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JOHN CHIANG COMMISSION ON
Ualifornia State Controller  STATE MANDATES

November 21, 2008

Paula Higashi, Executive Director Keith B. Petersen

Commission on State Mandates SixTen and Associates

980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807
Sacramento, CA 95814 San Diego, CA 92117

Re: Incorrect Reduction Claim
Health Fee Elimination, 05-4206-1-11
El Camino Community College District, Claimant
Education Code Section 76355
Statutes 1984, Chapter 1, 2™ E.S.; Statutes 1987, Chapter 1118
Fiscal Years 2000-01, 2001-02, and 2002-03

Dear Ms. Higashi and Mr. Petersen:

This letter is in response to the above-entitled Incorrect Reduction Claim. The subject
claims were reduced primarily because the Claimant utilized an invalid ICRP. In
addition, the claim was reduced because the Claimant understated authorized Health
Fees. The reductions were appropriate and in accordance with law.

The Controller’s Office is empowered to audit claims for mandated costs and to reduce
those that are “excessive or unreasonable.”’ This power has been affirmed in recent
cases, such as the Incorrect Reductions Claims (IRCs) for the Graduation Requirements
mandate.? If the claimant disputes the adjustments made by the Controller pursuant to
that power, the burden is upon them to demonstrate that they are entitled to the full
amount of the claim. This principle likewise has been upheld in the Graduation
Requirements line of IRCs.> See also Evidence Code section 500.* Therefore, these
claimed costs are unsupportable and appropriately disallowed.

! See Government Code section 17561, subdivisions (d)(1)(C) and (d)(2), and section 17564.

2 See for example, the Statement of Decision in the Incorrect Reduction Claim of San Diego Unified School District
[No. CSM 4435-1-01 and 4435-1-37], adopted September 28, 2000, at page 9.

* See for example, the Statement of Decision in the Incorrect Reduction Claim of San Diego Unified School District
[No. CSM 4435-1-01 and 4435-1-37], adopted September 28, 2000, at page 16.

* “Except as otherwise provided by law, a party has the burden of proof as to each fact the existence or nonexistence
of which is essential to the claim for relief or defense that he is asserting.”

300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850, Sacramento, CA 95814 ¢ P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250
Phone: (916) 445-2636 ¢ Fax: (916) 322-1220
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The Claimant utilizes an unapproved indirect cost rate. The Parameters and Guidelines
provide for the use of an ICRP determined using the OMB Circular A-21 method or the
SCO’s FAM-29C. Since the Claimant did not have a current approved ICRP, the
auditors utilized the FAM-29C and determined that the allowable rate was much less than
claimed. The claim was thus reduced to reflect the allowable rate.

The Claimant also understated authorized health services fees, confusing collected with
authorized. The Parameters and Guidelines provide that offsetting savings shall include
the amount authorized for student fees. The relevant amount is not the amount charged,
nor the amount collected, rather it is the amount authorized. This is consistent with
mandates law in general and specific case law on point’.

Lastly, the Claimant asserts that the audit of the 2000-01 and 2001-02 FYs is precluded
by the statute of limitations, specifically, Government Code section 17558.5. However,
the claimant incorrectly applies the 1996 version of this statute, rather than the 2003
version. Unless a statute expressly provides to the contrary, any enlargement of a statute
of limitations provision applies to matters pending but not already barred.® Under the
1996 version, the claims were subject to audit until December 31, 2004, well after the
January 1, 2003, effective date. Therefore, the 2003 provisions of Section 17558.5 are
applicable to the claim, requiring that the 2000-01 audit be initiated by January 14, 2005,
and the 2001-02 audit be initiated by December 30, 2005. Since the audit of both years
was initiated no later than January 5, 2005, when the entrance conference was held, the
audit is valid and enforceable.

Enclosed please find a complete detailed analysis from our Division of Audits, exhibits,
and supporting documentation with declaration.

Sincerely, Q [ E

SHAWN D. SILVA
Staff Counsel

SDS/ac

Enclosure

cc:  Janice Ely, Business Manager, El Camino Community College District
Ginny Brummels, Div. of Acctg. & Rptg., State Controller’s Office (w/o encl.)
Jim Spano, Division of Audits, State Controller’s Office (w/o encl.)

> See Connell v. Santa Margarita Water District (1997) 59 Cal.App.4th 382, 400-03.
8 Douglas Aircraft Co. v. Cranston (1962) 58 Cal.2d 462, 465. See also, 43 Cal.Jur.3d, Limitations of Actions § 8.
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I am employed in the County of Sacramento, State of California. At the time of service, I was at least 18
years of age, a United States citizen employed in the county where the mailing occurred, and not a party to the
within action. My business address is 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850, Sacramento, CA 95814.

On November 21, 2008, I served the foregoing document entitled:

SCO’S RESPONSE TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FOR
EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT, CSM 05-4206-1-11

on all interested parties in this action by placing a true and correct copy thereof enclosed in a sealed envelope,
addressed as follows:

Paula Higashi (original) Janice Ely, Business Manager
Executive Director ‘ El Camino Community College District
Commission on State Mandates 16007 Crenshaw Boulevard

980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 Torrance, CA 90506

Sacramento, CA 95814

Keith B. Petersen, President
SixTen and Associates

5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807
San Diego, CA 92117

[X] BY MAIL

I placed the envelope for collection and processing for mailing following this business’s ordinary practice with
which I am readily familiar. On the same day correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited
in the ordinary course of business with the United States Postal Service.

[ 1 BY PERSONAL SERVICE
I caused to be delivered by hand to the above-listed addressees.

[ 1 BY OVERNIGHT MAIL/COURIER
To expedite the delivery of the above-named document, said document was sent via overnight courier for next day
delivery to the above-listed party.

[ 1 BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION
In addition to the manner of service indicated above, a copy was sent by facsimile transmission to the above-listed

party.
I declare that I am employed in the office of a member of the bar of this court at whose direction the
service was made. 1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is true and

correct.

Executed on November 21, 2008, at Sacramento, California.

Amber A. Camarena

Proof of Service - 1




RESPONSE BY THE STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE TO THE
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM BY
EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
Health Fee Elimination Program
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1 | OFFICE OF THE STATE vCONTROLLER
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850
— 2-}-Sacramento, CA-94250

Telephone No.: (916) 445-6854

3
4 BEFORE THE
5
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
; > : |
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
7
8

9| INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM ON: No.: CSM 05-4206-1-11

10| Health Fee Elimination Program
AFFIDAVIT OF BUREAU CHIEF

111 Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, ond

1 Extraordinary Session, and Chapter 1118,
Statutes of 1987

13

FL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE
14| DISTRICT, Claimant

15
16 I, Jim L. Spano, make the following declarations:
17 1) Iam an employee of the State Controller’s Office (SCO) and am over the age of 18
years.
18
2) 1am currently employed as a bureau chief, and have been so since April 21, 2000.
19 Before that, I was employed as an audit manager for two years and three months.

20| 3) Iam a California Certified Public Accountant.

21 4) 1reviewed the work performed by the SCO auditor.
22 . . . .

5) Any attached copies of records are true copies of records, as provided by the El Camino
23 Community College District or retained at our place of business.

24 6) The records include claims for reimbursement, along with any attached supporting
documentation, explanatory letters, or other documents relating to the above-entitled
25 Incorrect Reduction Claim.




7) A field audit of the claims for fiscal year (FY) 2000-01, FY 2001-02, and FY 2002-03
commenced on January 5, 2005, and ended on April 07, 2005.

F-do-declare-that the-above-declarations are made under penalty of perjury and are true and
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25

correct to the best of my knowledge, and that such knowledge is based on personal

observation, information, or belief.

Date: October 9, 2007
OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER

o G T

L. Spano, Cifief
Mandated Cost Audits Bureau
Division of Audits
State Controller’s Office
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STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE ANALYSIS AND RESPONSE
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM BY
EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
For Fiscal Year (FY) 2000-01, FY 2001-02, and FY 20002-03

Health Fee Elimimation Program:

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2™ Extraordinary Session,
and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987

SUMMARY

The following is the State Controller’s Office’s (SCO) response to the Incorrect Reduction Claim
(IRC) that the El Camino Community College District submitted on March 27, 2006. The SCO
audited the district’s claims for costs of the legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination
Program for the period of July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2003. The SCO issued its final report on
October 5, 2005 (Exhibit D).

The district submitted reimbursement claims totaling $479,711 as follows.

e FY 2000-01—$137,923 (Exhibit H)
e FEY 2001-02—$167,511 (Exhibit H)
e FY 2002-03—$174,277 (Exhibit H)

The SCO audit disclosed that $79,820 is allowable and $399,891 is unallowable. The
unallowable costs occurred primarily because the district overstated indirect costs and
understated health fees. The State paid the district $90,101. The amount paid exceeded allowable
costs claimed by $10,281. The following table summarizes the audit results.

Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Element Claimed per Audit Adjustments

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001
Health service costs:

Salaries and benefits $ 331,487 $ 319,367 $ (12,120)

Services and supplies 40,562 40,562 -

Indirect costs 122,627 48,015 (74,612)
Total health services costs 494,676 407,944 (86,732)
Less authorized health fees (343,160) (351,967) (8,807)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (13,593) (15,948) (2,355)
Total program costs $ 137,923 40,029 $ (97,894)
Less amount paid by the State (54,835) *

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (14,806)




Actual Costs Allowable Audit
Cost Element Claimed per Audit Adjustments

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002
Health service costs:

Salaries and benefits $ 367,872 $—367,872 $

Services and supplies 35,754 35,754 —

Indirect costs 115,558 57,194 (58,364)
Total health services costs 519,184 460,820 (58,364)
Less authorized health fees (349,090) (460,800) (111,710)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (2,583) (2,583) —
Adjustment to eliminate negative balance — 2,563 2,563
Total program costs $ 167,511 — $ (167,511)
Less amount paid by the State (35,266) 2
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (35,266)
July 1, 2002, through June 30, 2003
Health service costs:

Salaries and benefits $ 400,431 $ 400,431 $ —

Services and supplies 54,721 54,721 —

Indirect costs 129,536 69,866 (59,670)
Total health services costs 584,688 525,018 (59,670)
Less authorized health fees (395,380) (470,196) (74,816)
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements (15,031) (15,031) —
Total program costs $ 174,277 39,791 $ (134,486)

Less amount paid by the State

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid

Summary: July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2003
Health service costs:

Salaries and benefits

Services and supplies

Indirect costs

Total health services costs

Less authorized health fees

Less offsetting savings/reimbursements
Adjustment to eliminate negative balance

Total program costs
Less amount paid by the State

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid

$ 39,791
$ 1,099,790 $ 1,087,670 $ (12,120)
131,037 131,037 —
367,721 175,075 (192,646)
1,598,548 1,393,782 (204,766)
(1,087,630) (1,282,963) (195,333)
(31,207) (33,562) (2,355)
— 2,563 2,563
$ 479,711 79,820 $ (399,891)

(90,101) 2
10,281

T As noted in Section VI of our response, the final report incorrectly stated that the district was paid $34,266 rather than the
correct amount of $35,266 for FY 2001-02. The amount presented has been updated for the accurate amount,
2 Payment information is based on amount paid when the final report was issued.




The district’s IRC contests audit adjustments totaling $399,891. The district believes that its
indirect cost rates claimed are appropriate and that it reported the correct amount of health
service fee revenues. Further, the district believes that the SCO was not authorized to make
changes to the payment amount from the State for FY 2001-02, and that the SCO was not
authorized to audit the district’s FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02 claims.

L SCO REBUTTAL TO STATEMENT OF DISPUTE—
CLARIFICATION OF REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES, CLATM CRITERIA, AND
DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

Parameters and Guidelines

On August 27, 1987, the Commission on State Mandates (CSM) adopted the parameters and
guidelines for Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2™ Bxtraordinary Session. The CSM amended the
parameters and guidelines on May 25, 1989 (Exhibit B), because of Chapter 1118, Statutes
of 1987.

The parameters and guidelines (amended May 25, 1989) state:

V. REIMBURSABLE COSTS

A. Scope of Mandate
Eligible community college districts shall be reimbursed for the costs of providing a
health services program. Only services provided in 1986-87 fiscal year may be
claimed.

B. Reimbursable Activities
For each eligible claimant, the following cost items are reimbursable to the extent
they were provided by the community college district in fiscal year 1986-87 . ... [see
Exhibit B for a list of reimbursable items. ]

VI. CLAIM PREPARATION

B. Actual Costs of Claim Year for Providing 1986-87 Fiscal Year Program Level of
Service

Claimed costs should be supported by the following information:

1. Bmployee Salaries and Benefits
Identify the employee(s), show the classification of the employee(s) involved,
describe the mandated functions performed and specify the actual number of
hours devoted to each function, the productive hourly rate, and the related
benefits. The average number of hours devoted to each function may be claimed
if supported by a documented time study.

2. Services and Supplies
Only expenditures which can be identified as a direct cost of the mandate can be

claimed. List cost of materials which have been consumed or expended
specifically for the purpose of this mandate.

3




3. Allowable Overhead Cost

Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State Controller in
his claiming instructions.

TNT

VIL SUPPORTING DATA

For auditing purposes, all costs claimed must be traceable to source documents and/or

- worksheets that show evidence of the validity of such costs. This would include
documentation for the fiscal year 1986-87 program to substantiate a maintenance of
effort. These documents must be kept on file by the agency submitting the claim for a
period of no less than three years from the date of the final payment of the claim pursuant
to this mandate, and made available on the request of the State Controller or his agent.

VIIL. OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of this statute must be
deducted from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received
from any source, e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim.
This shall include the amount . . . authorized by Education Code Section 72246 for health
services [now Bducation Code Section 7635 5].

SCO Claiming Instructions

The SCO annually issues claiming instructions, which contain filing instructions for
mandated cost programs. The September 2002 claiming instructions provide instructions for
indirect cost. Section SB(2) of the instructions (Tab 3) states, “A college has the option of
using a federally approved rate, utilizing the cost accounting principles from Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-21, “Cost Principles for BEducational Institutions,” or the
Controller’s methodology outlined in the following paragraphs [FAM-29C]...” The
instructions are consistent with the Health Fee Elimination Claim Summary Instructions,
Item (05) (Tab 4).

The September 2002 indirect cost claiming instructions are believed to be, for the purposes
and scope of the audit period, substantially similar to the version extant at the time the
district filed its FY 2000-01, FY 2001-02, and FY 2002-03 mandated cost claims.

. THE DISTRICT OVERSTATED SALARIES AND BENEFITS, AND ITS RELATED
INDIRECT COSTS

Issue

For FY 2000-01, the district overstated salaries and benefits by $12,120 and its related
indirect cost by $3,995. The district does not dispute this adjustment.

SCO Analysis:

The district claimed 12% of the Dean of Student Services’ salary and benefits but did not
provide documents, such as time logs, to validate the time the dean worked at the health
center. Therefore, the portion of the dean’s salary and benefits claimed is unallowable.




The parametets and guidelines specify that community college districts shall be reimbursed
only for costs of health services programs that are traceable to supporting documentation that
shows evidence of the validity of such costs.

District’s Response

The district is not disputing this adjustment.
[IL. THE DISTRICT OVERSTATED ITS INDIRECT COST RATES

Issue

The district overstated its indirect cost rates, thus overstating its indirect costs by $188,652
for the audit period. The district believes that its indirect cost rates claimed are appropriate.

SCO Analysis:

The district claimed indirect costs based on indirect cost rate proposals (ICRPs) prepared for
each fiscal year by an outside consultant using OMB Circular A-21 simplified indirect cost
rate methodology. However, the district did not receive federal approval of its ICRPs.

The parameters and guidelines allow community college districts to claim indirect costs
according to the SCO’s claiming instructions (Tab 3). The claiming instructions require that
districts obtain federal approval of ICRPs prepared using OMB Circular A-21 methodology.
Alternatively, districts may use the SCO’s Form FAM-29C to compute indirect cost rates.
Form FAM-29C calculates indirect cost rates using total expenditures reported on the
California Community Colleges Annual Financial and Budget Report, Expenditures by
Activity (CCFS-311). Form FAM-29C eliminates unallowable expenses and segregates the
adjusted expenses between those incurred for direct and indirect activities relative to the
mandated cost program. '

For FY 2000-01, FY 2001-02, and FY 2002-03, the SCO auditor calculated indirect costs
using the methodology described in the SCO claiming instructions using Form FAM-29C.
The alternative methodology did not support the rates that the district claimed.

Consistent with this methodology, the SCO auditor calculated the indirect cost rates of
19.62% for FY 2000-01, 14.46% for FY 2001-02, and 13.11% for FY 2002-03. The district
claimed the indirect cost rates of 32.96% for FY 2000-01, 28.63% for FY 2001-02, and
28 .46% for FY 2002-03. The differences between the rates claimed and the rates computed
by the SCO were applied to the total direct costs for each corresponding year, resulting in
overstated claimed costs of $70,618 for FY 2000-01, $58,364 for FY 2001-02, and $59,670
for FY 2002-03; the total amount is $188,652.

District’s Response

The Controller asserts that the District overstated its indirect cost rates and costs in the
amount of $188,652 for the three fiscal yeats. This finding is based upon the Controller’s
statement that “the district did not obtain federal approval for its IRCPs. We calculated
indirect cost rates using the methodology allowed by the SCO claiming instructions.”

5




Contrary to the Controller’s ministerial preferences, there is no requirement in law that the
district’s indirect cost rate must be “federally” approved, and the Commission has never
( specified the federal agencies which have the authority to approve indirect cost rates. . . .

CCFS-311
ﬂmﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁm&hﬁd—aﬁd—%@e&@m—m@m@ﬁﬁzﬂ%

document, the CCFS-311 amnual financial and budget report required by the state. The
difference in the claimed and audited methods is in the determination of which of those cost
elements are direct costs and which are indirect costs. . . .

Regulatory Requirements

No particular indirect cost rate calculation is required by statute. The parameters and
guidelines state that “Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the Controller
in his claiming instructions.” The District claimed these indirect costs “in the manner”
described by the Controller. The correct forms were used and the claimed amounts were
entered at the correct locations.

In the audit report, the Controller asserts that the specific directions for the indirect cost rate

calculation in the claiming instructions ar¢ an extension of the Parameters and
Guidelines. . . .

Unreasonable or Excessive

Government Code Section 17561(d)(2) requites the Controller to pay claims, provided that
the Controller may audit the records of any school district to verify the actual amount of the
mandated costs, and may reduce any claim that the Controller determines is excessive or
unreasonable. The Controller is authorized to reduce a claim only if it determines the claim to
be excessive or unreasonable. Here, the District has computed its indirect cost rate utilizing
cost accounting principles from the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-21, and the
Controller has disallowed it without a determination of whether the product of the District’s
calculation would, or would not, be excessive, unreasonable, or inconsistent with cost
accounting principles. . . .

SCQO’s Comment

The parameters and guidelines, section VI state, “Indirect costs may be claimed in the
manner described by the State Controller in his claiming instructions.” The district
misinterprets “may be claimed” by implying that compliance with the claiming instructions is
voluntary. Instead, “may be claimed” simply permits the district to claim indirect costs.
However, if the district chooses to claim indirect costs, then the district must comply with the
SCO’s claiming instructions. The district’s implication that it claimed costs in the manner
described by the SCO simply by completing what it interprets to be the correct forms is
without merit.

The SCO’s claiming instructions (Tab 3) state, “A college has the option of using a federally
approved rate, utilizing the cost accounting principles from Office of Management and
Budget Circular A-21, “Cost Principles for Bducational Institutions,” or the Controller’s
methodology outlined in the following paragraphs [FAM-29C]. .. .” This instruction is
consistent with the parameters and guidelines for other community college district mandated
programs, including the following.




Absentee Ballots

Collective Bargaining

Health Benefits for Survivors of Peace Officers and Firefighters
Law Enforcement College Jurisdiction Agreements

Mandate Reimbursement Process

Open Meetings 7xct

Photographic Record of Evidence
Sex Offenders Disclosure by Law Enforcement Officers
Sexual Assault Response Procedure

(Note: These parameters and guidelines provide a third option, a 7% flat rate. Therefore, the
SCO did not act arbitrarily by using the FAM-29C methodology to calculate allowable
indirect cost rates.)

The SCO developed Form FAM-29C to (1) equitably allocate administrative support costs
to personnel that perform community college district mandated cost activities; and (2)
provide a consistent indirect cost rate methodology for all community college districts’
mandated cost program.

Form FAM-29C is consistent with OMB Circular A-21 cost accounting principles as they
apply to mandated cost programs. The circular states that a cost is allocable to a particular
cost objective in accordance with the relative benefits received. It also describes a simplified
method for indirect cost rate calculations; many California community college districts
currently use the simplified method. However, the circular states that the simplified method
should not be used in instances where it produces results that appear inequitable.

The OMB Circular A-21 simplified indirect cost rate methodology (Tab 5) does not
equitably allocate administrative support costs for personnel who perform mandated cost
activities. For example, the circular classifies library costs and a portion of department
administration expenses as indirect costs. However, these costs are instructional-related and
do not benefit mandated cost activities.

In addition, neither this district nor any other district requested that the CSM review the
SCO’s claiming instructions pursuant to Title 2, California Code of Regulations (CCR),
section 1186. Furthermore, the deadline has elapsed for the district to request a review of the
claiming instructions applicable to the audit period. Title 2 CCR Section 1186, subdivision
(G)(2), states, “A request for review filed after the initial claiming deadline must be
submitted on or before January 15 following a fiscal year in order to establish eligibility for
reimbursement for that fiscal year.”

The CSM is not responsible for identifying the district’s responsible federal agency. OMB
Circular A-21 states:

[Cognizant agency responsibility] is assigned to the Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) or the Department of Defense's Office of Naval Research (DOD), normally
depending on which of the two agencies (HHS or DOD) provides more funds to the
educational institution for the most recent three years. . .. n cases where neither HHS nor
DOD provides Federal funding to an educational institution, the cognizant agency assignment
shall default to HHS.




Government Code section 17558.5 requires the district to file a reimbursement claim for
actual mandate-related costs. Government Code section 17561 subdivision (d)(2) allows the
SCO to audit the district’s records to verify actual mandate-related costs and reduce any
claim that the SCO determines is excessive or unreasonable. In addition, Government Code

section 12410 states, “The Controller shall audit all claims against the state, and may audit

the disbursement of any state money, for correctness, legality, and for sufficient provisions of
law for payment.” Therefore, the district’s contention that the SCO “is authorized to reduce a
claim only if it determines the claim to be excessive or unreasonable” is without merit.

Nevertheless, the SCO did report that the district’s claimed indirect costs were excessive.
“Bxcessive” is defined as “exceeding what is usual, proper, necessary, Or normal. . . .
Excessive implies an amount or degree too great to be reasonable or acceptable. . . . 3 The
district did not obtain federal approvals of its ICRPs for FY 2000-01, FY 2001-02, and FY
2002-03; therefore, the SCO auditor calculated indirect costs using the methodology
described in the SCO claiming instructions using Form FAM-29C. The alternative
methodology indirect cost rates did not support the rates that the district claimed; thus, the
rates claimed were excessive.

3 Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, Tenth Edition, © 2001.

IV. THE DISTRICT UNDERSTATED AUTHORIZED HEALTH FEE REVENUES
CLAIMED

Issue

The district understated authorized health fees revenue by $195,333 for the audit period
because it reported actual revenues received rather than the health service fees it was
authorized to collect. The district believes that it reported the correct amount of health
service fee revenues.

SCO Analysis:

The district did not use the actual number of student counts and Board of Governors Grants
(BOGG) waiver counts in its reporting of the health fee revenue. The SCO auditor
recalculated the authorized health service fees the district was authorized to collect using
various student enrollment and BOGG detail reports dated January 2005 through March

2005.

Tn addition, the district underreported authorized student health fees by one dollar for FY
2000-01, and two dollars for FY 2001-02 and FY 2002-03.

The parameters and guidelines require the district to deduct authorized health services fees
from costs claimed. Bducation Code section 76355, subdivisions (a) and (c), authorize health
fees from all students except those students who: (1) depend exclusively on prayer for
healing; (2) are attending a community college under an approved apprenticeship training
program; or (3) demonstrate financial need.

Government Code section 17514 defines “costs mandated by the state” as any increased costs
that a school district is required to incur. To the extent community college districts can




charge a fee, they are not required to incur a cost. In addition, Government Code section
17556 states that the CSM shall not find costs mandated by the State if the school district has
the authority to levy fees to pay for the mandated program or increased level of service.

District’s Response

The adjustments for the student health services revenue are based on two rcasons. The
Controller adjusted the reported enrollment and reported number of students subject to
payment of the health services fee. The Controller then calculated the student fees collectible
based on the highest student health service fee chargeable, rather than the fee actually
charged the student, resulting in a total adjustment of $195,333 for the three fiscal years.

Education Code Section 76355

Education Code Section 76355, subdivision (a), in relevant part, provides: “The governing
board of a district maintaining a community college may require community college students
to pay a fee... for health supervision and services. . ..” There is no requirement that
community colleges levy these fees. The permissive nature of the provision is further
iilustrated in subdivision (b) which states “If; pursuant to this Section, a fee is required, the
governing board of the district shall decide the amount of the fee, if any, that a part-time
student is required to pay. The governing board may decide whether the fee shall be
mandatory or optional.” [Emphasis added by district.]

Parameters and Guidelines

This Controller states that the “Parameters and Guidelines states that health fees authorized
by the Education Code must be deducted from costs claimed.” The parameters and guidelines
actually state:

“Any offsetting savings that the claimant experiences as a direct result of this statute nmust
be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received
from any source, €.g., federal, state, etc., shallbe identified and deducted from this claim.
This shall i}lclude the amount of [student fees] as authorized by Bducation Code Section
72246(a).”

Tn order for a district to “experience” these “offsetting savings” the district must actually have
collected these fees. Student health fees actually collected must be used to offset costs, but
ot student health fees that could have been collected and were not. The use of the term “any
offsetting savings” further illustrates the permissive nature of the fees.

Government Code Section 17514

The Controller relies upon Government Code Section 175 14 for the conclusion that “[t]to the
extent community college districts can charge a fee, they are not required to incur a cost.”. . .
There is nothing in the language of the statute regarding the authority to charge a fee, any
nexus of fee revenue to increased cost, nor any language which describes the legal effect of
fees collected. ..

Government Code Section 17556

The Controller relies upon Government Code Section 17556 for the conclusion that “the
CSM shall not find costs mandated by the State if the school district has the authority to levy
fees to pay for the mandated program or increased level of service.” ... The Controller



misrepresents the law. Government Code Section 17556 prohibits the Commission on State
Mandates from finding costs subject to reimbursement, that is, approving a test claim activity
for reimbursement, where there is authority to levy fees in an amount sufficient to offset the
entire mandated costs. Here, the Commission has already approved the test claim and made a
finding of a new program or higher level of service for which the claimants do not have the
ability to levy a fee in an amount sufficient to offset the entire mandated costs.

Student Health Services Fee Amount

The Controller asserts that the district should have collected a student health service fee each
semester from non-exempt students in the amount of $11 for FY 2000-01 and $12 for FY
2001-02 and FY 2002-03. Districts receive notice of these fee amounts from the Chancellor
of the California Community Colleges. An example of one such notice is the letter dated
March 5, 2001, attached as Exhibit “F.” While Education Code Section 76355 provides for an
increase in the student health service fee, it did not grant the Chancellor the authority to
establish mandatory fee amounts or mandatory fee increases . . . Therefore, the state cannot
rely upon the Chancellor’s notice as a basis to adjust the claim for “collectible” student health
services fees.

Fees Collected vs. Fees Collectible

This issue is one of student health fees revenue actually received, rather than student health
fees which might be collected. ... Student fees not collected are student fees not
“experienced” and as such should not reduce reimbursement. Further, the amount
“collectible” will never equal actual revenues collected due to changes in a student’s BOGG
eligibility, bad debt accounts, and refunds

Because districts are not required to collect a fee from students for student health services,
and if such a fee is collected, the amount is to be determined by the district and not the
Controller, the Controller’s adjustment is without legal basis. What claimants are required by
the parameters and guidelines to do is to reduce the amount of their claimed costs by the
amount of student health services fee revenue actually received. Therefore, student health
fees are merely collectible, they are not mandatory, and it is inappropriate to reduce claim
amounts by revenues not received.

Enrollment and Exempted Student Statistics

Tt is our understanding that the Controller adjusted the reported total student enrollment and
reported number of exempt students based on data requested during the audit from the office
of the Chancellor of the Community Colleges, although the audit report states otherwise. The
information obtained from the Chancellor’s office is based on information originally provided
to the Chancellor by the District in the normal course of business. The Controller has not
provided any factual basis why the Chancellor’s data, subject to review and revision after the
fact for several years, is preferable to the data reported by the District which was available at
the time the claims were prepared...

T Rormer Education Code Section 72246 was repealed by Chapter 8, Statues of 1993, Section 29, and was replaced by
Education Code Section 76355.

SCO’s Comment

We agree that community college d
However, Bducation Code section
authority to levy a health service fee. The parameters an
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authorized by the Education Code must be deducted from costs claimed. Education Code
section 76355, subdivision (a), states that a governing board of a community college district
may require students to pay a health supervision and service fee. Education Code section
76355, subdivision (c), exempts collection of health fees from those students who: (1)
depend exclusively on prayer for healing; (2) are attending a community college under an

approved apprenticeship training program; (3) demonstrate financial need.

We also agree that the California Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO) does
not have the authority to establish mandatory fee amounts or mandatory fee increases. The
CCCCO merely notifies districts of changes to the authorized fee amount, pursuant to
Education Code section 76355, subdivision (a).

Effective the summer of 1997, authorized health service fees, pursuant to Education Code
section 76355, were $8 per student for summer and $11 per student for the fall and spring
semesters. Effective the summer of 2001 session, Education Code section 76355(a)
authorized a $1 increase to health service fees, resulting in authorized health service fees of
$9 per student for summer semester and $12 per student for the fall and spring semesters
(Tab 10).

Regardless of the district’s decision to levy or not levy a health service fee, the district does
have the authority to levy the fees. In addition, contrary to the district’s response, the SCO
made no distinction between full-time or part-time students regarding the authorized health
service fee. Districts are authorized to levy the full fee amount to both part-time and full-time
students. Government Code section 17514 states that “costs mandated by the state” means
any increased costs that a school district is required to incur. Furthermore, Government Code
section 17556, subdivision (d), states that the CSM shall not find costs mandated by the State
if the school district has the authority to levy fees to pay for the mandated program or
increased level of service. For the Health Fee Elimination mandated program, the CSM
clearly recognized the availability of another funding source by including the fees as
offsetting savings in the parameters and guidelines, section VIII (amended May 25, 1989).
To the extent districts have authority to charge a fee, they are not required to incur a cost.

The district misrepresents the CSM’s determination regarding authorized health service fees.
The CSM’s staff analysis of May 25, 1989, regarding the proposed parameters and guidelines
amendments (Tab 6), states:

Staff amended Item “VIII. Offsetting Savings and Other Reimbursements” to reflect
the reinstatement of [the] fee authority.

In response to that amendment, the [Department of Finance (DOF)] has proposed the
addition of the following language to Item VIIIL to clarify the impact of the fee
authority on claimants’ reimbursable costs:

“If a claimant does not levy the fee authorized by Education Code Section
72246(a), it shall deduct an amount equal to what it would have received had
the fee been levied.”

Staff concurs with the DOF proposed language which does not substantively change
the scope of Item VIII.
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Thus, it is clear that the CSM’s intent was that claimants deduct authorized health service
fees from mandate-reimbursable costs claimed. Furthermore, the staff analysis included an
attached letter from the CCCCO, dated April 3, 1989, in which the CCCCO concurred with
the DOF and the CSM regarding authorized health service fees.

Qince the CSM’s staff concluded that the DOF’s proposed language did not substantively

change the scope of staff’s proposed language, CSM staff did not further revise the proposed
parameters and guidelines. The CSM’s meeting minutes of May 25, 1989 (Tab 7) show that
the CSM adopted the proposed parameters and guidelines on consent, with no additional
discussion. Therefore, there was no change to the CSM’s interpretation regarding authorized
health service fees.

Two court cases addressed the issue of fee authority.” Both cases concluded that “costs,” as
used in the constitutional provision, exclude “expenses that are recoverable from sources
other than taxes.” In both cases, the source other than taxes was fee authority.

The district also states, “the amount ‘collectible’ will never equal actual revenues collected
due to changes in a student’s BOGG eligibility, bad debt accounts, and refunds.” The district
is responsible for providing accurate enrollment and BOGG grant data, including any
changes that result from BOGG grant eligibility or students who disenroll. Consistent with
OMB Circular A-21, Section J, the district is responsible for any bad debt accounts.

The district is mistaken when it states that the SCO auditor used total reported student
enrollment and reported number of exempt students based on data requested during the audit
from the Chancellor’s Office. The SCO calculated authorized health service fees based on
«Student Enrollment List” and “BOGG Detail” reports for the various semesters provided by
Marie Stokes, Accounting Technician, Fiscal Services, Bl Camino Community College
District to Janny Chan, SCO Auditor (Tab 9).

> County of Frgsno v. California (1991) 53 Cal. 3d 482; Connell v. Santa Margarita (1997) 59 Cal. App. 4" 382.
. THE DISTRICT UNDERSTATED ITS OFFSETTING REVENUE

Issue

For FY 2000-01, the district understated offsetting revenue of $2,355 because it did not
reduce claimed health services costs and related health services revenues recorded in
Revenue Account 8890. The district does not dispute this adjustment.

SCO Analysis:

The parameters and guidelines specify that any offsetting savings or reimbursements
received by the district from any source as a result of the mandate must be identified and
deducted so that only net district health services costs are claimed.

District’s Response

The district is not disputing this adjustment.
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VI. AMOUNTS PAID BY THE STATE

Issue

For each fiscal vear, the audit report identifies the amount previously paid by the State. The

district believes that as of the issuance of the fmal report, the Teported amount paid-by-the
State is incorrect for FY 2001-02. We agree with the district and have noted the corrected
amount in the Summary Section of this document.

SCO Analysis:

The State paid the district $54,835 for FY 2000-01 and $35,266 for FY 2001-02. These
amounts include cash payments and any outstanding accounts receivable offsets applied.

District’s Response

... The payment received from the state is an integral part of the reimbursement calculation.
The Controller changed the FY 2001-02 claim payment amounts received without a finding
in the audit report, then changed it again in the October 27, 2005 demand for payment.

Amount Paid by the State 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03
As Claimed $54,835 $35,266 $0
Audit Report $54,835 $34,266 $0

The propriety of these adjustments cannot be determined until the Controller states the reason
for each change.

SCO’s Comment

The final audit report incorrectly stated that the district was paid $34,266 rather than the
correct amount of $35,266 for FY 2001-02. We have updated the payment amount in the
Summary Section of this document.

VII. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS FOR AUDIT

Issue

Based on the statute of limitations for audit, the district believes that the SCO had no
authority to assess audit adjustments for FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02.

SCO Analysis:
Government Code section 17558.5 subdivision (a), effective July 1, 1996, states that a

district’s reimbursement claim is subject to audit no later than two years after the end of the
calendar year in which the claim is filed or last amended. The district filed its FY 2000-01
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claim on January 14, 2002, and filed its FY 2001-02 claim on December 30, 2002. Thus,
both claims were subject to audit through December 31, 2004. The SCO initiated the audit on
December 2, 2004, and conducted an audit entrance conference on January 5, 2005, at the
district’s request. Therefore, the SCO initiated an audit within the period in which both
claims were subject to audit.

District’s Response

This issue is not a finding of the Controller. The District asserts that the FY 2000-01 and FY
2001-02 claims are beyond the statue of limitations for audit when the Controller issued its
audit report on October 5, 2005. The District raised this issue at the beginning of the audit
and in its letter dated July 26, 2005 in response to the draft audit report.

Chronology of Claim Action Dates

January 14, 2002 FY 2000-01 claim filed by the District -
December 30, 2002 FY 2001-02 claim filed by the District

December 31, 2004 FY 2000-01 statute of limitations for audit expires
December 31, 2004 FY 2001-02 statute of limitations for audit expires
October 5, 2005 Controller’s final audit report issued

The District’s fiscal year 2000-01 claim was mailed to the Controller on January 14, 2002.
The District’s fiscal year 2001-02 claim was mailed to the Controller on December 30, 2002.
The audit report is dated October 5, 2005. Pursuant to Government Code Section 17558.5,
these claims were subject to audit no later than December 31, 2004, The audit was not
completed by this date. Therefore, the audit adjustments for FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02 are
barred by the statute of limitations. . . .

Statutory History

Prior to Jarmary 1, 1994, no statute specifically governed the statute of limitations for audits
for audits of mandate reimbursement claims. Statutes of 1993, Chapter 906, Section 2,
operative January 1, 1994, added Government Code Section 17558.5 to establish for the first
time a specific statute of limitations for audit of mandate reimbursement claims. . . .

Statutes of 1995, Chapter 945, Section 13, operative July 1, 1996, repealed and replaced
Section 17558.5, changing only the period of limitations. . . .

The FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02 annual claims are subject to the two-year statute of
limitations established by Chapter 945, Statues of 1995 . .. The FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02
claims were no longer subject to audit when the audit report was issued.

Statutes of 2002, Chapter 1128, Section 14.5, operative January 1, 2003 amended Section
17558.5....

The amendment is pertinent since it indicates this is the first time that the factual issue of the
date the audit is “initiated” for mandate programs for which funds are appropriated is
introduced. . . . :

Statutes of 2004, Chapter 890, Section 18, operative January 1, 2005 amended Section
17558.5. . . . The amendment is pertinent since it indicates this is the first time that the
Controller audits may be completed at a time other than the stated period of limitations.

Initiation of An Audit

The audit report states the Controller’s staff telephone contact with the District on December
2, 2004 “initiated” the audit . . . The words “initiate” an audit are used only in the second
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sentence of Section 17558.5, that is, in a situation when no funds are appropriated for the
program for the fiscal year for which the claim is made. Then, and only then, is the Controller
authorized to “initiate an audit” within two years from the date of initial payment. . ..

. The Controller’s apparent measurement date for “initiation” of an audit is actually the
date of the entrance conference, not the date of the phone contact. . . .

Tt can be therefore be concluded that the Controller has no legal basis for their policy on
the initiation date of audits.

Delay of the Audit

The Controller asserts that the Controller “agreed to delay the start of the audit until January
5, 2005,” which would seem to infer that the District either requested the delay or somehow
committed a willful act intended to delay the completion of the audit . . . The facts regarding
the events of December 2 through 9, 2004, are stated in my declaration, which is attached as
Bxhibit “G.”

If there was any delay to the start of the audit, it was by unilateral action of the Controller.
Regardless, the delay in the start of an audit which could not have been timely completed is
not relevant . . . The Controller did not complete the audit within the statutory period allowed
for the first two fiscal year claims included in this audit. The date the audit was “initiated” for
the two years is irrelevant, only the date the audit was conpleted is relevant. .. .The audit
findings are therefore void for those two claims.

Completion of the Audit

As stated above, the Controller’s argument that an attempt was made to “initiate an audit” in
December 2004 is not legally relevant since the claims were only “subject to audit” through
December 2004. The relevant statute of limitations date is the date when the audit is
completed. . . .

The Controller did not complete the audit within the statutory period allowed for the first two
fiscal year claims included in this audit. The audit findings are therefore void for the FY
2000-01 and FY 2001-02 claims.

SCO’s Comment

On Thursday, December 2, 2004, the SCO auditor contacted the business manager for El
Camino Community College District to request an entrance conference for any date before
December 31, 2004 that was convenient for the district staff. The purpose of the conference
was to commence the audit of the Health Fee Elimination Program cost claims for the FY
2000-01, FY 2001-02, and FY 2002-03. The business manager informed the auditor that she
preferred to hold the entrance conference in January 2005, as she was going on vacation on
December 13, 2004, and the college was closed during the last two weeks of the year. The
SCO auditor informed the business manager that the entrance conference would not last more
than one hour. The business manager agreed to check with her staff members to determine
their availability.

On Monday, December 6, 2004, the business manager left a voice mail message with the
SCO auditor stating that the district staff was available for an entrance conference at 2:30
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p.m. on December 9, 2004. The auditor was out of the office and did not retrieve the
message.

On Tuesday, December 7, 2004, the auditor retrieved the message from the business
manager. The auditor discussed the date and time for entrance conference with the auditor’s
manager—Due to conflicts in schedule, the manager and the auditor were not available for

that time. The auditor later called the business manager to inform her that the neither the
auditor’s manager nor the auditor were available on the afternoon of Thursday, December 9,
2004, but were available in the morning or any other date and time before her departure for
vacation on December 13, 2004. The business manager indicated that she had no other time
available before her departure, and she therefore consented to meet on January 5, 2005. She
indicated that she clearly understood that the audit would include FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-
02.

On Thursday, December 9, 2004, our office faxed a letter to the business manager
confirming the January 5, 2005, entrance conference date and informing her that the audit
would include FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02 (Tab 8). The audit notification letter states:

In a telephone conversation on Thursday, December 2, 2004, Janny Chan, SCO Auditor-in-
Charge, asked to begin the audit this month. However, due to the unavailability of appropriate
district personnel, Pamela Fees, Business Manager, requested that the audit commence on
January 5, 2005, at 10:30 a.m.

The district believes that the audit initiation date is not relevant because the term “initiate an
audit” is not specifically stated in the Government Code language applicable to these claims.
Instead, the district believes the audit report date is relevant. In particular, the district
believes that Chapter 890, Statutes of 2004, is pertinent because “it indicates this is the first
time that the Controller audits may be completed at a time other than the stated period of
limitations.” This is an erroneous conclusion: Before Chapter 890, Statutes of 2004, there
was no statutory language defining when the SCO must complete an audit. In addition, the
district states, “Had the Legislature intended the former Section to mean ‘subject to the
initiation of an audit,” there would have been no need to amend the statute to now say
‘subject to the initiation of an audit.’ ” Clearly the opposite is true; the Legislature modified
the previous language to clarify its intent.

As of July 1, 1996, Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), stated, “A
reimbursement claim . . . is subject to audit by the Controller no later than two years after the
end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim is filed or last amended. . ..” In
construing statutory language, we are to “sscertain the intent of the Legislature so as to
effectuate the purpose of the law.” (Dyna-Med., Inc. v. Fair Employment and Housing Com.
(1987) 43 Cal.3d 1379, 1386.) In doing so, we look first to the statute’s words, giving them
their usual and ordinary meaning. (Committee of Seven Thousand v. Superior Court (1988)
45 Cal. 3d 491, 501.)

In Government Code, section 17558.5, subdivision (a), the words “subject to” mean that the
district is “in a position or circumstance that places it under the power or authority of
another.”> The SCO exercised its authority to audit the district’s claims by conducting the
audit entrance conference within the statute of limitations. There is no statutory language that
requires the SCO to issue a final audit report before the two-year period expires.
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As of January 1, 2003, Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (a), was amended to
state, “A reimbursement claim . . . is subject to the initiation of an audit by the Controller no
later than three years after the reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever is
later. . . .” [Bmphasis added.] While the amendment does not define the start of an audit, the
phrase “initiation of an audit” implies the first step taken by the Controller. Construing the
statutory language to permit the Controller’s initial contact as the audit’s initiation is

consistent with the statutory language as well as subsequent amendments. To read the statute
as requiring that the SCO issue a final audit report within a certain timeframe would be to
read into the statute provisions that do not exist.

The fundamental purpose underlying statute of limitations is “to protect the defendants from
having to defend stale claims by providing notice in time to prepare a fair defense on the
merits.” (Downs v. Department of Water & Power (1977) 58 Cal. App. 4™ 1093.) Here, the
SCO exercised its authority to audit the district’s claims before the statute of limitations
expired by notifying the district by letter, faxed on December 9, 2004 (Tab 8), that the audit
would include FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02.

5 Source: American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Edition © 2000.
VII. CONCLUSION

The SCO audited the El Camino Community College District’s claims for costs of the
legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination Program (Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, o
Extraordinary Session, and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987) for the period of July 1, 2000,
through June 30, 2003. The district claimed $479,711 for the mandated program. Our audit
disclosed that $79,820 is allowable and $399,891 is unallowable. The unallowable costs
occurred primarily because the district claimed overstated its indirect cost rates and
understated health fees.

In conclusion, the CSM should find that: (1) the SCO had authority to audit FY 2000-01 and
FY 2001-02; (2) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2000-01 claim by $97,894; (3)
the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2001-02 claim by $167,511; and (4) the SCO
correctly reduced the district’s FY 2002-03 claim by $134,486.

VII. CERTIFICATION
I hereby certify by my signature below that the statements made in this document are true
and correct of my own knowledge, or, as to all other matters, I believe them to be true and

correct based upon information and belief.

Executed on October 9, 2007, at Sacramento, California, by:

Jifi L. Spano, Chi

andated Cost Audits Bureau
Division of Audits
State Controller’s Office
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B. Indirect Cost

Indirect costs are: (a) Incurred for a_common or joint purpose bencﬁtiugmore than one cost
objective, and {b) not readily assignable to the cost objectives specifically benefited, without -

" performing the mandate or in_depaftmehts that,supply', the department peiforming the mandate
with goods, services and facilities. As noted previously, in order for a cost to be allowable, it -
must be allocable to a particular cost objéctive. With respect to-indirect costs, this requires that -

. the cost be distributed to benefiting cost objectives.on bases, which produce an equitable resyt
in relation to the benefits derived by the mandate. s o : -

effort disproportionate to the results achieved. Indirect costs can originate in the department

(1) Indirect Costs for Schools

(2)‘_ Indirect Cost Rate for Community Cblleges

_ A college has the option of using a federally approved rate, utilizing the cost accounting
principles from Office of Management and Budget Circular A-21 "Cost ‘Principles for
- Educational Institutions,” or- the Controller's methodology ~outlined [in - the following
" paragraphs. If the federal rate is used, it must be from the same fiscal year in which.the

costs were incurred. - , ' - a : e

statements. o ‘ N :
. The'segregatio_n of the adjusted expenses between those. incurred' for direct and

indirect activities. o o ) o o
s The development of a ratio between the total indirect: expenées_ and total direct

expenses incurred by the community college. . oo -

A
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The computation is based on total expenditures as reported in "Califomi'a Community -
Colleges Annual Financial and Budget Report, Expenditures by Activity (CCFs. " :
Expenditures classified hy activity are-segregated-by the function 1 €y serve. Each function

may. include expenses for_salarie's, fringe benefits, supplies, and capital outlay, omMB

administrative support to personnel who perform mandated cost activities. We have defined -

cost, i.e., salaries of employee performing mandated cost activities, _the cost should be
reclassified as a direct cost. Accounts in the following groups of accounts: shoulg be
classified as direct costs: Instruction, Instructional Administration, - Instructional Support
Services, Admissions and Records, Counseling and Guidance, Other Student Senvices,
Operation and Maintenance of Plant, ’Community Relations, - Staff Services, Non.
- instructional Staff-Retirees’ Benefits and Retirement Incentives, Community Services,
"~ Ancillary Services and Auxiliary Operations. A college ‘may classify a portion of the
expenses reported in the account Operation and Maintenance of Plant ag indirect, The
claimant has the option of using a 7% or a higher expense pefcentage is allowable if the-
callege can support its allocation basis. : ' I E :

The rate, derived by determining the’ ratio of totél indirect expenses and total diref:t,

-expenses when applied to the direct costs claimed, will result in an equitable distribution of

the college's mandate related indirect costs. An example of the 'metho,dology used fo
compute an indirect cost rateis presented in Table 4. .
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Table 4 _Indirect Cost Rate for Commtinity Colleges

School Mandated Cost Manual' -

Rgvi;sed 9/02
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~

o ‘ . 'MANDATED COST FORM
‘ INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES FAM-29C
(01) Claimant (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity {04) Allowable Costs
Activity . EDP | Total | Adjusiments | Toms - Indirect
Subtotal Instruction 599{ $19,590,357 $1,339,059( $18,251,298 $0| $18,251,208
Instructional Administration 6000 ‘ . S
Academic Administraﬂon - 301| 2,941,386 - 105,348 2,836,038 0 2,836,038
Course Curricilum & Develop. 302 21595 0 21,595 0 21,595
Instructional Support Service 6100 o ' .
Learning Genter 31 22,737 863 21,874) . 0 21874
Library 312 518,220 2,591 515,629 0] 515629
. —l
‘Media - 313 522,530 115,710 406,820 0 40s820] .
Museums and Galleries 314 0 ] _ 0 0 o
Admissions and Records 6200 584,939 12,952) 571,087 0 571,987
Counseling and Guidance |+ 6300] 1679505 54401| " 1,625,195 0|  1,625195|
Other Student Services 6400 ‘ e :
FinahcialAid-Administraiion ‘ «3A2_1 391,459 ‘ 20.'}'24 ~370,7351 - 0 ‘ 370,735
Health Services =~ 322 0 o g of -~ ¢
. 90
Job Placement Services _ 323 - 83,663 - 0f 83,663 0]. 83,663
Sludent Personnel Admin, 324 289,026 12953 276,973 L0 278973
Veterans Services 325  25427] 0f 25427 0 2547 -
Other Student Services 329 0 o - .0 .0 o|- 7
Operatioh&Maintenance ' 6500 , ,l
‘Building Maintenance 331]  1,079.260 44,038] 1,035,221 - 0] 1,035 ;
Custodial Services - 332§ - 1,227,668 33677] 1,193,991 0] 1,193,991 ¥
Grounds Maintenance . 333]"  596257|. 70,807 525,450 0] . 525450
Utilities - - - 334|  1,236305 0] 1,236,305| 0] .1,236,35|
Other . 339 - 3asq] 3454 . of of 0
Planning and Policy Making 6600] 587,817 22451 565366 565,366 0
General Inst.-Support Services 6700 L N o B
Community Relations 341 0| of - o o o
Fiscal Operations " 342]  e3ap0s] . 17.270[ 617,335 553,184| (a) 64,151
| Subtotar $32,037,201] $1.856.299/ $30,180,902|  $1,7118,550 $29,062,35 - \
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Table4 Indirect Cost Rate for Community Coileges {continued)

I

MANDATED COST FORM
INDIRECT COST RATE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES * FAM-29C
(01) Claimant ‘ - (02) Period of Claim
(03) Expenditures by Activity ) . (04) Allowable Costs
Acti\)ity - . EDP  Total . 'Adjustmentsv lTotaI ' Indirect Direct
‘General Inst. Sup. Serv. (cont)) 6700| . o o -
Administrative Services 343) - $1,244,248 $219,331| $1,024,917|  -$933 494 (@) $91,423|
Logistical Services 344| 1,650,889 126,935| 1,523,954 - 1,523,954 0
- Staff Services = 345 o 0 ' of - oo -0
Noninstr, Staff Benefit & Incent, | 346 10,937 0 10,937 0 10,937
Community Services 6800 ] N o
Community Recreation . 351 703,858| - 20,509 683,349 0 © 663,349}
- Community Service Classes  |. 352 423188 24,826 398,362 -0 398,362
Community Use of Facilities - 353 89,877/ 10,096 79,781 of - 79781
1 Ancillary Services . C 6900 : 1 :
Bookstores 361 0 0 ' of .~ -0
CJ:hild,Development Center 362| 89,051 1,206 87,845 0 87,845
"Fam Operations - 363 . ) of . 0 0 ol
Food Services C ;7 oo . o 0 0
Parking _ _ 35|  420274) - 6857 413417) 0f #3417
Sludent Activies - | aes3] o] L E 0 0
© Student Housing - 671 o] - o o] 0 0
Other L | 3re 0l - 0. 0 0 e
Auxiliary Operations - 7000] . s , i N
- Auxillary Classes -~ 38| 1,124,557 © 12,401 1,112,156 S0l 1112156
~ Other Auxiliary Operations k171 B | o o of of
| Physical Property Acquisitions 7100 814,318] ~ 814318) 0 N 0
(05) Total . L $38, 605'398 $3.082,778| $35,515,620 $3,575,998] $31,939,622
(06) Indirect Cost Rale (I' olal Indirect Costﬂ'olal Direct Cost) . . 11.1961% .
(07) Notes , V .
(@ Mandated Cost activities design_atéd as direct costs; pef claim instmdions.‘ .
 Revisedofoz © . Filing a Claim, Page 10
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State Controller's Office o T ] School Mandated Cost Manual

HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION

1. SummaryofChapters1IB4 2nd E.S,, andChapter1118187 N ' ,

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984 2nd E S. repealed Educahon Code § 72246 Wthh authorized
communlly college districts to charge a fee for the purpose of providing- health supervision .
and services, direct and rndlrecl medlcal and hospitalization services, and operation of
student health centers. _Thestatute also required community college districts that charged .
afee in the 1983/84 fi scal year o maintain that level of health services in the 1984/85 5
. fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter. The provrstons of this statuite would.
~ * automatically repeal on December 31\ 1987, which would reinstate the communlty college
dislricts' authonty to charge a health fee as specifi ed.” -

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987 amended Education Code § 72246 to require any
community college district that provided health services in the 1886/87 fiscal year to

- maintain health services at that level in the 1986/87 fiscal year and each fiscal year ‘
thereafter Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, has revised the numbenng of § 72246 fo § 76355.

2, Ehglble Clatmanm

Any commumty college drstnct incurring mcreased cosis as a result of this mandate is
elrglble to claim relmbursement of these costs : :

3. Approprlatlons e . .

To determine if curent funding is avallable for this program refer to the. schedule
"Appropriations for State Mandated Cost Programs" in the "Annual Claiming Instructions for
State Mandated Costs" issued.in mid-September of each year to communrty college :

' preS|dents

4. Types of Claims _ _ o - S B

A Reimbursement and Estimated Claims . o

A claimant may ﬂle a relmbursement claim and/or an estimated claim. A o
rermbursement claim details the costs actually incurred for a prior fi scal year. An
estimated claim shows the costs to be lncurred for the current fiscal year

B.’ Mlnlmum Clalm U - B -

Sectlon 17564(a), Govemment Code, provides that no clalm shall be filed pursuant to :
Section 17561 unless such aclaim exceeds $200 per program perfi fiscal year. -

5. . Flllng Deadlme E

(1) Refer toitem 3 "Appropnatlons" to deterrmne If the program is funded for the current
~ fiscal year. -If funding is available, an estimated claim:must be filed with the State
Controller's Office and postmarked by November 30, of the fiscal year in which costs

~areto be incurred. Timely filed estimated claims will be paid- before late claims.

After havmg recelved payment for an estimated clalm the clalmant mustfiea . -
reimbursement claim by November 30, of the followmg fiscal year regardless
~ whether the payment was more or less than the actual costs. If the local agency
fails to file a reimbursement claim, monies received must be retumed 1o the -
State. If no eslrmated claim was fi led the local agency may file.a. relmbursement

Revisedomz . Chaptners1184and11_18[8'l_, P'a'g'enf;s'
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.

claim detailing thé_actUal»costs incurred for the fiscal year, provided there was an
appropriation for the program for that fiscal year. (See item 3 above).

(2) A reir'ﬁbursem\enl daim detailing the actual costs must be filed with the State - ’

——————Controllers Office-and-pestmarked-by November 30 following the fiscal year in which

6.

7.

8., . Claiming Forms and Instructions

. “replacement forms will be mailed to claimants.

costs were incurred. If the claim is filed after the deadline but by November 30 of the
*succeeding fiscal year, the approved claim must be reduced by a late penalty of 10%,
not to exceed $1,000. Claims filed more than one year after the deadline will not be
- accepted. ‘ L '

Reimbursable Components

Eiigible claimants will be reimbursed for health service costs at the level of service:

~ provided in the 1986/87 fiscal year. The reimbursement will be reduced by the amount of

~ student health fees authorized per the Education Code § 76355,

Aftef January 1, 1293, pursuant to Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, the fees students_ were
required to pay for health supervision and services were not more than: -

$10.00 per semester ' -

$5.00 for summer school

~ $5.00 for each quarter

Beginning ‘with the summer of. 1897, the fees are:

5 '$1 1.‘OO pér semeéter

$8.00 for summer school or
$8.00 for each guarter

The district may increase fees by the same percentage increase as the Implicit Price
Deflator (IPD) for the state and local goverment purchase of goods and services. :
“Whenever the IPD calculates an increase of one _dollar ($1) above the existing amount, the -

fees may be increased by one dollar ($1). o ' ‘

Reimburéem'enf Limitations

A. - Ifthe level at which health services were provic_ied during the fiscal yeaf of .
reimbursement is less than the level of health services that were provided in the
1986/87 fiscal year, no reimbursement is forthcoming. -

] B;' | Any offsetting savings or reimbursement the cléimanl received from any source (e.g.
federal, state grants, foundations, etc.) as a result of this mandate, shall be identified
and deducted so only net local costs are claimed.- ‘

The diagram "llustration of Claim Forms" provides a graphical presentation of forms
required to be filed with a claim. A claimant may submit a computer generated report in v
substitution for forms HFE-1.0, HFE-1.1, and form HFE-2 provided the format of the report
and data fields contained within the report are identical to the claim farms included in these -
instructibns; The claim forms provided with these instructions should be duplicated and
used by the claimant to file estimated and reimbursemerit claims. The State Controlier's - )
Office will revise the manual and claim forms as necessary. In such instances, new

Chapters 1/84.and 1118/87, Page 20f3 . Revised 9/97 = .

T




f

State Controller's Office o S School Mandated Cost Manual

A.

v

Form HFE- 2, Health Services

This form is used to list the health services the community college provided during the
1986/87 fiscal year and the ﬁscal‘yé,ar of the reimbursement claim. .

- Form HFE-1.1, Claim Summary

This form is used to compute the allowable increased costs an individual college of
the community college district has incurred fo comply with the state mandate. The
level of health services reported on this form must be supported by official financial
records of the community college district. A copy of the document must be submitted

- with the claim.. The amount shown on line (13) of this form is carried to form HFE-1.0. .

Form HFE-1.0, Claim Summary ‘

This form is used fo list the individual colleges that had increased costs due to the

state mandate and to compute a total claimable cost for the district. The "Total

Amount Claimed", line (04) on this form is camied forward to form FAM-27, line 13, for
the reimbursement claim, or line (07) for the estimated.claim. '

D. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment
This form contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized representative-
of the local agency. All applicable information from form HFE-1.0 and HFE 1.1 must
be carried forward to this form for the State Controller's-Office to process the claim for
payment. . C - o : : e
lllustration of CIaim_‘Forms
Form HFE-2 Forms HFE-1.1, Claim Summary .
Health : :
$erwces Complete a separate form HFE-1.1 for sach
g college for which costs are claimed by the
community college district,
Form HFE-1.1 , i
Component/ ‘ ,
Activity .
Cost Detall
Form HFE-1.0
Clalm Summary
~ . "
 FAM27 :
- Claim '
for Payment
Revised 9/97

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 3of3 -
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CLAIM FOR PAYMENT ‘ . For State Controller Use Only | - Program
- Pursuant to Governmeﬁt Code Sectioﬁ 17561 ' h o (19) Program Number 00029 o
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION . | DeteFiled |/ 0 29
S ) - (2) LRSInput ____/___ [ ___ g
/L @’ Cmmjwm - : - ] . \\ ' Reimbursefhent Claim Data
NE ' i . .
g- | (02) Claimant Name S o ' c. - | (22) HFE-1.0, (04)D)
5 Cqurﬂvof}Localion ) ‘ T (23) -
Street Address or P.O. Box » ‘ —Suie _ 24
\Cil_v N — ,. srxate’ "~ ZoCode . ] ) 25 '
o Type of Claim | Estimaféd Claim Reimbursement Claim | (26) '
] (63) Estimated 7 [ |09 Reimbursement O len
) (.04)7 Combined 0 oo Corhbined O es
©5) Amended o O lay Amendéd B 1 ey
|Fiscal Year of Cost (06) 20__;/20__ (12) 120___]20"__’_ BED)
|Total Cjairpéd-Amqﬁnt ©7) o Ces (31)
- Less: 10% Late Penalty, noit to excegdv $1,000 ' (14 ) . R N<7))
Less: Prior Claim Payrnent Received . , (15) o ) (33) :
Net Claimed Amoﬁnt ' T 3 R ) ‘ 34)
D'ué from State - (08). ' N (;7) o : S (35)
Due to State e T Co 36) °

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

Inaccordance with the provisions of Government Code § 17561, | certify that 1 am the officer éuthorized by the local agency to file claims

with the State of California for co,st$ mandated by Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, and certify under
penalty of perjury that | have not violated any of the provisions of Government Code Sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive. '

1 further certify that there was no application other than from the claimant, nor any grant or payment received, for i*eimbursement of

costs claimed herein; and such~costs are for a new program or Increased level of services of an existing program mandated by Chapter |
1, Statutes of 1984, and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987. ) - - ' o )

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Réirﬁbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or actual )
. |costs for the mandated program of Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, set forth on the attached statements.

Signature of Authorized Officer Date
Type or Print Name ST T _ o . Tille,
" {(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim - ] . . o j . L
: : Telephone Number (. ) - Ext.

' - — , N E-Mail Address = - . : - o
Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01) - . | - T Chapters 1184 and 1118/87

N
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Program_ ) ' . HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION o
' \ Certification Claim Form . \ ~ FORM
029 | Certfcation Claim Form - s
A , Instructions , 7
01 Leave blank, - o ‘
(02) A set of mailing labels with the claimant's I.D. number and address was enclosed with the letter regarding the claiming

instructions. The mailing labels are designed to speed processing and prevent common errors that delay payment. Affix a label in
the space shown on-form FAM-27. Cross out any errors and print the correct information on the label. Add any missing address

. items, except county of location and a person's name. Il 'you did not receive labels, print or type your agency's mailing address.

(03)
©4)
(05)
(06) -
(07)
(08)
(09)
(10)

(1)
(12)

(13)
(14
(15)

(18)

(17)

(18)

(19) to (21)
“(22) to (36)

@7

(38) -

] filing an original estimated claim, enler-an "X" in the box on line (03) Estimated.

Enter the same amount as shown on line (07).

if filing an origirial estimated claim on behalf of districts within the county', enler an "X" in the box on line (04) Combined.

If filing an amended or vcombined claim, enter an "X" in-the box .on line (05) Amended. Leave boxes (03) and (04) blank. -

Enter the fiscal year in which costs are to be incurred.

Enter the amount of estimated claim, li the estimate exceeds the previous year's actual costs by more than 16%, compieie form
HFE-1.0.and enter the amount from line (04)(b).. - o - o

I filing an original reimbursement claim, enter an “X" in the box on'line (09) Reimbursement.
If filing an origin'él_reimbursenienl claim on behalf of dislricls within the county, enter an "X" in the box on line (10) Combined.

If filing an amended or a.combined claim on behall of districts within the counly: enter an "X" in the box on line (11) Amended.

" Enter the fiscal year for which actual cosls are being claimed. If actua! coslé for more than one fiscal year are being claimed,

complete a separate form FAM-27 for each fiscal year.
Enter the amount of reimbursement claim from form HFE-1.0, line (04)(b).
ReimbLirsemenl E:Iéims{'musl i‘)e‘ ﬁied‘by January 15 of the iollowing fiscal year inWhich cosis are iiuciirred or the claims shall be

reduced by a late penalty. Enler either the product of mulliplying line (13) by the factor 0.10 (10% penalty) or $1,000, whichever
is less. - . . L . ) : .

I filing & reimbursement claim and a claim was previously filed for the same fiscal year, enter the amount received for the claim. -
Otherwise, enter a zéro. - - T

Enter the resuit of su\btraéting Iine,(i4) and\Iine,(15) from line (13).

Ifline (16) Net Claimed Amount is pésilive, en_lér that amount on line (17) Due from State.

ir,line'(1 6) Net Claimed Amount is‘\negalive, enter that amount in line (18) Due to State.

Leave blank. ~ . ] » v
Reimbursement Claim Data. Bring forward the cost information as specified on the left-hand. column of lines (22) through (38) for
the reimbursement claim, e.g., HFE-1.0, (04)(b), means the informalion is localed on form HFE-1.0, line (04), column (b). Enter

_1he information on the same line but in the right-hand column. Cosl information should be rounded lo the neares dollar, i.e., no

cents. Indirect cosls percentage should be shown as a whole number and without the percent symbol, i.e., 7.548% should be
shown as 8. Completion of this data block will expedite the payment process. s . .

Read the stalememv"Ceﬁiﬁt:aiion of Claim.” lf\il'is true, the claini must be daled, signed by the agency's authorized officer, and
must include the person's name and title, typed or printed. Claims cannot be pald unless accompanied by a signed-,

" certification. N

. Enter the name, telephone number, and e-mail address of lhe person whom this office should contact if additional information is

required. :

SliBMIT A SIGNED, ORIGINAL F\ORM FAM-27 WITH ALL OTHER FORMS AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS (NO COPIES
NECESSARY) TO: ’ . .- . : : P S

_ Address, if delivered by U.S. Postal Service: Address, if delivered by other delivery service:
OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER. *  OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER
ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section © 7 ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section’
Division of Accounting and Reporting i " - Division of Accounting and Reporting
P.0.Box 942850 R E . 3301-C Street, Suite 500 C
Sacramento, CA 94250 T . - Sacramento, CA 95816

Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01)

-

Chapter 1/84 and 1118/87.

- . . . : ) : v C - . . . .

s -
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MANDATED COSTS | Form
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION S HFE-1.0

Schbol Mandated Cost Ménual

CLAIM- SUMMARY-

CHYRVE

|1 Claimant

(02) Type of Claim .
Reimbursement |:|

Fiscal Year
Estimated [ ] 19 M9

(03) List all the colleges of the co

mmunity college district identified in form HFE-1.1, line (03) '

(a) e (b)
Name of College o : - Claimed -
’ B Lo : Amount

o,

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

|18,

17,

18.

- 1e.

N 20- V, -

21.

_|(04) ‘Total Amount Claimed

[Line(3.1B)+|irje(q.25) +\liné(3.3b)+...lihe:(3.'21p)] SRR |

: Rev.isedJSIST_ '

——
¥ .

'

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87
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 HEALTHFEE ELIMINATION | Form

-~

CLAIM SUMMARY ' o - HFE-1.0 |

SN

Instructions

{01) Enterthe namé of the claimant. Only‘a' community college district may file a claim with the State
Controller's Office on behalf of its colleges.; ’ - : - ‘ .

(02) Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated, to identify the type of claim being ﬁied. Enter the fiscal year .
for which the expenses were/are to be incurred. ‘A separate claim must be filed for each fiscal year.

Form HFE-1.0 must be filed for a reimbursement claim. Do not complete form HFE-1.0 if you are filing an
estimated claim and the estimate is not-more than 110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs. Simply ~
* enter the amount of the eslimated claim on form FAM-27, line (07). However, if the estimated-claim '
exceeds the previous fiscal year's actual costs by more than 10%, forms HFE-1.0 and HFE-1.1 must be
completed and a statement attached explaining the increased costs. Without this information the high
- estimated claim will automatically be reduced to 110% of the previous fiscal year's actual costs.

(03). List all the colleges of the community college district which have increased costé. A separate form HFE-1.1 )

. must be completed for eaqh_ college showing how costs were derived.

o

(04) 7Enter thé total claimed‘amount,bf all colleges by adding {he Claimed Amoﬁnt, line (3.1'b) + line (3.2b) ...+
(3.21b). ' . o ' ) o . :

. Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87 Revised 9/97
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MANDATED COSTS ForM |
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION HFE-11
CLAIM SUMMARY - :
(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim " Fiscal Year
s Relmbursement C—1- .
) Estlmated . N 19_ 19 -

- [(03) Name of Collége

(04) Indicate with a check mark, th level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of reimbursement in comparison lo the
1986/87 fiscal year, If the "Less” box is checked, STOP, do not complete the form. No relmbursement is allowed

- LESs SAME MORE = -
‘ ‘ Direct Cost | Indirect Cost Total
(05) Cost of health sefvicés for the fiscal year of claim -
(08) Costof prowdmg current fiscal year health services which are in excess of the
level pruwded in 1986/87 . B
~|(07) Costof prowdmg current fiscal year health services at the 1986787 level
[Line (05) - ne (06)]
(08) Complete columns (a) through (@) to brovide.detail data for health fees
- (@) (b) () (d) - (e) - U] (@
. : ' N L ; ) - Student Health
. iod hich health Numberof | ‘Numberof | Unit Costfor|{ = Full-time Unit Cost for Part-time -Fees That
Period for which hea Fulime | Part-time Fulime |  Student Part-lime Student’ Could Have
fees were collected Students . | Students | Studentper | Health Feas _Student per '| Health Fees - Been
: : ‘ Educ. Code (@) x (c) Educ. Code ‘ o Collected
. §76355 §76355 | ()x(e) . () + (1

1. Per fall semester

2. Per spring semester

“[3. Per summer session

4. Per first quarter

5. Per.second quarter.

6. Per third quarter

(09) Total health fee that could have been collected -

[Line (8.1g) + (8.2g) ¥ i (B.69)]

1(10) Sub-total [Line (07) - ine (09)]

Cost Reduction.

' (11) Less: Offsetting Savings if appli.cabl‘e '

(12) Less OtherRelmbursements |f apphcable

(13) Total Amount Clatmed

[Line (10) - fline (11) + line (12))] E

Reviseda/sz, S L

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87
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HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION , , ForM | T
CLAIM SUMMARY . o s o .  HFE1.4
— Instructions T ,

~{o1)

- {02)

(03)

(04)

’('0'5> :

’ (de) '

(07)

(08)

(09)

(10)

1y

(12)

. (13)  Subtract the sum of Offsetting Savings, line (11), and Other Reimbursements, line (12), from Total

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87

Enter the sum of Student Health Fees That Could Have Been Collected, (other than from students who

Enterthe total other reimbursements received from any source, (i.e., federal, other state programs, etc.,).

- 1986/87 Health Service Cost exciuding-Student Health Fees,

Enter the name of the claimant. Only a community college district may file a claim with the State
Controller's Office on behalf of its, colleges. ’ -

Type of Claim. Check a box, Reimbursement or Estimated, to identify the type of claim being_ﬁied. Enter the fiscai
.year of costs. - L o " o 3 i o ]

Form HFE-1.1 must be filed for a reimbursement claim. If you are filing an estimated claim and the estimate does
not exceed the previous year's actual costs by 10%, do not complete form HFE-1.1. Simply enter the amount of the
estimated claim on form FAM-27, line (05), Estimated. -However, if the estimated claim exceeds the previous fiscal
year's actual costs by more than 10%, form HFE-1.1 must be completed and a statement attached explaining the
increased costs. Without this information the high estimated. claim will automatically be reduced to 110% of the
previous fiscal year's actual costs. ' : ' : - o

Enter the name of the college or community college district that provided student health services in the ,

1986/87 fiscal year and continue to provide the same services during the fiscal year of the ciaim.

Compare the level of health services provided during the fiscal year of reii;nbursementrto‘ the 1986/87 fiscal yearand
indicate the result by marking a check in the appropriate box. If the "Less" box is checked, STOP and do not
complete the remaining part of this claim form. No reimbursement is forthcoming. ) -

Enter the direct cost, indirect cost, and total cost of health services for the fiscal year of claim on line {05). Direct
cost of health services is identified on the college expenditures report (individual college's cost of health services as
authorized under Education Code § 76355 and included in the district's Community. Collége Annual Financial and -
Budget Report CCFS-311, EDP Code 6440, column 5). Ifthe amount of direct costs claimed is different than
shown on the expenditures report, provide a schedule listing those community college costs that are in

. addition to, or a reduction to expenditures shown on the-report. For claiming indirect costs, college districts o

have the option of using a federally approved rate (i.e., utllizing the cost accounting principles fromthe Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-21), or the State Controller's methodology outlined in "Filing a Claim" of the ]
Mandated Cost Manual for Schools. . . : R

Enter the direct cost, indirectfco_st, and total cost of;heal_th serViCe.s‘ that are in excess of the level provided
in the 1986/87 fiscal year. ' o :

Enter the difference of the cost of health services for the fiscal year of claim, line (05), and the cost of providing
current fiscal year health services that is in excess of the level provided in the 1986787 fiscal year, line (08).

~ Complete columns (a) through (g) to provide details on the amount of health service fees that could have

been collected. Do not include students who are exempt from paying health fees established by
the Board of Governors and contained in Section 58620 of Title § of the California Code of 0
Regulations. After 01/01/93, the student feés for health supervision and services were $10.00 per semester, $5.00

- for summer school, and $5.00 for each quarter. Beginning with the summerof 1997, the health service fees are: o

3$11.00 per semester and $8.00 for summer school, or $8.00 for each quarter.

Vo

were exempt from paying health fees) [Line (8.1g) + line (8.2g) + line (8.3g) + line (8.4g) + line (8.5g) +
line (8.6g)]. : O : ) S AR :

Enter the difference of the .cest of proViding'heaIth services at t/he_ 1986/87 level, line (07) and fhe total
health fee that could have been collected, line (08)." it line (09) is greater than line (07),'no claim shall be
filed. BN - - T ' C '

- Enter the total savingsexperienced by the school identiﬁed in line (i)3) as a-_dii’ept cost of this mandate. ‘

Submit a schedule of detailed savings with the claim. -

Submit a schedule of detailed reimbursements with the claim;

' Revised 9/97
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MANDATED COSTS - FORM
HEALTH ELIMINATION FEE HFE-2
HEALTH SERVICES '
: (01) Claimant: (02) Fiscai Year costs were incurred:
(03) Place z;\n "X;' in'columns (a) and/or (b), as applicable, to indicate which “health services g} g’} :
- Jwere provided by student health service fees for the indicated fiscal years, \ of Claim

1986/87°

Accident Reports -

. Appointments v :
 College Physician, surgeon
Dermatology, family practice
Internal Medicine. .

Dental Services Ny
.~ Outside Labs, (X-ray, etc.)
‘ - Psychologist, full services
‘Cancel/Change Appointments
Registered Nurse '
Check Appointments

Assessment, Intervention.and Counseling - :
Birth Control . - - _ <
Lab Reports~ o :
Nutrition - S
Test Results, office
Venereal Disease :

Communicable Disease

- Upper Respiratory Infection
Eyes, Nose and Throat
EyefVision
Dermatology/Allergy -
Gynecology/Pregnancy Service

_ Neuralgic - '

~ Orthopedic ‘

.~ Genito/Urinary

- Dental -
Gastro-Intestinal
- Stress Counseling ‘

- Crisis Intervention o

* Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling

- Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome

- Eating Disorders .

~ Weight Contro!l . -
Personal Hygiene B
Burnout _ S :
Other Medical Problems, fist S o

- Examinations, minor illnesses.
. Recheck M_inor Injury -

Health Talks or Faifs, Information
Sexually Transmitted Disease
Drugs o '
- Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome ,

Outside Physician o )

Revisedo/es

Chapter 1/84 and 1118/67, Page 1 -~
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- State Conitroller's Office . '

School Mandated Cost Manual

X prov:ded by student health service fees for the mdlcated fiscal years

MANDATED COSTS FORM
HEALTH ELIMINATION FEE HFE-2-
| HEALTH SERVICES - )
(oi) Claimant: . - ) SR R (02) Flscal Year costs were- mcurred
[03) Place an "X" in column {a) and/or (b),-as applicable, to mdicate which heaith servnces were | ‘(_53 B} ,(:"3 ’

Child Abuse .

Birth Control/Family Planning

Stop Smoking : .
- Library, Videos and Cassettes - -

' First Aid, Major Emergencies
' First Aid, Minor<Emergenciés, '
" “First Aid Kits Fllled ;

lmmumzatrons -
. Diphtheria/Tetanus
Measles/RubelIa
" Inifluenza
Informatlon

Insurance -
- On Campus Accrdent
Voluntary .
Insurance Inqurry/CIalm Admrmstratlon

Laboratory Tests Done
Inquury/lnterpretatron
Pap Smears )

Physical Examinations
_Employees
" - Students
Athletes

Medications "
-~ Antacids .
Antidiarrheal
Aspirin, Tylenol, Etc
Skin Rash Preparatrons
Eye Drops
_EarDrops -
“Toothache, oil cloves
Stingkill
Midol, Menstrual Cramps
Other flist .

Parkmg Cards/EIevator Keys
Tokens’ N
Return Card/Key
Parking Inquiry
Etevator Passes .
‘ | - Temporary Handlcapped Parklng Permlts T

1986/87 | of Claim

Chapter 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 2

Revised 9/93




' StateComrollersofice - o School MandatedCost Manual

MANDATEDCOSTS - | FoRm
HEALTH ELIMINATION FEE -~ | HFE-2
"HEALTH SERVICES - o |
) ((51v)~ Clarmam S j‘ S T (02) Fiscal Year costs were incurred v ‘
- i@)ﬂamﬂlm&%m&@andb%asagphe&b%n&eﬁewheﬁhedmwmwa - ,’:‘; , ;’:3
‘were prov:ded bystudent health servnce fees forthe rndrcated fiscal years - , “1986/87 1 of Claim

Heferrals to Outsrde Agencies .
: Private Medical Doctor

Health Department
Clinic
Dental

- Counseling Centers
Crisis Centers
Transitional Living Facilities,- baﬂered/homeless women
‘Family Plannlng Facilities.

' Other Health Agencles

Tests
-Blood Pressure
Heanng
Tuberculosis
Reading
Information
Vision S
Glucometer
Urinalysis -
: Hemoglobm
" EKG -
* Strep A testing
. PGTesting
Monospot
Hemacult
Others, list -

‘Miscellaheous ‘ .

. Absence Excuses/PE Waiver
Aliergy Injections
Bandaids :
Booklets/PamphIets
Dressing Change
Rest
Suture Removal

" Temperature
Weigh .
Information
‘Report/Form .
Wart Removal
Others, hst :

: Commlﬁees_
. Safety :
Environmental
Disaster Planning

Revised 9/93 o o o - Chapter 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 3
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F

CIRCULAR A-21
(Revised 05/10/04)

CIRCULAR NO. A-21
Revised

TO THE HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND ESTABLISHMENTS
SUBJECT: Cost Principles for Educational Institutions

1. Purpose. This Circular establishes principles for determining costs
applicable to grants, contracts, and other agreements with educational
institutions. The principles deal with the subject of cost determination, and
make no attempt to identify the circumstances or dictate the extent of agency
and institutional participation in the financing of a particular project. The
principles are designed.to provide that the Federal Government bear its fair
share of total costs, determined in accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles,-except where restricted or prohibited by law. Agencies
are not expected to place-additional restrictions on individual items of cost.
Provision for profit or other increment above cost is outside the scope of this
Circular.

2. Supersession. The Circular supersedes Federal Management Circular 73 8,
dated December 19, 1973. FMC 73 8 is revised and reissued under its original
" designation of OMB Circular.No. A 21.

3. Applicability.

a. All Federal agencies that sponsor research and development, training,
and other work at educational institutions shall apply the provisions of
this Circular in determining the costs incurred for such work. The
principles shall also be used as a guide in the pricing of fixed price or
lump sum agreements.

b. In addition, Federally Funded Research and Development Centers
associated with educational institutions shall be required to comply with
the Cost Accounting Standards, rules and regulations issued by the Cost
Accounting Standards Board, and set forth in 48 CFR part 99; provided
that they are subject thereto under defense related coyntracts.

4, ResponS/b/I/t/es The successful apphcatlon of cost accounting principles
requires development of mutual understanding between representatives of
educational institutions and of the Federal Government as to their scope
implementation, and interpretation.

5. Attachment. The principles and related policy guides are set forth in the
Attachment, "Principles for determining costs applicable to grants, contracts,
and other agreements with educational institutions."

http://www.whitehouse. goy/ omb/circulars/a021/vrint/a21 2004 htm]
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¢ircular A-21, Revised | Page 2 of 90

6. Effective date. The provisions of this Circular shall be effective October 1,
+ 1979, except for subsequent amendments incorporated herein for which the
effective dates were specified in these revisions (47 FR 33658, 51 FR 20908,
51 FR 43487, 56 FR 50224, 58 FR 39996, 61 FR 20880, 63 FR 29786, 63 FR
itutionsasof thestartoftheir————
first ﬁscal year beginning after that date shall implement the provisions.
Earlier implementation, or a delay in implementation of individual provisions,
is permitted by mutual agreement between an institution and the cognizant
Federal agency.

7. Inquiries. Further information concerning this Circular may be obtained by
contacting the Office of Federal Financial Management, Office of Management
and Budget, Washington, DC 20503, telephone (202) 395 3993.

Attachment

PRINCIPLES FOR DETERMINING COSTS APPLICABLE TO GRANTS
CONTRACTS, AND OTHER AGREEMENTS WITH
EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

TABLE OF CONTENTS

A. Purpose and scope

1. Objectives
2. Policy guides
3. Application
4. Inquiries

B. Definition of terms

Major functions of an institution
Sponsored agreement

Allocation

Facilities and administrative (F&A) costs

Pwne

C. Basic considerations

Composition of total costs

Factors affecting allowability of costs

Reasonable costs

Allocable costs

Applicable credits

Costs incurred by State and local governments

Limitations on allowance of costs

Collection of unallowable costs

Adjustment of previously negotiated F&A cost rates containing
unallowable costs

10. Consistency in estimating, accumulating and reporting costs
11. Consistency in allocating costs incurred for the same purpose
12. Accounting for unallowable costs

13. Cost accounting period

14. Disclosure statement

PLRNOUNRAWN

http://www.whitehouse.eov/omb/circulars/a02 1/nrint/a21 2004 html ' /117005
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D. Direct costs

1. General ,
2. Application to sponsored agreements

E. F&A costs

1. General
2. Criteria for distribution

F. Identification and assignment of F&A costs

Definition of Facilities and Administration.
Depreciation and use allowances

Interest

Operation and maintenance expenses
General administration and general expenses
Departmental administration expenses
Sponsored projects administration

Library expenses

Student administration and services

Offset for F&A expenses otherwise provided for by the Federal
Government

H .
COPNOUIPWN

_ G. Determination and application of F&A cost rate or rates

F&A cost pools

The distribution basis

Negotiated lump sum for F&A costs

Predetermined rates for F&A costs

Negotiated fixed rates and carry forward provisions
Provisiona! and final rates for F&A costs

Fixed rates for the life of the sponsored agreement
Limitation on reimbursement of administrative costs
Alternative method for administrative costs

10. Individual rate components

11. Negotiation and approval of F&A rate

12. Standard format for submission

CONOUAWN

H. Simplified method for small institutions

1. General _
2. Simplified procedure

I. Reserved

J. General provisions for selected items of cost

Advertising and public relations costs
Advisory councils

Alcoholic beverages

Alumni/ae activities

PwNE
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Circular A-21, Revised Page 32 of 90
(2) Other than formal negotiation. The cognizant agency and
educational institution may reach an agreement on rates without a
formal negotiation conference; for example, through correspondence or
use of the simplified method described in this Circular.

g. Formalizing determinations and agreements. The cognizant agency shall
formalize all determinations or agreements reached with an educational
institution and provide copies to other agencies having an interest.

h. Disputes and disagreements. Where the cogniiant agency is unable to
reach agreement with an educational institution with regard to rates or
audit resolution, the appeal system of the cognizant agency shall be
followed for resolution of the disagreement.

12. Standard Format for Submission. For facilities and administrative (F&A)
rate proposals submitted on or after July 1, 2001, educational institutions
shall use the standard format, shown in Appendix C, to submit their F&A rate
proposal to the cognizant agency. The coghizant agency may, on an
institution by institution basis, grant exceptions from all or portions of Part II

- of the standard format requirement. This requirement does not apply to

educational institutions that use the simplified method for calculating F&A
rates, as described in Section H.

H. Simplified method for small institutions.

1. General.

a. Where the total direct cost of work covered by Circular A 21 at an
institution does not exceed $10 million in a fiscal year, the use of the
simplified procedure described in subsections 2 or 3, may be used in
determining allowable F&A costs. Under this simplified procedure, the
institution's most recent annual financial report and immediately
available supporting information shall be utilized as basis for
determining the F&A cost rate applicable to all sponsored agreements.
The institution may use either the salaries and wages (see subsection
2) or modified total direct costs (see subsection 3) as distribution basis.

b. The simplified procedure should not be used where it produces.results
that appear inequitable to the Federal Government or the institution. In
any such case, F&A costs should be determined through use of the
regular procedure. '

2. Simplified procedure Salaries and wages base.

a. Establish the total amount of salaries -and wages paid to all employees
of the institution. '

b. Establish an F&A cost pool consisting of the expenditures (exclusive of
capital items and other costs specifically identified as unaliowable) that
customarily are classified under the following titles or their equivalents:
(1) General administration and general expenses (exclUsive of costs of
student administration and services, student activities, student aid, and

http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a021/print/a2]1_2004.html 1/11/2005
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scholarships).

(2) Operation and maintenance of physical plant; and depreciation and
use allowances; after appropriate adjustment for costs applicable to
—— otherinstitutional-activities. — —

(3) Library.

(4) Department administration expenses, which will be computed as 20
percent of the salaries and expenses of deans and heads of
departments.

In those cases where expenditures classified under subsection (1) have
previously been allocated to other institutional activities, they may be
included in the F&A cost pool. The total amount of salaries and wages
included in the F&A cost pool must be separately identified.

c. Establish a salary and wage distribution base, determined by deducting
from the total of salaries and wages as established in subsection a the
amount of salaries and wages included under subsection b.

d. Establish the F&A cost rate, determined by dividing the amount in the
F&A cost pool, subsection b, by the amount of the distribution base,
subsection c.

e. Apply the F&A cost rate to direct salaries and wages for individual
agreements to determine the amount of F&A costs allocable to such
agreements.

3. Simplified procedure Modified total direct cost base.

a. Establish the total costs incurred by the institution for the base period.

b. Establish a F&A cost pool consisting of the expenditures (exclusive of
capital items and other costs specifically identified as unallowable) that
customarily are classified under the following titles or their equivalents:

(1) General administration and general expenses (exclusive of costs of
student administration and services, student activities, student aid, and
scholarships).

(2) Operation and maintenance 6f physical plant; and depreciation and
use allowances; after appropriate adjustment for costs appllcable to
other institutional activities.

(3) Library.

(4) Department administration expenses, which will be computed as 20
percent of the salaries and expenses of deans and heads of
departments.

In those cases where expenditures classified under subsection (1) have

previously been allocated to other institutional activities, they may be
included in the F&A cost pool. The -modified total direct costs amount

http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a021/print/a21_2004.html ' 1/11/2005
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agreements.

1. Advertising and public relations costs.

sponsored agreement;

or

sponsored agreement.

Page 34 of 90
included in the F&A cost pool must be separately identified.

c. Establish a modified total direct cost distribution base, as defined in
Section G.2, that consists of all institution's direct functions.

d. Establish the F&A cost rate, determined by dividing the amount in the e
F&A cost pool, subsection b, by the amount of the distribution base,
subsection c. -

e. Apply the F&A cost rate to the modified total direct costs for individual
agreements to determine the amount of F&A costs allocable to such

J. General provisions for selected items of cost.

Sections 1 through 54 provide principles to be applied in establiéhing the
allowability of certain items involved in determining cost. These principles
should apply irrespective of whether a particular item of cost is properly
treated as direct cost or F&A cost. Failure to mention a particular item of cost
is not intended to imply that it is either allowable or unallowable; rather,
determination as to allowability in each case should be based on the
treatment provided for similar or related items of cost. In case of a
discrepancy between the provisions of a specific sponsored agreement and
the provisions below, the agreement should govern.

a. The term advertising costs means the costs of advertising media and
corollary administrative costs. Advertising media include magazines,
newspapers, radio and television, direct mail, exhibits, electronic or
computer transmittals, and the like.

b. The term public relations includes community relations and means
those activities dedicated to maintaining the image of the institution or
maintaining or promoting understanding and favorable relations with
the community or public at large or any segment of the public.

c. The only allowable advertising costs are those that are solely for:

(1) The recruitment of personnel required for the performance by the

institution of obligations arising under a sponsored agreement (See also

subsection b. of section J.42, Recruiting);

(2) The procurement of goods and services for the performance of a

(3) The disposal of scrap ot surplus materials acquired in the

performance of a sponsored agreement except when non-Federal

entities are reimbursed for disposal costs at a predetermined amount;

(4) Other specific purposes necessary to meet the requirements of the
http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a021/print/a21_2004.html 1/11/2005
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Hearing: 5/25/89

File Number: CSM-4206
Staff: Deborah Fraga-Decker
WP 03664 :

.PROPOSED PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES AMENDMENTS
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S.
Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987

Health Fee Elimination ,—

Executive Summary .

At its hearing of November 20,--1986, the Commission on State Mandates found
that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., imposed state mandated costs upon
Tocal communi ty college districts by (1) requiring those community college
districts which provided health services for which it was authorized to and
did charge a fee to maintain such health services at ‘the level provided during .

The requirements of this Statute'would.repeal pn'Deqember 31, 1987, qn]ess

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, was ehacted September 24, 1987, and became -
effective January 1, 1988. Chapter 1118/87 modified the requirements
contained in Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., .to require those community college
districts which provided health services in fiscal year 1986-87 to maintain
such héalth services in the 1987-88 fiscal year-and each fiscal year
thereafter. Additionally, the,]anguage'contained'in Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S.,
which repealed the districts' authority. to charge a health fee to cover the -
costs of the health-services-program was allowed to-sunset, thereby o
reinstating the districts’ authority to charge a fee as specified. Parameters
and- guidelines amendments are appropriate to. address the. changes contained in.
Chapter 1118/87 because this statute amended the same Education Code sections
previously enacted by Chapter‘1/84, 2nd E.S., and found: to contain a mandate.

Commission staff included the Department of Finance suggested non-substantive
amendment to the staff's proposed parameters and guidelines amendments. The
-Chancellor's O0ffice, the State.Controller's 0ffice, and the claimant are in
agreement with these amendments. Therefore, staff recommends that the :

. Commission adopt the parameters and guidelines amendments as requested by the
Chancellor's 0ffice and as deye]ope¢ by staff.. A :

. Claimant

‘Rio Hondb Community Cd]iege District. L

Requesting Party ..

~-CaTifornia Community Colleges Chancellor's Office.

AY




Chronology I

(

rejnstated.authority to charge a health fee. (Attachment: B)

12/2/85 Test Claim filed with Commission on State Mandates,

7/24/86 . - Test Claim continued at claimant's request.
.11/2b/86 Commiés{on>approved mandate.ir ‘- | _
'1/22/87A : Comhission-a&ﬁpted Statéhent of Decfsfbn. »
4/9787 ) Claimant subﬁitted proposed- parameters and guidelines..
- 8/21/81 Coﬁmisﬁion adopted parameters and gﬁide]fnes |
'_ 10/22/87 Commiésion adopted cost estimate ' _
9/28/88- Mandate funded in Commission's Claims Bifi:‘_] .. Chapter 1425/88

Summary of Mandate .

-Chapter 1/84, an'E.S;, effective-July 1, 1984, repealed Education Code (EC)’

Section 72246 which had authorized community coTlege districts to charge a
health fee- for the purpose of. providing health supervision and services,
direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operation of
student health centers. The statute also required that any community college
district which provided health sérvices for which it was authorized to charge

. a fee.shall maintain: health services at.the level provided during the 1983-84
~ fiscal year in the 1984-85 fiscal year.and each fiscal. year thereafter..

Prior to the passage of Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., the implementation of a heaTth
services program was at the local community college district's option. If
implemented, the respective community college district tad the authority to = -
charge a health fee up to $7.50 peir semester for day and evening students,. and
$5 per summer session. - : '

Proposed .Amendments

- The:Community Colleges Chancellor's Office (Chancellors Office) has requested.

parameters .and guidelines amendments be made to .address. the. changes in. - .
mandated activities effectuated by Chapter 1118/87,. (Attachment 6) In order
to expedite the process, staff has developed language to accomplish the
following: (1) change the eligible claimants to those community college-
districts which provided 4 health services program in fiscal year 1986-87; and.-
(2) change the offsetting savings and other reimbursements..to incTude: the- '

Recommendations .

A'5{ The'Depa}fment_offFiﬁénce {DOF) prdﬁbsed one nop;substantfvé’émendmentffo.'f
- clarify the effect of. the fee authority language on the scope .of the . - -

reimbursable costs. " With this amendment, the DOF beliaves the amendments to
the parameters and guideiines are appropriate for this mandate and' recommends
the Commission adopt them.- (Attachment Cy - .- : o S




The Chancellor'sOfficerecomends that the Commission approve the amended

- The first alternative was in Ttem VI.B.1.
“ formula which the eligible claimants were authorized to utilize prior to the

parameters and guidelines developed by staff with the additional language
suggested by the DOF.. (Attachment D) .. .

The State Controller's Office»(SCOJ, upon review of the proposed amendments,
finds the proposals proper and acceptable. (Attachment E)

The c]aimaﬁt,'in:its feéommendatioﬁ,.sfaﬁés"its_ﬁélief thaf the revisions aré
appropriate and concurs with the proposed changes. (Attachment F) ,

/

Staff Analysis

Issue 1: Eligible Claimants

The mandate found in Chapter 1/84, 2nd E;S., was for-a new program with a
required maintenance of effort at the fiscal year 1983-84 level. Chapter
1118/87 superseded that Tevel of’servige by requiring that community college

- maintain that level of effort in fiscal year 1987-88 and each subsequent year

thereafter. Additionally, this expanded the -group of eligible claimants
because the requirement is no longer imposed on only those community college
districts which had charged a health fee for the program. At the time of
enactment of Chapter 1118/87, there were 11 comunity college districts which
provided the heaifh=serv1ces-program but- had never charged a. health fee for
the service.: ' . o o N ‘ -

Thekeforé; staff has amended the language in Item III.'"Elig%ble Claimants™ to
reflect this change in the scope}ofithe'mandate; oo Co e '

Issue 2: Reimbursement Alternatives -

In résponse to Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., Ttem VI.B. contained two alternatives
for claiming reimbursement costs.” This gave claimants-a .choice- between
claiming actual costs for providing the health services program,. or funding
tze program as was done prior to the mandate when a health fee could be
charged. T . - : T o

and provided for the use of -the

1mp1ementation,of-Chapter'1/84, 2nd E.S.--total eligible enrollment multiplied
by the health fee charged per student in fiscal year 1983-84. "MWith the sunset

of the repea} of the health fee authority as contained in Chapter-1/84,

mandate. Therefore, this alternative is-noi]onger,app1icable to this ﬁandate
and has been de]eted'by‘staff;- S . - .

The second alternative was in Item VI.B.2. and provided for the claiming of

-actual costs invelved in maintaining a health services program at the fiscal

for this mandate. However, it has been” amerided to.Feflect that .
Chapterﬁ1118/87’requires a maintenance of effort at-the.fisca1-yeak 1986-87

year-1983-84 level.. This alternative s now the sole method of reimbursement

level.
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Issue 3: Offsettihg_SayingsfandAOtheﬁ;ReimbuésEmen%s——f44* T T

With the sunset of the repeal of the fee authority_contained in Chapter 1/84,
2nd E.S., Education Code (EC) section 72246(a) again provides. community
college districts with the authority to charge a health fee as-follows:

"72246.(a) The governing board. of a district maintaining a community
college may require community college students to pay a fee in the total
amount of not more than. seven dollars and fifty cents ($7.50) for each -
semester, and five dollars ($5) for summer school, or five dollars ($5)
for each quarter for heatth supervision and- services, including direct or
- indirect medical and hospitalization services, or the operation of a
student health center or centers, authorized by Section 72244, or both."

Staff amended Item-"VIII. 0ffsetting Savings and Other Reimbursements” to
-reflect the reinstatement of this fee -authority. - .

In response to that amendment, fhe DOF ha§ pﬁoposed the addition bf the .
following language to Item VIII. to clarify. the impact of the fee authority on
- claimants' reimbursab1e.cost§: ‘ S : o

"If a claimant does. not levy the fee authorized by Education Code Section
72246(a), it shall deduct an amount equal to what it would have received
had the fee been Tevied." S o ’

Staff épncurs;“dth the DOF proppsed-ﬁanguage.WhiEh'dbes nofléubstantive]y
change the scope of Item VIIT. = SR '

" Issue 4: . Editorial Changes

In preparing the proposed parameters and guidelines-amendments, it was not v
necessary- for staff to make any of the normal editorial changes as the ,
origjnaT.parameters,and-guidelines contained the Tanguage usually adopted by
the commission. , , = , ' '

-Staff, the DOF,.the.Chancé1lpr‘s O0ffice, the Sca, aﬁd the c]éimant are in
agreement with” the recommended amendments which are shown in Attachment A with
additions indicated_by under]ining.and‘deletipns by strikeout. L

' Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the -adoption of the 'staff’s proposed parameters and
guidélines amendments, which are based on the original parameters and
guidelines adopted in response to Chapter 1/84, 2nd E.S., and amended in
response to- Chapter 1118/87, as.well as incorporating the:.amendment
recommended by -the DOF. Al] parties.concur with these amendments..




*Adopted: 8/27/87

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Chapter 1118, Statutes of 19847//2dd//E/$/

- IT.

III.

At.its hearing of April 27, 1989, thé Commission détermined that Chapter

- “Health Fee Elimination - - -

. SUMMARY OF MANDATE[:E“,

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. repealed Education Code. Section
72246 which had authorized: community college districts to charge a
health fee for the- purpose of providing health supervision and services,
direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operation
of student health centers. This statute also required that health. )
services for which a community- college district charged a fee during the:

11983-84 fiscal year had to be maintained at that level in the 1984-85

fiscal year and every year thereafter. The provisions of this statute
would automatically repeal on. December 3T, 1987, which wouTd reinstate

. the community colTeges districts™ authority to charge a health Tee as

specitied, . '

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended Education Code section 72246 to

-require any community college diStrict That provided health services in

1986-87 to maintain health servicas at the Tevel provided during the
1986-87 fiscal year in 1987-88 and each f1sca1 year thereafter.

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES' DECISION.

At-its hearing on.November 20, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates
determined that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.s. imposed a "new
program". upon community college districts by requiring any community
college district which provided health. services for which it was
authorized to charge a fee pursuant -to former Section 72246 in the

1983-84 fiscal year to maintain health services at the level provided
during the 1983-84 fiscal year. in the 1984-85 fiscal year and each

-fiscal year thereafter. This maintenance of effort requirement app]ies.'

to all community college districts which levied a heaTth services fee in
the 1983-84 fiscal year, regardless of the extent to which the health
services fees collected offset the actual costs of providing health-.
services at the 1983-84 fiscal year level. . : _

, -otatufes o ", amende 1s maintenance of effort requirement
to apply to all community college districts which provided health - -
services in fiscal year —S/ anc required them to maintain that level

in fiscal year 1987-88 and each Fisca] year thereafter._;

ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS _

Community college districts which pkoyided hea1tﬁaservices For/fédin’
19836-847 fiscal 'year and continue to provide the same services as
a result of this mandate are eligible to claim reimbursement of those _

.costs.

i CSM Attachment /




(
7 J - 1V, PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT

Chapter T, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., became effective July 1, 1984,
Section 17557 of the Government Code states that a test claim must be
submitted on or before November 30th following. a given. fiscal year to
establish for that fiscal year. The test claim for this mandate was
filed on November 27, 1985; therefore, costs incurred on.or after
July 1, 1984, are reimbursable. Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, became
effective January 1, 1988. Title 2, California Code of ReguTations,
section 1185.3(a) states that a parameters and guidelines amendment

- Tiled before thé deadline for initial claims as specified in the
Claiming Instructions shall apply to all years eligible for
reimbursement as defined in the original parameters and guidelines;
therefore, costs Tncurred on or arter January T, 1988, for Chapter 1718,
Statutes of T987, are reimbursable. ’ ' -

Actual costs for one fiscal year should-be included in each claim.
Estimated costs for the subsequent year may.be included on the same
claim if applicable. -Pursuant to Section 17561(d)(3) of the Government
Code, all claims for reimbursement of costs shall be submitted within .
120 days of notification by the State Controiler of the enactment of the
claims bil1l. - - S '

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $200;,no
reimbursement shall be allowed; except as otherwise allowed by
‘.‘ - Government Code Section 17564. . - - o

V. REIMBURSEMZMIABLE COSTS
A. Scdpe of Mandate

Eligible community college districts.shall be reimbursed for the
costs of providing a.health services programwitigut/thé/ddthdrity

" B/Tédy/d/Téd. Only services provided fé¢/féé/in . '
19836-47 fiscal year may be claimed. ST

B. ReimbursabTeAActivitieS

For each eligible claimant, thé following-cost items are reimbursab]e
"to the extent they were provided by the. community college district in
fiscal year Y983/8#1986-87: B . - o ' :

ACCIDENT REPORTS

APPOINTMENTS

College Physician - Surgeon : B

-~ Dermatology, Family Practice, Internal Medicine

‘Outside Physician o : Sy

Dental Services L

: ‘Outside Labs.(X-ray, etc.)

' . 'Psychologist, full services
, ~ .~ Cancel/Change Appointments .
| . ' R.N. - T
( o - Check Appointments




-3 -

Birth Control )
Lab Reports
Nutrition -

Test Results (office)
VD

ASSESSMENT, INTERVENTION & COUNSELING

CD
URI

-ENT
Eye/Vision
Derm./Allergy
Gyn/Pregnancy Services
Neuro '
Ortho
GU
Dental _
S
Stress Counseling

- Crisis Intervention
Child Abuse Reporting. and Counsetling

Other‘Medica1_Prdb1ems

Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling

Aids :

Eating Disorders
Weight Control
Personal ‘Hygiene
Burnout - - -

EXAMINATIONS -(Minor ITnesses)
Recheck Minor Injury

HEALTH TALKS .OR FAIRS - INFORMATION
Sexually Transmitted .Disease .
Drugs : . .
Aids o

- Child Abuse -~ . R
Birth Control/Family Planning
Stop Smoki ni
Etc. __ o _

" Library- - videos and cassettes

FIRST AID (Major Emergencies)

'FIRST AID (Minor Emergencies)

FIRST AID KITS (Filled)

IMMUNIZATIONS.
Diptheria/Tetanus
Measles/Rubella
Influenza - - -
Information

" INSURANCE _

On Campus Accident
Voluntary - - - - .
- “Insurance Inquiny/C]aim Administration _

-




( .

‘)_ LABORATORY TESTS DONE
Inqu1ry/Interpretat1on
Pap Smears

PHYSICALS
Employees
Students
Ath]etes

MEDICATIONS (d1spensed OTC for misc. illnesses)
. Antacids .
Antidiarrhial
Antihistamines
Aspirin, Ty]enol, etc.
Skin rash- preparations -
Misc. -
Eye drops
Ear drops. _
Toothache - 0i1 cloves
“Stingkill
Midol - Menstrua] Cramps )

PARKING CARDS/ELEVATOR KEYS

Tokens
. . Return card/key oo
: ‘ Parking inquiry" " )
{

( - , Elevator.passes
' ' Temporary hand1capﬁed park1ng permits

. REFERRALS TO OUTSIDE AGENCIES
Private Medical Doctor
Health Department -
Clinic
Dental

- Counseling Centers
Crisis Centers ' : .
Transitional Living Facilities {Battered/Homeless Women)
Family Planning Facilities - ’
- Other Health Agenc1es

TESTS
Blood Pressure
Hearing .
Tuberculosis
. Reading
Information.
Vision. .
Glucometer
Urinalysis
, 'Hemog1ob1n
, .. -E.K.G, : e —
. c -:Strep - ‘A testmg- y
) ' - P.G. testing .. ..
o ; " Monospot
' "~ Hemacult
“Misc. ’




VI.

MISCELLANEQUS
" Absence Excuses/PE Waiver -
‘Allergy Injections
Bandaids -
- Booklets/Pamphlets
Dressing Change
Rest
Suture Removal
Temperature
Weigh
Misc.
Information
Report/Form .
Wart Removal .

COMMITTEES

Safety
Environmental
Disaster-Planning

" SAFETY DATA. SHEETS.

Central file

* X-RAY SERVICES -

COMMUNICABLE DISEASE CONTROL
BODY FAT MEASUREMENTS

MINOR SURGERIES

SELF-ESTEEM GROUPS ~ N
MENTAL HEALTH. CRISIS | '
AA GROUP - _ S R o

ADULT CHILDREN OF ALCOHOLICS GROUP

WORKSHOPS .

- Test Anxiety’
‘Stress Management
Communication Skills
Weight Loss '
Assertiveness Skills

CLAIM PREPARATION -

Each claim for réimbuksemgnt'pursuant‘fo-this,mandétefﬁUSt_béltime1y.
filed -and set forth a Tist of each item for which reimbursément is
claimed under this mandate.//EYTdfﬁ7¢/¢Idiﬁdﬂﬁ#/ﬁdy/¢717M/¢¢¢i#/¢ﬂ¢¢f

- BAR/BT/ MG /AYEAPRALTNAEL/ T 1T 4 dutddnt) BYEYTaULYY /¢8T Y dotdd /ety
. ﬂ%ﬂdéﬁ#/dﬂd/¢ﬂf¢77ﬁ¢ﬁ£/¢¢ﬁﬁi1/¢¢/721/d¢#ﬂﬁ7(¢¢¢t#/¢f/¢f¢dfﬂm7 '




»

1.

A. Description of Activity

Show the total number of fu]l time students enrolied per

_semester/quarter

. Show the total number of fu]] time students enrol1ed in the summer
program. e BRI

.’ Show- the total number of part -time students-ennolﬂed-per"

. semester/quarter..

. Show the total number of part-time students enrolled .in the summer

: program

B. ¢7dim1ﬂd/K71¢fﬁdﬁi#¢¢

C1a1med costs should be supported by the fo]]owing information:

"AYtéfﬂiti#é/Ti//F¢¢ﬂ/Pf¢#7¢¢¢7Y/¢¢77é¢ﬁ¢d/7ﬂ/7983%8#/71¢¢d7/¥¢d#/

7

'uz/ :

F¢¢!57/¢¢77¢¢i¢d/7ﬁ/¢ﬁ¢/79%3%84/?7$¢d7/1¢d¢/£¢/¢¢¢¢¢fﬂ .
%Mé/%¢d7¢ﬁ/¢¢fﬂi¢¢¢/¢f¢d#dﬁ/

Tdﬁd?/ﬁﬁmwdf/¢f/¢ﬁddéﬁﬂ%/MMdé%/lﬁéM/VI/KIY//i%f¢ﬂ@ﬁ/4/
ABoAe/ /[ VLT ng/ LRI /ATLEVAALTVE [/ U/ L LAY /i -
eYdiudd/MauTd/ e/ TLed/YLIBLY / (eATLIBY T e/ y /T 1dh
YI/BIZ/!/WitM/%Mé/ididY/deMni/fdiM%Mfﬁ¢d/7¢¢fédﬁéd/ﬁY

- ﬁWé/d¢¢77¢¢M7¢/IM¢77¢7£/PV1¢¢/U¢?T¢£¢¢/ :

-KYié#ﬂdfiVé/Zl//Actual Costs of Claim Year for Prov1d1ng
]9836 847 F1sca] Year Program Level of Serv1ce '

1.

Emp]oyee Salaries and Beneflts

Identify the employee(5), show the c]ass1f1cat1on of the
employee(s) involved, describe the mandated functions performed
and specify the actual number of hours devoted to éach’ function,
the.productive hourly rate, and the. related benef1ts The average
number of -hours deveted to each function may be c1a1med 1f
supported by a documented ‘time study :

.=SerV1ces and Supp11es

Only expend1tures wh1ch can be 1dent1f1ed as a d1rect cost of the
mandate can be claimed. List cost of materials which have been :
consumed or expended specifically for the purpose of . th1s mandate -

. A]lowab]e Overhead Cost

~ Indirect costs may be c1a1med in the manner ‘described by the State

-Contro]]er in h1s c1a1m1ng 1nstruct1ons




|

VII.

VIII.

IX.

0350d -

SUPPORTING DATA

For auditing purposes, all costs claimed must be traceable to source
documents and/or worksheets that show evidence of the validity of such
costs. This would include documentation for the fiscal year

19836-847 program to substantiate a maintenance of effort. These
documents must be kept on file by the agency submitting.the claim for a
period of no less than three years from the date of the final payment of
the claim pursuant -to- this mandate; and made available on the request of
the State Controller or his agent. : -

OFFSETTING ‘SAVINGS AND OTHER ﬁEIMBURSEMENTS

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of

- this statute must be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition,

reimbursement for this mandate received from any source, e.g., federal,
state, etc., shall be identified and. deducted from this claim. This
shall include the amount of $7.50 per full-time student per semester;

$5.00 per TulT-time student for summer school, ov $5.00 per Tull-time

student per quarter, as authorized by Education Code section 72746(aJ.

This shalT aTso incTude payments {fees) Hgw received from-individuals
other than students who ¥érdare not covered by fériidy Education

Code Section 72246 for health services.

REQUIRED CERTIFICATION

Thelfo]lowing certificatfbn-ﬁust“aécompany~;he ¢laim:
I DO HEREBY CERTIFY under penalty of perjury:
THAT the foregoing.is true and corrécf;r S 1 ' !

_THAT_Section 1090 to 1096, inclusive, of the Government Code and
other applicable provisions of the Taw- have been complied with;

and °

 THAT Ifaﬁ'the‘pErsoh Euthprized' y: ‘the local -agency- to file claims =~

- for funds with the State of California. .

Signature” of Authorized Représentative Date

S

Title . 7 Telephone No.




e » . CSM Attachment s

. CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE .. ' j ) ) } GEORGE DEUKMENIAN, Governor
_ CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
{ NINTH STREET ’
AMENTO, CALIFORNIA _ 95814
(916) 445-8752 -1163

February 22, 1989

Mr. Robert W. Eich
Executive Director
Commission on State Mandates
1130 "K" Street, Suite LL50 -
Sacramento, CA 95814-3927

Dear Mr, Eich:

As you knov, the Commission on August 27, .1987 -adopted
Parameters and Guidelines for claiming reimbursements of
‘mandated costs related to community college ‘health.
services. Fees formerly collected hy community colleges
had been eliminated -by Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984,
Second Extraordinary Session. Last year's mandate claims
bill (AB 2763) included funding to pay all these claims
through 1988-89. -

[ The Governor's partial approval of AB 2763 last September
included a stipulation that claims for the current year
would be paid this fiscal year, but prior-year claims
will be paid in equal installments from the. next three

budget acts. The Governor did not address the fact that
the ongoing costs of providing the mandated level of
service will continue to exceed the maximum prermisgible
fee of $7.50 per- student per semester. = o

On behalf of all eligible community college districts,
the Chancellor's Office proposes the following changes in
the Parameters and Guidelines: _ : L .

o . Payment of 1988-89 mandéted'qosts in excess of
maximum permissible fees. (This amount is payable
from AB 2763.) - S T .

o .. ‘Paymeﬁt of all'ﬁriorFyear clﬁims in installménté;
over the next three years. (Funds for these
payments will be included in the next .3 budget
acts.) _ ' : -

K Payment of future-years mandated costs in excess of
the maximum permissible fees. (No funding has yet
"been ‘provided for these costs.) . -




Mr. Eich y o . 2

If you have any questions regarding th

] Febtuary 22, 1989

is proposal, pPlease

contact Patrick Ryan at (916) 445-1163.

Sincerely,

- DAVID MERTES

Chancellor.

DM:PR:mh

cc: Vézgorah Ffaga-Decker, csMm

. Douglas Burris - -
Joseph Newmyer
Gary Cook




SM ATTACIEIIL s

ey of Culifornia : ) ) ' ,

‘J&%emoruﬁ*a'_um-
. March 22, 1989

v . Deborah Fraga-Decker
Program Analyst
-Commission on State Mandates

frem ¢ Department of Finance

Praposed Amendments to Parameters and Guidelines for Claim No. CSM-4206 -~ Chapter
1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987 -- Health Fee -
EVmipation . L : S

Pursuant to your request, the Department of Finance has reviewed the proposed
amendments to the parameters and guidelines related to community college health
services. These amendments, which are requested by the Chancellor's Office,
reflect the impact that Chapter 1118/87 has on the original parameters adopted by
the Commission for Chapter 1/84 on August 27, 1987. Specifically, Chapter 1118/87:

,qg‘ .. 1)} requires districts which were providing health services in 198687, rather
. ..than 1983-84,..to continue to_provide such services,. irrespective of

whether or nat a fee was charged for the services; and

(2) allows all districts to again charge a fee of up to $7.50 per student for
- the services. In this regard, we would point out that the proposed .= -
~amendment to "VIII. Offsetting Savings, and Other Reimbursements® could
be nterpreted to require that, if a district elected not to charge fees
it would not have to deduct anything from 1ts claim. We believe that,
pursuant to Section 17556 (d) of the Government Code, an amount equal to
. 37.50 per student must be deducted whether or not 1t is actually charged’
since the district has the authority to levy the fee. We suggest that the
. following language be added as a second paragraph under “VIII": “If a
claimant does not levy the fee authorized by Education Code Section
72246 (a), 1t 'shall deduct an amount equal to what it would have received
had the fee been levied," .- - -

With the amendment described above, we believe the amendments to the parameters and-
guideldnes are appropriate-for this mandate and recommend the Commission adopt them
at fts April 27, 1989, meeting. o : ' )

Any questions regarding this recommendation §hcu1d be directed to James M. Apps. ar
Kim Clement of my staff at 324-0043. - . :

‘ Fréd K‘IassW

( Assistant Program Budget Manager' |

¢c: see sacond page




cc: Glen Beatie, Stat” Sontroller's Office

Pat Ryan, Chancel /'s Office, Community College -

; - Juliet Musso, Legislative Analyst's O0ffice .
‘) Richard Frank, Attorney General

LR:1988-2 .




CSM Attachment D

S OFFICE GEORGE DEUKMENAN, Govamor

' D- “LIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

NNTH ;ﬂﬁégciﬂi‘gg -~y . , RECEIVED
o 2sER2 g ) '
APR O 5 1889

spril 3, 1989
: S ) COMMISSION ?N-
. - .  STATE MANDATES »
¥r. Robert W. Eich - S, e
Executive Director . . s ot
Commission on State Mandates

10 K Street, Suite LL50
“zcramento, CA - 95814

Attentiom: Ms. Deborah Fraga-Decker

Subject: ©SM 4206
Amendments té Parameters and Guidelines
Chapter 1, Statues of 1984, 2nd E.S.
Chapter 118, Statues of 1987
Health Fee Elimination

Dear Mr. Eich:.

in fesponse to your request of March 8, we have reviewed the propoased
language changes necessary to amend the existing parameters and =
guidelines to meet the requirements of Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987.

‘ The Department of Finance has also provided us a copy of their

‘ . fuggestion to add the following language in part VIIIl: "If a claimant
does not levy the fee authorized by Education Code Section 72246(a),
it shall deduct an amount equal to.what it would have received had the
fee been levied." This office concurs with their suggestlion -which is
consistant with the law and with our request of February 22. :

Tith the additional language suggested by the Department of Finance,
che Chancellor's Office recommends approval of the amended parameters
&and quidelines as drafted for presentation to the Commission on

- &pril 27, 1989. : ‘ '

" Sincerely,

DAVID MERTES . . =~ - .
Chancellor

OM:PR:mh

cc:  Jim Apps, Department of Finance - - ' B -
- Glen Beatie, State Controller's Offic '
. - Richard Frank, Attorney General's Office
. Juliet Muso, Legislative Analyst's Office
7 Douglas Burrig - ,
Joseph Newmyer
Gary Cook




- April 3, 1989

LW HLL G s,

GRAY DAVIS
Qerntrnller of fie Stote of Califirrcin

P.O. BOX 9428%0
SACRAMENTO, CA 942%50-0Q01 -

REGEIVED

APRO & 1989

COMMISSION 9
TATE MANDA

5. Deborah Fraga-Decker
Program Analyst

Commission on Stata Mandates
1130 K Street, Suite LL50
Sacramento, CA 95814

~xar Ma. Fraga—Decker*.

RE: Proposed Amendments to Parameters and Guidelines: Chapter 1/34, 2nd

- B. S., and Chapter 1118/ 87 - Health Fee Elimination '
We have reviewed the amendments proposed on the-above subject and £ind the .
proposals proper and accaptable.

Howevar, the Commission may wish to clarify section "VIIT. OFFSETTING SAVINGS
AND OTHER RETMBURSEMENTS' that the required offset is the amount rsceived or .

. would have raceived per student in the claim year.

if you have any questions, plgasevcall Glen_Beatie'at 3-8137.

Sincerely,

AN ?wa/

gi. Haas, Assistant Chief
is

ision of Accounting
GH/GB:dvwl |

5C81822




Jeb rah Fraga- Decker

Com§1s ion -on-State:Mandatas
113 treet, Saite LL50- i
Qacramento CA™ 95814 - ,

REFERENCE -CSM-4206 5
AMENDMENTS TO PARAMETERS ANIJ GUIDELINES
-CHAPTER 1, STATUTES OF 1984, 2ND E.S
CHAPTER 1113 STATUTES OF 1987
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION :

Dedt Deborah:

We have réviewed your letter of March 7 to ChancelTa Dav
the atiached amendments to the health fee paraieters and ‘g
be] ieve these revisions to be most appropr1ate and'édhtu%
the' changes you have proposed, - .
I woqu 11ke to thank you again for your expert1se and he1pf
througfiout this. ent1re process.

Yoirs vepy truly,

1mot:#'. Wood _ _ :
yics President e
Admin1strat1ve Affairs- : '

.TMW hh

P4 of Trusteos: Taabelle B. Gonthier » Bill E. Hernandes * Marilee Morgan ® Ralph §, Pacheco = ‘Hilda Sofis
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MINUTES

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
May 25, 1989
10:00 a.m.
State Capitol, Room 437
Sacramento, California

Present were: Chairperson Russell Gould, Chief Deputy Director, Department of
Finance; Fred R. Buenrostro, Representative of the State Treasurer; D, Robert
Shuman, Representative of the State Controller; Robert Martinez, Director,
ffice of Planning and Research; and Robert C. Creighton, Public Member.

There being a quorum present, Chairperson Gould called the meéting to order at
10:02 a.m. . )

em 1 Minutes

chairperson Gould asked if there were any corrections or additions to the
minutes of the Commission's hearing of April 27, 1989. There were no
corrections or additions. S

+he minutes were adopted without objection.

COnsent Calendar

vne following items were on the Commission's consent agenda:

“tem 2 Proposed Statement of Decision
Chapter 406, Statutes of 1988
Special Election - Bridges

Item 3 Proposed Statement of Decision
- Chapter 583, Statutes of 1985 -
Infectious Waste Enforcement

Item 4  Proposed Statement of -Decision
Chapter 980, Statutes of 1984
- Court Audits : .

“tem 5  Proposed Statement of Decision
- Chapter 1286, Statutes of 1985
Homeless Mentally I1




Minutes 21

Hearing of May 25, 1989
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[tem 6 Proposed Parameters and Guidelines Amendment
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. -
Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987
Health Fee Elimination

Item 7  Proposed Parameters and Guidelines Amendment
Chapter 8, Statutes of 1988
Democratic Presidential Delegates

Item 10 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983
Education Code Section 48260.5
Notification of Truancy

Item 12 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter 1226, Statutes of 1982
Chapter 1526, Statutes of 1985
Investment Reports

There being no discussion or appearances on Iiems 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 10, and
12, Member Buenrostro moved adoption of the staff recommendation on these
items on the consent calendar. Member Martinez seconded the motion. The
vote on the motion was unanimous. The motion carried.

The following items were continued:
Item 13 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate

Chapter 1335, Statutes of 1986
Trial Court Delay Reduction Act

Item 16 Test Claim - _
‘Chapter 841, Statutes of 1982
Patients' Rights Advocates

Item 17 Test Claim _.
Chapter 921, Statutes of 1987
Countywide Tax Rates

The next item to be heard by the Commission was:

-Item 8 Proposed Parameters and Guidelines Amendment

Chapter 961, Statutes of 71975
Collective Bargaining

_The party requesting the proposed amendment, Fountain Valley School District,
‘did not appear at the hearing. Caro) Mi1ler, appearing on behalf of the

Education Mandated Cost Network, stated that the Network was interested in the
1ssue of reimbursing a school district for the time the district
Superintendent spent in, or preparing for, collective bargaining issues,
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( “) The Commission then discussed the issue of reimbursing the Superintendent's
time as a direct cost to the mandated program or as an indirect cost as
required by the federal publications OASC-10, and Federal Management Circular
74-4, Upon conclusion of this discussion, The Commission, staff, and
Ms. Miller, agreed that the Commission could deny this proposed amendment by
the Fountain Valley School District, and Ms. Miller could assist another
district in an attempt to amend the parameters and guidelines to allow
reimbursement of the Superintendent's cost relative to collective bargaining
matters. ’ ' )

Member Creighton then inquired on the issue of holding collective bargaining
sessions-outside of normal working hours and the number of teachers the _
parameters and guidelines reimburse for participating in collective bargaining
sessions. Ms. Miller stated that because of the classroom disruption that can
~esult from the use of a substitute teacher, bargaining sessfons are sometimes
held outside of normal work hours for practical reasons, Ms. Miller also
stated that the parameters and guidelines permit reimbursement for five
substitute teachers.

Member Martinez moved and Member Buenrostro seconded a motion to adopt the
t2ff recommendation to deny the proposed amendments to the parameters and
~guidelines, The roll call vote on the motion was unanimous. The motion
carried.

Chapter 498, Statutes of 1983
Education Code Section 51225.3
Graduation Requirements

‘ Item 8 Proposed Statewide Cost Estimate
{

Carol Miller appeared on behalf of the claimant, Santa Barbara Unified School
District, Jim Apps and Don Enderton appeared on behalf of the Department of
“inance, and Rick Knott appeared on behalf of the San Diego Unified School
District. '

Carol Miller began the discussion on this matter by stating her aobjection to
the Department of Finance raising issues that were already arqued in the
parameters and guidelines hearings for this mandate, Based on this objection,
Ms. Miller requested that the Commission adopt staff's recommendation and
allow the Controller's Office to handle any audit exceptions.

Jim Apps stated that because school districts did not report funds that have
been received by them, then the data reported in the survey is suspect.
Therefore, the Department of Finance is not convinced that the cost estimate
nased on the data received by the schools is legitimate, '

-Discussfon continued on the validity of the cost estimate and on the figures
presented to the Commission for its consideration. :

Member Creighton then made a motion to adopt staff's recommendation. Member
Shuman seconded the motion. The vote on the motion was: Member Buenrostro,
, no; Member Creighton,.aye; Member Martinez, no; Member Shuman, .aye; and
. Chairperson Gould, no. The motion failed, o :
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Chairperson Gould made an alternative motion that staff, the Department of
Finance, and the school districts, conduct a pre-hearing conference and agree
on an estimate to be presented to the Commission at a future hearing, Member
Buenrostro seconded the motion. The roll call vote on the motion was
unanimous. The motion carried.

Item 11 Statewide Cost Estimate
Chapter B15, Statutes of 1979
Chapter 1327, Statutes of 1984
Chapter 757, Statutes of 1985
Short-Doyle Case Management

Pamela Stone, representing the County of Fresno, stated that the county was in
agreement with the staff proposed statewide cost estimate of $20,000,000 for
the 1985-86 through 1989-90 fiscal years, and was opposed to the reduction of
the costs estimate befng proposed by the Department of Mental Health's late
filing. ' ' :

Lynn Whetstone, representing the Department of Mental Health, stated that the
Department agrees with the methodology used by Commission staff to develop the
cost estimate, however, the Department questioned the manner in which
Commission staff extrapolated 1ts survey figures into a statewide estimate.

- Ms. Whetstone stated that due to the reasons stated in its late filing, the

Department believes that the cost estimate be reduced to $17,280,000.

Member Shuman moved, and Member Martinez seconded a motion to adopt the staff
?rOposed statewide cost _estimate of $20,000,000 for the 1985-86 through
1989-90 fiscal years. The roll call vote on the motion was unanmimous. The
motion carried.

Item 14 - State Mandates Apportionment System
Request for Review of Base Year Entitlement
Chapter 1242, Statutes of 1977 -
Senior Citizens' Property Tax Postponement

Leslie Hobson appeared on behalf of the claimant, County of Placer, and stated
agreement with the staff analysis. .

There were.no other appearances and no further discussion.

Member Creighton moved approval of the staff recommendation. Member Shuman
seconded the motion. - The roll call vote was unanimous. The motion carried.

~Item 15 Test Claim

Chapter 670, Statutes of 1987
Assigned Judges

Vicki Wajdak and Pamela: Stone appeared on behalf of the claimant, Counfy of
Frasno. Beth Mullen appeared on behalf of the Administrative Office of

*
<
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the Courts. Jim Apps appeared on behalf of the Department of Finance. Allan
Burdick appeared on behalf of the County Supervisors Association of
California. Pamela Stone restatéd the claimant's position that the revenue
Tosses due to this statute were actually increased costs because Fresno is now
~aquiréd to compensate its part-time justice court. judges for work performed
or another county while on assignment. Beth Mullen stated her opposition to
“his interpretation because Fresno's part-time justice court Jjudge cannot be
assigned elsewhere until all work required to be performed for Fresno has been
completed; therefore, Fresno is only required to compensate the judge for its
own work. .

There followed discussion by the parties and the Commission regarding the
zoplicability of the Supreme Court's decisions in County of Los Angeles and
Lucia Mar. Chairperson Gould asked Commission Counsal Gary Hori whether this

statute imposed a new program and higher level of service as contemplated by

these two decisions. Mr. Hor{ stated that it did meet the definition of new
¥rogram and higher Tevel of service as contemplated by the Supreme Court.

viember Creighton moved to adopt the staff recommendation to find a mandate on
counties whose part-time justice court judge is assigned within the home
county. Member Shuman seconded the motion. The roll call vote was
unanimous. The motion carried.

Ttem 18 Test Claim
Chapter 1247, Statutes of 1977
Chapter 797, Statutes of 1980
AChaqter 1373, Statutes of 1980
Public Law 99-372
_Attorney's Fees - Special Education

Chairperson Gould recused himself from the hearing on this item.

Clayton Parker, representing the Newport-Mesa Unified School District,
submitted a late filing on the test claim rebutting the staff analysis.
“ember Creighton stated that he had not had an opportunity to review the late
*11ing and inquired on whether the claim should be heard at this hearing.
Staff informed Member Creighton and Member Buenrostro that in reviewing the
filing before this item was called, the fi1ing appeared to he summary of the
*aimant's position on the staff analysis, and that there appeared to be no
“rason to continue the item. '

Mr. Parker stated that Commission staff had misstated the events that resulted
in the claimant having to pay attorneys' fees to a pupil's guardians, and
because of case law, courts do not have any discretion in awarding attorney's
“zes, Mr. Parker stated that because state legislation has codified the
federal Education of the Handicapped Act, school districts are subject to the
provisions of Public Law 94-142 and Public Law 99-372. Member Buenrostro then
inquired whether staff was comfortable with discussing the issue of a state
executive order fncorporating federal Taw.
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Staff informed the Commission that it was not comfortable discussing this -
1ssue, and further. noted that it appeared that Mr, Parker was basing his
reasoning for finding P.l.. 99-372 to be a state mandated program, on the Board
of Control's finding that Chapter 1247, Statutes of 1977, and Chapter 797,
Statutes of 1980, were a state mandated program. Staff noted that Board of
Control's finding is currently the subject of the 1itigation in Huff v,
Commission on State Mandates (Sacramento County Superior Court Case No.

332295].

Member Creighton moved and Member- Martinez seconded a motjon to continue this
item and have legal counsel and staff review the arguments presented by
Mr. Parker. The vote on the motion was unanimous. The motion carried,

With no further jtems on the agenda, Cha1rper§on Gould édjourned the hearing
at 11:45 a.m, : ' _

RWE:GLH:em:0224g
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Qalifornta State Qontroller
December 9, 2004

Dr. Thomas M. Fallo

President / Superintendent

El Camino Community College District
16007 Crenshaw Blvd

Torrance, CA 90506

Dear Dr. Fallo:

This letter confirms that State Controller’s Office has scheduled an audit of El Camino
Community College District’s legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination Program cost
claims filed for fiscal year (FY) 2000-01, FY 2001-02, and FY 2002-03. Government Code
Section 17558.5 provides the authority for this audit.

In a telephone conversation on Thursday, December 2, 2004, Janny Chan, SCO Auditor-in-
Charge, asked to begin the audit this month. However, due to the unavailability of appropriate
district personnel, Pamela Fees, Business Manager, requested that the audit commence on
January 5, 2005, at 10:30 a.m. The entrance conference will be held at El Camino Community
College District, 16007 Crenshaw, Torrance, California 90506.

Please furnish working accommodations for and provide the necessary records (see the
Attachment) to the audit staff. ‘

If you have any questions, please call me at (310) 342-5639.

Sincerely,
)

’_/ ¢
(7 F

Al
ART LUNA
Audit Manager

Compliance Audits Bureau
Division of Audits

AL:th

Attachment

MAILING ADDRESS P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250-5874
SACRAMENTO 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518, Sacramento, CA 95814 (916) 324-8907




Dr. Thomas M. Fallo

CcC:

Pamela Fees, Business Manager
El Camino Community District
Jim L. Spano, Chief
Compliance Audits Bureau
Division of Audits
State Controller’s Office
Ginny Brummels, Manager
Division of Accounting and Reporting
State Controller’s Office
Janny Chan
Auditor-in-Charge
Division of Audits
State Controller’s Office

December 9, 2004

(L\\ p iui‘k{ ‘f”‘{
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ATTACHMENT("? Q(WMV
EL Camino Community College District
Records Request for Mandated Cost Program
FY 2000-01, FY 2001-02, and FY 2002-03

1. Copy of claims filed for the mandated cost program
2. Copy of external and internal audit reports performed on the mandated cost program

3. Organization charts for the district effective during the audit period, showing employee
names and position titles

4. Organization charts for the division or units handling the mandated cost program effective
during the audit period, showing employee names and position titles

5. Chart of accounts
6. Documentation that supports the indirect cost rates
7. Employee time sheets or time logs

8. Access to payroll records showing employee salaries and benefits paid during the audit
period

9. Access to general ledger accounts that support disbursements
10. Documentation that supports amounts received from other funding sources

11. Copies of invoices and other documents necessary to support costs claimed
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WP Section Page

Preparedby fc  Date /'t -

Reviewed by Date ‘
EL CAMING COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT | | ' z-[_,{l‘_,, [ _;
Health Fee Elimination Program \ \’ oL

Review of Student Count/Health Fees
July I, 2000 through June 30, 2003
C05-M{CC-0005

PURPOSE

[. To determine if the correct number of student count is applied
2. To determine if the health fees are properly computed

SOURCE

1. Health Fee Elimination claims for FY 2000/01, FY 2001/02 and FY 2002/03. "
Student enrollment - Fall 00 (dated 2/25/05), Spring 01 (2/28/05), Fall 01 (2/24/05),
Spring 02 (2/24/05), Fall 02 (3/1/05), Spring 03 (1/19/05)

3. Student count - BOGG detail reports

4. Marie Stokes - Accounting technician of Fiscal Services

SCOPE

Summarized the heaith fee reported in the claim, by semester

Summarized the actual student count, by semester

Traced the student count to the detailed run

Summarized the actual BOGG waiver, by semester

Traced the BOGG waiver to the BOGG detail report

Computed the audited student count (actual less fee waiver).

Multiplied the standard health fee@student.

Compared the audited health fee that should have collected, with the district’s
reported fee in the claim.

QNN RN~




W/P Section Page

Prepared by Date 3
Reviewed by .. Date f :
EL CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT ( b 4 : ll\ :

1
. . . oo
{ealth Fee Elimination Program A

Review of Student Count/Health Fees
July 1, 2000 through June 30, 2003
C05-MCC-0005

Audit review:

Based on the following documents, we computed the studeiit health fees that could have
been collected-

1. Student enrollment report provided by Marie for each semester - FY 2000/01, FY
2001/02 and FY 2002/03. We requested a detailed run for Spring 03 (by student's
name and number) and noted no variance. Due to the volume of the pages, we only

copied the front and last pages of the other semesters.
2. BOGG detail reports for each semester - FY 2000/01, FY 2001/02, and FY 2002/03.

We requested a detailed run for Spring 03 (by student’s name and number) and noted -

no variance. Due to the volume of the pages, we only copied the front and last pages
of the other semesters.

FEducation Code Section 76355({@)3tates that health fees are authorized for all students
except those students who: (1) depend exclusively on prayer for healing; (2) are
attending a community college under an approved apprenticeship training program; or
(3) demonstrate financial need.
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3/8/2005 . Page 20 of 21
El Camnino Community College District

SPRING 2001 BOGG Detail Report
BOGG A STUDENTS -- PART-TIME

SBOGA 0402286 2001/SP - 2
SBOGA 0402365 2001/SP 6
SBOGA 0402581 2001/SP 11
SBOGA . 0402603 2001/SP ' 6
SBOGA 0402725 2001/SP s
SBOGA 0402775 2001/SP 11
SBOGA 0402799 2001/SP 3
SBOGA 0403034 2001/SP 3
SBOGA 0403206 2001/SP 7
SBOGA 0403484 2001/SP 9
SBOGA 0403552 2001/SP 6
SBOGA 0403906 2001/SP 10
SBOGA 0403929 2001/SP 3
'SBOGA 0403969. 2001/SP 11
SBOGA 0404239 2001/SP 3
SBOGA 0404337 2001/SP 4
SBOGA 0404380 2001/SP 2
SBOGA 0404412 2001/SP 5
SBOGA. 0404478 2001/SP 1
SBOGA 0404624 2001/SP 7
SBOGA 0404765 2001/SP 3
SBOGA 0404788 2001/SP 10
SBOGA 0404841 2001/SP 3
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212302005 El Camino Community College Distric
Student Enrollment Fall 2000 - FULL-TIME
Last First SSN Status DOB  Address City yAlY
Abarientos  Jemuel
Abbott Dominic
Abe Katsutaro
Abeita Andrew
Abelin Simone
Abou-Halak David
Abraha Yared
Abrahamian Anthony
Abrahamian Samuel
Abram Brandon
Abrego Amanda
Abuana Teodorico
Acevedo Caro
Acosta Michelle
Acosta Denise
Acosta Marcos
Acosta Chuistina
Adam Neri
Adamick Lynn
Adams Brian
Adams John

|
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
CHANCELLOR’S OFFICE

1102 Q STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-6511

(916) 4458752

HT TP /MWW .CCCCO.EDU

March 5, 2001

To; l Superintendents/Presidents
Chief Business Officers
Chief Student Services Officers
Health Services Program Directors
Financial Aid Officers
Admissions and Records Officers
Extended Opportunity Program Directors

From: Thomas J. Nussbaum
Chancellor
Subject: Student Health Fee Increase

Education Code Section 76355 provides the govemning board of a community college
district the option of increasing the student health services fee by the same percentage
as the increase in the Implicit Price Deflator for State and Local Government Purchase
of Goods and Services. Whenever that calculation produces an increase of one dollar
above the existing fee, the fee may be increased by $1.00. :

Based on calculations by the Financial, Economic, and Demographic Unit in the
Department of Finance, the Implicit Price Deflator Index has now increased enough
since the last fee increase of March 1997 to support a one dollar increase in the student
health fees. Effective with the Summer Session of 2001, districts may begin charging a
maximum fee of $12.00 per semester, $9.00 for summer session, $9.00 for each
intersession of at least four weeks, or $9.00 for each quarter.

For part-time students, the govemning board shall decide the amount of the fee, if any,
that the student is required to pay. The goveming board may decide whether the fee
shall be mandatory or optional.

The goveming board operating a health services program must have rules that exempt
the following students from any health services fee:

« Students who depend exclusively upon prayer for healing in accordance with the
teachings of a bona fide religious sect, denomination, or organization.




Superintendents/Presidents 2 March 5, 2001

« Students who are attending a community college under an approved apprenticeship
training program.

« Students who receive Board of Governors Enroliment Fee Waivers, including
students who demonstrate financial need in accordance with the methodology set
forth in federal law or regulation for determining the expected family contribution of
students seeking financial aid and students who demonstrate eligibility according to
income standards established by the board of governors and contained in Section
58620 of Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations.

All fees collected pursuant to this section shall be deposited in the Student Health Fee
Account in the Restricted General Fund of the district. These fees shall be expended
only to provide health services as specified in regulations adopted by the board of
governors. Allowable expenditures include health supervision and services, including
direct or indirect medical and hospitalization services, or the operation of a student
health center or centers, or both. Allowable expenditures exclude athletic-related
salaries, services, insurance, insurance deductibles, or any other expense that is not
available to all students. No student shall be denied a service supported by student
health fee on account of participation in athletic programs.

If you have any questions about this memo or about student health services, please
contact Mary Gili, Dean, Enroliment Management Unit at 916.323.5951. If you have
any questions about the fee increase or the underlying calculations, please contact
Patrick Ryan in Fiscal Services Unit at 916.327.6223.

CC: Patrick J. Lenz
Ralph Black
Judith R. James
Frederick E. Harris

I:'\Fisc/FiscUnit/01StudentHealthFees/O1IStuHealthFees.doc




DISTRICT’S
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM
FILED WITH THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

ON March 27, 2006




STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES patd
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300 - N/
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

NE: (916) 323-3562

1 A (916) 445-0278
E-mall: csminfo@csm.ca.gov

April 3, 2006

Mr. Keith B. Petersen Ms. Ginny Brummels

SixTen and Associates , Division of Accounting and Reporting
5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807 State Controller’s Office

San Diego, CA 92117 3301 C Street, Suite 501

Sacramento, CA 95816

Re:  Incorrect Reduction Claim
Health Fee Elimination, 05-4206-1-11
El Camino Community College District, Claimant
Education Code Section 76355
Statutes 1984, Chapter 1, 2nd E.S.; Statutes 1987, Chapter 1118
Fiscal Years 2000-2001, 2001-2002, and 2002-2003

Dear Mr. Petersen and Ms. Brummels:

On March 27, 2006, the El Camino Community College District filed an incotrect reduction
claim (IRC) with the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) based on the Health Fee
Elimination program for fiscal years 2000-2001, 2001-2002, and 2002-2003.- Commission staff
determined that the IRC filing is complete.

Government Code section 17551, subdivision (b), requires the Commission to hear and decide
upon claims filed by local agencies and school districts that the State Controller’s Office (SCO)
has incorrectly reduced payments to the local agencies or school districts.

SCO Review and Response. Please file the SCO response and supporting documentation
regarding this claim within 90 days of the date of this letter. Please include an explanation of the
reason(s) for the reductions and the computation of reimbursements. All documentary evidence
must be authenticated by declarations under penalty of perjury signed by persons who are
authorized and competent to do so and be based on the declarant’s personal knowledge,
information or belief. The Commission's regulations also require that the responses (opposition or
recommendation) filed with the Commission be simultaneously served on the claimants and their
designated representatives, and accompanied by a proof of service (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2,

§ 1185.01).

The failure of the SCO to respond within this 90-day timeline shall not cause the Commission to
delay consideration of this IRC.

Claimant’s Rebuttal. Upon receipt of the SCO response, the claimant and interested parties
may file rebuttals. The rebuttals are due 30 days from the service date of the response.

Prehearing Conference. A prehearing conference will be scheduled if requested.
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 323-3562

CSM 2 (12/89)

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FORM

Eor Official Use Only o
RECEIVED /

MAR:2 7 2006
COMISSION ON

B Calisoa R

Local Agency or School District Submitting Claim
EL. CAMINO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

Contact Person

Keith B. Petersen, President
SixTen and Associates

5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807
San Diego, CA 92117

Telephone Number

Voice: 858-514-8605
Fax: 858-514-8645
E-mail: Kbpsixten@aol.com

Address

Pamela Fees, Business Manager

El Camino Community College District
16007 Crenshaw Blvd.

Torrance, CA 90506

Representative Organization to be Notified

Robert Miyashiro, Consuitant, Education Mandated Cost Network

¢/o School Services of California
1121 L Street, Suite 1060
Sacramento, CA 95814

Telephone Number

Voice: 916-446-7517
Fax: 916-446-2011
E-mail: robertm@SSCal.com

"his claim alleges an incorrect reduction of a reimbursement claim filed with the State Controller's Office pursuant to
-ection 17561 of the Govermnment Code. This incorrect reduction claim is filed pursuant to section 17561 (b) of the

Government Code.

CLAIM IDENTIFICATION: Specify Statute or Executive Order
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987

Fiscal Year : Amount of the Incorrect Reduction
2000-2001 $ 97,894
2001-2002 $167,511
2002-2003 $134,486
Total Amount $399,891

IMPORTANT: PLEASE SEE INSTRUCTIONS AND FILING REQUIREMENTS FOR COMPLETING AN
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM ON THE REVERSE SIDE.

Name and Title of Authorized Representative Telephone No.

Voice: 310-660-3110
Fax:  310-660-3798
E-Mail: PFees@elcamino.edu

Pamela Fees, Business Manager

Signature of Authorized Representative Date

| /\MQM Fem March 2 [, 2006




-—

~NO0OO0hsw

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
1a

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

34

Claim Prepared by:

Keith B. Petersen

SixTen and Associates

5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807
San Diego, California 92117
Voice: (858) 514-8605

Fax: (858) 514-8645

BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM OF:
No. CSM

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S.
Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987

EL CAMINO

Community College District, Education Code Section 76355

Health Fee Elimination

Claimant.
Annual Reimbursement Claims:

Fiscal Year 2000-01
Fiscal Year 2001-02

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
;
) Fiscal Year 2002-03
)

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FILING
PART I. AUTHORITY FOR THE CLAIM
The Commission oh State Mandates has the authority pursuant to Government
Code Section 17551(d) to “ . . . to hear and decide upon a claim by a local agency or
school district, filed on or after January 1, 1985, that the Controller has in'correctly
reduced payments to the local agency or school district pursuant to paragraph (2) of

subdivision (d) of Section 17561.” El Camino Community College District (hereafter
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District
1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

“District”) is a school district as defined in Government Code Section 17519. Title 2,
CCR, Section 1185 (a), requires the claimant to file an incorrect reduction claim with
the Commission.

This incorrect reduction claim is timely filed. Title 2, CCR, Section 1185 (b),
requires incorrect reduction claims to be filed no later than three years following the
date of the Controlier's remittance advice notifying the claimant of a reduction. A
Controller’s audit report dated October 5, 2005, has been issued. The audit report
constitutes a demand for repayment and adjudication of the claims. On October 27,
2005, the Controller issued “results of review letters” reporting the audit results for the
FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02 claims, and demanding payment of amounts due to the
state.

There is no alternative dispute resolution process available from the Controller’s
office. In response to an audit issued March 10, 2004, Foothill-De Anza Community
Coliege attempted to utilize the informal audit review process established by the
Controller to resolve factual disputes. Foothill-De Anza was notified by the Controller’s
legal counsel by letter of July 15, 2004 (attached as Exhibit “A”), that the Controller's
informal audit review process was not available for mandate audits and that the proper
forum was the Commission on State Mandates.

PART Il. SUMMARY OF THE CLAIM
The Controlier conducted a field audit of the District’s annual reimbursement

claims for the costs of complying with the legisiatively mandated Health Fee Elimination

2
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District
1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

program for the period of July 1, 2000 through June 30, 2003. As a result of the audit,
the Controller determined that $399,891 of the claimed costs are unallowable:
Fiscal Amount Audit SCO Amount Due

Year Claimed Adjustment Payments  <State> District

2000-01 $137,923 $ 97,894  $54,835 <$14,806>
2001-02 $167,511 $167,511  $34,266 <$34,266>

2002-03 $174.277 $134486 $ O $39.791

Totals $479,711  $399,891  $89,101 <$ 9,281>
Since the District has been paid $89,101 for these claims, the audit report concludes
that a remaining amount of $9,281 is payable to the state.

PART Hl. PREVIOUS INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIMS

The District has not filed any previous incorrect reduction claims for this
mandate program. The District is not aware of any other incorrect reduction claims
having been adjudicated on the specific issues or subject matter raised by this incorrect
reduction claim.

PART IV. BASIS FOR REIMBURSEMENT

1. Mandate Legislation

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2" Extraordinary Session, repealed Education
Code Section 72246 which had authorized community college districts to charge a
student health services fee for the purpose of providing student heaith supervision and

services, direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operation of

3
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community‘ College District
1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

student health centers. This statute also required the scope of student health services
for which a corﬁmunity college district charged a fee during the 1983-84 fiscal year be
maintained at that level thereafter. The provisions of this statute were to automatically
repeal on December 31, 1987.

| Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended Education Code Section 72246 to
require any community college district that provided student heaith services in 1986-87
to maintain student health services at that level each fiscal year thereafter.

Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, Section 29, repealed Education Code Section

72248, effective April 15, 1993. Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, Section 34, added

Education Code Section 76355, containing substantially the same provisions as former

' Education Code Section 76355, added by Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, Section
34, effective April 15, 1993, as last amended by Chapter 758, Statutes of 1995, Section
20: . ‘

“(a) The governing board of a district maintaining a community college may
require community college students to pay a fee in the total amount of not more than
ten dollars ($10) for each semester, seven dollars ($7) for summer school, seven
dollars ($7) for each intersession of at least four weeks, or seven dollars ($7) for each
quarter for health supervision and services, including direct or indirect medical and
hospitalization services, or the operation of a student health center or centers, or both.

The governing board of each community college district may increase this fee by
the same percentage increase as the Implicit Price Deflator for State and Local
Government Purchase of Goods and Services. Whenever that calculation produces an
increase of one dollar ($1) above the existing fee, the fee may be increased by one
dollar ($1). ‘

(b) If, pursuant to this section, a fee is required, the governing board of the
district shall decide the amount of the fee, if any, that a part-time student is required to
pay. The governing board may decide whether the fee shall be mandatory or optional.

(c) The governing board of a district maintaining a community college shall adopt
rules and regulations that exempt the following students from any fee required pursuant

4




incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District
1/84: 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

Section 72246, effective April 15, 19983.

2. Test Claim

In December 1985, Rio Hondo Community College District filed a test claim

to subdivision (a):
(1) Students who depend exclusively upon prayer for healing in
accordance with the teachings of a bona fide religious sect, denomination, or

organization.
(2) Students who are attending a community college under an approved

apprenticeship training program.

(3) Low-income students, including students who demonstrate financial
need in accordance with the methodology set forth in federal law or regulation
for determining the expected family contribution of students seeking financial aid
‘and students who demonstrate eligibility according to income standards
established by the board of governors and contained in Section 58620 of Title 5
of the California Code of Regulations.

(d) Ali fees collected pursuant to this section shall be deposited in the fund of
the district designated by the California Community Colleges Budget and Accounting
Manual. These fees shall be expended only to provide health services as specified in
regulations adopted by the board of governors.

Authorized expenditures shall not include, among other things, athletic trainers'
salaries, athletic insurance, medical supplies for athletics, physical examinations for
intercollegiate athletics, ambulance services, the salaries of health professionals for
athletic events, any deductible portion of accident claims filed for athletic team
members, or any other expense that is not available to all students. No student shall be
denied a service supported by student health fees on account of participation in athletic
programs. '

— (e) Any community college district that provided health services in the 1986-87

fiscal year shall maintain health services, at the level provided during the 1986-87
fiscal year, and each fiscal year thereafter. If the cost to maintain that level of service
exceeds the limits specified in subdivision (a), the excess cost shall be borne by the
district. ' )

(F) A district that begins charging a health fee may use funds for startup costs
from other district funds and may recover all or part of those funds from health fees
collected within the first five years following the commencement of charging the fee.

(g) The board of governors shall adopt regulations that generally describe the
types of health services included in the heaith service program.”
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alleging that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2™ Extraordinary Session, .by eliminating the
authority to levy a fee and by requiring a maintenance of effort, mandated increased
costs by mandating a new program or the higher level of service ofkan existing program
within the meaning of California Constitution Article XIll B, Section 6.

On November 20, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates determined that
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2™ Extraordinary Session, imposed a new program upon
community college districts by requiring any community college district, which provided
student health services for which it was authorized to charge a fee pursuant to former
Section 72246 in the 1983-1984 fiscal year, to maintain student health services at that
level in the 1984-1985 fiscal yéar and each fiscal year thereafter.

At a hearing on April 27, 1989, the Commission of State Mandates determined
that Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended this maintenance of effort requirement to
apply to all community college districts which provided student health services in fiscal
year 1986-1987 and required them to maintain that level of student health services in
fiscal year 1987-1988 and each fiscal year thereafter.

3. Parameters and Guidelines

On August 27, 1987, the original parameters and guidelines were adopted. On
May 25, 1989, those parameters and guidelines were amended. A copy of the
parameters and guidelines, as amended on May 25, 1989, is attached as Exhibit “B.”

So far as is relevant to the issues presented below, the parameters and guidelines

state:




Incorrect Reduction Claim of El Camino Community College District
1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

“V.  REIMBURSABLE COSTS

A Scope of Mandate

Eligible community college districts shall be reimbursed for
the costs of providing a health services program. Only
services provided in 1986-87 fiscal year may be claimed. ...

Vl. CLAIM PREPARATION

B.. 3. Allowable Overhead Cost

Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner
described by the State Controller in his claiming

11

12
12

15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

28

29

instructions.

VIl.  SUPPORTING DATA

For auditing purposes, all costs claimed must be traceable to
source documents and/or worksheets that show evidence of the

validity of such costs....

VIl  OFFSETTING SAVINGS AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

Any offsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result
of this statute must be deducted from the costs claimed. In
addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from any

source, e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and deducted
from this claim. This shall include the amount of $7.50 per full-time
student per semester, $5.00 per full-time student for summer
school, or $5.00 per full-time student per quarter, as authorized by
Education Code section 72246(a). This shall also include
payments (fees) received from individuals other than students who
are not covered by Education Code Section 72246 for health

»n

services. ...

4. Claiming Instructions

The Controller has frequently revised claiming instructions for the Health Fee

Elimination mandate. A copy of the September 1997 revision of the claiming
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1/84; 1118/87 Health Fee Elimination

instructions is attached as Exhibit “C.” The September 1997 claiming instructions are
believed to be, for the purposes and scope of this incorrect reduction claim,
substantially similar to the version extant at the time the claims which are the subject of
this Incorrect reduction claim were filed. However, since the Controller’s claim forms
and instructions have not been adopted as regulations, they have no force of law, and,
therefore, have no effect on the outcome of this incorrect reduction claim.
PART V. STATE CONTROLLER CLAIM ADJUDICATION
The Controlier conducted an audit of thé District's annual reimbursement claims
for fiscal years 2000-01, 2001-02, and 2002-03. The audit concluded that only 17% of
the District's costs, as claimed, are allowable. A copy of the October 5, 2005-audit
report and is attached as Exhibit “D.”
VI. CLAIMANT’S RESPONSE TO THE STATE CONTROLLER
By letter dated July 13, 2005, the Controlier transmitted a copy of its draft audit
report. By letter dated July 26, 2005, the District objected to the proposed adjustments
set forth in the draft audit report. A copy of the District's letter of July 26, 2005 is
attached as Exhibit “E.” The Controller then issued its final audit report without change
to the adjustments as stated in the draft audit report.
PART V. STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES
Finding 1 - Overstated salary, benefits, and indirect costs

The District is not disputing this adjustment.
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Finding 2 - Overstated indirect cost rates

The Controller asserts that the District overstated its indirect cost rates and
costs in the amount of $188,652 for the three fiscal years. This finding is based upon
the Controller's statement that “the district did not obtain federal approval for its IRCPs.
We calculated indirect cost rates using the methodology allowed by the SCO claiming

instructions." Contrary to the Controller's ministerial preferences, there is no

-requirement in law that the claimant’s indirect cost rate must be “federally” approved,

and the Commission has never specified the federal agencies which have the authority
to approve indirect cost rates. Further, it should be}noted that the Controller did not
determine that the District’s rate was excessive or unreasonable.
CCFS-311

In fact, both the District’s method and the Controller's method utilized the same
source document, the CCFS-311 annual financial and budget report required by the |
state. The difference in the claimed and audited methods is in the determination of
which of those cost elements are direct costs and which are indirect costs. Indeed, the
federally “approved” rates which the Controller will accept without further action, are
“negotiated” rates calculated by a district and then submitted for approval to federal
agencies which are the source of federal programs to which the indirect cost rate is to
be applied, indicating that the process is not an exact science, but a determination of

the relevance and reasonableness of the cost allocation assumptions made for the
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method used.

Regulatory Requirements

No particular indirect cost rate calculation is required by statute. The

parameters and guidelines state that “Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner

described by the Controller in his claiming instructions.” The District claimed these

indirect costs “in the manner” described by the Controller. The correct forms were used
and the claimed amounts were entered at the correct locations.

In the audit report, the Controller asserts that “the specific directions for the
indirect cost rate calculation in the claiming instructions are an extension of Parameters
and Guidelines.” It is not clear what the legal significance of the concept of “extension”
might be, regardiess, the reference to the claiming instructions in the parameters and
guidelines does not change “may” into a “shall.” Since the Controller's claiming
instructions were never adopted as law, or regulations pursuant to the Administrative
Procedure Act, the claiming instructions are merely a statement of the ministerial
interests of the Controller and not law.

Unreasonable or Excessive

Government Code Section 17561(d)(2) requires the Controller to pay claims,
provided that the Controller may audit the records of any school district to verify the
actual amount of the mandated costs, and may reduce any claim that the Controller
determines is excessive or unreasonable. The Controller is authorized to reduce a

claim only if it determines the claim to be excessive or unreasonable. Here, the District
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has computed its indirect cost rate utilizing cost accounting principles from the Office of
Management and Budget Circular A-21 ‘, and the Controller has disallowed it without a
determination of whether the product of the District's calculation would, or would not, be
excessive, unreasonable, or inconsistent with cost accounting principles.

Neither state law nor the parameters and guidelines made compliance with the
Controller’s claiming instructions a condition of reimbursement. The district has
followed the parameters and guidelines. The burden of proof is on the Controller to
prove that the District's calculation is unreasonable, not to recalculate the rate
according to its unenforceable ministerial preferences. Therefore, the Controller made
no determination as to whether the method used by the District was reasonabie, but, |
merely substituted its FAM-29C method for the method reported by the District. The
substitution of the FAM-29C method is an arbitrary choice of the Controlier, not a
“finding” enforceable either by fact or law.

Finding 3: Understated authorized health revenues claimed

The adjustments for the student health services revenue are based on two
reasons. The Controlier adjusted the reported enroliment and reported number of
students subject to payment of the health services fee. The Controller then calculated
the student fees collectible based on the highest student heaith service fee chargeable,
rather than the fee actually charged the student, resulting in a total adjustment of

$195,333 for the three fiscal years.
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Education Code Section 76355

Education Code Section 76355, subdivision (a), in relevant part, provides: “The
governing board of a district maintaining a community college may require community
coliege students to pay a fee . . . for health supervision and services . . . ” There is no
requirement that community colleges levy these fees. The permissive nature of the
provision is further iliustrated in subdivision (b) which states “/f, pursuant to this
Section, a fee is required, the governing board of the district shall decide the amount of
the fee, if any, that a part-time student is required to pay. The governing board may
decide whether the fee shall be mandatory or optional.”

Parameters and Guidelines

This Controller states that the “Parameters and Guidelines states that health
fees authorized by the Education Code must be deducted from costs claimed.” The
parameters and guidelines actually state:

“Any offsetting savings that the claimant experiences as a direct result of
this statute must be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition,
reimbursement for this mandate received from any source, e.g., federal, state,
etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim. This shall include the
amount of [student fees] as authorized by Education Code Section 72246(a)>”

In order for a district to “experience” these ‘offsetting savings” a district must actually

have collected these fees. Student health services fees actually collected must be

used to offset costs, but not student fees that could have been collected and were not.

2 Former Education Code Section 72246 was repealed by Chapter 8, Statutes of
1983, Section 29, and was replaced by Education Code Section 76355.

12
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The use of the term “any offsetting savings” further illustrates the permissive nature of

the fees.

Government Code Section 17514

The Controller relies upon Government Code Section 17514 for the conclusion
that “[tjo the extent community college districts can charge a fee, they are not required
to incur a cost.” Government Code Section 17514, as added by Chapter 1459, Statutes

of 1984, actually states:

“ Costs mandated by the state” means any increased costs which a local
agency or school district is required to incur after July 1, 1980, as a result of any
statute enacted on or after January 1, 1975, or any executive order
implementing any statute enacted on or after January 1, 1975, which mandates
a new program or higher level of service of an existing program within the
meaning of Section 6 of Article XIll B of the California Constitution.”

There is nothing in the language of the statute regarding the authority to charge a fee,
any nexus of fee revenue to increased cost, nor any language which describes the
legal effect of fees collected.

The audit report states that the Controller agrees that community college
districts “may choose not to levy a health service fee” and that Education Code Section
76355 “provides the districts with the authority to levy of such fees.” However, it does
not logically follow from that statement to the Controller's conclusion, based on
Government Code Section 17514, that “health service costs recoverable through

authorized fees are not costs that the district is required to incur.”

/
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Government Code Section 17556

The Controller relies upon Government Code Section 17556 for the conclusion
that the "“COSM shall not find costs mandated by the State if the district has the
authority to levy fees to pay for the mandated program or increased level of services.”
Government Code Section 17556 as last amended by Chapter 589/89 actually states:

"The commission shall not find costs mandated by the state, as defined in

Section 17514, in any claim submitted by a local agency or school district, if after

a hearing, the commission finds that:
(d) The local agency or school district has the authority to levy service

charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for the mandated program or
increased level of service. ...”

The Controller misrepresents the law. Government Code Section 17556 prohibits the
Commission on State Mandates from finding costs subject to reimbursement, that is,
approving a test claim activity for reimbursement, where there is authority to levy fees
in an amount sufficient to offset the entire mandated costs. Here, the Commission has
already approved the test claim and made a finding of a new program or higher level of
service for which the claimants do not have the ability to levy a fee in an amount
sufficient to offset the entire mandated costs.

Student Health Services Fee Amount

The Controller asserts that the district should have collected a student health
service fee each semester from non-exempt students in the amount of $11 for FY 2000-
01 and $12 for FY 2001-02 and FY 2002-03. Districts receive notice of these fee

amounts from the Chancellor of the California Community Colleges. An example of one

14
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such notice is the letter dated March 5, 2001, attached as Exhibit “F.” While Education
Code Section 76355 provides for an increase in the student health service fee, it did
not grant the Chancellor the authority to establish mandatory fee amounts or mandatory
fee increases. No state agency was granted that authofity by the Education Code, and
no state agency has exercised its rulemaking authority to establish mandatory fees
amounts. It should be noted that the Chancellor’s letter properly states that increasing
the amount of the fee is at the option of the district, and that the Chancellor is not
asserting that authority. Therefore, the state cannot rely upon the Chancellor’s notice
as a basis to adjust the claim for “collectible” student health services fees.

Fees Collected vs. Fees Collectible

This issue is one of student health fees revenue actually received, rather than
student health fees which might be collected. The Commission determined, as stated
in the parameters and guidelines, that the student health services fees “experienced”
(collected) would reduce the amount subject to reimbursement. Student fees not
coliected are student fees not “experienced” and as such should not reduce
reimbursement. Further, the amount ‘collectible” will never equal actual revenues
collected due to changes in student BOGG eligibility, bad debt accounts, and refunds.

Because districts are not required to collect a fee from students for student
health services, and if such a fee is collected, the amount is to be determined by the
district and not the Controller, the Controller's adjustment is without legal basis. What

claimants are required by the parameters and guidelines to do is to reduce the amount
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of their claimed costs by the amount of student health services fee revenue actually
received. Therefore, student health fees are merely collectible, they are not
mandatory, and it is inappropriate to reduce claim amounts by revenues not received.
Enroliment and Exempted Student Statistics

It is our understanding that the Controller adjusted the reported total student
enroliment and reported number of exempt students based on data requested during
the audit from the office of the Chancellor of the Community Colleges, although the
audit report states otherwise. The information obtained from the Chancellor’s office is
based on information originally provided to the Chancellor by the District in the normal
course of business. The Controller has not provided any factual basis why the
Chancellor's data, subject to review and revision after the fact for several years, is
preferable to the data reported by the District which was available at the time the claims
were prepared.

Other than stating that the District “did not use the actual number of student
counts and BOGG waiver counts,” the audit report does not state the source of the data
used by the auditor. That is to say, the Controller does not indicate how and why its
determination of “actual” student counts is any more “actual” than the amount reported
on the claims.

Finding 4- Understated offsetting revenue

The District is not disputing this adjustment.

16
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Amounts Paid By The State

This issue was not an audit finding. The payment received from the state is an
integral part of the reimbursement calculation. The Controller changed the FY 2001-02
claim payment amount received from the state without a finding in the audit report, then

changed it again in the October 27, 2005 demand for payment.

Fiscal Year of Claim

Amount Paid by the State 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03

As Claimed $54,835 $35,266 $0

As Audited $54,835 $34,266 $0
‘_October 27, 2005 demand for payment $54,835 $35,266 n/a

The propriety of these adjustments cannot be determined until the Controller states the

reason for the change.
Statute of Limitations for Audit

This issue is not a finding of the Controller. The District asserts that the FY
2000-01 and FY 2001-02 claims are beyond the statute of limitations for audit when
the Controller issued its audit report on October 5, 2005. The District raised this issue
at the beginning of the audit and in its letter dated July 26, 2005 in response to the
draft audit report.

Chronology of Claim Action Dates

January 14, 2002 FY 2000-01 claim filed by the District (certified mail)

December 30, 2002 FY 2001-02 claim filed by the District (certified mail)

17
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December 31, 2004 FY 2000-01 statute of limitations for audit expires
- December 31, 2004 FY 2001-02 statute of limitations for audit expires
October 5, 2005 - Controller’s final audit report issued

The District's FY 2000-01 claim was mailed to the Controller on January 14,
2002. The District's FY 2001-02 claim was mailed to the Controller on December 30,
2002. The audit report is dated October 5, 2005. Pursuant to Government Code
Section 17558.5, these claims were subject to audit no later than December 31, 2004.
The audit was not completed by this date. Therefore, the audit adjustments for FY
2000-01 and FY 2001-02 are barred by the statute of limitations.

In the audit report, the Controller responded as follows:

“On December 2, 2004, we made phone contact with the district’ business
manager and sent a follow-up letter dated December 9, 2004, wherein we
agreed to delay the start of the audit until January 5, 2005. In both the phone
call and the letter, we clearly stated that the audit would include the claims filed
in the 2002 calendar year. This audit was initiated prior to the statutory deadline
of December 2004 in which to commence an audit.” -

Thus, the Controller is asserting that date when the audit was “initiated” is relevant to
the period of limitations, and not the date of the audit report. The comment regarding
which claims would be included in the audit is not responsive to the issue of the statute
of limitations. In any case, a review of the legislative history of Government Code
Section 17558.5 indicates that the matter of the audit “initiation” date is not relevant to

the FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02 fiscal year claims.

/
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Statutory History

Prior to January 1, 1994, no statute specifically governed the statute of
limitations for audits of mandate reimbursemeht claims. Statutes of 1993, Chapter 2086,
Section 2, operative January 1, 1994, added Government Code Section 17558.5 to
establish for the first time a specific statute of limitations for audit of mandate
reimbursement claims:

“(a) A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school

district pursuant to this chapter is subject to audit by the Controller no later than

four years after the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim is

filed or last amended. However, if no funds are appropriated for the program for

the fiscal year for which the claim is made, the time for the Controller to initiate

an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim.”
Thus, there are two standards. A funded claim is “subject to audit” for four years after
the end of the calendar year in which the claim was filed. An “unfunded” claim must
have its audit “initiated” within four years of first payment.

Statutes of 1995, Chapter 945, Section 13, operative July 1, 1996, repealed and
replaced Section 17558.5, changing only the period of limitations:

“(a) A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school

district pursuant to this chapter is subject to audit by the Controller no later than

two years after the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim is
filed or last amended. However, if no funds are appropriated for the program for

the fiscal year for which the claim is made, the time for the Controller to initiate
an audit shall commence to run from the date of initial payment of the claim.”

- The FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02 annual claims are subject to the two-year statute of

limitations established by Chapter 945, Statutes of 1995. Since funds were

appropriated for the program for all the fiscal years which are the subject of the audit,
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the alternative measurement date is not applicable, and the potential factual issue of
when the audit is initiated is not relevant. The FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02 claims
were no longer subject to audit when the audit report was issued.

Statutes of 2002, Chapter 1128, Section 14.5, operative January 1, 2003

amended Section 17558.5 to state:

“(a) . A reimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or school
district pursuant to this chapter is subject to the initiation of an audit by the
Controlier no later than three years after the i i

the date that the actual reimbursement claim is filed or last amended, whichever
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 made filed, the
time for the Controller to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of
initial payment of the claim.”

The FY 2002-03 claim is subject to this statute, since the claim was filed in January
2004. However, the District does not allege a statute of limitations problem for the FY
2002-03 claim. The amendment is pertinent since it indicates this is the first time that
the factual issue of the date the audit is “initiated” for mandate programs for which
funds are appropriated is introduced. This also means, at the time the claim is filed, it
is impossible for the claimant to know when the statute of limitations will expire, which
is contrary to the purpose of a statute of limitations.

Statutes of 2004, Chapter 890, Section 18, operative January 1, 2005 amended

Section 17558.5 to state:

‘(@) Areimbursement claim for actual costs filed by a local agency or 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, whichever is later. ‘However, if no funds are

20
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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.”

None of the fiscal period claims which are the subject of the audit are subject to
this amended version of Section 17558.5. The amendment is pertinent since it
indicates this is the first time that the Controller audits may be completed at a time
other than the stated period of limitations.

Initiation of An Audit

The audit report states that the Controller’s staff telephone contact with the
District on December 2, 2004 “initiated” the audit. First, the initiation date of the audit
is not relevant to the FY 2000-01 and FY' 2001-02 claims. The words “initiate an audit’
are used only in the second sentence of Section 17558.5, that is, in a situation when no
funds are appropriated for the program for the fiscal year for which the claim is made.
Then, and only then, is the Controller authorized to “initiate an audit” within two years
from the date of initial payment. The two claim years at issue here are not subject to
the “no funds appropriated” provision, they are subject only to the first sentence of the
statute, i.e., they were only “subject to audit” through December 2004.

The unmistakable language of Section 17558.5 is confirmed by the later actions
of the Legislature. Chapter 1128, Statutes of 2002, amended subdivision (a) of
Government Code Section 17558.5 to change the “subject to audit” language of the first

sentence to “subject to the initiation of an audit.” Had the Legislature intended the
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former Section to mean “subject to the initiation of an audit,” there would have been no
need to amend the statute to now say “subject to the initiation of an audit.” Even if the
Controlier had “initiated” the audit on the date of the first phone call, it could not have
completed its months of field work, exit conference, office review, draft audit report, and
issued a final audit report on or before December 31, 2004.

The Controller's apparent measurement date for “initiation” of an audit is actually
the date of the entrance conference, not the date of the phone contact. However, for
this audit, and two audits issued in 2004 for Los Rios Community College District 3, the
Controlier asserts the telephone contact as the initiation date for the audit. In other
mandate audit reports issued both after the Los Rios audits and after this audit report,

the Controller states that the entrance conference date initiates the audit.* Further, in

3 The two Controller’s audits which were reieased before the El Camino
audit which assert that the telephone contact is the action which “initiates” the audit

are:
- Los Rios Community College District, Health Fee Elimination, issued June 24,

2004.

- Los Rios Community College District, Mandate Reimbursement Process, issued
June 24, 2004.
4 The following Controller’s audit reports were issued after the Los Rios

audit reports and before the EI Camino audit report and specifically state that the
entrance date is the initiation date for the audit:

- Newport-Mesa Unified School District, Schoo! District of Choice, issued August

31, 2004.
- State Center Community College District, Health Fee Elimination, issued

September 17, 2004.
- Clovis Unified School District, Graduation Requirements, issued October 22,

2004.
22
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the matter of the Health Fee Elimination audit of North Orange Community College
District, the draft audit report dated May 6, 2005, included the three fiscal years audited
by the Controller: FY 2000-01, FY 2001-02, and FY 2002-03. In its response letter
dated June 15, 2005, North Orange County asserted that the statute of limitations for
the audit of the FY 2000-01 claim expired December 31, 2003, pursuant to Government
Code Section 17558.5, because the audit report was issued after that date. In the final
audit report dated July 22, 2005, the Controlier agreed that FY 2000-01 was barred
from audit, but for another reason, the stated reason being that the “FY 2000-01 claim
was not subject to audit due to the expiration of the statute of limitations within which to

initiate an audit.” The North Orange County audit entrance conference date was

- San Bernardino Community College District, Health Fee Elimination, issued
November 10, 2004.

- West Valley-Mission Community College District, Health Fee Elimination, issued
April 8, 2005.

- Long Beach Community College District, Health Fee Elimination, issued April 27,

2005.
- North Orange County Community College District, Health Fee Elimination,

issued July 22, 2005.
- Poway Unified School District, Emergecy Procedures, Earthequakes and

Disasters, issued August 31, 2005.

The following Controller's audit reports were issued after the El Camino audit report
and specifically state that the entrance date is the initiation date for the audit:

- Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District, School District of Choice, issued

October 7, 2005. '
- Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District, Intradistrict Attendance, issued

December 23, 2005.
- Norwalk-La Mirada Unified School District, Collective Bargaining, issued

December 23, 2005.
23
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January 26, 2004, which is the date, according to the Controller, that the audit was
“initiated.”

Given this contradiction in measurement dates, it does not appear that the
Controller has a single position on this issue. It appears the Controller discarded the
“telephone call date” rule after the Los Rios audits and then reinstated it for this audit,
perhaps in order to avoid losing jurisdiction of the first two fiscal years. It can therefore
be concluded that the Controller has no legal basis for their policy on the initiation date
of audits.

Delay of the Audit

The Controller asserts that the Controlier “agreed to delay the start of the audit
until January 5 2005,” which would seem to infer that the District either requested the
delay or somehow committed a willful act intended to delay the completion of the audit.
However, the Controlier provides no evidence that there was any willful act by the
District intended to delay the start or completion of the audit. The facts regarding the
events of December 2 through 9, 2004, are stated in my declaration, which is attached
as Exhibit “G.”

If there was any delay to the start of the audit, it was by unilateral action of the
Controller. Regardless, the delay in the start of an audit which could not have been
timely completed is not relevant. There was no credible attempt by the Controller’'s
office “to initiate the audit” in December 2004. The Controller did not complete the

audit within the statutory period allowed for the first two fiscal year claims included in
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this audit. The date the audit was “initiated” for the two years is irrelevant, only the
date the audit was completed is relevant as evidenced by the Controller's audit report.
The audit findings are therefore void for those two claims.

Completion of the Audit

Aé stated above, the Controller's argumeni that an attempt was made to “initiate
an audit” in December 2004 is not legalily relevant since the claims were only “subject
to audit” through December 2004. The relevant statute of limitations date is the date
when the audit is completed, which is the date the audit report is issued. The annual
claims are “subject to audit’ until the audit is completed. The audit report is the
document which completes the audit. If the audit report is not the action which
completes the audit, then the audit report is not a legally enforceable notice of findings
or demand for payment, and there is no other document prior to the audit report which
adjudicates the results of the audit.

The Controller did not complete the audit within the statutory period allowed for
the first two fiscal year claims included in this audit. The audit findings are therefore
void for the FY 2000-01 and FY 2001-02 claims.

PART VIII. REL.IEF REQUESTED

The District filed its annual reimbursement claims within the time limits
prescribed by the Government Code. The amounts claimed by the District for
reimbursement of the costs of implementing the program imposed by Chapter 1,

Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, and Education Code
25
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Section 76355 represent the actual costs incurred by the District to carry out this
program. These costs were properly claimed pursuant to the Commission’s parameters
and guidelines. Reimbursement of these costs is required under Article XIIIB, Section
6 of the California Constitution. The Controller denied reimbursement without any
basis in law or fact. The District has met its burden of going forward on this claim by
complying with the requirements of Section 1185, Title 2, California Code of
Regulations. Bécause the Controlier has enforced and is seeking to enforce these
adjustments without benefit of statute or regulation, the burden of proof is now upon the
Controller to establish a legal basis for its actions.

The District requests that the Commission make findings of fact and law on each
and every adjustment made by the Controller and each and every procedural and
jurisdictional issue raised in this claim, and order the Controller to correct its audit
report findings therefrom.

/

/
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Jim L. Spano, Chief
Compliance Audits Bureau
May 20, 2004

PART IX. CERTIFICATION

By my signature below, | hereby declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws
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of the State of California, that the information in this incorrect reduction claim
submission is true and complete to the best of my own knowledge or information or
belief, and that the attached documents are true and correct copies of documents
received from or sent by the state agency which originated the document.

-~ 5t
Executed on March 22 , 2006, at Torrance, California, by

Ll rrehls (Jcom

Pamela Fees, Business Manager

El Camino Community College District
16007 Crenshaw Blvd.

Torrance, CA 90506

Voice: 310-660-3110
Fax: 310-660-3798
E-Mail: PFees@elcamino.edu

APPOINTMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE

ElI Camino Community College District appoints Keith B. Petersen, SixTen and
Associates, as its representative for this incorrect reduction claim.

Pamela Fees, Business Manager Date

El Camino Community College District

Attachments:

Exhibit “A” Controller's Legal Counsel’s Letter of July 15, 2004

Exhibit “B” Commission Parameters and Guidelines amended May 25, 1989
Exhibit “C” Controller’s Claiming Instructions September 1997

Exhibit “D” Controller’s Audit Report dated October 5, 2005

Exhibit “E” District’s Letter dated July 26, 2005

Exhibit “F” Chancellor’s Letter dated March 5, 2001 _

Exhibit “G” Declaration of Pamela Fees dated February 27, 2006
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STEVE WESTLY BUSINESS 878
California State Controller :

July 15, 2004

Mike Brandy, Vice Chancellor

Foothill-De Anza Community College District
12345 El1 Monte Road

Los Altos, CA 94022

Re: Foothill-De Anza Community College District Audit

Dear Mr. Brandy:

This is in response to your letter to me dated May 13, 2004, concerning the Controller’s
Audit of the Health Fee claim.

The Controller’s informal audit review process was established to resolve factual disputes
where no other forum for resolution, other than a judicial proceeding, is available.

The proper forum for resolving issues involving mandated cost programs is through the
incorrect reduction process through the Commission on State Mandates. As such, this
office will not be scheduling an informal conference for this matter.

However, in Iight of the concerns expressed in your letter concerning the auditors
assigned and the validity of the findings, I am forwarding your letter to Vince Brown,

Chief Operating Officer, for his review and response.

If you have any questions you may contact Mr. Vince Brown at (916) 445-2038.

9 R
Chief Counsel

RIC/st

cc:  Vincent P. Brown, Chief Operating Officer, State Controller’s Office
Jeff Brownfield, Chief, Division of Audits, State Controller’s Office

200 Camitnl Mall Snite 1850 .Qnr‘.rm-'nantn CA 9514 & PO Ray 9472850 Racramenta (CA Q4750
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Adopted: 8/27/87
Amended: 5/25/89

I.

II.

ITI.

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. .
Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987
Health Fee Elimination

SUMMARY OF "MANDATE

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. repealed Education Code Sectio
72246 which had authorized community college districts to charge a
health fee for the purpose of providing health supervision and servi
direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operat

of student health centers. This statute also required that health
services for which a community college district charged a fee during the
1983-84 fiscal year had to be maintained at that level in the 1984-85
fiscal year and every year thereafter. The provisions of this statute
would automatically repeal on December 31, 1987, which would reinstate
the community colleges districts' authority to charge a health fee as

specified.

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, amended Education Code section 72246 to
require any community college district that provided health services in
1986-87 to maintain health services at the Tevel provided during the )
1986-87 fiscal year in 1987-88 and each fiscal year thereafter.

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES' DECISION

At its hearing on November 20, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates
determined that Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S. imposed a "new
program" upon community college districts by requiring any community
college district which provided health services for which it was
authorized to charge a fee pursuant to former Section 72246 in the
1983-84 fiscal year to maintdin health services at the level provided
during the 1983-84 fiscal year in the 1984-85 fiscal year and each
fiscal year thereafter. This maintenance of effort requirement applies
to all community college districts which levied a health services fee in
the 1983-84 fiscal year, regardless of the extent to which the health
services fees collected offset the actual costs of providing health
services at the 1983-84 fiscal year level.

At its hearing of April 27, 1989, the Commission determined that Chapter
1118, Statutes of 1987, amended this maintenance of effort requirement
to apply to all community college districts which provided health
services in fiscal year 1986-87 and required them to maintain that Tevel

in fiscal year 1987-88 and each fiscal year thereafter.

ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

Community college districts which provided health services in 1986-87
fiscal year and continue to provide the same services as a result of
this mandate are eligible to claim reimbursement of those costs.




IV. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., became effective July 1, 1984,
Section 17557 of the Government Code states that a test claim must be
submitted on or before November 30th following a given fiscal year to
establish for that fiscal year. The test claim for this mandate was
filed on November 27, 1985; therefore, costs incurred on or after

July 1, 1984, are reimbursable. Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, became
effective January 1, 1988. Title 2, California Code of Regulations,
section 1185.3(a) states that a parameters and guidelines amendment
filed before the deadline for initial claims as specified in the
Claiming Instructions shall apply to all years eligible for
reimbursement as defined in the original parameters and guidelines;
therefore, costs incurred on or after January 1, 1988, for Chapter 1118,
Statutes of 1987, are reimbursable.

Actual costs for one fiscal year should be included in each claim.
Estimated costs for the subsequent year may be included on the same
claim if applicable. Pursuant to Section 17561(d)(3) of the Government
Code, all claims for reimbursement of costs shall be submitted within
120 days of notification by the State Controller of the enactment of the

claims bill.

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $200, no
reimbursement shall be allowed, except as otherwise aliowed by
Government Code Section 17564,

V. REIMBURSABLE COSTS

A. Scope of Mandate

Eligible community college districts shall be reimbursed for the
costs of providing a health services program. Only services provided
in 1986-87 fiscal year may be claimed. :

B. Reimbursable Activitig;ﬁ?.

For each eligible claimant, the following cost items are reimbursable
to the extent they were provided by the community college district in
fiscal year 1986-87:

ACCIDENT REPORTS

APPOINTMENTS
College Physician - Surgeon
Dermatology, Family Practice, Internal Medicine
Qutside Physician
Dental Services
Outside Labs (X-ray, etc.)
Psychologist, full services
Cancel/Change Appointments
R.N.
Check Appointments
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ASSESSMENT, INTERVENTION & COUNSELING
Birth Control-
Lab Reports
Nutrition
Test Results (office)
vD
Other Medical Problems
CD
URI
ENT
Eye/Vision
Derm. /Allergy
Gyn/Pregnancy Service
Netro :
Ortho

Stress Counseling

Crisis Intervention

Child Abuse Reporting and Counseling
Substance Abuse Identification and Counseling
Aids

Eating Disorders

Weight Control

Personal Hygiene

Burnout

EXAMINATIONS (Minor Illnesses)
Recheck Minor Injury

HEALTH TALKS OR FAIRS - INFORMATION
Sexually Transmitted Disease
Drugs
Aids
Child Abuse o
Birth Control/Family Planning
Stop Smoking
Etc. ;

Library - videos and cassettes

FIRST AID (Major Emergencies)
FIRST AID (Minor Emergencies)
FIRST AID KITS (Filled)
IMMUNIZATIONS
Diptheria/Tetanus
Measles/Rubella

Influenza
Information




INSURANCE
On Campus Accident
Yoluntary
Insurance Inquiry/Claim Administration

LABORATORY TESTS DONE
Inquiry/Interpretation
Pap Smears

PHYSICALS
‘Employees .
Students
~Athletes

MEDICATIONS (dispensed OTC for misc. illnesses)
Antacids
Antidiarrhial
Antihistamines
Aspirin, Tylenol, etc.
Skin rash preparations
Misc.
Eye drops
Ear drops
Toothache - 011 cloves
Stingkill
Midol - Menstrual Cramps

PARKING CARDS/ELEVATOR KEYS
Tokens
Return card/key
Parking inquiry
Elevator passes
. Temporary handicapped parking permits

REFERRALS TO OUTSIDE AGENCIES
Private Medical Doctor _
Health Department '
Clinic
Dental
Counseling Centers
Crisis Centers
Transitional Living Facilities (Battered/Homeless Women)
Family Planning Facilities
Other Health Agencies

TESTS

Blood Pressure

Hearing

Tuberculosis
Reading
Information

Vision

Glucometer

Urinalysis




Hemoglobin
E.K.G.

Strep A testing
P.G. testing
Monospot
Hemacult

Misc.

MISCELLANEOQOUS
Absence Excuses/PE Waiver
Allergy Injections
Bandaids
Booklets/Pamphlets
Dressing Change
Rest
Suture Removal
Temperature
Weigh
Misc.

Information
Report/Form
Wart Removal

COMMITTEES
Safety
Environmental
Disaster Planning

SAFETY DATA SHEETS
Central file

X-RAY SERVICES

COMMUNICABLE DISEASE CONTROL

BODY FAT MEASUREMENTS

MINOR SURGERIES

SELF-ESTEEM GROUPS

MENTAL-HEALTH CRISIS

AA GROUP

ADULT CHILDREN OF ALCOHOLICS GROUP

WORKSHOPS
Test Anxiety
Stress Management
Communication Skills
Weight Loss
Assertiveness Skills




VI.

VII.

CLAIM PREPARATION

Fach claim for reimbursement pursuant to this mandate must be timely
filed and set forth a 1ist of each item for which reimbursement is
claimed under this mandate.

A. Description of Activity

1.

Show the total number of full-time students enrolled per
semester/quarter.

Show the total number of full-time students enroiled in the summer
program.

Show the total number of part-time students enrolled per
semester/quarter.

Show the total number of part-time students enrolled in the summer
program.

B. Actual Costs of Claim Year for Providing 1986-87 Fiscal Year Program
Level of Service

Claimed costs should be supported by the following information:

1.

Employee Salaries and Benefits

Identify the employee(s), show the classification of the
employee(s) involved, describe the mandated functions performed
and specify the actual number of hours devoted to each function,
the productive hourly rate, and the related benefits. The average
number of hours devoted to each function may be claimed if

- supported by a documented time study.

. Services and Supplies

Only expenditures which can be identified as a direct cost of the
mandate can be claifed. List cost of materials which have been
consumed or expended specifically for the purpose of this mandate.

. Allowable Overhead Cost

Indirect costs may be claimed in the manner described by the State
Controller in his claiming instructions.

SUPPORTING DATA

For auditing purposes, all costs claimed must be traceable to source
documents and/or worksheets that show evidence of the validity of such

costs.

This would include documentation for the fiscal year 1986-87

program to substantiate a maintenance of effort. These documents must
be kept on file by the agency submitting the claim for a period of no




VIII.

IX.

0350d

-7 -

Tess than three years from the date of the final payment of the claim
pursuant to this mandate, and made available on the request of the State

Controller or his agent.

OFFSETTING SAVINGS .AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

Any of fsetting savings the claimant experiences as a direct result of
this statute must be deducted from the costs claimed. In addition,
reimbursement for this mandate received from any source, e.g., federal,
state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim. This
shall inciude the amount of $7.50 per full-time student per semester,
$5.00 per full-time student for summer school, or $5.00 per full-time
student per quarter, as authorized by Education Code section 72246(a).
This shall also include payments (fees) received from individuals other
than students who are not covered by Education Code Section 72246 for

nhealth services.

REQUIRED CERTIFICATION

The fd]]owing certification must accompany the claim:
I DO HEREBY CERTIFY under penalty of perjury:
THAT the foregbing is true and correct:

THAT Section 1090 to 1096, inclusive, of the Government Code and
other applicable provisions of the Taw have been complied with;

and

THAT I am the person authorized by the Tocal agency to file claims
for funds with the State of California.

Signature of Authorized Representative Date

Title Telephone No.
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State Controlier's Office School Mandated Cost Manual

HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION

1. Summary of Chapters 1/84, 2nd E.S., and Chapter 1118/87

Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, 2nd E.S., repealed Education Code § 72246 which authorized
community college districts to charge a fee for the purpose of providing health supervision
and services, direct and indirect medical and hospitalization services, and operation of
student health centers. The statute also required community college districts that charged
a fee in the 1983/84 fiscal year to maintain that level of health services in the 1984/85
fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter. The provisions of this statute would
automatically repeal on December 31, 1987, which would reinstate the community college
districts' authority to charge a health fee as specified. '

Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987 amended Education Code § 72246 to require any
community college district that provided healith services in the 1986/87 fiscal year to
maintain health services at that level in the 1986/87 fiscal year and each fiscal year
thereafter. Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, has revised the numbering of § 72246 to § 76355.

»

Eligibte Claimants

Any community college district incurring increased costs as a result of this mandate is
efigible to claim reimbursement of these costs.

3. Appropriations

To determine if current funding is available for this program, refer to the schedule
"Appropriations for State Mandated Cost Programs" in the "Annual Claiming Instructions for
State Mandated Costs" issued in mid-September of each year to community college
presidents.

4. Types of Claims

A.

Reimbursement and Estimated Claims

A claimant may file a reimbursement claim and/or an estimated claim. A
reimbursement claim details the costs actually incurred for a prior fiscal year. An
estimated claim shows the costs to be incurred for the current fiscal year.
Minimum Claim

Section 17564(a), Govemment Code, provides that no claim shall be filed pursuant to
Section 17561 uniess such a claim exceeds $200 per program per fiscal year. -

6. Filing Deadline

(1) Refer to item 3 "Appropriations" to determine if the program is funded for the current
fiscal year. If funding is available, an estimated claim must be filed with the State
Controller's Office and postmarked by November 30, of the fiscal year in which costs
are to be incurred. Timely filed estimated claims will be paid before late claims.

After having received payment for an estimated claim, the claimant must file a
reimbursement claim by November 30, of the foliowing fiscal year regardless
whether the payment was more or less than the actual costs. If the local agency
fails to file a reimbursement claim, monies received must be retumed to the
State. If no estimated claim was filed, the local agency may file a reimbursement

Revised 9/97
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School Mandated Cost Manual State Controller's Office

claim detailing the actual costs incurred for the fiscal year, provided there was an
appropriation for the program for that fiscal year. (See item 3 above). '

(2) A reimbursement claim detailing the actual costs must be filed with the State
Controlier's Office and postmarked by November 30 following the fiscal year in which
costs were incurred. If the claim is filed after the deadline but by November 30 of the
succeeding fiscal year, the approved claim must be reduced by a late penalty of 10%,
not to exceed $1,000. Claims filed more than one year after the deadline will not be
accepted.

6. Reimbursable Components

Eligible claimants will be reimbursed for health service costs at the level of service
provided in the 1986/87 fiscal year. The reimbursement will be reduced by the amount of
student health fees authorized per the Education Code § 76355,

After January 1, 1993, pursuant to Chapter 8, Statutes of 1993, the fees students were
required to pay for health supervision and services were not more than:

$10.00 per semester

$5.00 for summer school

$5.00 for each quarter

Beginning with the summer of 1997, the fees are.
$11.00 per semester

$8.00 for summer school or

$8.00 for each quarter

The district may increase fees by the same percentage increase as the Implicit Price
Deflator (IPD) for the state and local govemment purchase of goods and services.
Whenever the IPD calculates an increase of one dollar ($1) above the existing amount, the
fees may be increased by one dollar ($1).

7. Reimbursement Limitations

A. If the level at which health services were provided during the fiscal year of
reimbursement is Iess than the level of health services that were provided in the
1986/87 fiscal year, no reimbursement is forthcoming. ”

B. Any offsetling savings or reimbursement the claimant re‘ceived from any source (e.g.
federal, state grants, foundations, etc.) as a result of this mandate, shall be identified
and deducted so only net local costs are claimed.

8. Claiming Forms and Instructions

The diagram "Hlustration of Claim Forms” provides a graphical presentation of forms
required to be filed with a claim. A claimant may submit a computer generated report in
substitution for forms HFE-1.0, HFE-1.1, and form HFE-2 provided the format of the report
and data fields contained within the report are identical to the claim forms included in these
instructions. The claim forms provided with these instructions should be duplicated and
used by the claimant to file estimated and reimbursement claims. The State Controller's
Office will revise the manual and claim forms as necessary. In such instances, new
replacement forms will be mailed to claimants.

Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 2 of 3 Revised 9/97




State Controlier's Office School Mandated Cost Manual
A. Form HFE- 2, Health Services

This form is used to list the health services the community college provided during the
1986/87 fiscal year and the fiscal year of the reimbursement claim.

B. Form HFE-1.1, Claim Summary

This form is used to compute the allowable increased costs an individual college of
the community college district has incurred to comply with the state mandate. The
level of health services reported on this form must be supported by official financial
records of the community college district. A copy of the document must be submitted
with the claim. The amount shown on line (13) of this form is camied to form HFE-1.0.

C. Form HFE-1.0, Claim Summary

This form is used to list the individual colleges that had increased costs due to the
state mandate and to compute a total claimable cost for the district. The "Total
Amount Claimed", line (04) on this form is carried forward to form FAM-27, line 13, for
the reimbursement claim, or line (07) for the estimated claim.

D. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment

This form contains a certification that must be signed by an authorized representative
of the local agency. All applicable information from form HFE-1.0 and HFE 1.1 must
be carried forward to this form for the State Controller's Office to process the claim for

payment.
lilustration of Claim Forms
Form HFE-2
Forms HFE-1.1, Claim Summary
Health
Services
Complete a separate form HFE-1.1 for each
college for which costs are claimed by the
community college district.
Form HFE-1.1
Component/
Activity
Cost Detail
Form HFE-1.0
Claim Summary

l

FAM-27
Claim
for Payment

Revised 9/97 Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87, Page 3 of 3
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| ~ CLAIMFOR' PAYMENT e ;* ¢ ‘
Pursuant to’ Government Code Section 17561 (19) Program’NumberOOO?Q
HEALTH FEE ELIMINATION oo pateFled T
. I &LRS Input ___/ A

;v (01)‘c’aimamrl,q?""»“ﬁcaﬁon_‘—mmberv o : Relmbursement CIalm Data
102 qamanm;,ﬁg v n 2)'HFE-t'50.(04)(b) ! EEREER S
: Ceuntvof.Locetion o | : (23) ‘ R

Streetvll-\ddresr\sﬂor"P;Cv. eoxfw‘ T - 5 ; S lSuIte - (,é4j
T ———— = —Zpook (25)

TypeofClaim |  Estimated Claim - ’Re’imbursernent Claim |()
(03) Estimated D (o) Relmbursement D @7
at (04) Comblned | D 10y Combmed D :(ét})_;f.
|  |onamended O 00 iA'rnéF‘F*‘?di,' e

Fiscal Year of Cost -(@y,“20;;_120;__'_'ﬁm"}ZO__“J20;;;'efé®"”fpmib”f R
>T‘o"'tal Cllaim_evd'-'-'Amount_‘ on e e RSB LRI T RNEEE |

Less: 10% Late Penalty; not to exceed $1,000 oo len

Less;{Prior:Cl_aim':PaymenttReeeived_7”,"';I"r (;15‘);_“(._‘ RS T @

Due to Claimant. § O P
| Due: to State ’ (36)

(37) CERTIFICATIO ,_OF CLA

In: accordance W|th the, provrsrons of Government Code 1 61 3! certlfy that I am the oft' cer authonzed by the Iocal agency to file claims
with the\ §tate of Californ for.costs' mandated by Chapte ,"?Statutes ‘of- 1984 -and Chapter 1118, Statutes-of: 1987 and: certlfy under

penalty of perjury ‘that ¥ have not vrolated any of the provrsrons of Government Code Sectlon_,_'1 090 to 1096 lnc ) swe

i further certlfyéthat there was no appllcatlon other than from the clalmant nor any grant or payment recelved “for relmbursement of
costs claimed herein;: and 'such ‘costs are for.a new program ‘erincreased level of servrces of.an exrstmg program mandated by
Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, and’ Chapter 1118 ‘Statutes of 1987. ol i .

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Relmbursement Claim are hereby ¢laimed from the State for payment of estlmated and/or actual
costs for.the mandated program of Chapter 1, Statutes of 1984, and Chapter 1118, Statutes of 1987, set forth on the attached statements.

Signature of Authorized Officer Date

Type or Print Name Title

(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim
Telephone Number ) - . Ext.
E-Mail Address

Form FAM-27 (Revised 9/01) Chapters 1/84 and 1118/87
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'HEALT l-I’"FEE-?EI;lMlNA"l'—lON
Certification Claim'Form:.
Instructions

Leave blank

A set of mallrng labels .-with the clarmant‘s lD number and address was enclosed with the’ letter regardrng the clalmrng ‘_
instructions. The mailing labels are destgned to'speed processing and prevent common:errors that delay payment.Affix-a label in

- ‘the space shown or form* FAM-27. Cross-out-any.-errors and print the. correct information. onthe label. Add any: missing. address

(03)
(04)
(05)
(06) .
(07)

(08)
(09)
(10)
(an
(12)

(13)
(14)
(15)

(16).
(17)
(18)
(19) to'(21)
(22) to (36)

(37

(36)

‘complete a separate form FAM-27 for each ﬁscal year

:-Enterthe result ofsubtractlng fine (14) and fine (15) from line (13) S RTINS

:iters,-except county of locaiion and a person's-name. If: you did not recerve ‘labels; print: or type your agency's: malllng address

If filing :an original estrmated clalm, enter an "X"in the box on line (03) Estrmated

If filing an ongrnal estimated clalm on behalf of districts. within the county, enter: an “X" in the box an. Ilne (04) Combrned

I fifing an amended or combrned clalm enter an "X"in the box on line (05) Amended Leave boxes. (03) and (04) blank

.+Enterthe ﬂsoal year in whlch costs are to. be lncurred

Enter the amount of. estrmated .claim.’If the estrmate exceeds the previous‘year"s actual costs by more than 10%;complete form
HFE-1.0 and enter the amount ‘from line (04)(b). ' - T -

Enter the same amount as shown on. lrne (07)

af filing-an: orlgrnal relmbursement clalm, enter an “X" rn the box on I|ne (09) Rermbursement

n the box on llne (10) Comblned
'_ the box on Irne (1 1 ) Amended

lifi lrng an orrgrnal relmbursement clarm on behalf of drstncts w hln the county, enter an g

I1ffl Ilng an amended or a comblned clarm on: behalf of: drstncts wrthrn the county

Enter the fiscal- year for -which actual costs are berng clarmed if actual costs for more’ than one cal year are bemg clarmed

Enter the amount of rermbursement clarm from form HFE-1 0 lrne (04)(b)

Reimbursement clarms must be flled by January 15 of the followrng flscal year in whrch costs are mcurred or the clarms shall be
reduced by a late penalty. Enter elther the product of multlplymg line (13) by-the factor 0.10.(10%: penalty) or$1; 000 whlchever

-is less,

If ﬁlrng a rermbursement clalm and a claim was prevrously filed for the same frscal year ‘enter;the amount recerved for; the claim.”
. Otherwise, enter azero.

i lrne (16) Net Clarmed Amount is posltrve, enter that amount on 'ling (17) Due from State.

Ifdine, (16)’ Net Clalmed Amount is negatlve ‘enterthat amount in lrne (1 8) Due to State e

i

Leavs blank

Rermbursement Claim Data Bring f forward the cost mfonnatron as spec ed on the left hand column of hnes (22) through (36) for:

the reimburseiment claim, €.9.; HFE-1.0, (04)(b), means the’ information is located-onform HFE=1.0;line (04), column {b). Enter

the information on the same llne but in the right-hand column. Cost information should be rounded to the nearest dollar, i.e.; no

cents. Indirect costs ;percentage -should be shown as_.a whole number. and without the percent symbol i.e., 7.548% should be
shown as. 8 Completlon of: this data block wnll expedlte the payment process. L i :

Read thestatement "Certlflcatron of Clalm " K itis true the clarm must be dated sngned by the agencys authonzed officer, and
must . include the person's 'name and title, typed -or printed. :Claims rcannot -be :paid unless accompamed by a signed
certification.

Enter the name, telephone number, and e- mall address of the person whom this office should»c:ontact if additi‘onal information 'rs
required.. co .

SUBMIT A SIGNED ORlGlNAL FORM FAM-27 WITH ALL OTHER FORMS AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS (NO COPIES
NECESSARY) TO:

Address, if delivered by U.S. Postal Service: Address, if delivered by other delivery service:
OFFICE.OF THE STATE CONTROLLER OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER

ATTN: Local Reimbursements Section ATTN:‘Local Reinibursements Section

Division of Accounting and ‘Reporting Division of Accounting and Reporting

P.O. Box 942850 3301 C Street, Suite 500 ’
Sacramento, CA 94250 Sac