARTICLE 7

By the Butte County Office of Education, San | (Adopted on September 28, 2000)

Joaquin County Office of Education, and the (Corrected on November 23, 2010)
San Diego Unified School District,
Co-Claimants.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

The attached Statement of Decision of the Commission on State Mandates is hereby adopted in
the above-entitled matter. This Decision shall become effective on September 29, 2000.

On November 23, 2010, this Statement of Decision was corrected to add the Butte County Office
of Education and the San Joaquin County Office of Education to the caption as Co-Claimants.

Paula Higashi, Executive Director






BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: No. CSM-4464

Education Code Section 56523 as added by Behavioral Intervention Plans
Statutes of 1990, Chapter 959; and
STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT

Title 5, California Code of Regulations, TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500
Sections 3001 and 3052 ET SEQ.; TITLE 2, CALIFORNIA CODE OF

REGULATIONS, DIVISION 2, CHAPTER
Filed on September 28, 1994 2.5, ARTICLE 7

By the Butte County Office of Education, the
San Joaquin County Office of Education, and (Adopted on September 28, 2000)

the San_Dlego Unified School District, (Corrected on November 23, 2010)
Co-Claimants.

STATEMENT OF DECISION

On September 30, 1999, the Commission first heard this test claim and took no action due to a 3-
3 tie vote. On November 30, 1999, the Commission directed staff to hold this test claim until the
appointment of the seventh Commission member. The seventh Commission member was
appointed in April 2000. On August 24, 2000, the Commission heard this test claim during a
regularly scheduled hearing. Therefore, the sole issue before the Commission is whether the
Proposed Statement of Decision accurately reflects the vote of the Commission.! James
Cunningham and Frank Terstegge appeared on behalf of the San Diego Unified School District,
Gail Cafferata appeared on behalf of the Butte County Office of Education, and Nona Martinez
and Dan Stone appeared on behalf of the Department of Finance.

The law applicable to the Commission’s determination of a reimbursable state mandated
program is Government Code section 17500 et seq., article XIII B, section 6 of the California
Constitution and related case law.

The Commission, by a vote of 5-2, approved this test claim.
BACKGROUND AND FINDINGS

The Legislature found that the state has continually sought to provide an appropriate and
meaningful educational program in a safe and healthy environment for all children regardless of

! Title 2, California Code of Regulations, section 1188.1, subdivision (g).
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possible physical, mental, or emotional disabling conditions.? In addition, the Legislature
declares that teachers of children with special needs require training and guidance that provides
positive ways for working successfully with children who have difficulties conforming to
acceptable behavior patterns in order to provide an environment in which learning can occur.?

The test claim legislation and the implementing regulations involve special education services
for children with disabilities. It requires an IEP team* to develop a behavioral intervention plan
whenever an individual exhibits a serious behavior problem that significantly interferes with the
implementation of the goals and objectives of the individual’s IEP.> The IEP is a written
statement developed in a meeting between the school, the teacher, and the parents. The IEP
includes the child’s current performance, the annual goals and short-term instructional
objectives, specific educational services, and the objective criteria and evaluation procedures to
determine whether the objectives are being achieved.® Special education services include both
special education, defined as specially designed instruction to meet the unique needs of a child
with disabilities, and related services, defined as such developmental, corrective, and other
supportive services as may be required to assist a child with disabilities to benefit from special
education.” There is no prior state law that addresses behavioral intervention plans.

The Test Claim Leqislation

Education Code section 56523 requires the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the State
Board of Education to adopt regulations establishing behavioral intervention plans, which:

(1) include the types of behavioral interventions that can be used; (2) require that a pupil’s IEP
include a description of behavior interventions that meet certain guidelines; and (3) specify
standards and guidelines regarding the use of behavior interventions in emergency situations. In
response to Education Code section 56523, the California Department of Education adopted
sections 3001 and 3052, which detail school districts’ obligations concerning the development
and implementation of behavioral intervention plans.

The Commission found that Education Code section 56523 only requires the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction and the State Board of Education to adopt regulations.

2 Education Code section 56520.
® Ibid.

* Chapter 5.5, Education Code, sections 56520 et seq. Federal law requires that the IEP team’s membership include
the individual’s parents, at least one regular education teacher of the individual, at least one special education
teacher, a local agency representative who is qualified to provide or supervise the provision of special instruction to
meet the individual’s needs, an individual who can interpret the instructional implications of evaluation results (may
be a member listed above), at the parent’s or agency’s discretion, other individuals who have knowledge or special
expertise regarding the child, and whenever appropriate, the disabled individual. (See Title 20, United States Code,
section 1414, subdivision (d)(1)(B); Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations,

section 300.344.)

> Title 5, California Code of Regulations, section 3001, subdivision (h).
® Title 20, United States Code, section 1401, subdivision (a)(19).

" Title 20, United States Code, section 1401(a)(17). The IDEA includes specific services in the related services
section, but the text does not limit the provision to those services. These services include transportation, early
identification and assessment of disabling conditions in children, speech pathology and audiology, psychological
services, physical and occupational therapy, recreation, and medical and counseling services, except those medical
services that are for diagnostic and evaluation purposes only.

2
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Section 56523, on its face, does not impose any requirements upon school districts and therefore,
does not impose any reimbursable state mandated activities upon school districts. However, the
Commission noted that this conclusion does not resolve the inquiry as to whether the regulations
promulgated pursuant to section 56523 constitute reimbursable state mandated activities upon
school districts.

The Commission found that in order for a statute, or executive order, which is the subject of a
test claim, to impose a reimbursable state mandated program, the statutory and regulatory
language: (1) must direct or obligate an activity or task upon local governmental entities; and (2)
the required activity or task must be new, thus constituting a “new program,” or it must create an
increased or “higher level of service” over the former required level of service. The court has
defined a “new program” or “higher level of service” as a program that carries out the
governmental function of providing services to the public, or a law, which to implement a state
policy, imposes unique requirements on local agencies or school districts that do not apply
generally to all residents and entities in the state. To determine if a required activity is new or
imposes a higher level of service, a comparison must be undertaken between the test claim
legislation and the legal requirements in effect immediately before the enactment of the test
claim legislation. Finally, the newly required activity or increased level of service must be state
mandated.?

The test claim legislation involves the provision of special education to disabled students
enrolled in public education. Public education in California is a peculiarly governmental
function administered by local agencies as a service to the public. Moreover, the test claim
legislation imposes unique requirements upon school districts that do not apply generally to all
residents and entities of the state. Therefore, the Commission found that public education
constitutes a “program” within the meaning of section 6, article XIII B of the California
Constitution.®

However, the Commission continued the inquiry to determine if the activities are new or impose
a higher level of service and if the activities are mandated by the state. The claimants contended
that the test claim legislation and regulations impose a higher level of service by requiring school
districts to perform additional activities not required under state or federal law.

The Test Claim Requlations

Behavioral Intervention Plans Defined

The test claim legislation and regulations define behavioral intervention as the systematic
implementation of procedures that result in lasting positive changes in an individual’s behavior.*
Specifically, behavioral interventions are the design, implementation, and evaluation of
instructional and environmental modifications to produce significant improvements in behavior
through skill acquisition and the reduction of problematic behavior.** Generally, behavioral
intervention plans are implemented for pupils with an IEP.

0

& County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56; Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist. v. State
of California (1987) 190 Cal.App.3d 521, 537; Lucia Mar Unified School Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, 835.

% Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 172.
% Title 5, California Code of Regulations, section 3001, subdivision (f).
" bid.
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The Commission noted that the behavioral intervention plan is the written document developed
by an IEP team and is integrated into an individual’s current IEP when an individual exhibits a
serious behavior problem that interferes with the implementation of the individual’s IEP.*
Serious behavior problems are behaviors that are self-injurious, assaultive, cause serious
property damage, or other severe behavior problems that are pervasive and maladaptive for
which the instructional or behavioral approaches in the individual’s IEP are ineffective.™®

SELPA Plan Requirements*

Under the test claim legislation’s implementing regulations, each SELPA must include
procedures in its local plan regarding the systematic use of behavioral interventions.”™ These
procedures include training of behavioral intervention case managers, training of personnel
involved with implementing behavioral intervention plans, special training for emergency
interventions, and identification of approved behavioral emergency procedures.’® SELPAs must
inform all staff members and parents of these procedures whenever a behavioral intervention
plan is proposed.’

The Commission found that these activities represent a new program or higher level of service
because SELPAs were under no obligation to include such information in their local plans before
the adoption of the test claim legislation’s implementing regulations.'®

Development of Behavioral Intervention Plans

An IEP team must supervise all assessment, intervention, and evaluation activities related to an
individual’s behavioral intervention plan.*® When a behavioral intervention plan is being
developed, the IEP team is expanded to include a behavioral intervention case manager who is
trained in behavior analysis including positive behavioral interventions.?’ A behavioral
intervention case manager is a designated certificated school/district/county staff member or
other qualified personnel who has been trained in behavior analysis with an emphasis on positive

121d. at subdivision (h).
3 1d. at subdivision (ah).

Y SELPA is an acronym for “Special Education Local Plan Area.” Title 2, California Code of Regulations, section
60010 defines SELPA as “the service area covered by a special education local plan, and its governance structure
created under any of the planning options” set forth in the Education Code.

15 Title 5, California Code of Regulations, section 3052, subdivision (j).
181d. at subdivision (j)(2)(A)-(D).
71d. at subdivision (j)(1).

'8 The test claim legislation requires nonpublic schools to develop policies consistent with those specified in the
emergency intervention section of the regulations. The Commission found that this requirement does not impose
any activities upon public school districts. (See Title 5, California Code of Regulations, section 3052,
subdivision (k).)

91d. at section 3052, subdivision (a)(1).

% |bid. Federal law does not require the inclusion of a behavioral intervention case manager in the IEP team. (See
Title 20, United States Code, section 1414, subdivision (d)(1)(B).)

4
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behavioral interventions.?* The case manager is not intended to be a new staff person, but rather
may be an existing staff member with the appropriate training.?

The Commission found that the activities of including in the IEP team and training a staff
member to become a behavioral intervention case manager represents a new program or higher
level of service because school districts were under no obligation to perform behavioral
interventions before the adoption of the test claim legislation’s implementing regulations.

Functional Analysis Assessments

A behavioral intervention plan is based on a functional analysis assessment of the individual.?
A functional analysis assessment includes a description of the maladaptive behavior and
replacement positive behavior, goals and objectives, detailed descriptions of the interventions to
be used, schedules for recording the frequency of use of the interventions, how the intervention
will be phased out, those interventions to be used at home or other non-educational settings, and
dates for plan review.?* A functional analysis assessment occurs when the IEP team finds that
the instructional/behavioral approaches specified in an individual’s IEP have been ineffective.?
The assessment must include: (1) systematic observation of the behavior; (2) the immediate
antecedent events associated with that behavior; (3) the consequences to determine the function
the behavior serves for the individual;

(4) ecological analysis of the settings in which the behavior occurs most frequently; (5) review of
records of health and medical factors that may influence behavior; and (6) review history of
behavior including effectiveness of past interventions.?

The Commission found that following an assessment, a written report of the results is prepared
and provided to the parent.”” The report includes: (1) a description of the nature and severity of
the targeted behavior; (2) a description of the antecedents and consequences that maintain the
targeted behavior across all settings in which it occurs; (3) a description of the rate of alternative
behaviors, their antecedents and consequences; and (4) recommendations for consideration by
the IEP team.?

The Commission found that all of the activities associated with functional analysis assessments
represent a new program or higher level of service because school districts were under no
obligation to perform functional analysis assessments before the adoption of the test claim
legislation’s implementing regulations.

2 Title 5, California Code of Regulations, section 3001, subdivision (g).
22 |bid.; Id. at section 3052, subdivision (a).

2% |d. at section 3052, subdivision (a)(3).

* Ibid.

% |d. at section 3052, subdivision (b); See also section 3001, subdivision (ah), which provides: “serious behavior
problems are behaviors that are self-injurious, assaultive, cause serious property damage, or other severe behavior
problems that are pervasive and maladaptive for which the instructional or behavioral approaches in the individual’s
IEP are ineffective.”

% |d. at subdivision (b)(1)(A)-(F).
27 |d. at subdivision (b)(2).
% |d. at subdivision (b)(2)(A)-(D).
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Upon completion of the functional analysis assessment, the IEP team meets to review the results
and, if necessary, develop a behavioral intervention plan.?® The Commission found that this
activity represents a new program or higher level of service because school districts were under
no obligation to convene an IEP team meeting specifically for review of functional analysis
assessments before the adoption of the test claim legislation’s implementing regulations.

Implementation of Behavioral Intervention Plans

In developing a behavioral intervention plan, the IEP team may develop positive programming
strategies that address the individual’s behavior. Positive programming for behavioral
intervention may include: (1) altering the identified antecedent event to prevent the occurrence of
the behavior (e.g., change the setting); (2) teaching the individual alternative behaviors or
adaptive behaviors that produce the same consequences as the inappropriate behavior; and (3)
positively reinforcing alternative and other acceptable behaviors and ignoring or redirecting
unacceptable behavior.*

The Commission found that, to the extent these activities are required to implement an
individual’s behavioral intervention plan, the activities represent a new program or higher level
of service because school districts were under no obligation to develop and implement
behavioral intervention plans before the adoption of the test claim legislation’s implementing
regulations.

Once an [EP team has developed and/or modified an individual’s IEP to include a behavioral
intervention plan, responses to the targeted behavior shall include, but are not limited to: (1)
ignoring the behavior, but not the individual; (2) verbal, or verbal and physical redirection; (3)
the provision of feedback (e.g., “you are talking too loudly”);

(4) the message of the behavior is acknowledged (e.g., “you are having a hard time with your
work™); or (5) a brief, physical prompt to interrupt or prevent aggression, self-abuse, or property
destruction.*

The Commission found that, to the extent these activities are required to implement an
individual’s behavioral intervention plan, the activities represent a new program or higher level
of service because school districts were under no obligation to develop and implement
behavioral intervention plans before the adoption of the test claim legislation’s implementing
regulations.

Once a behavioral intervention plan is implemented, it is evaluated to measure the frequency,
duration, and intensity of the targeted behavior identified in the functional analysis assessment.
The teacher, the behavioral intervention case manager, parent or care provider, and others, as

2 |d. at subdivision (c); although subdivision (c) provides that IEP teams shall develop a behavioral intervention
plan if necessary, section 3001, subdivision (h), defines a behavioral intervention plan as a written document that is
developed when an individual exhibits a serious behavior problem that significantly interferes with the
implementation of the goals and objectives of the individual’s IEP. Accordingly, the Commission found that school
districts must develop a behavioral intervention plan once an individual exhibits a serious behavior problem.

% |d. at subdivision (d).
%1 |d. at subdivision (e).

%2 |d. at subdivision (f)(1)-(3).
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appropriate, review the evaluation at scheduled intervals determined by the IEP team.*® If the
IEP team determines changes are necessary, the teacher and behavioral intervention case
manager conduct additional functional analysis assessments, and based on the outcomes, propose
changes to the plan.®*

The Commission found that these activities represent a new program or higher level of service
because school districts were under no obligation to evaluate the effectiveness of behavioral
intervention plans or to modify them based on an additional functional analysis assessment
before the adoption of the test claim legislation’s implementing regulations.

Modifications and Contingent Behavioral Intervention Plans

Minor modifications to the behavioral intervention plan can be made by the behavioral
intervention case manager and the parent or parent representative.® In addition, the IEP team
may develop the behavioral intervention plan in such a way as to allow for alterations or changes
to the plan without reconvening the IEP team.*

The Commission found that the activities of the behavioral intervention case manager and the
IEP team regarding development and modification of behavioral intervention plans represent a
new program or higher level of service because school districts were under no obligation to
implement behavioral intervention plans before the adoption of the test claim legislation’s
implementing regulations.

Development and Implementation of Emergency Interventions

In instances where the individual’s behavior is unpredictable or spontaneous and poses a clear
and present danger of serious bodily harm, an emergency intervention approved by the SELPA
may be used.*” School districts must notify the individual’s parent and residential care provider
within gg\e school day whenever an emergency intervention is used or serious property damage
OcCcurs.

Anytime an emergency intervention is used, schools must complete a “Behavioral Emergency
Report,” place the Report in the individual’s file, and immediately forward it to a responsible
administrator who must review the Report.®*® The Report includes: (1) the name and age of the
individual; (2) the setting/location of the incident; (3) name of staff or others involved; (4) a
description of the emergency intervention used and whether the individual currently has a
behavioral intervention plan; and (5) injuries sustained by the individual or others.*

Anytime a “Behavioral Emergency Report” is written regarding an individual who does not have
a behavioral intervention plan, the designated and responsible administrator must, within two

% 1d. at subdivision (f)(4).

* 1d. at subdivision (f)(5).

% |d. at subdivision (g).

% |d. at subdivision (h).

%7 1d. at subdivision (i) and (i)(2).
% |d. at subdivision (i)(5).

% Ibid.; 1d. at subdivision (i)(6).
%0 |d. at subdivision (i)(5)(A)-(E).
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days, convene an IEP team meeting to review the Report, determine the necessity of a functional
analysis assessment, and the necessity for an interim behavioral intervention plan.*

Anytime a “Behavioral Emergency Report” is written regarding an incident involving previously
unseen serious behavior problems or where a previously designed intervention is ineffective for
an individual who has a behavioral intervention plan, the IEP team should meet to review the
Report and determine if the incident requires the need to modify the plan.*?

SELPAs are required to collect data on “Behavioral Emergency Reports” and annually report the
number of Reports to the California Department of Education and the Advisory Committee on
Special Education.*®

The Commission found that all activities associated with emergency interventions represent a
new program or higher level of service because school districts were under no obligation to
develop and implement emergency behavioral intervention plans before the adoption of the test
claim legislation’s implementing regulations.

Prohibited Behavioral Intervention Plans

Interventions that may cause physical harm, deprivation of sleep or food, humiliation or ridicule,
or deprivation of one or more senses are prohibited.** The use of restrictive devices that limit
mobility, locked seclusion, or inadequate supervision is also prohibited.*

The Commission found that the activity of informing school district personnel of the restrictions
represents a new program or higher level of service because school districts were under no
obligation to develop and implement behavioral intervention plans before the adoption of the test
claim legislation’s implementing regulations.

Due Process Hearings

The provisions of the test claim legislation that relate to functional analysis assessments and the
development and implementation of behavioral intervention plans are subject to the due process
hearing procedures specified in the Education Code.*® Before the enactment of the test claim
legislation’s implementing regulations school districts were under no obligation to develop and
implement behavioral intervention plans.

*1d. at subdivision (i)(7).

*2|d. at subdivision (i)(8). Although the subdivision provides that the IEP team should, not shall or must, review the
incident and current IEP, the Commission found that, to the extent these activities are required to implement an
individual’s behavioral intervention plan, the activities represent a new program or higher level of service because
school districts were under no obligation to develop or implement behavioral intervention plans before the
enactment of the test claim legislation and implementing regulations.

*% |d. at subdivision (i)(9).
*Id. at subdivision (1).
* Ihid.

*® |d. at subdivision (m). Education Code section 56501 et seq. details the state’s due process procedures, due
process hearings, mediation conferences, parent’s access to school records, rights of parties, and the use of attorneys
at due process hearings.

8
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Therefore, the Commission found that any due process procedures associated with the
development and implementation of behavioral intervention plans represents a new program or
higher level of service.*’

The Commission found that the test claim legislation’s implementing regulations impose a new
program upon school districts. However, the Commission noted that the inquiry must continue
to determine whether behavioral intervention plans required by the regulations impose costs
mandated by the state.

The Commission noted that in order for the test claim legislation to impose a reimbursable
program under section 6, article X111 B of the California Constitution, the newly required
activities must be state mandated.*® Government Code section 17556, subdivision (c), provides
that the Commission shall not find costs mandated by the state if the Commission finds that the
test claim legislation implements a federal law or regulation and resulted in costs mandated by
the federal government.* Therefore, if the Commission finds that federal law requires the
development and implementation of behavioral intervention plans, then the Commission should
deny this test claim.

DOF argued that the test claim legislation implements federal requirements as detailed in the
IDEA. Specifically, DOF contended that the test claim legislation allows for the provision of a
free appropriate public education and related services as required under federal statutes and case
law.

Federal Special Education Law and Behavioral Management Plans®°

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Act) of 1975 is the backbone of the federal
statutory provisions governing special education.> The 1975 Act begins with findings that the
special education needs of children with disabilities are not being fully met. Thus, the purpose of
the Act is to assist state and local educational efforts in order to assure equal protection of the
law and to assure that children with disabilities have available special education and related
services designed to meet their unique needs.>

The Act also lists substantive definitions, which both clarify the meaning of terms and set out
some of the obligations the Act creates. For example, the Act defines free appropriate public
education as special education and related services that: (1) are provided at public expense,

under public supervision and direction, and without charge; (2) meet the standards of the state

*" To be discussed below in Issue 2.
*8 Lucia Mar Unified School Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, 835.

* Government Code section 17513 provides: “‘Costs mandated by the federal government’ means any increased
costs incurred by a local agency or school district . . . in order to comply with the requirements of a federal statute or
regulation. . . .”’; In Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates (1992) 11 Cal.App.4th 1564, 1593, 1594, the appellate
court stated, “the determination whether certain costs were imposed upon a local agency by a federal mandate must
focus on the local agency which is ultimately forced to bear the costs and how these costs came to be imposed upon
that agency.”

*® The background on federal special education law comes from, Special Education Law and Litigation Treatise, by
Mark C. Weber.

*! In 1990, Congress changed the title of the Act to the “Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.”
%2 Title 20, United States Code, section 1400.
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educational agency; (3) include an appropriate preschool, elementary, or secondary school
education in the state involved; and (4) are provided in conformity with the individualized
education program required under federal law.

The Act continues with administration and funding provisions, which include state eligibility
requirements. In order to receive federal funding, the state must have a policy that assures all
children with disabilities, who meet the age requirements, the right to a free appropriate public
education.™

Moreover, the eligibility and plan requirements require a system of procedural hearing rights for
parents of children with disabilities. These rights include prior written notice when the
designation, evaluation, or placement of a child is initiated or changed. They also include the
right of children whose parents are not known or available, or who are wards of the state, to have
surrogate parents acting in their place. Furthermore, parents or guardians have the right to
examine educational records and receive an independent evaluation of the child.>*

Are Behavioral Intervention Plans Required Under the Federal Statutory Scheme?

The Commission found that the issue of whether behavioral intervention plans are a federal or
state mandate relates to whether they can be defined as a related service under federal law.
Federal law defines related services as supportive services required to assist a child with a
disability to benefit from special education. Such supportive services include psychological
services.”> The Commission noted that the issue of whether behavioral intervention plans are a
related service centers on whether they can be defined as a psychological service.

Before the U.S. Department of Education’s March 11, 1999, amendments to the implementing
regulations for the IDEA,® federal law defined psychological services as: (1) administering
psychological and educational tests, and other assessment procedures; (2) interpreting
assessment results; (3) obtaining, integrating, and interpreting information about child behavior
and conditions relating to learning; (4) consulting with other staff members in planning school
programs to meet the special needs of children as indicated by psychological tests, interviews,
and behavioral evaluations; and (5) planning and managing a program of psychological services,
including psychological counseling for children and parents.*’

The Commission found three reasons why behavioral intervention plans, as defined by the test
claim legislation and implementing regulations, were not a psychological service and therefore
not a related service under the IDEA’s implementing regulations as they existed before the U.S.
Department of Education’s March 11, 1999, amendments.

First, the U.S. Department of Education recently amended the definition of related services to
include behavioral interventions in the implementing regulations for the IDEA.>® Specifically,
the psychological services definition, as amended, now provides that such services include

%% |d. at section 1412(1).

> |d. at section 1415(b)(1)(A).

> Title 20, United States Code, section 1401(a)(18); Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations, section 300.24.
*® The Commission addresses the March 11, 1999, amendments below.

% Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations, section 300.24(b)(9).

%8 Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations, section 300.24.
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assisting in developing positive behavioral intervention strategies.> The fact that the U.S.
Department of Education recently added behavior interventions to the related service section of
the IDEA’s implementing regulations is evidence that behavior interventions were not previously
considered a related service or psychological service.

Second, under California law, in order to perform behavioral intervention tasks a person is not
required to be a licensed psychologist as defined in the Business and Professions Code.®® Rather,
the California Department of Education provides that an individual wishing to develop
behavioral intervention plans need only receive training in behavior analysis with an emphasis
on positive behavioral interventions.®® Thus, California’s behavioral intervention plans would
not qualify under the federal definition of psychological services.

Third, California Department of Consumer Affairs’ Counsel to the Board of Psychology and
Board of Behavioral Science concluded behavior analysts do not engage in the practice of
psychology or the practice of marriage, family, and child counseling. Thus, Consumer Affairs’
Counsel concluded that behavioral analysts do not engage in diagnosing mental disorders, but
focus on external environmental factors that influence behavior.

Accordingly, the Commission found that behavioral intervention plans were not a psychological
service or a related service under the federal statutory scheme before the

March 11, 1999, U.S. Department of Education amendments to the implementing regulations for
the IDEA. Further evidence that behavioral intervention plans were not part of federal law when
the test claim legislation and implementing regulations were enacted is the fact that Congress
made several attempts before finally adding such plans to the federal statutory scheme.

In 1995, Congress was unsuccessful in its attempt to amend the IDEA to include provisions
relating to behavior management plans. Both the House and Senate introduced bills that were
unsuccessful in adding a new section to the IDEA with the following language:

“In developing an IEP, the IEP team shall . . . in the case of a child whose
behavior impedes his or her learning or that of others, consider strategies,
including behavior management plans, to address that behavior.”
(Emphasis added.)

In 1996, Congress again was unsuccessful in its attempt to amend the IDEA to include a new
section with the following language:

“An individualized education program team shall develop the IEP. . .. In
developing such IEP, the IEP Team ... shall .. . in the case of a child whose
behavior impedes his or her learning or that of others, consider, when appropriate,

*° Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations, section 300.24(b)(9)(vi) as amended on March 11, 1999, by the U.S.
Department of Education provides: “(b) Individual terms defined. The terms used in this definition are defined as
follows: . . . (9) Psychological services includes—. . . (vi) Assisting in developing positive behavioral intervention
strategies.”

% Under Business and Professions Code section 2914, an individual wishing to provide psychological services must
possess a doctorate in psychology, have two years of supervised professional experience, pass a specialized
examination, complete training regarding the detection of alcohol or other chemical abuse, and complete coursework
in spousal or partner abuse assessment.

81 Title 5, California Code of Regulations, section 3052, subdivision (a)(1)-(2).
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strategies, including positive behavior management interventions and strategies to
help the child behave in an appropriate and responsible manner conducive to
learning.” (Emphasis added.)

On June 4, 1997, Congress successfully amended the IDEA, which states in pertinent part:®

“(d) Individualized education programs

“(B) Consideration of special factors — the IEP Team shall—

“(1) in the case of a child whose behavior impedes his or her learning
or that of others, consider, when appropriate, strategies, including
positive behavioral interventions, strategies, and supports to address
that behavior.”®® (Emphasis added.)

The claimants contended that the test claim legislation and implementing regulations were not
enacted to implement the IDEA Amendments of 1997. The test claim legislation was enacted in
1990 and the regulations in 1993. Thus, it is not possible to conclude that the test claim
legislation and implementing regulations were adopted to implement federal requirements that
did not exist at the time.

DOF contended that Congress did not view the recent amendments to the IDEA as a new
extension or expansion of children’s rights. Rather, DOF took the position that these
amendments were meant to clarify federal policies already in place.*® Thus, DOF concluded that
behavioral interventions are not new to federal law and that such interventions have always been
required under the IDEA. DOF maintained that the central purpose of the IDEA is to ensure that
disabled children receive a free appropriate public education and, since public education is
defined to include such related services necessary to achieve this goal, interventions that are
necessary to ensure the education of a disabled child are federally mandated under the IDEA.

The Commission found that, although the IDEA paints the special education landscape with
broad strokes, the specificity in the test claim legislation and implementing regulations do not fit
onto the canvas. The state requires school districts to engage in functional analysis assessments
and implement behavioral intervention plans whenever a disabled child exhibits serious behavior
problems. Under the IDEA, if a disabled child exhibits such behavior, school districts are not
tied to one response. Before, and even after, the IDEA Amendments of 1997, school districts are
free to consider interventions as a possible approach, but are not required to use them.
Furthermore, the Commission found that consideration of strategies, such as behavioral
intervention plans, were not an express part of federal law before the enactment of the test claim

%2 Title 20, United States Code, section 1414.
% 1d. at section 1414(d)(3)(B)(i).

% In the Department of Finance’s May 6, 1999, response, DOF quoted the following from the House of
Representatives Report on the IDEA Amendments of 1997: “It is the Committee’s intent that this set of practical and
balanced guidelines reinforce and clarify the understanding of Federal policy on this matter, which is currently
found in statute, case law, regulations, and informal policy guidance.”
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legislation and implementing regulations because Congress recently amended the IDEA to
include consideration, when appropriate, of such strategies in the federal statutory scheme.

Based on the foregoing, the Commission found that behavioral intervention plans are not
required under the federal statutory scheme. However, the question remains whether the recent
amendments to the IDEA’s implementing regulations by the U.S. Department of Education may
create a federal mandate to develop and implement behavioral intervention plans.

Are Behavioral Intervention Plans Required Under the U.S. Department of Education’s Current
Requlations?

Current language in the United States Code only requires an IEP team to consider strategies such
as positive behavioral interventions when developing a child’s IEP. However, regulations
recently adopted by the U.S. Department of Education may require the inclusion of behavioral
intervention strategies in a child’s IEP.

The recently amended version of Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations, section 300.346,
provides that IEP teams are required to consider behavioral interventions in instances where the
child’s behavior impedes his or her learning or that of others. If, upon considering the use of an
intervention, the IEP team determines that intervention is necessary to ensure that the child
receives a free appropriate public education, the IEP team must include a statement to that effect
in the child’s IEP.% Prior federal regulations did not require the inclusion of behavioral
intervention plans in a child’s IEP. The U.S. Department of Education adopted the amended
regulations on May 11, 1999.%°

The claimants contended that the U.S. Department of Education’s regulations do not require the
use of behavioral interventions under the IDEA. The regulations provide that an IEP team shall
consider interventions, but they are not required to develop or implement behavioral intervention
plans. Furthermore, section 300.346, subdivision (c), only requires a statement concerning
interventions to be placed in a child’s IEP, if the IEP team deems it necessary. Federal law gives
IEP teams the leeway to develop IEPs as they see fit. Federal law does not require the
development and implementation of behavioral intervention plans.

DOF contended that the new regulations only underscore the point that the U.S. Department of
Education is charged with providing explanation, elaboration, and interpretation of the IDEA and
the states are responsible for filling in the details. It was DOF’s contention that the foregoing
amendments to the IDEA’s implementing regulations are nothing more than clarifying
amendments to ensure special education children are receiving a free appropriate public

% Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations, section 300.346 provides in pertinent part: “(a) . . . (2) Consideration of
Special Factors. The IEP team also shall—(i) In the case of a child whose behavior impeded his or her learning or
that of others, consider, if appropriate, strategies, including positive behavioral intervention, strategies, and supports
to address that behavior. . . . (c) Statement in IEP. If, in considering the special factors described in paragraphs
(@)(1) and (2) of this section, the IEP team determines that a child needs a particular device or service (including an
intervention, accommodation, or other program modification) in order for the child to receive [a free appropriate
public education], the IEP team must include a statement to that effect in the child’s IEP. . . .” (Emphasis added.)

% Compliance with the new regulations is not required until either the fiscal year 1998 funds that are unobligated by
states and school districts become carryover funds (October 1, 1999) or, if earlier, the state receives fiscal year 1999
funding (expected to be available for obligation to states July 1, 1999.)
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education in the least restrictive environment. Therefore, DOF concluded that the test claim
legislation and implementing regulations are designed to fill in the interstices of the IDEA to
achieve the purposes and policies of the Act. And, as such, the test claim legislation and
implementing regulations must be considered part and parcel of the federal mandate and not
reimbursable as a state mandate.

The Commission found that the U.S. Department of Education’s regulations do not require the
development and implementation of behavioral intervention plans. The plain language of section
300.346 provides that IEP teams shall consider using intervention strategies if appropriate.
However, there is no language requiring teams to engage in such consideration. Furthermore, it
cannot be said that state law is filling in the interstices of federal law. The Legislature has
created a new program, one that was not described or outlined in federal law before the adoption
of the test claim legislation’s implementing regulations. Although behavioral intervention plans
may aid the provision of a free appropriate public education to certain disabled children, so may
other techniques or services, which IEP teams have at their disposal. The test claim legislation
and implementing regulations take a step beyond federal law by requiring the use of a technique
which, under federal law, IEP teams have discretion to use.

DOF further contended that “Assuming that there are in fact several alternative approaches to
compliance with a federally mandated program, the fact that a given state, in implementing the
mandate, selects only one or two such compliance options changes nothing: in making that
choice, obviously, the state is doing nothing more than adopting a reasonable and appropriate
means of complying with the federal mandate.” (Emphasis in original.)

The Commission found that nothing in federal law requires school districts to develop and
implement behavioral intervention plans. Under federal law the bottom line is simple; school
districts must provide disabled children a free and appropriate public education in the least
restrictive environment. If an individual exhibits serious behavior problems, federal law
provides a wide array of strategies to address such behavioral problems. However, state law
requires the use of one strategy, behavioral intervention plans.

Accordingly, the Commission found that the IDEA’s implementing regulations do not require
IEP teams to develop and implement behavioral intervention plans.

Cedar Rapids Community School District v. Garret F.

DOF cited Cedar Rapids Community School District v. Garret F. as support for its contention
that behavioral intervention plans are required under federal law. Specifically, DOF contended
that Cedar Rapids stands for the proposition that behavioral intervention plans help guarantee
that students receive a free appropriate public education. Accordingly, it concluded that the test
claim legislation and implementing regulations are not state mandated, but rather flow from
requirements found in the IDEA, its purposes, and case law. The Commission disagreed.

On March 4, 1999, the United States Supreme Court decided Cedar Rapids Community School
District v. Garret F.*” The issue centered on whether the definition of “related services” in
Title 20, United States Code, section 1401, subdivision (a)(17), requires a public school district
to provide a ventilator-dependent student with certain nursing services during school hours.
When Garret was four years old, his spinal column was severed in a motorcycle accident. As a

87 Cedar Rapids Community School Dist. v. Garret F. (1999) 119 S.Ct. 992.
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result of the accident, Garret was paralyzed from the neck down and is ventilator dependent,
requires assistance with urinary bladder catheterization at least once a day, suctioning of his
tracheotomy tube, getting into a reclining position for five minutes of every hour, and ambu-
bagging when his ventilator is checked for proper operation. At the time the decision was
entered, Garret was a sophomore in the Cedar Rapids Community School District.

The Supreme Court developed a two-part test for determining whether a particular activity falls
under the “related service” portion of the IDEA in Irving Independent School Dist. v. Tatro.?®
Under this test, it must first be determined whether the requested services are included within the
phrase “supportive services;” and second it must be determined whether the services are
excluded as “medical services.”

In Cedar Rapids, the District argued that the cost of providing a full-time nurse to attend to
Garret’s needs while in school was too costly. Therefore, the District’s main contention focused
on the second part of the test; whether the services Garret requires are excluded as medical
services. Specifically, it was contended that Garret’s needs fall under the “medical services”
exclusion detailed in Tatro. In Tatro, the Court concluded that the term “medical services”
referred only to services that must be performed by a physician. The Tatro court found that a
specific form of health care (clean intermittent catherization) that is often, though not always,
performed by a nurse is not an excluded medical service.®® Therefore, the Cedar Rapids court
found that it the phrase “medical services” under the IDEA does not embrace all forms of care
that might loosely be described as “medical” in other contexts, such as allowable expenses for an
income tax medical deduction.

The Cedar Rapids court concluded that under the statute, the Court’s precedent in Tatro, and in
accordance with the purposes of the IDEA, the District must fund such “related services” in
order to help guarantee that students like Garret are integrated into the public schools.

DOF concluded that “from the Cedar Rapids case we learn that federal courts interpret the rights
of disabled students very broadly under the IDEA, even when such an interpretation requires
elaborate substantive services and imposes extremely burdensome costs on local school
districts.” The Commission agreed with this conclusion. However, the Commission found that
acceptance of this conclusion does not support DOF’s contention that Cedar Rapids stands for
the proposition that federal case law requires school districts to develop and implement
behavioral intervention plans.

Case Law in Other Jurisdictions

DOF contended that “it is clear that [the following] cases, though not entirely on point, shed
important light on the questions here presented and support the Department’s argument that the
challenged state laws here are reasonably designed to ensure compliance with the federal
mandate.”® The Commission agreed. However, as discussed below, the Commission found that
the following cases cited by DOF do not answer the question of whether federal case law
mandates that the state require the development and implementation of behavioral intervention
plans under certain circumstances.

% Irving Independent School Dist. v. Tatro (1984) 468 U.S. 883.
% Cedar Rapids Community School Dist. v. Garret F. (1999) 119 S.Ct. 992.
™ 1bid.
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In Chris D. v. Montgomery County Board of Education,” the court addressed Chris’ need for a
free appropriate public education and the school board’s inability to provide such an education.
For Chris to receive an appropriate education it was determined that he needed training in
behavior management and anger control. The court found that Chris’ behavior deteriorated to a
point where intensive behavior management techniques were required due to the school board’s
poor response to Chris’ special educational needs.

In Oberti v. Board of Education,’® the court focused on the IDEA requirements regarding the
education of disabled children in regular classroom settings. The court held that the IDEA
requires disabled children to receive a free appropriate public education in the least restrictive
environment. Regarding the pupil’s behavior problems, the court found that the informal
behavior plan developed by the school district was inadequate because it did not include the
appropriate supplementary aids and services required under the IDEA. The court found that the
school district failed to provide the pupil a free appropriate public education in the least
restrictive environment because the district failed to provide the necessary supplementary aids
and services that would allow the pupil to be educated in a regular classroom setting.

In Cremeans v. Fairland Local School District’®, the district determined that a pupil, a severely
disabled autistic child, could not benefit from education in a regular classroom setting. The IEP
drafted for this child stated he needed 24 hours-a-day, 7 days-a-week in-home education and
behavior management training. The court held that the school district failed to provide a free
appropriate public education for the child because it failed to implement the IEP.

The Commission found the foregoing cases illustrate the point that federal case law recognizes
there are a variety of strategies to ensure that disabled children receive a free appropriate public
education in the least restrictive environment. These strategies range from behavior management
as in Chris D., to 24 hours-a-day, 7 days-a-week in-home education as in Cremeans.
Accordingly, the Commission found that federal case law does not mandate that the state require
school districts to develop and implement behavioral intervention plans whenever an individual
exhibits serious behavior problems.

Is the Due Process Hearing Requirement Detailed in the Test Claim Legislation’s Implementing
Regulations Required Under Federal Law?

The Commission found that the test claim legislation’s implementing regulations provide that
functional analysis assessments and the development and implementation of behavioral
intervention plans are subject to the procedural protections and due process hearing procedures
specified in the Education Code for special education.”

The 14th Amendment to the Federal Constitution provides that no state may deprive any person
of life, liberty, or property without due process of law. The due process provisions of

™ Chris D. v. Montgomery County Board of Education (M.D. Ala. 1990) 743 F.Supp. 1524.
"2 Oberti v. Board of Education (D.N.J. 1992) 801 F.Supp. 1392.
"8 Cremeans v. Fairland Local School District (Ohio App. 4th Dist.) 91 Ohio App.3d 668.

™ Title 5, California Code of Regulations, section 3052, subdivision (m). Education Code section 56501 et seq.
details the state’s due process procedures, due process hearings, mediation conferences, parent’s access to school
records, rights of parties, and the use of attorneys at due process hearings.

16

21



California’s Constitution’ are identical in purpose and in scope with the due process clause of
the 14th Amendment. The IDEA also establishes procedures for according due process to
parents and guardians of a disabled child.”

However, as the Commission previously noted, the IDEA does not require the development and
implementation of behavioral intervention plans — the state does. Therefore, although due
process hearings are required under federal law and the IDEA, the provision for due process
hearings relating to behavioral intervention plans remains a state mandate. In other words, the
Commission found that these hearings would not be required but-for the test claim legislation’s
implementing regulations.

Therefore, the Commission found that providing due process hearings regarding a child subject
to a functional analysis assessment or developing and implementing a behavioral intervention
plan represent reimbursable state mandated activities.

Does Government Code Section 17556, Subdivision (e), Preclude the Commission from Finding
that the Test Claim Legislation and Implementing Requlations Impose Costs upon School
Districts?

DOF contended that:

“The State of California has already allocated billions of dollars to fund its
Special Education program, the vast majority of which is dictated by the IDEA
and other federal mandates. Most of this state funding, . . . $1.4 billion, . . . was
available to locals to spend on any costs they may have incurred as a result of the
state behavioral intervention requirements challenged here. Accordingly, this
state revenue, which was manifestly intended to fund the Special Education
program, more than offsets any such costs, and leaves the claimants with an
untenable, and entirely, moot, test claim.”

The Commission recognized that the claimants did not have the opportunity to address DOF’s
section 17556, subdivision (e) argument.

Section 17556, subdivision (e), sets forth two tests for determining whether the Commission
shall find that there are no costs mandated by the state. Under the first test, the Commission
shall find that there are no costs mandated by the state if the statute or executive order provides
for offsetting savings that result in no net costs. The second test of subdivision (), provides that
the Commission shall find there are no costs mandated by the state if the statute or executive
order includes additional revenue specifically intended to fund the costs of the state mandate in
an amount sufficient to fund the cost of the state mandate.

The Commission found that DOF oversimplifies the application of section 17556,

subdivision (e), by concluding that if any funding has been provided for special education that
school districts are not entitled to reimbursement for the behavioral intervention plans test claim,
even if the Commission finds that the test claim imposes a reimbursable state mandate. The fact
that an agency or school district has received funding is only the beginning of the analysis. The

75 California Constitution, Article I, sections 7, 15.

"8 See Title 20, United States Code, section 1415; Title 34, Code of Federal Regulations, sections 300.482-300.487,
300.500-300.515.

17

22



Commission must then determine if either of the two tests of section 17556, subdivision (e),
apply.
(1) Does the Statute or Executive Order Provide for Offsetting Savings that Result in No Net
Costs?

As stated above, under the first test of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (e), the
Commission shall not find costs mandated by the state if the statute or executive order provides
for offsetting savings which result in no net costs to local agencies or school districts.

DOF did not contend that the test claim legislation provides for offsetting savings that result in
no net costs to the claimants. Nor did the Commission found any language in either the test
claim legislation or implementing regulations that specifically provides for offsetting savings
which result in no net costs to the claimants. Accordingly, the Commission found that there is
no evidence that the test claim legislation provides for offsetting savings, which result in no net
costs to the claimants. However, the analysis must continue to determine whether the second test
of section 17556, subdivision (e), applies.

(2) Does the Statute or Executive Order Include Additional Revenue Specifically Intended to
Fund the Costs of the State Mandate in an Amount Sufficient to Fund the Cost of the
State Mandate?

As stated above, the second test of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (e), provides
that the Commission shall not find costs mandated by the state if the statute or executive order
includes additional revenue specifically intended to fund the cost of the state mandate in an
amount sufficient to fund the cost of the state mandate.

From the plain language of subdivision (e), the Commission looked at the test claim legislation
and implementing regulations to determine if there are funds specifically intended to fund the
mandate. Based on the documentation provided by the parties and the Commission’s review of
the test claim legislation, the Commission found that although the state has provided substantial
funding for special education, school districts have not received funds specifically intended to
fund the costs of the state mandate.

CONCLUSION

The Commission concluded that the test claim legislation and implementing regulations impose a
reimbursable state mandated program upon school districts within the meaning of section 6,
article X111 B of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514 for the
following activities:

e SELPA plan requirements. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 2, 8§ 3001 and 3052, subd. (j).)

e Development and implementation of behavioral intervention plans. (Cal. Code of Regs.,
tit. 2, 88 3001 and 3052, subds. (a), (c), (d), (e), and (f).)

e Functional analysis assessments. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 2, 88 3001 and 3052,
subds. (b), (c), and (f).)
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Modifications and contingent behavioral intervention plans. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 2,
§ 3052, subds. (g) and (h).)

Development and implementation of emergency interventions. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 2,
88 3001 and 3052, subd. (i).)

Prohibited behavioral intervention plans. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 2, 8§ 3001 and 3052,
subd. (1).)

Due process hearings. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 2, § 3052, subd. (m).)
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

Exhibit B

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
PHONE: (916) 323-3562

FAX: (916) 445-0278

E-mail: csminfo@csm.ca.gov

December 23, 2010

Ms. Diana McDonough

Fagen Friedman & Fulfrost LLP
70 Washington Street, Suite 205
Oakland, CA 94607

And Interested Parties and Affected State Agencies (See Enclosed Mailing List)

RE: Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines with Reasonable Reimbursement
Methodology, Comment Period, and Informal Conference

Behavioral Intervention Plans, CSM-4464

Education Code Section 56523

Statutes 1990, Chapter 959

Title 5, California Code of Regulations, Sections 3001 and 3052

Butte County Office of Education, San Joaquin County Office of Education, and
San Diego Unified School District, Claimants

Dear Ms. McDonough:

The Commission on State Mandates received the co-claimants’ revised proposed parameters and
guidelines with reasonable reimbursement methodology (RRM) for the above-referenced
program. Staff reviewed the proposal and deemed it to be complete and timely filed. The
proposal is available for review on the Commission’s website at:
http://www.csm.ca.gov/pub_comment.shtml.

Review and Comments. All state agencies and interested parties are invited to provide written
comments or recommendations on the revised proposed parameters and guidelines with RRM.
Written comments and recommendations must be submitted to the Commission by

January 24,2011, The co-claimants and interested parties may submit written rebuttals to the
Commission by February 23,2011. All comments, recommendations and rebuttals will be
posted on the Commission’s website.

Informal Conference. An informal conference on the above-referenced matter will be set
when the record closes.

Please contact Heidi Palchik at (916) 323-8218 if you have questions.

Sincerely,

Drew Bohan
Executive Director

J:mandates/4000/4464/psgs/completeltr




Diana McDonough, SBN 82898

Melanie D. Seymour, SBN 264789
FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP
70 Washington Street, Suite 205

Oakland, California 94607

Phone: 510-550-8200

Fax: 510-550-8211

Attorneys for SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL

DISTRICT, BUTTE COUNTY OFFICE OF

EDUCATION and SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY

OFFICE OF EDUCATION

COlns

COMMISSION ON
STATE wi

VORATES
LAELQA

BEFORE THE

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN RE TEST CLAIM ON:

Education Code Section 56523 as added by
Statutes of 1990, Chapter 959; and

Title 5, California Code of Regulations,
Sections 3001 and 3052

Filed on September 28, 1994

By the San Diego Unified School District,
Butte County Office of Education, and San
Joaquin County Office of Education, Co-Test
Claimants.
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Lynn Murphy, Ed.D.
Of Counsel

Diana McDonough
Direct Dial: 510-550-8208
dmcdonough@fagenfriedman.com

December 16, 2010

Paula Higashi

Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: CSM-4464 - Behavioral Intervention Plans Mandate
Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines

Dear Ms. Higashi:

Enclosed, please find an original and seven copies of the following materials:

. Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines

. Declaration of Diana McDonough

. Declaration of Linda S. Grundhoffer

. Declaration of R. Michael Lenahan

. Exhibit 1: Positive Behavioral Intervention Plan/Functional

Analysis Assessment Survey

. Exhibit 2: CSM-4464 Behavioral Intervention Plans Statewide
Cost Survey (Due to its voluminous nature, Exhibit 2 follows
these exhibits as a separate, stand-alone binder.)

. Exhibit 3: Summary Survey of Hughes Bill Costs

. Exhibit 4: Hughes Bill Survey Data

. Exhibit 5: Hughes Bill Survey with Department of Finance and
Claimant Discrepancies

. Exhibit 6: Hughes Bill Survey Reconciling Discrepancies

. Exhibit 7: Summary — Survey of Hughes Bill Costs with
Reimbursement Methodology Calculation

As you know, the above-referenced test claim was filed on September 28, 1994,
for activities first required of schools in 1993-94. The test claim legislation
required behavioral intervention plans for students with serious behavior
problems. The Commission issued its Statement of Decision on September 28,
2000 finding that the subject legislation and regulations resulted in a
reimbursable mandate. Co-Test Claimants San Diego Unified School District,
Butte County Office of Education and San Joaquin County Office of Education

70 Washington Street, Suite 205, Oakland, California 94607 . Main: 510-550-8200 Fax: 510-550-8211

www.fagenfriedman.com
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Paula Higashi
December 16, 2010
Page 2

("Co-Test Claimants") filed Proposed Parameters and Guidelines on October 26, 2000.

The Department of Finance ("Finance") petitioned Sacramento Superior Court to overturn the
Commission's decision in September 2003. The parties struggled to settle the matter and
ultimately reached a settlement, but the Legislature refused to fund it in 2008-09 and again in
2009-10. As aresult, in October 2010, seven years after filing, Finance filed to dismiss the
Petition with prejudice and Sacramento Superior Court did so on October 29, 2010. Meanwhile,
due to the intervening litigation, the Commission has not adopted Parameters and Guidelines —
and no claimants have been paid.

In the course of seeking to resolve this matter by settlement in 2007-08, Co-Test Claimants
completed a state-wide survey of costs of this mandate and the results were reviewed by Finance.
The data obtained in this survey is the basis for the reasonable reimbursement methodology
("RRM") which Co-Test Claimants are proposing today as part of the Revised Proposed
Parameters and Guidelines.

As explained more fully in the Declarations and Exhibits accompanying the Revised Proposed
Parameters and Guidelines, we believe this is a careful and conservative assessment of the costs
of the activities found reimbursable under the Statement of Decision and is reasonable,
representative, and cost-effective. Further, given the number of years that have passed since the
mandate took effect, it will be always difficult, and often impossible, for school agencies to
provide documentation of activities and actual costs to perform the mandate. In addition, the
time and effort involved in obtaining such documentation would be extensive and burdensome.
Therefore we are hopeful that, with the cooperation of appropriate state agencies, the
Commission will adopt the Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, including the proposed
RRM, and forward them to the Controller so that school agencies may begin submitting claims
as soon as possible.

In addition, pursuant to title 2 of the California Code of Regulations, section 1183.131(a), we
would like to propose that all parties convene in an informal conference to discuss the Revised
Proposed Parameters and Guidelines and proposed RRM. We understand that an informal
conference normally precedes submission of an RRM; however, we are hopeful that we can
expedite this lengthy process by submitting our proposed RRM at this time. Please let us know
at your eatliest convenience when the parties may meet for this purpose.
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If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

FAGEN FRIEDMAN & FULFROST, LLP

Diana McDonough

DKM:Imm

cc! Andra Donovan
Kathy Skeels
Sandee Kludt
Roy Applegate

Dick Hamilton

00334.00100/239654.1
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CSM-4464
REVISED PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

Chapter 959, Statues of 1990
Education Code section 56523
Title 5, California Code of Regulations section 3001 and 3052

Behavioral Intervention Plans

Summary of the Mandate.

On September 28, 2000, the Commission on State Mandates ("Commission") adopted
its Statement of Decision finding that Education Code section 56523, as added by
Chapter 959, Statutes of 1990, and regulations in Title 5, California Code of
Regulations, sections 3001 and 3052 imposed a reimbursable state-mandated new
program on school districts. Education Code section 56523 and the implementing
regulations require school districts to develop and implement behavioral intervention
plans for pupils who exhibit serious behavior problems that interfere with their
education.

Eligible Claimants.

School districts and county offices of education, as defined in Government Code section
17519, are eligible to claim reimbursement where specified below. Special education
local plan areas (SELPAs), whose sole constituents are school districts and county -
offices of education, are also eligible as specified below. Community colleges and
charter schools are not eligible to claim reimbursement.

Period of Reimbursement.

Section 17557 of the Government Code states that a test claim must be submitted on or
before December 31 following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal
year. The test claim for this mandate was filed on September 28, 1994. Therefore,
costs incurred on or after July 1, 1993 are eligible for reimbursement, pursuant to these
Parameters and Guidelines.

Pursuant to section 17561(d)(1) of the Government Code, all claims for reimbursement
of the initial years' costs shall be submitted within 120 days of issuance of the claiming
instructions by the State Controller. If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not
exceed $1000 (one thousand dollars), no reimbursement shall be allowed, except as
otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564.
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CSM-4464
REVISED PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

Reimbursable Activities.

A. One-Time Activities — SELPA Only.

The direct and indirect costs of labor, materials and supplies, contracted services,
equipment and other capital assets, travel, and training incurred for the following
mandate components are eligible for reimbursement on a one-time basis:

1. Preparing and Providing SELPA Procedures And Initial Training.

Preparing procedures for the SELPA local plan regarding the systematic
use of behavioral intervention, for the training of behavioral intervention
case managers and personnel involved with implementing behavioral
intervention plans, for special training for emergency interventions, and
for identification of approved behavioral emergency procedures.

B. On-Going Activities — SELPA Only.

The direct and indirect costs of labor, materials and supplies, contracted services,
equipment and other capital assets, travel, and training incurred for the following
mandate components are eligible for reimbursement on an on-going basis:

1. Training.

Providing and obtaining training in behavior analysis, positive
behavioral interventions, and behavioral emergency interventions. Time
spent by personnel who design and conduct the training and time spent
by personnel who receive the training is reimbursable. Such personnel
include behavioral intervention case managers and personnel involved
with implementing behavioral intervention plans, conducting functional
analysis assessments, or implementing emergency interventions.

2. Emergency Interventions.

Preparing reports on the number of Behavioral Emergency Reports to the
California Department of Education and Advisory committee on Special
Education.

3, Due Process Hearings.

Preparing for, attending, and documenting and informing appropriate
staff concerning the results of any mediation or due process hearing
related to functional analysis assessments or the development or
implementation of behavioral intervention plans.
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REVISED PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

C. On-going Activities — Districts and COEs Only.

The direct and indirect costs of labor, materials and supplies, contracted services,
equipment and other capital assets, travel, and training incurred for the following
mandate components are eligible for reimbursement on an on-going basis:

1.

Conducting Functional Analysis Assessments.

Providing notice to and obtaining written consent from parents to
conduct functional analysis assessments; conducting functional analysis
assessments; preparing written reports of assessment results; providing
copies of assessment reports to parents and the IEP Team; conducting
[EP Team meetings to review assessment results.

Developing and Evaluating Behavioral Intervention Plans.

Participating in IEP Team meetings in which behavioral intervention
plans are developed, evaluated, or modified, or in which functional
analysis assessment results are reviewed; preparing behavioral
intervention plans; and developing contingency plans for altering the
procedures or the frequency or duration of the procedures. Providing
copies of SELPA procedures on behavioral interventions and behavioral
emergency interventions to parents and staff.

Implementing Behavioral Intervention Plans.

Implementing and supervising the implementation of behavioral
intervention plans; measuring and documenting the frequency, duration,
and intensity of targeted behavior and effectiveness of the behavioral
intervention plan. Costs of employing personnel with documented
training in behavioral analysis including positive behavioral
interventions (whether such personnel are new staff or existing staff) to

" serve as behavioral intervention case managers is reimbursable under

this component.

Modifications to Behavioral Intervention Plans.

Providing notice to parents or parent representatives of the need to make
minor modifications to the behavioral intervention plans, meeting with
parents to review existing program evaluation data; and developing
minor modifications to behavioral intervention plans with parents or
parent representatives.
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5. Emergency Interventions.

Employing emergency interventions; notifying parents and residential
care providers after an emergency intervention is used; preparing and
maintaining a Behavioral Emergency Report following the use of an
emergency intervention; administrative review of Behavioral Emergency
Reports; scheduling and conducting an IEP Team meeting to review a
Behavioral Emergency Report and the need for a functional analysis
assessment, interim behavioral intervention plan, or modification to an
existing behavioral intervention plan.

6. Prohibited Interventions.

Training appropriate staff regarding the types of interventions that are
prohibited under Title 5, California Code of Regulations section 3052,
subdivision (1). '

7. Due Process Hearings.

Preparing for, attending, and documenting and informing appropriate
staff concerning the results of any mediation or due process hearing
related to functional analysis assessments or the development or
implementation of behavioral intervention plans.

Claim Preparation.

The Commission is adopting a reasonable reimbursement methodology to reimburse
claimants for all direct and indirect costs of the mandated activities for the Behavioral
Intervention Plan Mandate, as authorized by Government Code Section 17557,
subdivision (b), and 17518.5, in lieu of filing detailed documentation of actual costs.

A. Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology — Definition.

The definition of reasonable reimbursement methodology is contained in Government
Code section 17518.5 (as amended by Statutes 2007, Chapter 329 (A.B. 1222)) as

- follows:

(a) "Reasonable reimbursement methodology" means a
formula for reimbursing local agencies and school districts for costs
mandated by the state, as defined in Section 17514.

(b) A reasonable reimbursement methodology shall be based
on cost information from a representative sample of eligible claimants,
information provided by associations of local agencies and school
districts, ot other projections of local costs.

Page 4 of 7
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(c) A reasonable reimbursement methodology shall consider
the variation in costs among local agencies and school districts to
implement the mandate in a cost-efficient manner. :

(d) Whenever possible, a reasonable reimbursement
methodology shall be based on general allocation formulas, uniform cost
allowances, and other approximations of local costs mandated by the state,
rather than detailed documentation of actual local costs. In cases when
local agencies and school districts are projected to incur costs to
implement a mandate over a period of more than one fiscal year, the
determination of a reasonable reimbursement methodology may consider
local costs and state reimbursements over a period of greater than one
fiscal year, but not exceeding 10 years.

(e) A reasonable reimbursement methodology may be
developed by any of the following:

(D The Department of Finance.
) The Controller.

3) An affected state agency.
@) A claimant.

%) An interested party.

Uniform Cost Allowance.

The reasonable reimbursement methodology for the mandated activities shall consist of
three uniform cost allowances, one for the one-time activities and two for the on-going
activities. The RRM shall allow each eligible claimant to be reimbursed at the adopted
unit cost rates per ADA per fiscal year.

L.

RRM for One-time Activities — SELPA Only.

The RRM for the one-time activities shall be calculated as follows: Multiply the
total number of SELPA ADA for the one fiscal year during which the one-time
activities were performed, likely the 1993-94 fiscal year, by the relevant unit cost
rate for one-time SELPA activities for that fiscal year. The unit cost rate for one-
time SELPA activities is $.32818 for FY 2006-07. This unit cost rate shall be
adjusted by the Implicit Price Deflator to the appropriate fiscal year during which
the one-time activities were performed.

SELPA ADA figures shall be those found on the CDE website for AB 602, P2
ADA or a comparable source.
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2. RRM for On-going Activities — SELPA Only - Training.

The RRM for the on-going activities shall be calculated as follows: Multiply the
total number of SELPA ADA for the fiscal year by the relevant unit cost rate for
on-going SELPA activities for the fiscal year. The unit cost rate for on-going
SELPA activities is $1.18702 for FY 2006-07. This unit cost rate shall be
adjusted for each prior and subsequent year by the Implicit Price Deflator.

ADA figures shall be those found on the CDE website for AB602, P2 ADA or a
comparable source.

3. RRM for On-going Activities — School Districts and COEs.

The RRM for the on-going activities shall be calculated as follows: Multiply the
total number of ADA per fiscal year by the relevant unit cost rate for on-going
school district and COE activities for the fiscal year. The unit cost rate for on-
going school district and COE activities is $9.45701 for FY 2006-07. This unit
cost rate shall be adjusted for each prior and subsequent year by the Implicit Price
Deflator.

ADA figures shall be those found on the CDE website for AB602, P2 ADA or a
comparable source.

Record Retention.

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), a reimbursement claim
for actual costs filed by a school district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the
initiation of an audit by the Controller no later than three years after the date that the
actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, which ever is later. However, if no
funds are appropriated or no payment is made to a claimant for the program for the
fiscal year for which the claim is filed, the time for the Controller to initiate an audit
shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim. In any case, an
audit shall be completed not later than two years after the date that the audit is
commenced. Pursuant to Government code section 17561, subdivision (d)(2), the
Controller has the authority to audit the application of a reasonable reimbursement
methodology. If an audit has been initiated by the Controller during the period subject
to audit, the retention period is extended until the ultimate resolution of any audit
findings. Claimants must retain documentation that supports the application of the
reasonable reimbursement methodology, including ADA documentation.

Offsetting Savings and Other Reimbursements.

Any offsetting savings that the claimant experiences in the same program as a result of
the same statutes or executive orders found to contain the mandate shall be deducted
from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate from any source,
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including but not limited to, service fees collected, federal funds, and other state funds,
shall be identified and deducted from this claim.

The Statement of Decision has not identified any existing general school, COE, or
SELPA funding, or special education program funding as an offset to.the reimbursable

activities.

VIII. State Controller's Claiming Instructions.

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558, subdivision (b), the Controller shall issue
claiming instructions for each mandate that requires state reimbursement not later than
60 days after receiving the adopted parameters and guidelines from the Commission, to
assist local agencies and school districts in claiming costs to be reimbursed. The
claiming instructions shall be derived from the test claim decision and the parameters

- and guidelines adopted by the Commission.

Pursuant to Government Code section 17561, subdivision (d)(1), issuance of the
claiming instructions shall constitute a notice of the right of the local agencies and
school districts to file reimbursement claims, based upon parameters and guidelines
adopted by the Commission.

IX. Remedies Before the Commission.

Upon request of a local agency or school district, the Commission shall review the
claiming instructions issued by the State Controller or any other authorized state agency
for reimbursement of mandated costs pursuant to Government Code section 17571. If
the Commission determines that the claiming instructions do not conform to the
parameters and guidelines, the Commission shall direct the Controller to modify the
claiming instructions and the Controller shall modify the claiming instructions to
conform to the parameters and guidelines as directed by the Commission.

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to
Government Code section 17557, subdivision (d), and California Code of Regulations,

title 2, section 1183.2.

X. Legal and Factual Basis for the Parameters and Guidelines.

The Statement of Decision is legally binding on all parties and provides the legal and
factual basis for the parameters and guidelines. The support for the legal and factual
findings is found in the administrative record for the test claim. The administrative
record, including the Statement of Decision, is on file with the Commission.

00334.00100/241555.1
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70 Washington Street, Suite 205

Qakland, California 94607

Main: 510-550-8200

¢ Fax: 510-550-8211
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DECLARATION OF DIANA K. MCDONOUGH

I, Diana K. McDonough, declare as follows:

I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein. If called as a witness, I could and
would testify competently to these facts under oath.

1. I am an attorney admitted to practice in Californié in 1978. I am employed by
Fagen Friedman & Fulfrost, LLP and am the attorney of record for Co-Test Claimants, San Diego
Unified School District, Butte County Office of Education, and San Joaquin County Office of
Education (collectively, "Co-Test Claimants") in this matter.

2. I have represented California school districts as clients since 1979. I have

represented school districts in many special education matters, including at administrative

hearings, in federal and state trial courts, and in three matters at the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals. Starting in 1995 I represented CSBA's Education Legal Alliance and associated test
claimants in the Special Education Mandated Cost Claim, CSM-3986, which was successfully
settled in 2000-2001.

3. In the fall of 1994 Co-Test Claimants filed a test claim with the Commission on
Behavioral Intervention Plans (BIP) based on legislation passed in 1990, and regulations
promulgated in April 1993; this legislation and regulations are also referred to collectively as "The
Hughes Bill." The Commission adopted a Statement of Decision on September 28, 2000, CSM-
4464, determining that the subject 1egislatidn and regulations constituted a reimbursable state
mandate.

4. The Co-Test Claimants timely filed proposed Parameters and Guidelines thirty
days later. State agencies objected to the proposed Parameters and Guidelines on various grounds.
The parties later met in an attempt to establish the statewide costs of the mandate, but could not
agree on a method. Ultimately, on September 26, 2003, the last day before the review period was
exhausted, thé Department of Finance ("Finance") filed a Petition for Administrative Mandamus

in the Sacramento Superior Court, Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates

(Case No. 03CS01432), seeking to overturn the Commission's determination.

5. On October 4, 2007, approximately one year before the expiration of the five year

é?gvised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines CSM-4464
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statute to bring the Petition to trial, the Deputy Attorney General representing Finance wrote to the
Co-Test Claimants to explore settlement again. At that point, Co-Test Claimants, with the support
of CSBA's Education Legal Alliance, contacfed me and my firm for representation, which we
agreed to provide. The parties met and ultimately agreed that they needed cost data to reach a
settlement agreement. Co-Test Claimants suggested surveying representative Special Education
Local Plan Areas (SELPAs). The SELPA is the organizational unit in the state of California
responsible for delivering special education services. There are approximately 120 SELPAs
statewide made up of the approximately 950 school districts. Large districts may qualify as a
SELPA in and of themselves, but typically a SELPA is a grouping of districts in the same

geo graphic‘al area/county. Every district must belong to a SELPA.

6. From October through December 2007, Co-Test Claimants worked with Finance to
develop a survey of costs based on the reimbursable activities identified in the Commission's
decision. The Commission had identified the following areas as reimbursable:

. SELPA plan requirements. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 2, §§ 3001 and 3052, subd. j).)

. Development and implementation of behavioral intervention plans. (Cal. Code of
Regs., tit. 2, §§ 3001 and 3052, subds. (a), (c), (d), (e), and (f).)

. Functional analysis assessments. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 2, §§ 3001 and 3052,
subds. (b), (¢), and (f).)

. Modifications and contingent behavioral intervention plans. (Cal. Code of Regs.,
tit. 2, §§ 3001 and 3052, subds. (g) and (h).)

. Development and implementation of emergency interventions. (Cal. Code of
Regs., tit. 2, §§ 3001 and 3052, subd. (i).)

« . Prohibited behavioral intervention plans. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 2, §§ 3001 and
3052, subd. (1).)

. Due process hearings. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 2, §8 3001 and 3052, subd. (m).)
I drafted and redrafted a survey document to accurately assess the costs of implementing these
mandates and shared these drafts with Finance.

7. Ultimately we decided the survey would best measure the costs of Hu ghes Bill
implementation by seeking information at three different levels within each SELPA: The

Behavioral Intervention Case Manager ("BICM") level, the district level, and the SELPA level.

4ﬁjzvised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines ‘CSM—4464
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The BICM level survey collected information on services provided students. The district level
survey collected information on adrhinistrative hearings, required state reports, and the district's
2006-07 salary and benefit costs. The SELPA level surveyed the development of required
regulations and delivery of training. The parties agreed that the survey would collect information
only on the school year just completed, 2006-07, so that school districts would have ready access
to recent student Individualized Education Programs (IEPs), staff calendars, salary and benefit
costs, and other relevant data. Only the SELPA level survey, which asked for the costs of the
initial adoption of Hughes Bill regulations in or about 1993-94 and the initial training necessary to
implement the program, collected data on costs outside of 2006-07. A true and correct copy of the
final survey is labeled as Exhibit 1 and submitted with these documents.

8. In December 2007, Co-Test Claimants sought a range of volunteer SELPAS to
pérticipate in the survey. Co-Test Claimants took great care to ensure participation by both small -
and large SELPAs, and single district and multi-district SELPAs. However, because substantial
staff time was involved to complete the survey and no funding for the effort was available, Co-
Test Claimants were not in a position to require participation. Thirty SELPAs signed on to
participate in the survey. By May, 2008 Co-Test Claimants had received complete data from 21
SELPAs. These 21 SELPAs represented 11.34% of state ADA in the 2006 — 2007 school year, or
674,263.55 ADA out of 5,946,121.83 total statewide ADA. The California Department of
Education website for AB 602 2006-07 P-2 ADA was the source of the ADA numbers. Co-Test
Claimants and Finance agreed that this was an adequate sampling.

9. Survey returns were collected in my office under the direction of Kate Parnes, an
educational consultant with our firm and a retired SELPA director. Staff sent a copy of all survey
returns to Finance. Ms. Parnes called and emailed various SELPA directors and staff members,
birddogging many details until the surveys were complete. Our law firni retained Linda
Grundhoffer and Mike Lenahan, experienced school business officials, as consultants to compile
the data from the surveys. Ms. Grundhoffer and Mr. Lenahan developed a spreadsheet to collect
the survey return information and to calculate costs for each of the three levels within each of the

21 SELPAs. A binder containing all of those spreadsheets is Exhibit 2 submitted with these

4Bfavised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines CSM-4464
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documents.

10.  The survey results were reviewed and modified by Finance until Finance and the
Co-Test Claimants agreed they Wére accurate. The survey results demonstrated a wide range of
2006-07 costs per ADA, from $1.3096 dollars per ADA in Inyo County to $81.9353 dollars per
ADA in Modoc County. The average 2006-07 cost per ADA was $10.64403 dollars. A document
developed by Ms. Grundhoffer and Mr. Lenahan entitled Summary-Survey of Hughes Bill Costs is
submitted with these documents as Exhibit 3. That document shows, by SELPA, the 2006-07
costs, the 2006-07 costs per ADA, and the one time costs, as well as the relevant totals and
averages. The total statewide retroactive costs from the 1993-94 to 2008-09 school years,
including the total statewide extrapolated annual costs and the total statewide extrapolated one-
time costs, was $1,014,605,046.17. Ms. Grundhoffer and Mr. Lenahan developed a document
with that calculation entitled Hu ghes Bill Survey Data, a copy of which is submitted with these
documents as Exhibit 4. |

11. From July to November 2008, Co-Test Claimants engaged in settlement ,
negotiations with Finance. The parties reached a final settlement, but the legislature failed to fund
it in 2008-09 and again in 2009-10.

12. On October 26, 2010, Finance filed a dismissal with prejudice of its appeal in the
Sacramento Superior Court. On October 29, 2010, the superior court endorsed and filed the
dismissal with prejudice. As a result of the dismissal of the appeal, the Commission on State
Mandates' September 28, 2000 Statement of Deéision stands.

13. Co-Test Claimants filed proposed Parameters and Guidelines October 26, 2000, a
little more than ten years ago. Since that time, the law has been amended to provide for a
Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology under Government Code section 17518.5. The code
section requires that the methodology be representative, take account of the variation in costs
among school districts to implement the mandate in a cost-effective manner, and suggests it be
based on a general allocation formula. |

14.  Co-Test Claimants are filing a Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines to

incorporate the Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology based on information we collected from

4}?Vised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines CSM-4464
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the survey described above. We propose that districts and COEs be reimbursed for the Behavioral
Intervention Plan mandates annual activities based on $9.45701 per ADA in 2006-07, adjusted by
the Implicit Price Deflator for the applicable year. We propose that SELPAs be reimbursed
$.32818 per 2006-07 ADA, one-time only, for the development of required regulations, adjusted
by the Implicit Price Deflator for the applicable year; and at $1.18702 per 2006-07 ADA for on-
going activities, adjusted by the Implicit Price Deflator for the applicable year.

15. Our survey represents 11.34% of ADA statewide in 2006-07. Participating were 21
SELPAs which included 197 school districts and 11 County Offices of Education. Districts
ranged in size from Fresno Unified (71,980 ADA) to some, like Lincoln Elementary in Marin
county, With fewer than 100 ADA.. Some were in urban areas (South San Diego County, Fresno
Unified, Tri-City Los Angeles), some in rural (Mono and Modoc Counties), and some suburban
(Poway Unified, Clovis Unified). They ranged from the southern border of the state (South
County San Diego) to the northern border (Modoc). We believe a review of this data will
establish its representative nature.

16. In our data collection we did everything we could to collect the most reliable, non-
inflated data. We stated in the survey instructions repeatedly that accuracy was important. We
explained that the data could not "include any activities related to the development of behavior
support plans (non-Hughes Bill)." (Survey, BICM cover sheet.) On the‘ salary data, District
Survey at p. 4, we asked for the "average" salary and benefits level, not the "actual” level,
although many practitioners assured us that psychologists and BICMs involved in this mandate
were likely to be much more experienced than the average and therefore placed higher on the

schedule. When compiling the information, Ms. Grundhoffer, Mr. Lenahan, and I determined that

|| it was best to eliminate the data in response to SELPA Survey question 9 on SELPA Survey at p. 2

because it was too difficult to accurately assess. When reviewing the returns totals with Finance,
most of the adjustments to our totals were upward — indicating that whenever there was a question,
we took a careful and pessimistic look at the data.

11/

11/
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Page 5 of 6




Fagen Friedman & Fulfrost, LLP

70 Washington Street, Suite 205

QOakland, California 94607

Main: 510-550-8200

» Fax: 510-550-8211

=T ¥ | R > R O

NN NN NN NN DN e e e e e et ek el ed e
@ S bR W N eSO NS R WON =S

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the

foregoing is true and correct.

EXECUTED  Weclmbes /5 2010 41 Oakland, California.

Diana K. McDonough

00334.00100/237680.1
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DECLARATION OF LINDA S. GRUNDHOFFER
I, Linda S. Grundhoffer, declare as follows:

L. I'have personal knowledge of the facts stated hereih. If called as a witness, 1 could
and would competently testify to these facts.

2. I am a consultant for CSM-4464, the Behavioral Intervention Plans Test Claim
before the Commission on Stéte Mandates. Co-Test Claimants are San Diego Unified School
District, Butte County Office of Education, and San Joaquin County Office of Education
(collectively, "Co-Test Claimants"). I am currently employed as a State Trustee for the California
Department of Education, a position I have held for four years. In my capacity as State Trustee, I
oversee the fiscal recovery of West Contra Costa Unified School District, a school district that has
had a state loan for the past 19 years. I am also a consultant to the Fiscal Crisis and Asset
Management Team, a position I have held for six years. In that capacity I assist districts who are
fiscally unstable or who have sought management assistance voluntarily. I also have
approximately 10 years experience as a school business official. My most recent position with a
school district was as Financial Services Officer for the Oakland Unified School District. My
duties included planning, implementing, and monitoring the district budget. Previous to that, I
was the Director of Business Services for the Contra Costa County Office of Education for three
years. My duties included the administration of AB1200 oversight for 18 school districts. In the
course of my professional duties I calculated and reviewed costs for programs, and based on those
calculations, developed school district budgets involving $100 million or more. I have significant
experience compiling and reviewing financial data. |

3. In December 2007, Mike Lenahan and I were retained by Fagen, Friedman &
Fulfrost to compile the data for the Hughes Bill Cost Survey. In December 2007 I reviewed the
draft survey and told Diana McDonough, attorney for Claimants, that we could compile a
reasonable cost study based on the information it would elicit. The Hughes Bill Cost Survey is
based on the reimbursable activities identified in the Commission on State Mandates decision.
The survey was designed to measure the costs of Hughes Bill implementation in the 2006-07

school year, at three different levels within each SELPA: The Behavioral Intervention Case
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Manéger ("BICM") level, the district Special Education Director level, and the Special Education
Local Plan Area (“SELPA”) Director level. A true énd correct copy of the final survey is
submitted with these Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines as Exhibit 1.

4, In December 2007, Co-Test Claimants sought a range of volunteer SELPAs to
participate in the survey. In January and February, 2008, SELPAs submitted the survey returns. I
spoke with many business and special education personnel during that period, claﬁfying questions
and assisting them in providing the information required. In total, 30 (thirty) SELPAs attempted
to complete the survey. However, we received complete data from only 21 (twenty-one) SELPAs.
The final survey results include only data obtained from the 21 SELPAS that fully completed the
survey. These 21 SELPAs represented 11.34% of state ADA in the 2006 — 2007 school year, or
674,263.55 ADA out of 5,946,121.83 total statewide ADA. The California Department of
Education website for AB 602 2006-07 P-2 ADA was the source of the ADA numbers.

5. To compile the data collected from the surveys, Mr. Lenahan and I developed an
input spreadsheet for each of the three levels of the survey: BICM, District, and SELPA. We
worked with Ms. McDonough to make sure that the result WOlﬂd. be understandable, would
accurately i’eﬂect the survey information, and would reduce the services to a cost figure. While
we considered using clerks to assist us in inputting the data, we ultimately decided to do it
ourselves.

6. The system we developed was as follows. Survey returns were sent to Fagen
Friedman & Fulfrost's office in Oakland. Kate Parnes, an educational consultant with Fagen
Friedman & Fulfrost and a retired SELPA director, checked them for completeness and called »
school personnel to obtain missing information. Once all information was in, Fagen Friedman &
Fulfrost's staff made a copy which was sent to the Department of Finance ("Finance"). Then the
original was turned over to Mr. Lenahan or me for compilation. We often needed to call school
personnel while compiling the data as we became aware of missing information. We always
checked to obtain the actual information, and if we were unsuccessful we ultimately did not use
any of that SELPA's information. We did not estimate.

7. Mr. Lenahan and I summarized our results on spreadsheets and shared the template
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with the Finance personnel. A true and correct copy of the documents on which we compiled the
survey results is included in a binder, submitted with these documents as Exhibit 2.

8. We entered and compared Finance's results with ours and resolved discrepancies
with them by phone or email. A true and correct copy of the spreadsheet showing the Finance
results and our results is submitted with these documents as Exhibit 5, "Hughes Bill Survey with
Department of Finance and Claimant Discrepancies." The differences are reflected in the columﬁs
titled "DOF Hours" and "Our Hours." Hours listed are the staff hours recorded to perform the
various tasks surveyed. We met with DOF personnel and ultimately agreed on the numbers on the
spreadsheet in the binder as Exhibit 6, "Hughes Bill Survey Reconciling Discrepahcies.” That
exhibit highlights the cells where changes were made based on reviewing the figures with DOF.

o. The survey results demonstrated a wide range of 2006-07 costs per ADA, from
$1.3096 dollars per ADA in Inyo County to $81.9353 dollars per ADA in Modoc County. The
average 2006-07 cost per ADA was $10.64403 dollars. T was not surprised by the range in cost
figures among districts and SELPAs. In my experience special education costs can vary widely
from year to year in the same district depending on the needs of particular students, let alone
among districts which may vary substantially depending on community advocates and litigation.
Further districts in remote locations may have high costs based on obtaining particular services in
remote locations. The total statewide retroactive costs from the 1993-94 to 2008-09 school years

was $1,014,605,046.17 dollars, including the total statewide extrapolated annual costs and the

| total statewide extrapolated one-time costs.
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct.

EXECUTED Dcespricse )3, 2010 inKing City, California.

%4 w(pgz( /é/%a 7{,/{//241% %K/é/

Llnda S. Grundhoffer, Consultant

00334.00100/240909.1
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DECLARATION OF R. MICHAEL LENAHAN
I, R. Michael Lenahan, declare as follows:

1. I have personal knowledge of the facts stated herein. If called as a witness, I could
and would competently testify to these facts.

2. I am a consultant on CSM-4464, the Behavioral Intervention Plans Test Claim
before the Commission on State Mandates. The Co-Test Claimaﬁts are San Diego Unified School
District, Butte County Office of Education, and San Joaquin County Office of Education
(collectively, "Co-Test Claimants"). My education includes a B.S. in Accounting and an M.B.A.
in Finance. Iam retired after over 30 years as a school business official. When I retired in 2005, I
was the Associate Superintendent of Alameda Coﬁnty Office of Education for Business, a position
I had held for four years. My duties included the fiscal revi‘ew of Alameda County school district
budgets. Previous to that p'osition, for seven years I was Deputy Superintendent for Business at
Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District, approximately 20,000 ADA. Previous to that position, I
worked for five other school districts as a business official. In the course of my professional
duties I calculated and reviewed costs for programs and based on those calculations, developed
school district budgets involving $100 million or more. I have significant experience compiling
and reviewing financial data.

3. In December 2007, Linda Grundhoffer and 1 were retained by Fagen Friedman &
Fulfrost to compile the déta obtained in response to the Hughes Bill Cost Survey conducted
between January and June 2008. The total statewide retroactive costs from the 1993-94 to 2008-
09 school years were $1,014,605,046.17 dollars; this figure includes the totél statewide
extrapolated annual costs and the total statewide extrapolated one-time costs. A true and correct
copy of the documents developed during this process is included in a binder submitted with these
documents as Exhibit 2.

4. I reviewed the survey results with Ms. McDonough to develop the reasonable
reimbursement methodology. We decided the simplest and most reliable approach would be to
use a per ADA cost figure applying the appropriate deflator depending on the year. Itotaled the

annual ongoing costs of the 21 SELPAs. I made a separate total of the annual ongoing costs for
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BICMS and Districts. Then I divided the total cost of all on-going activities at each level by the
2006-07 P-2 ADA. The resulting unit cost rate for on-going SELPA activities was $1.18702. The
resulting unit cost rate for on-going school district and BICM activities was $9.45701. With
respect to one-time activities, I calculated the per ADA unit cost rate for the one-time activities of
developing BIP procedures at the SELPA level by dividing the total of $221.279.26 by the ADA
total of surveyed SELPAs, 674,263.55, for a result of $.32818 (FY 2006-07). A true and cérrect
copy of the spreadsheet showing the calculations of Reasonable Reimbursement Methodology unit
cost rates is submitted with these documents as Exhibit 7. |

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct.

EXECUTED (WA/ /& 2e¢e  in Oakland, California.

W) T J

R. Michael Lenahan, Consultant

00334.00100/241863.1
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Summary

Survey of Hughes Bill Costs

Reconciled with DOF - June 27, 2008

Total Costs Total
93-94 thru 07-08 One-Time (15yrs + 06-07 Costs

SELPA 06-07 P-2 ADA| 06-07 Costs | ( 15 X 06-07 Costs) Costs one time) Cost of Survey | per ADA
Butte County 30,848.48

SELPA Level 6,699.37 56,446.88 144.10

District Level 28,385.71 392.93

BICM Level 15,077.09 179.70

TOTAL 50,162.17 752,432.55 56,446.88 808,879.43 716.73 1.6261

Calaveras County 6,478.27
SELPA Level 8,228.74 3,414.90 33.94
District Level 0.00 16.73
BICM Level 1,633.70 34.78
TOTAL 9,862.44 147,936.60 3,414.90 151,351.50 85,45 1.5224

Clovis

35,667.83
SELPA Level 39,657.24 7,525.74 158.64
District Level 18,604.92 105.76
BICM Level 115,371.03 949.12
TOTAL 173,633.19 2,604,497.85 7,525.74 2,612,023.59 1,213.52 4.8681

Fresno County

SELPA Level 104,460.91 30,038.67 910.70
District Level 24,531.13 717.51
BICM Level 598,070.28 2,653.71
TOTAL 727,062.32 10,905,934.80 30,038.67 10,935,973.47 4,281.92 9.9246

Fresno Unified

71,980.15

SELPA Level 99,561.04 11,391.71 674.00
District Level 31,939.98 202.20
BICM Level 8,123.64 195.15
TOTAL 139,624.66 2,094,369.90 11,391.71 2,105,761.61 1,071.35 1.9398

Glenn County 5,624.16
SELPA Level 19,862.22 4,117.83 1,057.80
District Level 4,979.40 129.74
BICM Level 2,463,31 78.69
TOTAL 27,304.93 409,573.95 4,117.83 413,691.78 1,266.23 4.8549
Inyo County 2,877.02
SELPA Level 2,519.10 1,563.88 68.67
District Level 0.00 0.00
BICM Level 1,248.64 51.51
TOTAL 3,767.74 56,516.10 1,563.88 58,079.98 120.18 1.3096
Lodi Area 30,714.03
SELPA Level 52,130.07 5,181.83 3,743.55
District Level 1,021.80) 90.02
BICM Level 223,068.12 52.50
TOTAL 276,219.99 4,143,299.85 5,181.83 4,148,481.68 3,886.07 8.9933
Marin County 27,879.59
SELPA Level 24,157.56 1,267.35 2,808.40
District Level 1,177.45 88.83
BICM Level 43,689.15 283.03
TOTAL 68,874.16 1,033,112.40 1,267.35 1,034,379.75 3,180.26 2.4704
Modoc County 2,022.51 .
SELPA Level 4,684.46 2,949.63 148.98
District Level 5,615.42 148.98
BICM Level 155,415.09 794.56
TOTAL 165,714.97 2,485,724.55 2,949,63 2,488,674.18 1,092.52 81.9353

Mono County

"~ 2,244.86

SELPA Level

District Level

BICM Level

TOTAL

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.0000
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Summary

Survey of Hughes Bill Costs

" Reconciled with DOF - June 27, 2008

SELPA

Poway Unified

06-07 P-2 ADA

31,843.96

06-07 Costs

Total Costs
93-94 thru 07-08
(15 X 06-07 Costs)

One-Time
Costs

Total

(15yrs +
one time)

Cost of Survey

06-07 Costs
per ADA

SELPA Level 23,369.10] 10,149.51 186.00
District Level 9,057.09 62.00
BICM Level 173,655.66 1,681.67
TOTAL 206,081,85 3,091,227.75 10,149.51 3,101,377.26 1,829.67 6.4716
South County 91,127.22
SELPA Level 18,700.55 2,653.74 568.04
District Level 33,697.47 446.82
BICM Level 237,285.27 2,379.53
TOTAL 289,683.29 4,345,249.35 2,653.74 4,347,903.09 3,394.39 3.1789

San Joaquin County 62,034.75
SELPA Level 207,289.00 24,583.37 2,707.20
District Level 130,122.09 3,263.58
BICM Level 1,238,763.84 2,565.66
TOTAL 1,576,174.93 23,642,623.95 24,583.37 23,667,207.32 8,536.44 25.4079

Solanc; County

48,462.07

SELPA Level 55,985.75 9,681.43 359.40
District Level 27,488.45 2,231.64
BICM Level 1,108,521.35 2,313.57
TOTAL 1,191,995.55 17,879,933.25 9,681.43 17,889,614.68 4,904.61 24.5865

Sonoma County

67,493.29

SELPA Level 158.74 - 1,349.29 0.00
District Level 2,231.41 76.12
BICM Level 165,722.34 1,169.75
TOTAL 168,112.49 2,521,687.35 1,349.29 2,523,036.64 1,245.87 2.4908

Tehama County

10,471.81

SELPA Level 16,102.78 17,450.54 698.40
District Level 22,937.90 382.40
BICM Level 16,102.78 378.25
TOTAL 55,143.46 827,151.90 .17,450.54 844,602.44 1,459.05 5.2659
Tri-City 22,830.40
SELPA Level 36,217.38 19,052.97 226.26
District Level 44,548.21
BICM Level 0.00
TOTAL 80,765.59 1,211,483.85 19,052.97 1,230,536.82 226.26 3.5376

Tuolumne County

SELPA Level 10,595.16 1,636.47 144.02
District Level 0.00 0.00
BICM Level 59,197.47 274.50
TOTAL 69,792.63 1,046,889.45 1,636.47 1,048,525.92 418.52 9.9785

West Orange County

46,304.89

1,270.88

SELPA Level 59,306.02 3,158.18
District Level 78,259.51 519.13
BICM Level 1,394,220.70 1,377.11
TOTAL 1,531,786.23 22,976,793.45 3,158.18 22,979,951.63 3,167.12 33.0804
Yolo County 27,819.73
SELPA Level 10,676.58 7,665.34 296.96
District Level 12,815.75 181.53
BICM Level 341,623.30 626.40
TOTAL 365,115.63 5,476,734.45 7,665.34 5,484,399.79 1,104.89 13.1243
Total of Completed SELPAS -7,176,878.22 107,653,173.30 221,279.26| 107,874,452.56 43,201.05

10.64403

674,263.55
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Hughes Bill Survey Data Hughes Bill Claimants

In 2007-08, Butte County Office of Education, San Diego Unified School District, and San
Joaquin County Office of Education, the school agencies who were the Claimants in the Hughes
Bill Test Claim, surveyed a number of California SELPAs regarding the costs of implementing
the Hughes Bill. The Claimants received complete data from 21 SELPAs representing 11.34%
of state ADA and the recorded results were reviewed and modified by the Department of Finance
(DOF) until DOF and the Claimants agreed they were accurate.

Below we show the survey results on the first line of each section, the statewide total
extrapolated from the survey data on the second line, and the final number used in calculating the
settlement numbers on the third line, where relevant. The CDE website for AB 602 2006-07 P-2
ADA is the source of the ADA numbers.

ADA
674,263.55 Survey ADA 2006-07 P-2 AB602 (11.34% of total)
5,946,121.83 Total statewide ADA  2006-07 P-2 AB602

Annual costs :
$ 7,176,878.22 Surveyed SELPASs’ costs, 2006-07 ($10.64403 per ADA)
63,290,670.62 Total statewide extrapolated costs, 2006-07 (ADA x $ 10.64403)
66,157,738.00 Total statewide extrapolated costs, 2007-08 (2006-07 costs + 4.53% COLA)

One time costs
$ 221,279.26 Surveyed SELPAs’ one-time costs
Total statewide extrapolated one-time costs
1,951,316.23  ($221,279.26 = 11.34% of this total)

Retroactive costs
$1,012,650,729.94  Statewide retroactive costs (63,290,670.62 x 16 years, 1993-94 — 2008-09)
+ 1,951,316.23 Total statewide extrapolated one-time costs

$1,014,605,046.17 Total statewide retroactive costs

Doc 159793
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Summary - Sur ' of Hughes Bill Costs With Reimbursement Methodr~ 1y Calculation

Reconcneu with DOF - June 27, 2008

06-07 P-2 ADA

06-07 Costs

Total Costs
93-94 thru 07-08
15 X 06-07 Costs;

One-Time
Costs

Total
15 yearrs + One-time

06-07 Costs
per ADA

SELPA
06-07 Costs

|Butte County 30,848.48
SELPA Level 6,699.37 56,446.88 144.10; 6,699.37]
District Level 28,386.71 392.93
BICM Level 15,077.09 179.70,
TOTAL 50,162,17 752,432.,55 56,446.88 808,879.43 716.73 1.6261

Calaveras County 6,478.27
SELPA Level 8,228.74 3,414.90 33.94| 8,228.74
District Level 0.00! . 16.73
BICM Level 1,633.70 34.78
TOTAL 9,862.44 147,936.60 3,414.90 151,351.50 85.45 1.5224
Clovis 35,667.83
SELPA Level 9,657.24 7.525.74| 158.641 39,657.24
District Level 8,604.92 105.76
BICM Level 115,371.03 949.12
TOTAL 173,633.19 2,604,497.85 7,525.74 2,612,023.59 1,213.52 4.8681
Fresno County 73,258.27
SELPA Level . 104,460.91 30,038.67 910.70 104,460.91
District Level 24,531.13 717.51
BICM Level 598,070.28 2,653.71
TOTAL 727,062.32 10,905,934.80 30,038.67 10,935,973.47 4,281.92 9.9246

Fresno Unified

71,980.15

SELPA Level 99,561.04 11,391.71 674.00 99,661.04;
District Level 31,839.9 202.20
BICM Level 8,123.64 195.15]

TOTAL 139,624.66 2,094,369.90 11,391.71 2/105,761.61 1,071.35 1.9398

Glenn County

5,624.16

SELPA Level 19,862.22 4,117.83 1,057.80 19,862.22
District Level 4,979.40 129.74
BICM Level 2,463.31 78.69

TOTAL 27,304.93 409,573.95 4,117.83 413,691.78 1,266.23 4.8549

Yy

SELPA Level 2,519.10 1,563.88 68.67 2,519.10
District Level 0.00 0.00
BICM Level 1,248.64 51.51

TOTAL 3,767.74 56,516.10 1,563.88 58,079.98 120.18 1.3096!
Lodi Area 30,714.03
SELPA Level 52,130.07] 5,181.83 3,743.55 52,130.07|
District Level 1,021.80 80.02
BICM Level 223,068.12i 52.50/

TOTAL 276,219.99 4,143,299.85 5,181.83 4,148,481.68. 3,886.07 8.9933

Marin County 27,879.59
SELPA Level 24,157.56 1,267.35 2,808.40 24,157.56
District Level 1,177.45 88.83
BICM Level 43,539.15 283.03
TOTAL 68,874.16 1,033,112.40 1,267.35 1,034,379.75 3,180.26 2.4704

Modoc County

2,022.51

SELPA Level

4,684.46

2,949.63

148.98

4,684.46

District Level

5,615.42

148.98

BICM Level

155,415.09

794.56

TOTAL

165,714.97 2,485,724.55

2,949.63

2,488,674.18

1,092.52

81.9353

Mono County

2,244.86

SELPA Level

District Level

BICM Level

TOTAL

Poway Unified

South County

91,127.22

SELPA Level 23,369.10 10,149.51 186.00 23,369.10
District Level 9,057.09 62.00
BICM Level 173,655.66 1,681.67

TOTAL 206,081.85, 3,091,227.75 10,149.51 3,101,377.26 1,829.67 6.4716

SELPA Level 8,700.55] 2,653.74 568.04 18,700.55
District Level 3,697.47 446.82
BICM Level 237,285.27| 2,379.53

TOTAL 289,683.29 4,345,249.35 2,653.74 4,347,903.09 3,394.39 3.1789

82

San Joaquin County 62,034.75
SELPA Level 207,289.00] 24,583.37 2,707.20 207,289.00
| District Level 130,122.09 . 3,263.58
BICM Level 1,238,763.84 2,565.66
TOTAL 1,676,174.93 23,642,623.95 24,583.37 23,667,207.32 8,536.44 25.4079
Page 1 of 2




Summary - S

“y of Hughes Bill Costs With Reimbursement Methos" gy Calculation

Reconciied with DOF - June 27, 2008

06-07 P-2 ADA

06-07 Costs

Total Costs
93-94 thru 07-08

15 X 06-07 Costs;

One-Time
Costs

Total
15 yearrs + One-time;

Cost of Survey

06-07 Costs
er ADA

SELPA
06-07 Costs

S ounty
SELPA Level 55,985.75 9,681.43 359.40, 55,985.75
District Level 27,488.45| 2,231.64
BICM Level 1,108,521.35 2,313.57
TOTAL 1,191,995.55 17,879,933.25 9,681.43| 17,889,614.68, 4,904.61 24,5965
Sonoma County 67,493.29
SELPA Level 158.74| 1,348.29 0.00 158.74]
District Level 2,231.41 76.12
BICM Level 165,722.34 1,169.75
TOTAL 168,112.49 2,521,687.35 1,349.29 2,523,036.64 1,245.87 2.4908
Tehama County 10,471.81
SELPA Level 16,102.78 17,450.54 698.40 16,102.78
District Level 22,937.90 38240
BICM Level 16,102.78 378.25
TOTAL 55,143.46 827,151.90 17,450.54 844,602.44 1,459.05 5.2659
Tri-City 22,830.40
SELPA Level 36,217.38 19,052.97| 226.26 36,217.38
District Level 44,548.21
BICM Leve! 0.00
TOTAL 80,765.59 1,211,483.85 19,052.97 1,230,536.,82 226.26 3.5376
Tuolumne County 6,994.29
SELPA Level 10,595.16 1,636.47] 144.02] 10,595.16
District Level 0.00 0.00
BICM Level 59,197.47| : 274.50
TOTAL 69,792.63 1,046,889.45 1,636.47 1,048,525.92 418.52 9.9785

West Orange County

46,304.89

SELPA Level 59,306.02 3,158.18 1,270.88 59,306.02
District Level 78,259.51 519.13
BICM Level 1,394,220.70 1,377.11

TOTAL 1,531,786.23 22,976,793.45 3,158.18 22,979,951.63 3,167.12 33.0804
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Yolo County .
SELPA Level 10,676.58 7,665.34 296.96 10,676.58
District Level 12,815.75 81.53
|BICM Level 341,623.30 26.40

TOTAL 365,115.63| 5,476,734.45 7,665.34 5,484,399.79 1,104.89 13.1243
Total of Completed SELPAS 674,263.55 7,176,878.22 107,653,173.30 221,279.26 107,874,452.56 43,201.05 10.64403 800,361.77,
SELPA 800,361.77] 1.18702
District Level and BICM 6,376,516.45 9.45701
SELPA One-time Costs E 0.328179
lper ADA

Page 2 of 2
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BICM Level - Butte

BICM Summary

# of Hours | Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP
New 3
Existing 1
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent 3.00 179.70
b - Information gathering & assessment 90.00 5,391.00
¢ - Writing FAA 23.00 1,461.70
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing dratt for IEP 11.00 634.90
b - Attending IEP meetings 12.00 754.80
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP 20.00 1,318.00
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness 4.00 263.60
“e - Modifications in IEP meetings 4,00 263.60
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings 10,00 659.00
5 . FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 9.00 593.10
7 - |IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 7
Students with 2 IEP's 3]
Students with 3 or more |EP's 0
8 - PBIP issues in |EP by non-BICM's 37.00 1,495.11
when discussed for the first time
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 3.00 170.78
when pre-existing
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's 26.00 1,430.50
by non-Bicm's
Emergency Behavior Interventions
a - Performing interventions 2.00 131.80
b - One day notification
¢ - Completing report for file
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP 1.00 65.90
e - |IEP meetings with PBIP 2.00 131.80
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report 2.00 131.80
BICM LEVEL TOTALS 259,00 15,077.09
Completing survey 3.00 179.70
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BICM Level - Butte Chico Unified
Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours |Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP
New 1
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 47.90 1.00 47.90
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 47.90 30.00{ 1,437.00
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 47.90 3.00 143.70
4- |nitial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 47.90 5.00 239.50
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 47.90 2.00 95.80
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP n/a
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness n/a
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings nfa
1~ Modifications outside of IEP meetings |n/a
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP n/a 0.00
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP___ |n/a 0.00
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 [EP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 1
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 4 |Administrator 50.01 7.00 350.07
when discussed for the first time 4 |Parent 0.00 7.00 0.00
4 |Speech Ther 41.25 7.00 288.75
4 |Psychologist 47.90 7.00 335.30
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's n/a
when pre-existing
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's n/a
by non-Bicm's
Emergency Behavior Interventions nfa
a - Performing interventions
b - One day notification
¢ - Completing report for file
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP
e - |EP meetings with PBIP
{ - Reporting dat for annual CDE report
BICM LEVEL TOTALS 69.00] 2,938.02
Completing survey |Psychologist 47.90 1.00 47.90
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BICM Level - Butte Orville City Elementary
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours |Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities n/a
a - Parent notice and consent
b - Information gathering & assessment
¢ - Writing FAA
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP n/a
b - Attending IEP meetings n/a
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP n/a
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness n/a
e - Modifications in IEP meetings n/a
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings | |n/a
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP n/a
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP n/a
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP n/a
Students with 2 IEP's
Students with 3 or more IEP's
8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's n/a
when discussed for the first time
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's n/a
when pre-existing
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's | |n/a
by non-Bicm's
Emergency Behavior Interventions n/a
a - Performing interventions
b - One day notification
¢ - Completing report for file
d - [EP mestings for no PBIP
e - IEP meetings with PBIP
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report
BICM LEVEL TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey
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BICM Level - Butte Butte COE
Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours [Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP
New 2
Existing 1
3 - FAA Activities n/a
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 65.80 2.00 131.80
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 65.90 60.00] 3,854.00
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 65.90 20.00| 1,318.00
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for |[EP Psychologist 65.90 6.00 395.40
b - Attending |EP meetings Psychologist 65.90 10.00 659.00
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 65.90 20.00, 1,318.00
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 65.90 4.00 263.60
e - Modifications in |EP meetings Psychologist 65.90 4.00 263.60|
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 65.90 10.00 659.00
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP n/a
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP Psychologist 65.90 9.00 593.10
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 7
Students with 2 IEP's 2
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 2 |Teacher 52.59 4.00 210.36
when discussed for the first time 1 |Nurse 47.03 1.00 47.03
2 |Psychologist 65.90 4.00 263.60
g - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 1 |Teacher 52.59 1.00 52.59
when pre-existing 1 |Nurse 47.03 1.00 47.03
1 |Principal 71.16 1.00 71.18
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Teahcer 52.59 20.00| 1,051.80
by non-Bicm's Nurse 47.03 2.00 94.06
Principal 71.16 4.00 284.64
Emergency Behavior Interventions
a - Performing interventions Psychologist 65.90 2.00 131.80
b - One day notification n/a
¢ --Completing report for file n/a
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 65.90 1.00 65.90
e - |IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 65.90 2.00 131.80
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 65.90 2.00 131.80
BICM LEVEL TOTALS 790.00] 12,139.07
Completing survey Psychologist 65.90 2.00 131.80
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BICM Level - Butte -|Butte County SELPA
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours |Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities n/a
a - Parent notice and consent
b - Information gatheting & assessment
¢ - Writing FAA
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP n/a
b - Attending |IEP meetings n/a
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP n/a
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness n/a
e - Madifications in [EP meetings n/a
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings | |n/a
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP n/a
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP n/a
7 - {EP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP n/a
Students with 2 IEP's
Students with 3 or more IEP's
8 - PBIP issues in |[EP by non-BICM's n/a
when discussed for the first time
9 - PBIP issues in |IEP by non-BICM's n/al
when pre-existing
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's | |n/a
by non-Bicm's
Emergency Behavior Interventions n/a
a - Performing interventions
b - One day notification
¢ - Completing report for file
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP
e - |IEP meetings with PBIP
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report
BICM LEVEL TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey
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District Level

Butte County SELPA
District Level Summary Totals

1- # of Reports 40.00 |
# of Hours |{Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions 117.75 5,925.95
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency 63.00 3,256.02
intervention
¢ - Completing report 57.00 3,325.45
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings 78.50 4,375.46
for students without PBIP
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings 44.75 2,545.80
for studetns with PBIP
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE 33.00 1,610.57
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA 2.00 111.80
3 - Informing school personnel 109.75 4,259,26
4 - Number of due process requests filed
a - Number of written reponses
For each response in 4a, there must be
answers to 5 -8
5 - Filing Response
6 - Resolution Session
7 - Mediation
8 - Due Process Hearing
9 - Outside Assistance 22.50 2,892.92
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 528,25 28,303.21
Time to complete survey 5.74 392.93
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District Level | I [
1 - # of Reports 0.00 |
Butte COE
. Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions Teacher 52.59 30.00 1,577.70
Paraprofessional 29.21 20.00 584.20
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency Secretary 0.00 5.00 0.00
intervention Psychologist 65.90 5.00 329.50
¢ - Completing report Teacher 52.59 10.00 525.90
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings Teacher 52.59 4.00 210.36
for students without PBIP Psychologist 65.90 4.00 263.60
Administrator 71.16 4.00 284.64
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings Teacher 52.59 3.00 157.77
for studetns with PBIP Psychologist 65.90| 3.00 197.70
Adminstrator 71.16 3.00 213.48
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE Secretary 33.07 1.00 33.07
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA n/a
3 - Informing school personnel Psychologist 65.90 5.00 329.50
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a
a - Number of written reponses n/a
For each response in 4a, there must be
answers to 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a
6 - Resolution Session n/a
7 - Mediation n/a
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a
9 - Outside Assistance n/a
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 97.00 4,707.42
Time to complete survey Sp Ed Director 85.20 2.00 170.40
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District Level

1- # of Reports 0.00
Bangor
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions n/a
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency n/a
intervention
¢ - Completing report n/a
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for students without PBIP
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for studetns with PBIP
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE n/a
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA n/a
3 - Informing school personnel Psychologist 50.61 0.25 12.65
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a
a - Number of written reponses n/a
For each response in 4a, there must be
answers to 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a
6 - Resolution Session n/a
7 - Mediation n/a
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a
9 - Outside Assistance n/a
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 0.25 12,65
Time to complete survey Psychologist 50.61 0.08 4.05
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District Level

1 - # of Reports 0.00
Biggs
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions n/a
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency n/a
intervention
¢ - Completing report n/a
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for students without PBIP
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for studetns with PBIP
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE .| |n/a
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA n/a
3 - Informing school personnel Psychologist 50.61 0.75 37.96
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a
a - Number of written reponses n/a
For each response in 4a, there must be
answersto 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a
6 - Resolution Session n/a
7 - Mediation n/a
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a
9 - Outside Assistance n/a
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 0.75 37.96
Time to complete survey Psychologist 50.61 0.08 4.05
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District Level
1 - # of Reports 1.00
Chico Unified
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions n/a
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency Principal 50.01 1.00 50.01
intervention
¢ - Completing report Teacher 41.25 1.50 61.88
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings Principal 50.01 7.00 350.07
for students without PBIP Teacher 41.25 7.00 288.75
Psychologist 47.90 7.00 335.30
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for studetns with PBIP
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE Principal 50.01 3.00 150.03
Teacher 41.25 3.00
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA | |Principal 50.01 1.00 50.01
3 - Informing school personnel Principal 50.01 3.00 150.03
Teacher 41.25 3.00 123.75
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a
a - Number of written reponses n/a
For each response in 4a, there must be
answersto 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a
6 - Resolution Session n/a
7 - Mediation n/a
8 - Due Proceés Hearing n/a
9 - Outside Assistance Behavior Consultant 22.50 2,892.92
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 59.00| 4,452.75
Time to complete survey Principal 50.01 0.50 25.01
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District Level |

1- # of Reports 0.00
Durham
Position Hourly Rate {# of Hours |[Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions n/a
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency n/a
intervention
¢ - Completing report n/a
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for students without PBIP
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a

for studetns with PBIP

f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE n/a

g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA n/a
3 - Informing school personnel Psychologist 64.27 1.00 64.27
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a

a - Number of written reponses n/a

For each response in 4a, there must be

answersto 5 -8

5 - Filing Response v n/a
6 - Resolution Session n/a
7 - Mediation n/a
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a
9 - Outside Assistance n/a
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 1.00 64.27
Time to complete survey Psychologist 64.27 0.25 16.07
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District Level

1 - # of Reports 0.00
Feather Falls
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions n/a
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency n/a
intervention
¢ - Completing report n/a
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for students without PBIP
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for studetns with PBIP
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE n/a
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA n/a
3 - Informing school personnél Psychblogist 50.61 0.50 25.31
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a
a - Number of written reponses n/a
For each response in 4a, there must be
answersto 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a
6 - Resolution Session n/a
7 - Mediation n/a
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a
9 - Outside Assistance n/a
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 0.50 25.31
Time to complete survey Psychologist 64.27 0.17 10.73

99




District Level
1- # of Reports 0.00
Golden Feather
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions n/a
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency n/a
intervention
¢ - Completing report n/a
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for students without PBIP
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for studetns with PBIP
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE n/a
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA n/a
3 - Informing school personnel Psychologist 50.61 0.25 12.65
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a
a - Number of written reponses n/a
For each response in 4a, there must be
answers to 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a
6 - Resolution Session n/a
7 - Mediation n/a
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a 0.00
9 - Qutside Assistance n/a
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 0.25 12,65
Time to complete survey Psychologist 64.27 0.08 5.14
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District Level
1 - # of Reports 0.00
Manzanita and Pioneer
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions n/a
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency n/a
intervention
¢ - Completing report n/a
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for students without PBIP
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for studetns with PBIP
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE n/a
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA n/a
3 - Informing school personnel Psychologist 50.61 0.50 25.31
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a
a - Number of written reponses n/a
For each response in 4a, there must be
answersto 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a
6 - Resolution Session n/a
7 - Mediation n/a
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a 0.00
9 - Outside Assistance n/a
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 0.50 25,31
Time to complete survey Psychologist 50.61 0.25 12.65
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District Level
1 - # of Reports 0.00
Orville City Elementary
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions n/a
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency n/a
intervention
¢ - Completing report n/a
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for students without PBIP
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for studetns with PBIP
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE n/a
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA n/a
3 - Informing school personnel Sp Ed Director 64.39 2.00 128.78
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a
a - Number of written reponses n/a
For each response in 4a, there must be
answers to 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a
6 - Resolution Session n/a
7 - Mediation n/a
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a 0.00
9 - Qutside Assistance n/a
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 2,00 128.78
Time to complete survey Sp Ed Director 64.39 0.33 21.25
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District Level
1- # of Reports 39.00
ParadiseUnified
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions Psychologist 55.24 39.00 2,154.36
Principal 58.56 19.50 1,141.92
Sp Ed Teacher 50.57 9.25 467.77
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency Psychologist 55.24 19.50 1,077.18
intervention Principal 58.56 19.50 1,141.92
Sp Ed Teacher 50.57 13.00 657.41
¢ - Completing report Psychologist 55.24 19.50 1,077.18
Sp Ed Teacher 50.57 13.00 657.41
Teacher 77.16 13.00 1,003.08
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings Psychologist 55.24 19.50 1,077.18
for students without PBIP Princpal 58.56 9.75 570.96
Sp Ed Teacher 50,57 9.75 493.06
Teacher 77.16 6.50 501.54
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings Psychologist 55.24 19.50 1,077.18
for studetns with PBIP Principal 58.56 9.75 570.96
Sp Ed Teacher 50.57 6.50 328.71
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE Psychologist 55.24 13.00 718.12
Principal 58.56 6.50 380.64
Sp Ed Teacher 50.57 6.50 328.71
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA Sp Ed Director 61.79 1.00 61.79
3 - Informing school personnel Psychologist 55.24 30.50 1,684.82
Principal 58.56 15.25 893.04
Sp Ed Teacher 50.57 15,25 771.19
Teacher 77.16 3.75 289.35
Instructional Aidg 26.13 3.75 97.99
Sp Ed Director 61.79 25.00 1,544.75
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a
a - Number of written reponses n/a
For each response in 4a, there must be
answersto 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a
6 - Resolution Session n/a
7 - Mediation n/a
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a
9 - Qutside Assistance n/a
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 367.00{ 20,768.21
Time to complete survey Sp Ed Director 61.79 2.00 123.58
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SELPA Level Butte Count
Number of BICM's in SELPA 4
Number of BICM surveys returned 4
Number of LEA's in SELPA 15
Number of LEA surveys returned 15
Question Position Hourly Rate| # of Hours [06-07 Costs| One Time Costs Notes
Local Plan
* 7 - Procedures development SELPA Director 73.24 8.00 585.92
Sr. Secretary 33.07 8.00 | 264.56
Prog Spec 72.05 8.00 576.40
11 @ 8 hr/ea|Coordinators 770.35 8.00 6,162.80
7 @ 8 hr/ea|Superintendents 596.78 8.00 4,774.24
* 8 - Governing Board approval Coordinators 770.35 42.50 32,739.88
Superintendents 596.78 12.50 7,459.76
Training
* 11 - Design training for initial Prog Spec 72.05 20.00 1,441.00
BICM certifcation
** 12 - Update of training for initial Prog Spec 72.05 4.00 288.20 Annually
BICM certifcation
** 13 - Lead training for initial Prog Spec 72.05 24.00 1,729.20 Annually
BICM certifcation
** 14 - Lead training update for Prog Spec 72.05 14.00 1,008.70 No answer
certified BICM's
* 15 - Design training for PBIP N/A
implementers
** 16 - Update traiing for PBIP N/A N/A
implementers
** 17 - Lead training for PBIP N/A N/A
implementers
* 18 - Design training on Emergency |Prog Spec 72.05 20.00 1,441.00
Behavioral Interventions Sr. Secretary 33.07 8.00 264.56
** 19 - Update trainin on Emergency |Prog Spec 72.05 2.00 144.10 Twicelyear
Behavioral Interventions
** 20 - Lead training on Emergency  |Prog Spec 72.05 43.00 3,098.15 Annually
Behavioral Interventions
21 - Other costs of BICM 736.77
certification training
22 - Number of participants in Psy - Chico 47.90 3.50 167.65
BICM training by position/hours |Psy - OCESD 60.63 3.50 212.21
Tchr - OCESD 62.28 3.50 217.98
23 - Number of particpants in Psy - Chico 47.90 3.50 167.65
PBIP training by position/hours  |{Psy - OCESD 60.63 3.50 212.21
Tchr - OCESD 62.28 3.50 217.98
24 - Number of participants in Psy - Chico - 47.90 1.00 47.90
Emergency Beh Interv training  |Psy - OCESD 60.63 1.00 60.63
by position/hours Tchr - OCESD 62.28 1.00 62.28
25 - Other training costs N/A 0.00
Staff Activities
26 - Data collection from BER's for |SELPA Dir 73.24 1.00 73.24
annual report to CDE Sr Secretary 33.07 2.00
27 - Due process hearings N/A 0.00 N/A
SELPA LEVEL TOTALS 257.00 7,708.07 56,446.88
Time to complete survery Prog Spec 72.05 2.00 144.10
NOTES:
one asterick indicates one-time cost
two astericks indicates annual or more frequent costs
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BICM Level - Calaveras

BICM Summary

Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours |Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New
Existing
3 - FAA Activities n/a
a - Parent notice and consent
b - Information gathering & assessment
¢ - Writing FAA
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for |EP n/a
b - Attending IEP meetings n/a
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP n/a
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness n/a
e - Modifications in IEP meetings n/a
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings n/a
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP n/a
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP n/a
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component na/
Students with 1 IEP
Students with 2 IEP's
Students with 3 or more |EP's
8 - PBIP issues in |[EP by non-BICM's n/a
when discussed for the first time
9 - PBIP issues in |EP by non-BICM's n/a
when pre-existing
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's n/a
by non-Bicm's
Emergency Behavior Interventions
a - Performing interventions 6.00 316.20
b - One day notification 4.00 210.80
¢ - Completing report for file n/a
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP 48.00| 2,529.60
e - IEP meetings with PBIP n/a
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f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report 4.00 210.80
BICM LEVEL TOTALS 62.00/ 3,267.40
Psychologist 0.66 34.78

Completing survey
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Vallecito Elem, Bret Harte, Mark Twain, Calaveras

Vallecito Union

Position

Hourly Rate

# of Hours

Total Costs

Position

Hourly Rate

# of Hours

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Psychologist

52.70

3.00

158.10

Psychologist

52.70

2.00

105.40

Psychologist

52.70

24.00

1,264.80
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Psychologist 52.70 2.00 105.40
31.00, 1,633.70 0.00
Psychologist 52.70 0.33 17.39 Psychologist 52.70 0.08
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Vallecito Elem, Bret Harte, Mark Twain, Calaveras

Total Costs

Position

Hourly Rate

# of Hours

Total Costs

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Psychologist

52.70

3.00

~158.10

Psychologist

52.70

2.00

105.40

n/a

0.00

52.70

24.00

1,264.80

Psychologist

0.00

n/a
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0.00 Psychologist 52.70 2.00 105.40
0.00 31.00] 1,633.70
4.22[| |Psychologist 52.70 0.33 17.39
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District Level

Calaveras County SELPA

1 - # of Reports 0 .
Calaveras Unified
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions n/a
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency n/a
intervention
¢ - Completing report n/a
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for students without PBIP
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings n/a
for studetns with PBIP
f - Reporting data for annual report to CDE  |n/a
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to SELPA |n/a
3 - Informing school personnel n/a
4 - Number of due process requests filed n/a
a - Number of written reponses 0
For each response in 4a, there must be
answers to 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a 0.00
6 - Resolution Session n/a 0.00
7 - Mediation n/a 0.00
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a | 0.00
9 - Outside Assistance n/a 0.00
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Sp Ed Director 66.92 0.25 16.73

Time to complete survey
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SELPA Level Calaveras County
Number of BICM's in SELPA 3
Number of BICM surveys returned 3
Number of LEA's in SELPA 4
Number of LEA surveys returned 1
Question Position | Hourly Rate| # of Hours [06-07 Costs| One-Time Costs Notes:
Local Plan
* 7 - Procedures development SELPA Dir 70.33 2.00| 140.66
Program Mgr 67.20 4.00 268.80
* 8 - Governing Board approval SELPA Dir 70.33 2.00 140.66
Program Mgr 67.20 2.00 134.40
Psychologist 52.70 6.00 316.20
Training
* 11 - Design training for initial Psychologist 52.70 16.00 843.20
BICM certifcation Program Mgr 67.20 16.00 1,075.20
** 12 - Update of training for initial n/a N/A
BICM certifcation
** 13 - Lead training for initial n/a N/A
BICM certifcation
** 14 - Lead training update for Psychologist 52.70 20.00 1,054.00 No answer
certified BICM's Program Mgr 67.20 8.00 537.60
* 15 - Design training for PBIP Behv. Spec. 42.21 5.00 211.05
implementers
** 16 - Update traiing for PBIP Behv. Spec. 42.21 5.00 211.05 No answer
implementers
** 17 - Lead training for PBIP Behv. Spec. 42.21 4.00 168.84 No answer
implementers
* 18 - Design training on Emergency |Behv. Spec/ 42.21 3.00 126.63
Behavioral interventions Psychologist 52.70 3.00 158.10
** 19 - Update trainin on Emergency |Behv. Spec/ 42.21 16.00 675.36 No answer
Behavioral Interventions Psychologist 52.70 16.00 843.20
** 20 - Lead training on Emergency |Behv. Spec/ 42.21 48.00 2,026.08 No answer
Behavioral Interventions Psychologist 52.70 48.00 2,529.60
21 - Other costs of BICM n/a
certification training
22 - Number of participants in n/a
BICM training by position/hours
23 - Number of particpants in n/a
PBIP training by position/hours
24 - Number of participants in n/a
Emergency Beh interv training
by position/hours
25 - Other training costs n/a
Staff Activities
26 - Data collection from BER's for |SELPA Dir 66.51 1.00 66.51
annual report to CDE Psychologist 52.70 1.00 52.70
27 - Due process hearings Behv Spec 42.21 1.00 42.21
TOTAL 227.00 8,207.15 3,414.90
Time to complete survery Assoc. Supt 33.94 1.00 33.94
NOTES:
one asterick indicates one-time cost
two astericks indicates annual or more frequent costs
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BICM Level Clovis Joint Unified
Position Hourly Rate |[# of Hours [Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 17
New 13
Existing 4
2 PBIP's with AB 3632 services 9
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 59.32 5.50 326.26
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 59.32 286.00 16965.52
0.00
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 59.32 56.50 3351.58
0.00
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 59.32 59.50 3529.54
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 59.32 53.00 3143.96
0.00
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 59.32 111.00 6584.52
0.00
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 59.832 30.00 1779.6
0.00
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 59.32 16.00 949.12
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 59.32 16.00 949.12
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 59.32 1.00 59.32
5b Information gathering Psychologist 59.32 2.00 118.64
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 59.32 5.00 296.6
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 59.32 4.00 237.28
b - Attending |IEP meetings Psychologist 59.32 6.00 355.92
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 59.32 6.00 355.92
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 59.32 8.00 474.56
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 590.32| . 1.50 88.98
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 59.32 7.00 415.24
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 6
Students with 2 [EP's 6
Students with 3 or more IEP's 5
8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 20 |Teacher 62.28 41.75 2600.19
when discussed for the first time 12 |Program Specialist 58.06 35.00 2031.756
6 |SLP - 58.28 17.00 990.76
10 |[Site Admin 63.34 32.25 2042.715
3 |OT 61.36 6.00 368.16
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 3 |Program Specialist 58.05 28.00 1625.4
when pre-existing 4 |Teacher 62.28 3.50 217.98
0
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Teacher 58.84 459.00 27007.56
by non-Bicm's Instr Assistant 37.78 506.00 19116.68
Site Administrator 63.34 2.00 126.68
Program Specialist 58.05 11.00 638.55
11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions
a - Performing interventions Psychologist 59.32 181.00 10736.92
0.00
b - One day notification Psychologist 59.32 16.00 949.12
0.00
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 59.32 24.00 1423.68
0.00
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 59.32 49.00 2906.68
e - [EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 59.32 9.00 533.88
0.00
f - Reporting data for annual CDE report Psychologist 59.32 19.00 1127.08
BICM LEVEL TOTALS 2,113.50 114,425.47

120




DISTRICT

121



District Level

Clovis Unified

1 # of Behavorial Emergency Reports 14 v
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours |Total Costs
2 Activities
a - performing emergency interventions |BICM 59.32 181.00| 10,736.92
b - 1 day notification of use of emergency|BICM 59.32 16.00 949.12
intervention
¢ - Completing report BICM 59.32 24.00| 1,423.68
d - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings |BICM 59.32 49.00| 2,906.68
for students without PBIP
e - Scheduling and holding IEP meetings |BICM 59.32 9.00 533.88
for students with PBIP
f - Reporting data for annual report BICM 59.32 20.00{ 1,186.40
to CDE
g - Reviewing reports & forwarding to Director 52.88 1.00 52.88
SELPA
3 - Informing school personnel Psychologist Director 55.54 4.00 222.16
BICM 59.32 10.00 593.20
4 - Number of due process requests filed [n/a
a - Number of written reponses 0
answers to 5 -8
5 - Filing Response n/a 0.00
6 - Resolution Session n/a 0.00
7 - Mediation n/a 0.00
8 - Due Process Hearing n/a 0.00
9 - Qutside Assistance n/a 0.00
DISTRICT LEVEL TOTALS 314.00| 18,604.92
Time to complete survey SELPA Director 52.88 2.00 105.76
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SELPA Level

CLOVIS UNIFIED

[35,667 P2 ADA~

Number of BICM's in SELPA 30 |
Number of BICM surveys returned 8|22 BICMs did not complete PBIP or FAA during 2006-07
Number of LEA's in SELPA 1
Number of LEA surveys returned 1
Question Position Hourly Rate | # of Hours 06-07 Costs | One-Time Cost Notes:
Local Plan
* 7 - Procedures development SELPA Director 52.88 1.00 52.88
Prog Spec 58.05 24.00 1,393.20
School Psych 59.32 4.50 266.94
* 8 - Governing Board approval SELPA Director 52.88 1.00 52.88
Area Supt 65.94 1.00 65.94
Training
* 11 - Design training for initial Asst Dir 52.54 12.00 630.48
BICM certifcation
3
**12 - Update of training for initial Psychologist 59.32 16.00 949.12
BICM certifcation
**13 - Lead training for initial Asst Director 52.54 16.00 840.64
BICM certifcation PENT rep Psychologi 59.32 20.00 1,186.40
Psychologist 59.32 80.00 4,745.60
**14 - Lead training update for Same as #13
certified BICM's
* 15 - Design training for PBIP Behavior Specialist 47.63 68.00 3,238.84
implementers
**16 - Update training for PBIP 0.00
implementers
**17 - Lead training for PBIP As needed Individually
implementers
*18 - Design training on Emergency _ {Program Specialist 58.05 10.00 580.50
Behavioral Interventions Asst Director 52.54 4.00 210.16
Classified Support 35.49 8.00 283.92
**19 - Update trainin on Emergehcy Program Specialist 58.05 20.00 1,161.00
Behavioral Interventions -
**20 - Lead training on Emergency MANDT Trainers 41.53 96.00 3,986.88
Behavioral Interventions
21 - Other costs of BICM Registration 0.00 750.00
certification training
22 - Number of participants in
BICM training by position/hours |7 Psychologists 59.32 112.00 6,643.84 16 hrs each
23 - Number of particpants in NOT HELD
PBIP training by position/hours
24 - Number of participants in 44 Teachers 62.28 308.00 19,182.24 7 hrs each
Emergency Beh Interv training
by position/hours
25 - Other training costs 750.00 0.00
Staff Activities
26 - Data collection from BER's for  |SELPA Director 52.88 2.00 105.76
annual report to CDE
27 - Due process hearings NONE
Sub Total 105.76
SELPA LEVEL TOTAL 803.50 39,657.24 7,525.74
Time to complete survery SELPA Director 52.88 3.00 158.64
NOTES: .
one asterisk indicates a one time cost
two asterisks indicates annual or more frequent costs
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY

SUMMARY

# of Hours|  Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 71.00
New 33.00
Existing 38.00
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent 12.75]. 886.36
b - Information gathering & assessment 241.75 15,553.73
¢ - Writing FAA 90.85 5,806.24
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP 152.00 8,769.82
b - Attending IEP meetings 73.50 4,546.38
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP 195.00 11,496.63
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness 106.50 6,092.57
e - Modifications in IEP meetings 38.25 2,290.82
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings 86.25 5,302.58
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP
5a Parent notice 10.50 737.78
5b Information gathering 38.00 2,237.25
5¢ Writing FAA 30.00 1,735.15
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP 58.50 3,382.63
b - Attending IEP meetings 51.50 3,025.33
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP 41.25 2,503.68
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness 62.00 4,002.87
e - Modifications in IEP meetings 40.50 2,433.05
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings 61.50 3,636.64
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 16.00
Students with 2 IEP's 25.00
Students with 3 or more IEP's 12.00
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8 - PBIP issues in |IEP by non-BICM's 38.50 1,798.73
when discussed for the first time 38.50 2,347.83
33.50 1,696.17
Total Costs 19.756 1,086.68
18176.38 11.25 545.96
Total Hours 84.75 3,602.71
351.25 84.00 5,711.36
5.00 55.00
5.00 55.00
3.00 0.00
2.50 61.75
2.00 22.00
5.00 196.90
2.50 71.78
6.00 324.96
6.00 361.40
4.00 238.16
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 32.50 1,681.48
when pre-existing 23.50 1,157.32
23.00 1,075.59
Total costs 14.50 829.49
5328.17 4.50 184.37
Total Hours 1.50 0.00
108.00 3.00 180.00
1.50 94.49
3.00 84.00
1.00 41.45
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's 2,678.00 172,994.64
by non-Bicm's 1,875.00 63,827.18
Total Costs 2,621.50 86,721.02
475788.62 1,5603.00 43,292.34
Total Hours 1,496.00{ 104,181.44
10253.50] . 80.00 4,772.00

11 - Emergency Behavior interventions
a - Performing interventions 75.50 5,334.35
b - One day notification 138.75 961.98
¢ - Completing report for file 8.00 509.16
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP 19.50 1,296.19
e - IEP meetings with PBIP 16.00 1,052.27
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report 4.00 263.09
TOTALS 12,240.10] 593,149.67
Completing survey 43.25 2,653.71
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Beth White  |Golden Plains
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours [Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0 .
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing dratft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending |IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP . 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0

129




8 - PBIP issues in |EP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - [EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 52.13 0.08 41704
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Darla Beeson |Golden Plains
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of |IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - [EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 52.13 0.17 8.8621
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Brett BollingerKerman
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours [Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities :
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |EP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 of-
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/a 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 21.09 0.25 5.2725
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Patti Olsen Kings Canyon
Position Hourly Rate}# of Hours |Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 1
New 1
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
e - Madifications in IEP meetings Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 |[EP’s 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0

135




8- PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10258.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
b - One day notification Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Lead Program Specialist 0 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Lead Program Specialist 62.53 5.00 312.65
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Lupe Vaughn  |Kings Canyon
Position Hourly Rate | # of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP ) 0
a - Preparing dratft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
7 - |IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 [EP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more |EP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report - Psychologist 0 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 70.95 0.08 5.676
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Cheryl Viera Laton
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for |EP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in |EP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0
351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0
Total Hours
108.00
10 - implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0
10253.50
11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions
a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - |IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 0.00 0
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Rodney Smith Mendota
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0 :
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
Sp.Ed. Director
b - Information gathering & assessment Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
- f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Sp.Ed. Director 0 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's’ 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Sp.Ed. Director 0.00 0
b - One day notification Sp.Ed. Director 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Sp.Ed. Director 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Sp.Ed. Director 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Sp.Ed. Director 0.00 0
f- Ffeporting dat for annual CDE report Sp.Ed. Director 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Sp.Ed. Director 0.00 0
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Sybil Kolbert Orange Center
Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for [EP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psycholbgist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 |[EP's 0
Students with 3 or more |EP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in |[EP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in |IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - |[EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 0.08 4.1704
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Pamela Hancock [Pine Ridge
Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for |[EP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
7 - [EP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0

145




8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in |IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP"s N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

~ 10258.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 0.00 0

146




BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Janelle Martin Riverdale
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending |IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA Psychologist 0 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |EP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 I[EP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in |EP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 0.05 2.4465
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Mike Thornton|Sanger
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 1
New 1
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent RSP Teacher 63.69 1.00 63.69
b - Information gathering & assessment RSP Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
¢ - Writing FAA RSP Teacher 63.69 1.00 63.69
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP RSP Teacher 63.69 1.00 63.69
b - Attending IEP meetings RSP Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP RSP Teacher 63.69 1.00 63.69
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
5b Information gathering RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings RSP. Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
7 - [EP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 |IEP's 1
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's Psychologist 72.11 3.00 216.33
when discussed for the first time Nurse 29.09 1.00 29.09
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in |IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Case Manager, 28 10.00 280
by non-Bicm's Psychologist 72.11 10.00 7211
Total Costs Nurse 29.09 10.00 290.9
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions RSP Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
b - One day notification RSP Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
¢ - Completing report for file RSP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP RSP Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
e - IEP meetings with PBIP RSP Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report RSP Teacher 63.69 1.00 63.69
TOTALS 51.00] 2,620.15
Completing survey RSP Teacher 63.69 0.33] 21.0177
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY David Figueroa|Sanger
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 2
New 0
Existing 2
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 7211 0.50 36.055
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 72.11 6.00 432.66
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing dratft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 ~ 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 72.11 6.50 468.715
5b Information gathering Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
5c Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
b - Attending |IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 |IEP's 2
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions
a - Performing interventions Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
missing last page

TOTALS 937.43
Completing sur\)ey Psychologist 72111 0
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Amy Williams  |Sanger
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 1
New 1
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144.22
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 72.11 13.00 937.43
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 5.00 360.55
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 1.00 7211
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 4.00 288.44
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 3.00 216.33
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 3.00 216.33
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144.22
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
5b Information gathering . |Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 1
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's Nurse 29.09 2.00 58.18
when discussed for the first time Speech Therapi 68.71 3.00 206.13
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Speech Therapi 68.71 15.00 1030.65
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
d - [EP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 7211 2.00 144.22
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
TOTALS 55.00] 3,818.81
Completing survey Psychologist 72.11 0.25 18.0275
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Lori Leray Sanger
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours |[Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 1
New 1
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Teacher 63.69 1.00 63.69
b - Information gathering & assessment Teacher 63.69 5.00 318.45
¢ - Writing FAA Teacher 63.69 4.00 254.76
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
b - Attending |IEP meetings Teacher- 63.69 3.00 191.07
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Teacher 63.69 1.00 63.69
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Teacher 63.69 10.00 636.9
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 1
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8 - PBIP issues in |EP by non-BICM's 2 |Administrator 46.77 2.00 93.54
when discussed for the first time 3 |Psychologist 7211 3.00 216.33
3 |instructional Ai 30.43 3.00 91.29
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Psychologist 7211 2.00 144.22
by non-Bicm's Instructional Al 30.43 66.00 2008.38
Total Costs Vice Principal 46.77 2.00 93.54
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
b - One day notfification Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
d - |IEP meetings for no PBIP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
TOTALS 108.00| 4,558.00
Completing survey Teacher 63.69 0.75 47.7675
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY

K. Salomanson

Sanger

Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 1
New 1
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 72.11 1.00 72.11
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 72.11 30.00 2163.3
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 15.00 1081.65
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 4.00 288.44
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 5.50 396.605
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 36.00 2595.96
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 7241 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |[EP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 7.00 504.77
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0

Students with 3 or more IEP's

157




8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in |[EP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
TOTALS 98.50 7,102.84
Completing survey Psychologist 72.11 1.00 7211
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY

Anna Quintanilla

Sanger

Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 1
New 1
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities .
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 72.11 0.75 54.0825
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 7211 35.00 2523.85
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 4.50 324.495
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 7211 4.50 324.495
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 9.00 648.99
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 10.00 721.1
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 4.00 288.44
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 0:00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0

Students with 3 or more |[EP's
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's Pupil Personel D 58.23 2.00 116.46
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 72.11 16.00 1153.76
b - One day notification Psychologist 7211 1.50 108.165
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 72.11 1.00 72.11
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 7211 1.00 72.11
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 72.11 1.00 72.11
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 72.11 0.50 36.055
TOTALS 90.75 6,516.22
Completing survey Psychologist 72.11 0.75 54.0825
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Leslie Farlow Sanger
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 8
New 3
Existing 5
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 72.11 1.00 7211
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 7211 3.00 216.33
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 3.00 216.33
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144.22
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 1.00 72.11
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 1.00 7211
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 4.00 288.44
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 72.11 2.50 180.275
5b Information gathering Psychologist 72.11 4.00 288.44
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144.22
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP ) 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 7211 5.00 360.55
b - Attending |IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 5.00 360.55
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 7211 7.00 504.77
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 27.50| 1983.025
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 4.00 288.44
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 2.50 180.275
7 - |IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 10
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 3 |Principal 53.07 2.00 106.14
when discussed for the first time 3 |RSP 48.49 2.00 96.98
3 |Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
Total Costs| 0 |SLP 48.49 0.00 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 7 |Principal 53.07 4.00 212.28
when pre-existing 7 |RSP 48.49 4.00 193.96
7 {Teacher 63.69 4.00 254.76
Total costs| 2 |SLP 48.49 1.00 48.49
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Principal (uéed VP s 46.77 4.00 187.08
by non-Bicm's RSP 48.49 10.00 484.9
Total Costs Teacher 63.69 9.50 605.055
475788.62 SLP 48.49 1.00 48.49
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 7211 16.00 1153.76
b - One day notification Psychologist 72.11 1.50, 108.165
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 72.11 1.00 72.11
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 72.11 1.00 72.11
e - |[EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 72.11 1.00 72.11
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 7211 0.50 36.055
TOTALS 139.00] 9,252.02
Completing survey Psychologist 7211 2.50 180.275
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY

Kathleen Kuczler

Sanger

Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 1
New 1
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Teacher 63.69 0.50 31.845
b - Information gathering & assessment Teacher 63.69 3.00 191.07
¢ - Writing FAA Teacher 63.69 1.50 95.535
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Teacher 63.69 1.00 63.69
b - Attending IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 2.50 159.225
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Teacher 63.69 1.00 63.69
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Teacher 63.69 2.00 127.38
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 .00 63.69
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 .00 63.69
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for |[EP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
7 - |[EP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 1
Students with 3 or more |IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's

1 |Counselor 28.34 28.34
when discussed for the first time 2 |Psychologist 72.11 7211
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Teacher 83.69 15.00 955.35
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
b - One day notification Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
e - |IEP meetings with PBIP Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Teacher 63.69 0.00 0
TOTALS 30.50] - 1,915.62
Completing survey " |Teacher 63.69 0.33 21.0177
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Julie Errotabers Sanger
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 6
New 4
Existing 2
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 72.11 3.00 216.33
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 7211 20.00 1442.2
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 7211 10.00 7211
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 6.00 432.66
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 5.00 360.55
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 12.00 865.32
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 8.00 576.88
e - Modifications in [EP meetings Psychologist 72.11 7.00 504.77
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 14.00] 1009.54
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 72.11 0.50 36.055
5b Information gathering Psychologist 72.11 4.00 288.44
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 3.00 216.33
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 3.00 216.33
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 5.00 360.55
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 5.00 360.55
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 7211 3.00 216.33
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 6.00 432.66
f - Modifications outside of |IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 10.00 721.1
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 |[EP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 6
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 4 |Sp.Ed. Teacher 30.43 5.00 152.15
when discussed for the first time 4 |Gen.Ed. Teacher 66.33 5.00 331.65
4 |Speech Therapist 68.71 5.00 343.55
Total Costs| 4 |Admin (used Prin) 53.07 5.00 265.35
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0
351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 6 |Sp.Ed. Teacher 30.43 3.50| 106.505
when pre-existing 6 |Gen.Ed. Teacher 66.33 3.50] 232.155
: 6 |Speech Therapist 68.71 3.50| 240.485
Total costs| 6 |Admin (used Prin) 53.07 3.50| 185.745
5328.17 0
Total Hours
108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Sp.Ed. Teacher(4) 30.43 100.00 3043
by non-Bicm's Gen.Ed. Teacher(5) 66.33 150.00 9949.5
Total Costs Speech Therapist(3 68.71 90.00 6183.9
475788.62 Admin (used Prin) 58.07 5.00 265.35
Total Hours : 0
10253.50
11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions
a - Performing interventions Psychologist 72.11 6.00 432.66
b - One day notification Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144.22
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144.22
d - |IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 7211 2.00 144.22
e - |[EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 72.11 1.00 72141}
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 72.11 1.00 7211
TOTALS 517.50] 37,086.58
Completing survey Psychologist 7211 0.50 36.055
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Ada Wolff Sanger
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 3
New 2
Existing 1
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 72.11 1.00 72.11
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 72.11 10.00 721.1
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144.22
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 0.50 36.055
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 3.00 216.33
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 5.00 360.55
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 5.00 360.55
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 1.00 7211
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 3.00 216.33
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing dratft for IEP Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
7 - |IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 |IEP 1
Students with 2 IEP's 0

Students with 3 or more |EP's
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's Principal 53.07 3.50 185.745
when discussed for the first time Teacher 63.69 3.00 191.07
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Teacher 63.69 20.00 1273.8
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
e - |[EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 72141 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
TOTALS 57.00| 3,849.97
Completing survey Psychologist 7211 1.00 7211
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Linda Booth Sanger
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 6
New 4
Existing S 2
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP )
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 4.00 288.44
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 4.00 288.44
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144.22
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 8.00 576.88
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 4.00 288.44
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 4.00 288.44
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 72.11 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144.22
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 7211 2.00 144.22
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 72.11 1.00 72.11
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 72.11 4.00 288.44
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144.22
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 72.11 2.00 144,22
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 2
Students with 2 IEP's 4
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 7 |Administrator (Pr] 53.07 7.00 371.49
when discussed for the first time 5 |Specialist 47.37 5.00 236.85
8 |Case Manager 28 8.00 224
Total Costs| 2 |Counselor 28.34 2.00 56.68
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 5 |Administrator (Pr] 53.07 5.00 265.35
when pre-existing 3 |Specialist 47.37 3.00 142.11
5 |Case Manager 28 5.00 140
Total costs| 1 |Counselor 28.34 1.00 28.34
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Administrator (Pr, 53.07 2.00 106.14
by non-Bicm's Specialist 47.37 1.00 47.37
Total Costs Case Manager 28 4.00 112
475788.62 Counselor 28.34 1.00 28.34
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 72.11 30.00 21683.3
b - One day notification Psychologist 72.11 6.00 432.66
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 7241 0.00 0
d - [EP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 72.11 8.00 576.88
e - |IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 72.11 4.00 288.44
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 7211 0.00 0
TOTALS 131.00] 8,032.24
Completing survey Psychologist 7211 7.00 504.77
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Mary McCall West Park
Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours|Total Costs
ta Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending |IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5c Writing FAA . Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Madifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - |[EP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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5~ PBIP jssues in IEP by non-BICM'S N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing ) 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - |EP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 0.08 4.1704
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY

Sheala Dunn F

Washington Union

Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours| Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for |IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending |EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0
351.25 .

9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
: 0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist ! 0.17 8.9981
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Renee Frigon |American Union
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
c - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
* Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in |EP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10258.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - |[EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist i 0.08 4.2344
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Kim Herron Selma
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 1
New 1
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 25.99 1,50 38.985
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 25.99 5.00 129.95
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 25.99 16.00 415.84
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 25.99 15.00 389.85
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 25.99 2.00 51.98
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 25.99 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending |EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 1
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in |EP by non-BICM's Psychologist 25.99 1.00 25.99
when discussed for the first time Resource Specialig 43.35 1.00 43.35
Psychologist 25.99 1.00 25.99
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in |[EP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP’s Psychologist 25.99 7.00 181.93
by non-Bicm's Resource Specialig 43.35 7.00 303.45
Total Costs Principal 69.61 7.00 487.27
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 63.50] 2,094.59
Completing survey Psychologist 25.99 0.50 12.995
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Mike Saxton  |Selma
Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending |EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 |IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - |[EP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 25.99 0.08 2.0792
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Debbi Norman Selma
Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities )
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
c - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending |IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending |IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - |IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in |IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 25.99 0.08 2.0792
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Rod Willis Pacific Union
Position Hourly Rate[# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more |EP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9~ PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's. N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's - 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing repott for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 0.08 4.4144
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Susannah Amez¢West Fresno
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 1
New 0
Existing 1
13 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
C- Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending I[EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 55.18 75.00 4138.5
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 55.18 25.00 1379.5
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 10.00 551.8
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 30.00 1655.4
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |EP meetings Psychologist 55.18 10.00 551.8
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 30.00 1655.4
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 1
Students with 2 |IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.256
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's Teacher 61.4 2.00 122.8
when pre-existing Psychologist 55.18 2.00 110.36
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Teacher 61.4 900.00 55260
by non-Bicm's Psychologist 55.18 100.00 5518
Total Costs Aide(3) 30.43| 2400.00 73032
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10258.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - |IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 3,584.00] 143,975.56
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 0.75 41.385
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY

Theron Bell

West Fresno

Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment * |Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
14- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending |IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 |IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in |IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's ] 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 0.33 18.2094
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Karla Spain West Fresno
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
c - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending |EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness - Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 0.08 4.4144
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY

Terri Barber

West Fresno

} Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing dratft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 55.18 0.25 13.795
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.25 13.80
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 0.25 13.795
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Trude Thom West Fresno
: Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 3
New 1
Existing 2
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending |IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - |IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more |IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in |EP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions )

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - [EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 0
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY

Aryn Jorgensen

Central Union

Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0 )
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more |EP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 0.25 13.795
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY

Jeanella Pankratz

Central Union

Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
ia Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist. 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of |EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - |IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more |EP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in |IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in |IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 0.08 4.4144
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Victoria Statts Central Union
Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 16
New 0
Existing 16
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of |EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 2
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0
351.25 )

9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's RSP Teacher 28.71 0.50 14.355
when pre-existing Psychologist 55.18 0.50 27.59
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's Para 28.71 3.00 86.13
by non-Bicm's Psychologist 55.18 3.00 165.54
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - |[EP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 7.00 293.62
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 0.08 4.4144
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY

Shari Mcelyea

FCOE Spec Ed

Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
ta Number of Students with PBIP 8
New 5
Existing 3
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent N/A 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 55.18 42.00 2317.56
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 55.18 18.50 1020.83
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing dratft for |[EP Psychologist 55.18 115.00 6345.7
b - Attending |EP meetings Psychologist 55.18 17.50 965.65
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 55.18 21.00 1158.78
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 55.18 15.00 827.7
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 8.00 441.44
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 17.00 938.06
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP . 0
5a Parent notice N/A 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 55.18 27.00 1489.86
5¢ Writing FAA Psychologist 55.18 23.00 1269.14
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing dratft for |[EP Psychologist 55.18 38.00 2096.84
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 21.00 1158.78
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 55.18 14.00 772.52
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 55.18 14.00 772.52
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 14.00 772.52
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 8.00 441.44
7 - IEP's where PBIP was'a component
Students with 1 IEP 5
Students with 2 1EP's 3
Students with 3 or more |EP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 4 |FCOE Nurse 35.84 6.50 232.96
when discussed for the first time 6 |FCOE Program Man 62.99 11.00 692.89
6 |FCOE SDC Teacher 61.4 11.00 675.4
Total Costs| 4 |FCOE OT 60 8.00 480
18176.38| 3 |Selma Dist Rep 40 6.50 260
Total Hours| 4 |FCOE Spch 40.97 80.00 3277.6
351.25| 4 |Counselor 67.91 80.00 5432.8
2 |EPU Advocate #1 11 5.00 55
2 |EPU Parent Rep 11 5.00 55
1 |ACES Interventionis|Private Agen 3.00
1 |EOC DSS Rep 24.7 2.50 61.75
1 |EPU Advocate #2 11 2.00 22
2 |SELMA Spech 39.38 5.00 196.9
1 |Hd Start Teacher 28.71 2.50 71.775
1 |KCUSD Principal 51 2.00 102
1 |KCUSD Gen.Ed. Te 61.4 2.00 122.8
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 3 |FCOE Hm Instructor] 33.52 4.50 150.84
when pre-existing 5 |FCOE Nurse 35.84 7.50 268.8
5 |FCOE SDC Teacher 33.52 7.50 251.4
Total costs| 6 |FCOE Program Mgr 62.99 9.00 566.91
5328.17| 3 |FCOE Speech 40.97 4.50 184.365
Total Hours| 1 |CSUF Student ObvsUnpaid 1.50
108.00] 2 |FCOEOT 60 3.00 180
1 |Sanger Program Mg 62.99 1.50 94.485
2 |CURC Counselor 28 3.00 84
1 |FCOE APE 41.45 1.00 41.45
10 - implementation/monitoring of PBIP's CURC Counselor 28 4.00 112
by non-Bicm's FCOE Speech 40.97 14.00 573.58
Total Costs FCOE OT 60 44.00 2640
475788.62
Total Hours 0
10253.50
11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions
a - Performing interventions Psychologist 55.18 4.00 220,72
b - One day notification N/A 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 55.18 3.00 165.54
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 55.18 1.00 55.18
e - IEP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 55.18 1.00 55.18
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 55.18 1.00 55.18
TOTALS 760.00] 40,227.85
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 7.00 386.26

202




BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Marilyn Wilson |Clay
Position Hourly Rate|# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for |IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of |IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing dratft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings” Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 I[EP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP's 0
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for the first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing report for file Psychologist 0.00 0
d - [EP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
e - |EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 0.00 0
TOTALS 0.00 0.00
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 0.08 4.4144
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Vickie Seymore  |[FCOE
) Position Hourly Rate [# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 6
New 4
Existing 2
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 55.18 0.50 27.59
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 55.18 57.75| 3186.645
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 55.18 19.35| 1067.733
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing draft for [EP Psychologist 55.18 7.50 413.85
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 8.00 441.44
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 55.18 10.00 551.8
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 55.18 6.50 358.67|"
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 2.25 124.155
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 5.25 289.695
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering . |Psychologist 0.00 0
5¢c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft for IEP Psychologist 55.18 4.50 248.31
b - Attending |EP meetings Psychologist 55.18 10.50 579.39
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 55.18 12.25 675.955
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 55.18 7.50 413.85
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 2.50 137.95
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 55.18 5.50 303.49
7 - |IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 2
Students with 2 IEP's 2
Students with 3 or more |IEP's 1
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8 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 3 |FCOE Teacher 61.4 1.50 92.1
when discussed for the first time 3 |FCOEDIS 61.4 1.50 92.1
3 |FCOE Admin 59.65 1.50 89.475
Total Costs| 1 |Central Teacher 61.4 0.75 46.05
18176.38] 1 |Central DIS 63.15 0.75| 47.3625
Total Hours| 1 |Central Admin 62.07 0.75 46.5525
351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's 5 |FCOE Teacher 61.4 2.00 122.8
when pre-existing 5 |FCOEDIS 61.4 2.00 122.8
5 |FCOE Admin 59.65 2.00 119.3
Total costs 0
5328.17 0
Total Hours
108.00
10 - Implementation/monitoring of PBIP's FCOE Teacher 614 90.00 5526
by non-Bicm's FCOE DIS 61.4 18.00 1105.2
Total Costs FCOE Admin 59.65 15.00 894.75
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0
10253.50
11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions
a - Performing interventions ) Psychologist 55.18 1.50 82.77
b - One day notification Psychologist 55.18 0.50 27.59
G - Completing repott for file Psychologist 55.18 1.00 55.18
d - IEP meetings for no PBIP Psychologist 55.18 4.50 248.31
e - |[EP meetings with PBIP Psychologist 55.18 4.00 220.72
f - Reporting dat for annual CDE report Psychologist 55.18 0.00 0
TOTALS 307.10] 17,759.58]
Completing survey Psychologist 55.18 4.00 220.72
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BICM Level- FRESNO COUNTY Maria Puopolo [Kings Canyon
Position Hourly Rate |# of Hours|Total Costs
1a Number of Students with PBIP 0
New 0
Existing 0
3 - FAA Activities
a - Parent notice and consent Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Information gathering & assessment Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
4- Initial PBIP
a - Preparing dratft for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
5 - FAA activities for pre-existing PBIP 0
5a Parent notice Psychologist 0.00 0
5b Information gathering Psychologist 0.00 0
5c Writing FAA Psychologist 0.00 0
6 - Review/revision of pre-existing PBIP 0
a - Preparing draft-for IEP Psychologist 0.00 0
b - Attending IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Training/monitoring PBIP Psychologist 0.00 0
d - Evaluating PBIP effectiveness Psychologist 0.00 0
e - Modifications in |EP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
f - Modifications outside of IEP meetings Psychologist 0.00 0
7 - IEP's where PBIP was a component
Students with 1 IEP 0
Students with 2 IEP's 0
Students with 3 or more IEP’s 0
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8 - PBIP issues in |IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when discussed for thé first time 0
0
Total Costs 0
18176.38 0
Total Hours 0

351.25
9 - PBIP issues in IEP by non-BICM's N/A 0
when pre-existing 0
0
Total costs 0
5328.17 0

Total Hours

108.00
10 - implementation/monitoring of PBIP's N/A 0
by non-Bicm's 0
Total Costs 0
475788.62 0
Total Hours 0

10253.50

11 - Emergency Behavior Interventions

a - Performing interventions Psychologist 0.00 0
b - One day notification Psychologist 0.00 0
¢ - Completing repor