ey ™
Talifornia Btate Controller 113 ’@‘VE“

February 8, 2008 FFR 18 777
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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
Mandate Reimbursement Process, 05-4485-1-03
Los Rios Community College District, Claimant
Statutes 1975, Chapter 486; Statutes 1984, Chapter 1459
Fiscal Years 1999-00 and 2000-01

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 failed to document all of the
employee hours claimed. 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.” In this case, the
claimant has not come forward with any documentation to support the costs that were
disallowed. This is not a question as to the “quality” of the documentation, but rather the
lack of documentation. For a more complete discussion, see pages four and five of the
Division of Audits response (Tab 2). A claim for hours for which no documentation
exists, contrary to the requirements of the Parameters and Guidelines, is both excessive

! 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.
3 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.”
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and unreasonable. Therefore, these claimed costs are unsupportable and thus,
appropriately disallowed.

The Claimant also asserts that the audit of the 1999-00 FY is precluded by the statute of
limitations, specifically, Government Code section 17558.5. However, the claimant
incorrectly applies the 1996 version of this statute. Even under this inappropriate
version, their conclusion is based on an erroneous interpretation that attempts to rewrite
that section, adding a deadline for completion of the audit where none exists. Effective
July 1, 1996, Section 17558.5 provided that a claim is “subject to audit” for two years
after the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement claim is filed (or last
amended). In this case, the claim was filed on January 16, 2001, making the claim
“subject to audit” up to December 31, 2003. Although the claimant disputes what
constitutes the initiation of an audit, it is clear that the audit was initiated no later than
January 16, 2003, when the entrance conference was held. This is well before the
deadline of December 31, 2003. Therefore, the audit of the fiscal year 1999-00 was
proper, even under the 1996 version of Section 17558.5.

More important is the fact that the 1999-00 audit is subject to the provisions of Section
17558.8 that were effective on January 1, 2003, not the 1996 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 1999-00
fiscal year was subject to audit until December 31, 2003, well after the January 1, 2003
effective date. Therefore, the 2003 provisions of Section 17558.5 are applicable to the
claim, requiring that the audit be initiated by January 16, 2004. Since the audit was
initiated no later than January 16, 2003, when the entrance conference was held, it is
valid and enforceable.

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

Sincerely,

Phpn . Lk

SHAWN D. SILVA
Staff Counsel

SDS/ac

Enclosures

cc:  Jon Sharpe, Los Rios 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.)

> 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 February 8, 2008, I served the foregoing document entitled:

SCO’S RESPONSE TO THE INCORRECT REDUC.TION CLAIM FOR
- LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT, CSM 05-4485-I-03

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) Jon Sharpe, Deputy Chancellor
Executive Director Los Rios Community College District
Commission on State Mandates 1919 Spanos Court

980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 Sacramento, CA 95825-3981

Sacramento, CA 95814

Keith B. Petersen, President
SixTen and Associates

5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807
San Diego, CA 92117

[X] BY MAIL

1 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
1 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. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of California that the foregoing is true and

correct.

Executed on February 8, 2008, at Sacramento, California.

Amber A. Camarena

Proof of Service - 1




RESPONSE BY THE STATE CONTROLLER’S OFFICE
TO THE INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM (IRC) BY
LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
Mandate Reimbursement Process Program
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OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER

300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1850
Sacramento, CA 94250
Telephone No.: (916) 445-6854

BEFORE THE

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM ON:
Mandate Reimbursement Process Program

Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and
Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984

LOS RIOS COMMUNITY
COLLEGE DISTRICT, Claimant

No.: CSM 05-4485-1-03

AFFIDAVIT OF BUREAU CHIEF

[, Jim L. Spano, make the following declarations:

1) Iam an employee of the State Controller’s Office and am over the age of 18 years.

2) Iam currently employed as a bureau chief, and have been so since April 21, 2000.
Before that, I was employed as an audit manager for two years and three months.

3) Iam a California Certified Public Accountant (CPA).

4) Ireviewed the work performed by the State Controller’s Office (SCO) auditor.

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

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

Incorrect Reduction Claim.
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7) A field audit of the claims for fiscal year (FY) 1998-99, and FY 1999-2000, FY
2000-01, and FY 2001-02 commenced on January 16, 2003, and ended on March 11,
2004.

I do declare that the above declarations are made under penalty of perjury and are true and

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

observation, information, or belief.

Date: April 14, 2006

OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER

By: %/
m L. Spano

Compliance 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
LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
For Fiscal Year (FY) 1998-99, FY 1999-2000, FY 2000-01, and FY 2001-02

Mandate Reimbursement Process Program
Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984

SUMMARY

The following is the State Controller’s Office’s (SCO) response to the Incorrect Reduction Claim that the
Los Rios Community College District submitted on August 29, 2005. The SCO audited the district’s
claims for costs of the legislatively mandated Mandate Reimbursement Process Program for the period of
July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2002. The SCO issued its final report on June 24, 2004 (Exhibit D).

The district submitted reimbursement claims totaling $64,006—$4,867 for fiscal year (FY) 1998-99,
$28,469 for FY 1999-2000 (Exhibit G), $15,245 for FY 2000-01 (Exhibit H), and $15,425 for FY
2001-02. Subsequently, the SCO performed an audit for the period of July 1, 1998, through June 30,
2002, and determined that $54,002 is allowable and $10,004 is unallowable. The unallowable costs
occurred because (1) the district did not provide supporting documentation for mandate-related hours that
various employees claimed; and (2) the district’s records did not support the productive hourly rate
claimed for various employees. The State paid the district $59,143. The amount paid exceeds allowable
costs by $5,141. The following table summarizes the audit results.

Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Cost Elements Claimed per Audit Adjustment
July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999
Salaries and benefits $ 3449 § 3449 3 —
Travel and training . — — —
Contracted services 370 370 —
Total direct costs 3,819 3,819 —
Indirect costs 1,048 1,048 —
Total program costs $ 4,867 4,867 § —
Less amount paid by the State (4,867)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ —
July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000
Salaries and benefits $ 11,190 $§ 4,419 $§ (6,771)
Travel and training 1,188 1,188 —
Contracted services 9,454 9,454 —
Total direct costs 21,832 15,061 (6,771)
Indirect costs 6,637 4,579 (2,058)
Total program costs $ 28,469 19,640 $ (8,829)
Less amount paid by the State (28,469)

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (8,829




Actual Costs Allowable Audit

Cost Elements Claimed per Audit  Adjustment
July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001
Salaries and benefits $ 7651 § 6,757 $ (894
Travel and training 228 228 -—
Contracted services 4,888 4,888 —
Total direct costs 12,767 11,873 (894)
Indirect costs _ 2,478 2,197 (281)
Total program costs $ 15,245 14,070 $ (1,175)
Less amount paid by the State (17,289)
Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (3,219)

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002

Salaries and benefits $ 6,796 § 6,796 $ —
Travel and training . 1,169 1,169 —
Contracted services 5,013 5,013 —
Total direct costs 12,978 12,978 —
Indirect costs 2,447 2,447 —
Total program costs $ 15,425 15425 § —
Less amount paid by the State (8,518)

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid ' $ 6,907

Summary: July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2002

Salaries and benefits $ 29,086 $ 21,421 $ (7,665)
Travel and training 2,585 2,585 —
Contracted services 19,725 19,725 —
Total direct costs 51,396 43,731 (7,665)
Indirect costs 12,610 10,271 (2,339)
Total program costs ‘ $ 64,006 54,002 $ (10,004)
Less amount paid by the State (59,143)

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid $ (5,141)

The district believes that all salary, benefit, and related indirect costs claimed are reimbursable under the
mandated program. In addition, the district believes that the SCO was not authorized to audit FY 1998-99
and FY 1999-2000. ’




I. SCO REBUTTAL TO STATEMENT OF DISPUTE—CLARIFICATION
OF CLAIM CRITERIA AND DOCUMENTATION REQUIREMENTS

Parameters and Guidelines

On November 20, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted Parameters and
Guidelines for Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984. The Commission
amended Parameters and Guidelines on September 30, 1999, applicable to FY 1999-2000 (Tab 3),
and again amended Parameters and Guidelines on September 28, 2000, applicable to FY 2000-01
(Tab 4).

Parameters and Guidelines’ relevant provisions are consistent for FY 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01.
These provisions are summarized as follows.

IV. Period of Claim

Pursuant to Government Code section 17560, reimbursement for state-mandated costs may be
claimed as follows:

(a) A local agency or school district . . . shall file an annual reimbursement claim that details the
costs actually incurred for that fiscal year. . . .

VI. Claim Preparation
A. Supporting Data

For audit purposes, all costs claimed shall be traceable to source documents (e.g., employee
time records, invoices, receipts, purchase orders, contracts, worksheets, calendars, declarations,
etc.) that show evidence of the validity of such costs and their relationship to the state
mandated program. . . .

B. Salaries and Benefits

Employee costs should be supported by the following: employee name, position (job title),
productive hourly rate, hours worked, salary and benefit amounts, and a description of the tasks
performed as they relate to this mandate.

II. THE DISTRICT CLAIMED UNALLOWABLE SALARY, BENEFIT,
AND RELATED INDIRECT COSTS

Issue

The district claimed unallowable salary and benefit costs totaling $7,665. The related indirect costs
total $2,339.

SCO Analysis:

For FY 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01, the district did not provide supporting documentation for hours
claimed by various employees. In addition, the district’s records did not support the productive hourly
rate claimed for various employees. The district believes these costs are allowable.

The SCO issued a draft audit report on May 5, 2004. The district responded to the draft audit report
on May 24, 2004 (Exhibit E). At that time, the district did not respond to the issue of unsupported
productive hourly rates. In its response regarding unsupported hours claimed, the district only
contested the audit criterion and did not provide any additional evidence to support the unallowable
costs.




District’s Response

The Controller asserts unallowable salaries and related benefits totaling $10,004 for FY 1999-00 and
FY 2000-01.. ..

PRODUCTIVE HOURLY RATE:

The audit report states that the district “did not support the productive hourly rate claimed for various
employees.” The computation of the productive hourly rate has three components: salary, benefits, and
productive hours. The District claims include a list of productive hourly [sic] for each employee, the
benefit rate, and productive hours for the work year. No reasons were provided in the audit report for
each adjustment, and there is no indication of why the payroll information reported by the District in
the normal course of business has to be .adjusted for purposes of the productive hourly rate

" computation. The propriety of these adjustments cannot be determined until the Controller states the
reason for each change to the employee payroll information.

SCO’s Comment

During the exit conference conducted on March 1, 2004, we provided the district with the attached
schedules (Tab 5), which show the claimed and allowable productive hourly rate (PHR) for each
employee. The following provides further detail on the PHR adjustments.

FY 1999-2000

For Virginia Millhone, the district provided the attached documentation (Tab 6), which shows that
the district calculated the employee’s PHR based on total salary costs of $48,128. However, the
district’s payroll records show that the total salary costs include $464 of overtime pay. PHR
calculations do not include overtime pay. If overtime worked is applicable to the mandated program,
the district should separately claim the associated cost. The allowable productive hourly rate excludes
the overtime pay.

For Pete Sprrell, the district claimed a PHR of $70.21; however, the district’s own documentation
(Tab 6) shows a PHR of $66.52.

FY 2000-01

For Carrie Bray, the district provided the attached documentation (Tab 7) which shows that the
district calculated the employee’s PHR based on total salary costs of $96,144. This total salary cost
includes a retroactive payment of $426; however, the district’s payroll records show that the
retroactive payment was only $366.

For Kim Sayles, the district’s documentation (Tab 7) shows that the district calculated the
employee’s PHR based on total salary costs of $60,154. This total salary cost includes a retroactive
payment of $253; however, the district’s payroll records show that the retroactive payment was only
$225. In addition, the district’s payroll records show that the total salary cost includes $2,490 for
overtime pay. PHR calculations do not include overtime pay. The allowable productive hourly rate
excludes the overtime pay.

District’s Response

UNSUPPORTED EMPLOYEE TIME

The audit report states that “[t]he district was unable to provide supporting documentation for hours
claimed by various employees during the two fiscal years.” The entire basis of the adjustments is the
quantity of District documentation. None of the adjustments were made because costs claimed were
excessive ot unreasonable.




Source Documentation

... The District has complied with the parameters and guidelines as it has provided source documents
that show evidence of the validity of such costs and their relationship to the state-mandated
program. . ..

Employee Declarations

Although the Controller’s audit report does not identify the employee time specifically disallowed, it
appears most of the disallowance pertains to documentation which the Controller characterizes as
“employee declarations”. . . .

SCO’s Comment

During the exit conference conducted on March 1, 2004, we provided the district with the attached
schedules (Tab 5), which show the employee hours claimed and allowable. We disagree with the
district’s statement that “the entire basis of the adjustments is the quantity of District documentation.”
We also disagree with the district’s statement that “it appears most of the disallowance pertains to
documentation which the Controller characterizes as ‘employee declarations.’” As discussed below,
the district provided no documentation to support the unallowable hours. The unallowable hours are
unrelated to employee declarations; therefore, the district’s full response regarding employee
declarations is irrelevant. The following provides further detail on the adjustments to employee hours
claimed.

FY 1999-2000

The district provided the attached documentation (Tab 8) to support hours claimed for Carrie Bray.
The district claimed 27.1 hours; however, the documentation supports only 9.42 hours. Note that
because the employee did not complete time records on a contemporaneous basis, the time records
include duplicate entries for March 31, 2000. The SCO allowed the 6 hours claimed on the time
record dated May 13, 2000. In addition, the time record dated September 12, 2000, reports 1.5 hours
for June 28, 2000. However, the sign-in sheet shows the employee was present for only 1.25 hours.

The district provided the attached documentation (Tab 9) to support hours claimed for Louise Davatz.
The district claimed 9.1 hours; however, the documentation supports only 1.5 hours.

The district provided the attached documentation (Tab 10) to support hours claimed for Virginia
Milhone. The district claimed 28 hours for claim preparation; however, the documentation supports
only 25 hours.

The district provided the attached documentation (Tab 9) to support hours claimed for Kim Sayles.
The district claimed 136 hours; however, the documentation supports only 1.5 hours.

The district provided no other documentation to support hours claimed for these employees.

FY 2000-01

Regarding audited hours for FY 2000-01, the attached schedule (Tab 5) shows that the SCO actually
accepted more hours than the district claimed for those employees who had supporting
documentation. For the remaining employees, the district provided no documentation to support the
claimed hours.




III.

District’s Comment

... The Controller did not cite any statutory basis for its audit adjustments, other than its general
authority to audit. . . . Absent some statutory authorization, another source of authority must be stated
by the Controller.

Unreasonable of Excessive

None of the adjustments were made because the costs claimed were excessive or unreasonable. The
Controller does not assert that the claimed costs were excessive or unreasonable, which is the only
mandated cost audit standard in statute (Government Code Section 17561(d)(2)). It would therefore
appear that the entire findings are based upon the wrong standard for review. . . .

SCO’s Comment

Government Code Section 17558.5 requires the district to file a reimbursement claim for actual
mandate-related costs. Government Code Section 17561(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.”

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 1998-99 and FY 1999-2000.

SCO Analysis:

Government Code Section 17558.5(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 1998-99 claim on January 18, 2000, and filed its FY
1999-2000 claim on January 16, 2001. The SCO made several attempts to contact the district and
conduct an entrance conference during December 2002. Ultimately, at the district’s request, the SCO
delayed the entrance conference until January 16, 2003. Therefore, the SCO notified the district that it
would conduct an audit within the period that all claims were subject to audit.

District’s Response

... The District asserts that the FY 1998-99 and FY 1999-00 annual claims are beyond the statute of
limitations for an audit when the Controller completed its audit on June 24, 2004. The District raised
this issue at the beginning of the audit and in its letter dated May 24, 2004 in response to the draft audit
report. In its final audit report, the Controller responded as follows:

“There is no statutory language defining when an audit report must be issued. Furthermore,
there is no statutory language requiring an entrance conference or some other formal event to
be held before the two-year period expires. SCO staff contacted the district to initiate the audit
in December 2002, within the statute of limitations. At the district’s request, the audit started
in January 2003, rather than December 2002. Government Code Section 17558.5(c), effective
July 1, 1996, states ‘Nothing in this section shall be construed to limit the adjustment of
payments . . . when a delay in the completion of an audit is the result of willful acts by the
claimant or inability to reach agreement on terms of final settlement.”




The Controller is thus asserting that when the audit was “initiated’ is relevant to the period of
limitations, and that some “willful” act of the District prevented the Controller from “completing” the
audit. However, if the date the audit was initiated is the relevant event for the tolling of the statute, then
the alleged delay in completion is not relevant, and would be harmless. 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 any fiscal year claims which are the subject of this audit. . . .

Statutory History

Prior to January 1, 1994, no statute specifically governed the statute of limitations 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 11m1tat10ns
for an audit of mandate reimbursement claims. .

Statutes of 1995, Chapter 945, Section 18 [sic], operative July 1, 1996, repealed and replaced Section
17558.5, changing only the period of limitations. . . .

. FY 1989-99 [sic] and FY 1999-00 are subject to the two-year statute of limitations established by
Chapter 945/95 and were no longer subject to audit when the audit report was issued on
June 24, 2004. . ..

Statutes of 2002, Chapter 1128, Section 14.5, operative January 1, 2003 amended Section 17558.5. . ..
The amendment is pertinent in that 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 that the Controller’s staff telephone contact with the District in December 2002
initiated the audit. First, initiation of the audit is not relevant to the claims which are the subject of this
incorrect reduction claim. 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. . . .

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 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. . . .”

Second, the Controller’s standard for “initiation” of an audit is actually the date of the entrance
conference, not the date of the phone contact. In this audit . . . the State Controller asserts the telephone
contact as the initiation date for the audit. In other mandate audit reports issued after the Los Rios
audits, the Controller states that the entrance conference date initiates the audit.!"! Further, in the matter
of the Health Fee Elimination audit of North Orange [County] Community College District . . . {the
district] asserted that the statute of limitations for the audit of the FY 2000-01 claim expired December
31, 2003. ... In the final audit report dated July 22, 2005, the Controller agreed that FY 2000-01 was
past audit . . . [because] 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 audit entrance conference date for North
Orange County was January 26, 2004, which is the date, according to the Controller, that an audit is
“initiated.”

Given this contradiction in measurement dates, there does not appear to be a consistent Controller
position on this issue. 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 District somehow committed a willful act intended to delay the
completion of the audit. However, the Controller provides no evidence that there was any willful act by
the District intended to delay the completion of the audit. If there was any delay to the start of the
audit, it was by unilateral action of the Controller. . . .

The Controller’s audit staff first called the District on December 12, 2002. ... When Ms. Bray was
able to return the call on December 18, 2002 ... the employee of the Controller’s office stated to
Ms. Bray that “she assumed that [they] were too busy to meet in December, so she requested a meeting
during the first or second week of January.” Ms. Bray called the Controller’s employee again on
December 19, 2002 to set a date in January as requested by the Controller’s employee. A copy of
Ms. Bray’s declaration dated September 30, 2004 is attached as Exhibit “F.” There was no credible
attempt by the Controller’s office “to initiate the audit” in December 2002. But as stated above, the
argument that an attempt was made to “initiate an audit” in December 2002 is not legally relevant
since the claims were only “subject to audit” through December 2002.

Clearly, 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 these two years is
irrelevant, only the date the audit was completed is relevant as evidenced by the (final) Controller’s
audit report. . . .

' Some of those other audit reports where the entrance date is specifically stated as the initiation date for the audit
are:

Newport-Mesa Unified School District, School District of Choice, issued August 31, 2004
Clovis Unified School District, Graduation Requirements, issued October 22, 2004

State Center Community College District, Health Fee Elimination, issued September 17, 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.

All of these audit reports were issued after the Los Rios audit report

SCO’s Comment

The SCO’s final audit report dated June 24, 2004 (Exhibit D), did not include any audit adjustments
for FY 1998-99. Therefore, the district’s comments as they relate to FY 1998-99 are irrelevant. This
includes all district comments regarding the delay of the audit. The district submitted its FY
1999-2000 claim on January 16, 2001. Government Code Section 17558.5(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. Therefore, the district’s FY 1999-2000
claim was subject to audit through December 31, 2003. The SCO conducted an audit entrance
conference on January 16, 2003. Therefore, the SCO initiated an audit within the period that the claim
was subject to audit.

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. '




Iv.

As of July 1, 1996, Government Code Section 17558.5(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
“ascertain 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(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 attempting to conduct the audit entrance conference within
the statutes of limitations. There is no statutory language that requires the SCO to issue a final audit
report before the two-year period expires.

As of January 1, 2003, Government Code Section 17558.5(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. . . . ” [Emphasis 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.) For the FY 1999-2000 claim, the SCO
conducted an audit entrance conference on January 16, 2003, which was almost one year before the
statute of limitations expired.

2 Source: American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Edition © 2000.

CONCLUSION

The State Controller’s Office audited Los Rios Community College District’s claims for costs of the
legislatively mandated Mandate Reimbursement Process Program (Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and
Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984) for the period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2002. The district
claimed unallowable costs totaling $10,004. The unallowable costs occurred because the district
claimed unallowable salary, benefit, and related indirect costs. The district did not provide supporting
documentation for hours claimed by various employees. In addition, the district’s records did not
support the productive hourly rate claimed for various employees.

In conclusion, the Commission on State Mandates should find that: (1) the SCO had authority to audit
FY 1999-2000; (2) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 1999-2000 claim by $8,829; and
(3) the SCO correctly reduced the district’s FY 2000-01 claim by $1,175.




V. 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 W / 9// 200% , at Sacramento, California, by:

Jifi L. Spano, Cifef
ompliance Audits Bureau

Division of Audits

State Controller’s Office
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486

Statutes of 1984, Chapter 1459
Statutes of 1995, Chapter 303 (Budget Act of 1995)
Statutes of 1996, Chapter 162 (Budget Act of 1996)
Statutes of 1997, Chapter 282 (Budget Act of 1997)
Statutes of 1998, Chapter 324 (Budget Act of 1998)
Statutes of 1999, Chapter 50 (Budget Act of 1999)

Mandate Reimbursement Process

[For fiscal years 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98, 998-99 and 1999-00 only, these parameters and
guidelines are amended, pursuant to the requirements of (1) provision 11 of Item 0840-001-
001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-001 of the Budget Act of 1995, (2) provision 9 of Item
0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 1996, (3) ’
provision 9 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act
of 1997 (4) provision 8 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the
Budget Act of 1998 (5) provision 8 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of

Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 1999 to include Appendix A.]

1. Summary of Mandate

Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, established the Board of Control's authority to hear and
make determinations on claims submitted by local governments that allege costs
mandated by the State. In addition, Chapter 486/75 contains provisions authorizing the
State Controller's Office to receive, review, and pay reimbursement claims for
mandated costs submitted by local governments..

Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984, created the Commission on State-Mandates, which
replaced the Board of Control with respect to hearing mandate cost claims. This law
established the "sole and exclusive procedure" by which a local agency or school
district is allowed to claim reimbursement as-required by Section 6 of ‘Article XIII B of
the California Constitution for State mandates under the Government Code, see section

17552.




II..

II1.

Together these laws establish the process by which local agencies are to receive
reimbursement for State-mandated programs. As such, they prescribe the procedures
which must be followed before mandated costs are to be recognized. They also dictate
reimbursement activities by requiring localities to file claims according to instructions

issued by the Controller.
Commission on State Mandates Decision

On March 27, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates determined that local agencies
and school districts incurred "costs mandated by the State" as a result of Chapter 486,
Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984. Specifically, the commission
found that these two statutes imposed a new program by requiring local governments to
file claims in order to establish the existence of a mandated program as well as to
obtain reimbursement for the costs of mandated programs.

~ Eligible Claimants

All local agencies and school dlstrlcts incurring 1ncreased costs as a result of this

~mandate are eligible to claim reimbursement of those costs

Period of Claim

Pursuant to Government Code section 17560, reimbursement for state-mandated costs
may be claimed as follows:

(a) A local agency or school district may file an estnnated reimbursement claini
by January 15 of the fiscal year in which costs are to be incurred, and, by
January 15 following that fiscal year shall file an annual refmbursement
claim that details the costs actually incurred for that fiscal year; or it may
comply with the provisions of subdivision (b).

(b) A local agency or school district may, by January 15 following the fiscal
year in which costs are incurred, file an annual reimbursement claim that
details the costs actually incurred for that fiscal year.

(c). In the event revised claiming instructions are issued by the Controller
pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 17558 between October 15 and
January 15, a local agency or school district filing an annual reimbursement
claim shall have 120 days following the issuance date of the revised
claiming instructions to file a claim. :

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $200, no relmbursement shall be
allowed.

Reimbursable Costs
A. Scope of Mandate

-Local agencies and school districts filing successful test claims and
reimbursement claims incur State-mandated costs. The purpose of this test
claim was to establish that local governments (counties, cities, school districts,
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VI.

special districts, etc.) cannot be made financially whole unless all state
mandated costs -- both direct and indirect -- are reimbursed. - Since local costs
would not have been incurred for test claims and reimbursement claims but for
the implementation of State-imposed mandates, all resulting costs are
recoverable. '

Reimbursable Activities -- Test Claims

All costs incurred by local agencies and school districts in preparing and
presenting successful test claims are reimbursable, including those same costs of
an unsuccessful test claim if an adverse Commission ruling is later reversed as a
result of a court order. These actiyities include, but are not limited to, the
following: preparing and presenting test claims, developing parameters and
guidelines, collecting cost data, and helping with the drafting of required
claiming instructions. The costs of all successful test claims are reimbursable.

Costs that may be reimbursed include the following: salaries and benefits,
materials and supplies, consultant and legal costs, transportation, and indirect |

~ costs.

contracted services, training, and indirect costs. -

Claim

Reimbursable Activities -- Reimbursement Claims

All costs incurred during the period of this claim for the preparation and
submission of successful reimbursement claims to the State Controller are
recoverable by the-local agencies and school districts. Allowable costs include,
but are not limited to, the following: salaries and benefits, service and supplies,

Incorrect Reduction Claims are considered to be an element of the
reimbursement procéss. Reimbursable activities for successful incorrect

reduction claims include the appearance of necessary representatives before the

Commission on State Mandates to present the claim, in addition to the
reimbursable activities set forth above for successful reimbursement claims.

Preparation
Supporting Data
For audit purposes, all costs claimed shall be traceable to source documents

(e.g., employee time records, invoices, receipts, purchase orders, contracts,

worksheets, calendars, declarations, etc.) that show evidence of the validity of
such costs and their relationship to the state mandated program. All

“documentation in support of the claimed costs shall be made available to the

State Controllgr’s Office, as may be requested,v and all reimbursement claims
are subject to audit during the period specified in Government Code section
17558.5, subdivision (a).



Salaries and Benefits

Employee costs should be supported by the following: employee name, position
(job title), productive hourly rate, hours worked, salary and benefit amounts,
and a description of the tasks performed as they relate to this mandate.

Service and Supplies

Identify any direct costs for materials that have been consumed or expended
specifically for this mandate.

Contract Services

Costs incurred for contract services and/or legal counsel that assist in the
preparation, submission and/or presentation of claims are recoverable. Provide
copies of the invoices and/or claims that were paid.

Training
1. Classes

Include the costs of classes designed to assist the claimant in identifying and

correctly preparing State-required documentation for specific reimbursable

mandates. Such costs include, but are not limited to, salaries and benefits,

transportation, registration fees, per diem, and related costs incurred
‘because of this mandate. ~

2. Commission Workshops

Participation in workshops convened by the Commission is reimbursable.
Such costs include, but are not limited to, salaries and benefits,
transportation, and per diem. This does not include reimbursement for
participation in rulemaking proceedings.

Indirect Costs

1 Local Agencies '

Indirect costs are defined as costs Wthh are incurred for a common or Jomt
purpose, benefiting more than one program and are not directly assignable

to a particular department or program without efforts disproportionate to the
result achieved. Indirect costs may include both (1) overhead costs of the
unit performing the mandate; and (2) the costs of central government
services distributed to other departments based on a systematic and rational
basis through a cost allocation plan.

Local agencies must claim indirect costs based on the following alternatives:
Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement using the
procedure provided in the OMB Circular A-87. Claimants have the option
of using ten (10) percent of direct labor, excluding fringe benefits, or
preparing an Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) for the department if the
indirect cost rate claimed exceeds ten (10) percent. If more than one
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department claims indirect costs for the mandated program, each department
must have its own IRCP prepared in accordance with OMB Circular A-87
(or subsequent replacement). An ICRP must be submitted with the claim
when the indirect cost rate exceeds ten (10) percent.

2. School Districts

School districts must use the J-380 (or subsequent replacement) non-
restrictive indiréct cost rate provisionally approved by the California
Department of Education. :

3. Cbunty Offices of Education

County offices of education must use the J-580 (or subse'quent replacement)
non-restrictive indirect cost rate provisionally approved by the California
Department of Education. '

4. Community College Districts

Community College Districts must use one of the following three
alternatives:

a. An ICRP based on OMB Circular A-21;
b. The State Controller’s FAM-29C which uses the CCFS-311; or

c. Seven percent (7 %).
VII.  Offsetting Savings and Other Reimbursement

Any offsetting savings the claimants experience as a direct result of this statute 1nust be
deducted from the costs claims. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received.
from any source, e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this

claim.
VIII. Required Certification
The following certification must accompany the claim:
I DO HEREBY CERTIFY:

THAT sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive, of the Government Code and other
applicable provisions of the law have been complied with; and

THAT I am the person authorized by the local agency to file claims for funds
with the State of California. .

-SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE DATE

TITLE | | TELEPHONE NUMBER
' (Continue to Appendix A) ’ -
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- PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486
| and
Statutes of 1984_, Chapter 1459

APPENDIX A |

Limitation on Reimbursement for Independent Contractor Costs During Fiscal Years 1995-96,
1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99, and 1999-00 !

A.  Ifalocal agency or school district contracts with an independent contractor for the
preparation and submission of reimbursement claims, the costs reimbursable by the state
for that purpose shall not exceed the lesser of (1) 10 percent of the amount of the claims
prepared and submitted by the independent contractor, or (2) the actual costs that would
necessarily have been incurred for that purpose if performed by employees of the local
agency or school district. '

The maximum amount of reimbursement provided for an independent contractor may be
exceeded only if the local agency or school district establishes, by appropriate
documentation, that the preparation and submission of these claims could not have been
accomplished without the incurring of the additional costs claimed by the local agency
or school district. '

B.  Costs incurred for contract services and/or legal counsel that assist in the preparation,
submission and/or presentation of claims are recoverable within the limitations imposed
under A. above. Provide copies of the invoices.and/or claims that were paid. For the
preparation and submission of claims pursuant to Government Code sections 17561 and
17564, submit an estimate of the actual costs that would have been incurred for that
purpose if performed by employees of the local agency or school district; this cost
estimate is to be certified by the governing body or its designee.

If reimbursement is sought for independent contractor costs that are in excess of [Test
(D] ten percent of the claims prepared and submitted by. the independent contractor or
[Test (2)] the actual costs that necessarily would have been incurred for that purpose if

! The limitation added by (1) the Budget Act of 1995, Chapter 303, Statutes of 1995, in Item 0840-001-
001, Provision 11, and in [tem 8885-001-001, Provision 1, (2) the Budget Act of 1996, Chapter 162, Statutes of
1996, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 9, and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, (3) the Budget Act of 1997,
Chapter 282, Statutes of 1997, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 9, and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, and
(4) the Budget Act of 1998, Chapter 324, Statutes of 1998, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 8, and Item 8885-001-
0001, Provision 1, (5) the Budget Act of 1999, Chapter 50, Statutes of 1999, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 8,

and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, is shown as part A. of this Appendix,
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performed by employees or the local school district, appropriate documentation must be
submitted to show that the preparation and submission of these claims could not have
been accomplished without the incurring of the additional costs claimed by the local
agency or school district. Appropriate documentation includes the record of dates and -
time spent by staff of the contractor for the preparation and submission of claims on
behalf of the local agency or school district, the contractor's billed rates, and
explanation on reasons for exceeding Test (1) and/or Test (2). In the absence of
appropriate documentation, reimbursement is limited to the lesser of Test (1) and/or
Test (2). No reimbursement shall be permitted for the cost of contracted services.
without the submission of an estimate of actual costs by the local agency or school
district. ’
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY MAIL

_1, the undersigned, declare as follows:

I am a resident of the County of Sacramento and I am over the age of 18 years, and not a
party to the within action. My place of employment is 1300 I Street, Suite 950,
Sacramento, California 95814. -

On October 1, 1999, I served the:
The Adopted by the Commission On State Mandates for the following claim:

CSM-4485 Mandate Reimbursement Process

Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486

Statutes of 1984, Chapter 1459 :

Statutes of 1995, Chapter 303 (Budget Act of 1995)
* - Statutes of 1996, Chapter 162 (Budget Act of 1996)
Statutes of 1997, Chapter 282. (Budget Act of 1997)
Statutes of 1998, Chapter 324 (Budget Act of 1998)
Statutes of 1999, Chapter 50 (Budget Act of 1999)

by placing a true copy thereof in an envelope addressed to each of the persons listed on
the mailing list, and by sealing and depositing said envelope in the United States mail at
Sacramento, California, with postage thereon fully paid.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed on

October 1, 1999, at Sacramcnto, California. , ,
| ! . s«
Ol f S

CHRISTINE WEIN
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, BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES :
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ; |

IN RE AMENDMENT TO PARAMETERS - | NO. CSM—4485-OO

AND GUIDELINES ON: Mandate Reimbursement Process

Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486; Statutes of ADOPTION OF AMENDMENT TO

1984, Chapter 1459; Statutes of 1995, Chapter | PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

303 (Budget Act of 1995); Statutes of 1996, PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE
Chapter 162 (Budget Act of 1996); Statutes of | SECTION 17557 AND TITLE 2,

1997, Chapter 282 (Budget Act of 1997); CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS,
Statutes of 1998, Chapter 324 (Budget Act of | SECTIONS 1183.2 AND 1185.3.

1998); Statutes of 1999, Chapter 50 (Budget ~

Act of 1999), Statutes of 2000, Chapter 52

(B_udget Act of 2000). (Adopted on September 28, 2000)

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES AMENDMENT

On September 28, 2000, the Commission on State Mandates adopted the attached Amended
Parameters and Guidelines. This decision shall become effective on October 2, 2000.

RN

PAULA HIGASHI, Exe#tive Director
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
PARAME_TERS AND GUIDELINES

Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486

Statutes of 1984, Chapter 1459
Statutes of 1995, Chapter 303 (Budget Act of 1995)
Statutes of 1996, Chapter 162 (Budget Act of 1996)
Statutes of 1997, Chapter 282 (Budget Act of 1997)
Statutes  of 1998, Chapter 324 (Budget Act of 1998)
Statutes of 1999, Chapter 50 (Budget Act of 1999)
Statutes of 2000, Chapter 52 (Budget Act of 2000)

Mandate Reimbursement Process

" [For fiscal years 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-00, and 2000-01 only, these
parameters and guidelines are amended, pursuant to the requirements of (1) provision 11 of
Item 0840-001-001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-001 of the Budget Act of 1995,

(2) provision 9 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget
Act of 1996, (3) provision 9 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001
. of the Budget Act of 1997, (4) provision 8 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of

Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 1998, (5) provision 8 of Item 0840-001-0001 and
provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 1999, (6) provision 8 of

Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 2000 to
include Appendix A.] ,

I. Summary of Mandate

Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, established the Board of Control's authority to hear and make
determinations on claims submitted by local governments that allege costs mandated by the
state. In addition, Chapter 486/75 contains provisions authorizing the State Controller's
Office to receive, review, and pay reimbursement claims for mandated costs submltted by
local governments. : :

Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984, created the Commission on State Mandates, which replaced
the Board of Control with respect to hearing mandate cost claims. This law established the
"sole and exclusive procedure" by which a local agency or school district is allowed to claim
reimbursement as required by Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution for
state mandates under the Government Code, see section 17552.




" Together these laws establish the process by which local agencies receive reimbursement for
state-mandated programs. As such, they prescribe the procedures that must be followed before
mandated costs are recognized. They also dictate reimbursement activities by requiring local
agencies and school districts to file claims according to instructions issued by the Controller.

H. Commission on State Mandates Decision

On March 27, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates determined that local agencies and
school districts incurred. "costs mandated by the state” as a result of Chapter 486, Statutes of
1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984. Specifically, the commission found that these two
statutes imposed a new program by requiring local governments to file claims in order to
establish the existence of a mandated program as well as to obtain reimbursement for the costs
of mandated programs. :

ITI. Eligible Claimants

- All local agencies and school disiricts incurring increased costs as a result of this ﬂandate are
eligible to claim relmbursement of those costs.

IV. Period of Claim

Pursuant to Government Code section 17560, reimbursement for state-mandated costs may be
claimed as follows:

(a) A local agency or school district may file an estimated reimbursement claim by January
15 of the fiscal year in which costs are to be incurred, and, by January 15 following
that fiscal year shall file an annual reimbursement claim that details the costs actually
incurred for that fiscal year; or it may comply with the provisions of subd1v131on (b).

(b) A local agency or school district may, by January 15 following the fiscal year in which
costs are incurred, file an annual reimbursement claim that detalls the costs actually
incurred for that fiscal year. :

(c) In the event revised claiming instructions are issued by' the Controller pursuant to
subdivision (c) of Section 17558 between October 15 and January 15, a local agency or
school district filing an annual reimbursement claim shall have 120 days following the
issuance date of the revised claiming instructions to file a claim.

* If the total costs for a g1ven fiscal year do not exceed $200 no- relmbursement shall be
allowed. : o

V. Reimbursable Costs
A. Scope of Mandate

Local agencies and school districts filing successful test claims and reimbursement claims
incur state-mandated costs. The purpose of this test claim is to establish that local
governments (counties, cities, school districts, special districts, etc.) cannot be made
financially whole unless all state- mandated costs -- both direct and indirect -- are
reimbursed. Since local costs would not have been incurred for test claims and




reimbursement claims but for the implementation of state-imposed mandates, all resulting
costs are recoverable. ' '

B. Reimbursable Activities -- Test Claims

All costs incurred by local agencies and school districts in preparing and presenting
successful test claims are reimbursable, including those same costs of an unsuccessful test
claim if an adverse Commission ruling is later reversed as a result of a court order. These
activities include, but are not limited to, the following: preparing and presenting test
claims, developing parameters and guidelines, collecting cost data, and helping with the
drafting of required claiming instructions. The costs of all successful test claims are
reimbursable.

Costs that may be reimbursed include the following: salaries and benefits, materials and
supplies, consultant and legal costs, transportation, and indirect costs.

. C. Reimbursable Activities -- Reimbursement Claims

All costs incurred during the period of this claim for the preparation and submission of
successful reimbursement claims to the State Controller are recoverable by the local
agencies and school districts. Allowable costs include, but are not limited to, the
following: salaries and benefits, service and supplies, contracted services, training, and
indirect costs. :

Incorrect Reduction Claims are considered to be an element of the reimbursement process.
Reimbursable activities for successful incorrect reduction claims include the appearance of
necessary representatives before the Commission on State Mandates to present the claim,
in addition to the reimbursable activities set forth above for successful reimbursement
claims. '

V1. Claim Preparation
A.. Supporting Data

For audit purposes, all costs claimed shall be traceable to source documents (e.g.,
employee time records, invoices, receipts, purchase orders, contracts, worksheets, '
calendars, declarations, etc.) that show evidence of the validity of such costs and their
relationship to the state- mandated program. All documentation in support of the claimed
costs shall be made available to the State Controller’s Office, as may be requested, and all
reimbursement claims are subject to audit during the period specified in Government Code
section 17558.5, subdivision (a). ' o

B. Salaries and Benefits

Employee costs should be supported by the following: employee name, position (job title),
productive hourly rate, hours worked, salary and benefit amounts, and a description of the
tasks performed as they relate to this mandate. - - :




C. Service and Supplies

Identify any direct costs for materials that have been consumed or expended specifically for
this mandate.

D. Contract Services

Costs incurred for contract services and/or legal counsel that assist in the preparation, .
submission and/or presentation of claims are recoverable. Provide copies of the invoices
and/or claims that were paid.

E. Training
1. Classes

Include the costs of classes designed to assist the claimant in identifying and correctly
preparing state-required documentation for specific reimbursable mandates. Such costs
include, but are not limited to, salaries and benefits, transportation, registration fees,
per diem, and related costs incurred because of this mandate.

2. Commission Workshops

Participation in workshops convened by the Commission is reimbursable. Such costs
include, but are not limited to, salaries and benefits, transportation, and per diem.
This does not include reimbursement for participation in rulemaking proceedings.

E. Indirect Costs

’1. Local Agencies

Indirect costs are defined as costs which are incurred for a common or joint purpose,
benefiting more than one program and are not directly assignable to a particular
department or program without efforts disproportionate to the result achieved. Indirect
costs may include both (1) overhead costs of the unit performing the mandate; and (2)
the costs of central government services distributed to other departments based on a
systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan.

Local agencies must claim indirect costs based on the following alternatives:
Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement using the procedure
provided in the OMB Circular A-87. Claimants have the option of using ten (10)
percent of direct labor, excluding fringe benefits, or preparing an Indirect Cost Rate
Proposal (ICRP) for the department if the indirect cost rate claimed exceeds ten (10)
percent. If more than one department claims_indirect costs for the mandated program,
. each department must have its own IRCP prepared in accordance with OMB Circular

~ A-87 (or subsequent replacement). An ICRP must be submitted with the claim when
the indirect cost rate exceeds ten (10) percent.

2. School Districts

School districts must use the J-380 (or subsequent replacement) non-restrictive indirect '
cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of Education.
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3. County Offices of Education

County offices of education must use the J-580 (or subsequent replacement) non-
restrictive indirect cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of
Education.

4, Community Cdllege Districfs |
Community College Districts must use one of the following three alternatives:
a. An ICRP based on OMB Circular A-21;
b. The State Controller’s FAM-29C which uses the CCFS-311; or
c. Seven percent (7%).
VII. Offsetting Savings and Other Reimbursement - '

Any offsetting savings the claimants experience as a direct result of this statute must be
deducted from the costs claims. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from
any source, e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim.

VIII. Required Certification
The following certification must accompany the claim:
- I'DO HEREBY CERTIFY: ,

THAT sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive, of the Goverhment Code and other applicable
provisions of the law have been complied with; and

THAT I am the person authorized by the local agency to file claims for funds with the
State of California. ' _

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE DATE

TITLE | . o TELEPHONE NUMBER
(Continue to Appendix A) '




PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486
' and .
Statutes of 1984, Chapter 1459

APPENDIX A

- Limitation on Reimbursement for Independent Contractor Costs During Fiscal Years 1995-96,
1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-00, and 2000-01'

A. If alocal agency or school district contracts with an independent contractor for the
preparation and submission of reimbursement claims, the costs reimbursable by the state
for that.purpose shall not exceed the lesser. of (1) 10 percent of the amount of the claims
prepared and submitted by the independent contractor, or (2) the actual costs that would
necessarily have been incurred for that purpose if performed by employees of the local
agency or school district.

The maximum amount of reimbursement provided for an independent contractor may be
exceeded only if the local agency or school district establishes, by appropriate ,
documentation, that the preparation and submission of these claims could not have been.
accomplished without the incurring of the additional costs claimed by the local agency
or school district. .

B.  Costs incurred for contract services and/or legal counsel that assist in the preparation,
submission and/or presentation of claims are recoverable within the limitations imposed
under A. above. Provide copies of the invoices and/or claims that were paid. For the
preparation and submission of claims pursuant to Government Code sections 17561 and
17564, submit an estimate of the actual costs that would have been incurred for that
purpose if performed by employees of the local agency or school district; this cost
estimate is to be certified by the governing body or its designee.

If reimbursement is sought for independent contractor costs that are in excess of
[Test (1)] ten percent of the claims prepared and submitted by the independent
contractor or [Test (2)] the actual costs that necessarily would have been incurred for

! The limitation added by (1) the Budget Act of 1995, Chapter 303, Statutes of 1995, in Item 0840-001-
001, Provision 11, and in Item 8885-001-001, Provision 1, (2) the Budget Act of 1996, Chapter 162, Statutes of
1996, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 9, and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, (3) the Budget Act of 1997,
Chapter 282, Statutes of 1997, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 9, and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, and
(4) the Budget Act of 1998, Chapter 324, Statutes of 1998, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 8, and Item 8885-001-
0001, Provision 1, (5) the Budget Act of 1999, Chapter 50, Statutes of 1999, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 8,
and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, (6) the Budget Act of 2000, Chapter 52, Statutes of 2000, in Item
0840-001-0001, Provision 8, and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, is shown as part A. of this Appendix.
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that purpose if performed by employees or the local school district, approptiate
documentation must be submitted to show that the preparation and submission of these
claims could not have been accomplished without the incurring of the additional costs
claimed by the local agency or school district. Appropriate documentation includes the
record of dates and time spent by staff of the contractor for the preparation and
submission of claims on behalf of the local agency or school district, the contractor's
billed rates, and explanation on reasons for exceeding Test (1) and/or Test (2). Inthe
‘absence of appropriate documentation, reimbursement is limited to the lesser of Test (1)
and/or Test (2). No reimbursement shall be permitted for the cost of contracted services
without the submission of an estimate of actual costs by the local agency or school
district. ' '
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Los Rios Community College District

Mandate Reimbursement Process Program
July 1, 1998 - June 30, 2002

S03-MCC-0017

Detail of Unallowable Salaries and Benefits, FY 1999-2000

Hours Rate Cost Allowable | Allowable | Allowable | Unallowable
Employee Claimed | Claimed | Claimed Hours Rate Costs Costs
Bray, Carrie 2710|$ 56.73|$ 1,537 942 (% 567319 534 | $ (1,003)
Davatz, Louise 9.1 8532|$ 776 1.5 85.32| § 128 | $ (648)
Millhone, Virginia 29.25 33.09|$ 968 26.25 32.77| $ 860 | $ (108)
Sayles, Kim 136 3723 $ 5,063 1.5 37.23| $ 56| $ (5,007)
Sorrell, Pete 1.5 70211 $ 105 1.5 66.52| $ 100 | $ (5)
$

Total, FY 1999-2000

(6,771




Los Rios Community College District
Mandate Reimbursement Process Program
July 1, 1998 - June 30, 2002
S03-MCC-0017
Detail of Unallowable Salaries and Benefits, FY 2000-01

Hours Rate Costs Allowable | Allowable | Allowable | Unallowable
Employee Claimed | Claimed | Claimed Hours Rate Costs Costs

Beachler, J. 0.08|% 66.619% 5 - $ - $ (5.00)
Borg, M. 6.08 65.36] $ 397 - $ - $ (397.00)
Forbes-Boyte, K. 1.08 67.52| 73 2.00 67.52| % 135.04 % 62.04
Bray, C. 2.74 61.58| $ 169 | 3.00 61.54|$ 184621 % 15.62
Brown, C. 0.25 70.87| $ 18 - $ - 1% (18.00)
Campbell, M. 0.08 27.62| $ 2 - $ - $ (2.00)
Chock-Hunt, S. 1.34 76.12| $ 102 2.00 76.12| § 15224 | § 50.24
Cobian, R. 1.00 37211 $ 37 2.00 37.211 $ 7442 | $ 37.42
Cypret, P. 1.00 53.81] $ 54 2.00 53.81|$% 10762 % 53.62
Davatz, L. 3.58 95.17| $ 341 - $ - |$ (341.00)
Dun, L. 1.00 74.24| $ 74 2.00 74.24|$ 14848 | $ 74.48
Freeman, J. 0.08 41.07| $ 3 - $ - $ (3.00)
Gessford, V. 0.58 61.08| $ 35 - $ - 1% (35.00)
Hannson, C. 1.50 74.62| $ 112 - $ - $ (112.00)
Harris, B. 0.08 113.49| $ 9 - $ - $ (9.00)
Henderson, J. 0.08 30.91| $ 2 - $ - $ (2.00)
Hsieh, P. 0.50 65.27] $ 33 - $ - | $ (33.00)
lwata, C. 1.00 76.63] $ 77 2.00 76.63| $ 153.26 | § 76.26
Jolly, J. 0.08 58.3| $ 5 - $ - 1% (5.00)
Jones, M. 1.00 50.25{ $ 50 2.00 50.25|$ 10050 | $ 50.50
Jorgensen, G. 1.00 29.72] $ 30 - $ - $ (30.00)
LaVine, K. 1.00 38.31| § 38 2.00 38.311 $ 7662 | $ 38.62
Lorimer, S. 0.67 70.21| $ 47 - $ - $ (47.00)
McCormac, R. 0.08 6411 $ 5 - $ - |$ (5.00)
Millhone, V. 3.00 33371 $ 100 2.00 33.37| $ 66,74 | $ (33.26)
Moore, N. 1.00 65.26| $ 65 2.00 65.26| $ 13052 | $ 65.52
Olson, J. 0.50 52.93! $ 26 - $ - $ (26.00)
Pannier, L. 0.66 52.88| $ 35 - $ - 19 (35.00)
Perez, A. 0.08 24.83| $ 2 - $ - $ (2.00)
Purmont, M. 0.08 46.62| $ 4 - $ - |3 (4.00)
Roach, B. 2.50 62.97| $ 157 - $ - $ (157.00)
Rogers, L. 1.00 75.98| $ 76 - $ - 1% (76.00)
Sandusky, S. 1.00 61.94| $ 62 2.00 61.94|$ 12388 | 9% 61.88
Sayles, K. 115.75 4174 $ 4,831 115.75 39.99( $ 4,628.84 | $§ (202.16)
Serrano, B. 0.08 36.12| $ 3 - $ - IS (3.00)
Silvia, W. 0.08 69.14| $ 6 - $ - $ (6.00)
Sloane, D. 0.58 87.61| $ 51 - $ - 18 (51.00)
Steeves, N. 2.00 26.7 $ 53 - $ - $ (53.00)
Travis, D. 1.08 69.27| $ 75 2.00 69.27|$ 13854 | $ 63.54
Turner, M. 1.08 64.84] $ 70 2.00 64.84{$% 129681 $ 59.68
Wark, L. 1.00 68.33| $ 68 2.00 68.33] % 136.66 | $ 68.66
Wiecking, K. 1.00 | 50.27| $ 50 2.00 50.27|$ 10054 | $ 50.54
Yamamura, W. 0.50 60.63| $ 30 - $ - $ (30.00)
Total, FY 2000-01 $ (894)




Tab 6




T €40 | obed DR R . W 88:Z '00/9/11 Pasedaig 00-66 Alewwing swy] g0 & . -

“LP9y 0 008'L - S9G6'%. i 066°L - 1800} - %€Z0'€ = 996'29 - : .leBeuepy ai0)syoog - Blep . 9pAH
o> CC99 008} - :¥6L'6LL .. 88Z'EL . /80'0L.  %ETO'E . 906'GOL . uoponysul ‘Juspisald ooIA ydesor - plemoH |
5-6482 008k GL8'1GT . p6'6 . 0 %0SLEZ L8y | _ uononssui ‘Alejescsg sojuer uosJapusH
& YP'Ge 1 008') i G8LIGY ' ¢ £82'g L i 0 %0GL'EZ Bee'eE T o -+ JsHepads Bugunoody o7 plomAeH
== 91’98 - . 008 " 960'GSL . LvE'YL . /80°0L. %E20E . SGL'OpL , - 98B0 Ay ojusweldes ‘uspisald - . . peqoy © sley
V€99 . 008°k ¥OE'6LL. . €6T'€L . /80'0L . %ET0'E 11090} - &o_gmo E%awwmmo_zom juspnis ‘Juspisaid I\ BIpne|D uossueH
€LSE 008k LLLEW9  pbETL -0 %0Gl'€Z. €6l % Isleads suuosied Bllosld -+ weyeip
S¥’'.y 008k - OL¥'s8 - zee'9l - 0 - %0SL€Z ~8l069 - . ~doswiedng sydomied . - weyg Biagpioo
v8'99 - 008'L . Zle'0Zh . 12E'€L. . /800L° . %EIO'E 966 91 . - s9%1ueg Juspn)s ‘ueeq snydjopy uoysoys
9¢'Le 008't ~€90'6Y . 9L¥'6 0.0 %0SL'€Z 'LP9'6E NP3 “JO[j8OUBYD 901 SU) O} JUBJSISSY SARRASILILIPY elubIIp - plojsse9
sy'8€ . 008'k 8869  ¥BTEL 0 . %0S.€C -¥e6'6s . o _o__mocm:o ms o} Eﬂm_mw< m>_58xm .. eluueer  uBweaid
Ly'8S 008'} - 0VZ'SOL  8.8Ck /80'0L  %ETO'E . 29E'Z6 . © . gsd'uesd v - Y . alkog-seqiod
80°0% 008k evi'el. 9186 0 . %0S.Gh 92829 - : o memcms_ SMYOMED - - - eueg . Ajoued
1828 008'h  LLL'BYL - L9L'b) 1800} - %E€TO'€ ¥00'SEL Emsao_mio me:ommm,m UBLNH “JOJj9OUBYD 8IA - JIOMOH D Ueuuali3
02'.9 008°F  2S6'0C)  BEE'El /80°0L  %€C0'€ .€l9'loL - . © SeoMesjuepmigueed - Ame7 . ung
GL'.E 008k  G¥6'/9 S¥2'6 0 %0SL'GL 008G L Eoeao_gmo o0InosaY “Jopeuq juelsissy - eijse . Aueybnog
LL’68 008} 889 LL  6El'El 0 - %0SL€Z 6¥8'MG -+ o . . . Josiiedns Buseyoing .- suslBA - -suiqqoQ
90°'8¢ 008°L  T15'89 6rl'cl 0 %0SL'€C - €9€'GG . ._ow_Ema:m SaolIag Sseulsng opey - uoeTeq -,
8292 008k  0lE'ZF 0806 0 %05L'ec  Ogg'ee o © . Uislepadg pudosiad o dspuusr - opspsusgs( -
86°Z¢ 008'L  29e'6S  €6g'Ll 0 %0SL'€T 696'LF - - losiuedng sejie) Da3 - uep. . . siAeq
96'¥€ 008tk  €26'29  9.0'Tl 0 %0SL'€C L¥8'0§ © . Josiuedng BuiAosy/eoueUBUBY | PIeA (UBAS)S) - sineq
2e's8 008'L  6.G'€SL  962'vl 180°0L  %EZ0'€ - €8C'6El = . Jojjeouey) 8_>m>§8xm.f,.., o esinot - ZieAeq
9809 008'}  GSS'60L . L06'FL 0 %0GL°GL  8YO'¥6..., . ... oo o juswiebeuel sepiloe ‘iojalq. _ eC
gLee 008'L - 'L28'lG.  860°LL 0 %0S.L'€Z  62L9V Juels|ssy jouuosiad *
8e'ie 008'L  LIE'9S  L08'0l 0 %0SL'€C  Y0S'SH _mmmcms_ Se0lAIeg PO04 |
FAAS 008'F  9.1'86  S9L'}} 0 “%0SL'€Z - LLO'LY ~losinedng §8d03
GL'€9 008k  0SL'¥LL  ISL'€L  180'0L  %E£20'E . €65°L0) . Ememmmcms_ seleS ‘Jojoaiig
8C'hL . 008} ZLE'BZL  GSG'EL ¢ [80'0L  %ETO'C LGP i it e uojonssul Em_u_mm:n_ 83IA
9€'5G 008°L  999'66  VLLZL - [80'0}  %ETOC  2K6'98 . _¢>anm_fcman_o>mo diysiepes Jopoaliq Wisjy - I |
86'62 008k  996'tS  /GE'0lL 0 %0G.'€C  609°'cy : , losinedng feIpolSnD T jeRYIY T “elielseD |
06'v¢ 008'L  €z8%y  T09'8 0 %0SL'€Z 129 SeoIMIBS [eIeURD ‘Alejadag Apojeiy lleqdwe)
646, 008}  ¥Iv'9EL  e6l'tl 180'0}  %g€T0e  129'TTl ~ lesuno) |essusg usnsls ueunonig
G1'59 008’k €9Z'LLL  LeT'el 180°0}  %€T0'€  ZE0'¥Ol SOJINISS BABASIUILPY ‘Juspisald 92lA  Jeydojsuyn umoig
Y 2EL 98 008°L  SOL'20L  ¢68°ch 0 %0S.'GL ¢gLz'es : s80IAI8S Buiunosoy ‘lojoslg alIED - Reig
§6'LS 008'}k  LLEWOL  1S8°CI /80°'0  %€TOE 0916 - Juswdojanaq JUSPNIS 3 UOHEINOLEN ‘UBaq eIAN Biog
¥5°09 008'L - €.6'80L 886'C) 180°0}  %€T0'€  G86'GE _ yolessay [euonnisu] “10j08.IQg uipne Jajyoeeg
sioe 008'L 192G  SI¥'0L 0. %0SL'€C ¢S8'ey Isljeads jpuuosiad epualg owesjeg
EV'19 008't  8/6'04L  gEO'tl 180'0}  %€T0€ €¥5'.6 (wueyu]) s991N0seY UBWNY “10)0811Q Bein loveg
09'29 008'}  689'lzl  Log'cl /80°0}  %E€T0'€  8TE'80) UOHEJSIUIIPY ‘JUSpisald 8dIA JHeqoy aiBally
o)y AUnoH  sUnoH sjsuag sjauag 'S1809 aley Aejeg L : aWweN
9AJONpOId BAlNpold %R Algesg [ejol Jjeuag Jjauag .
leld

swie) 3so0) pajepueiy 0002-6661 .
—_ ajey AlINOH 2AI19Nn0Ud JO uopenoe) : , —_

LOIYLSIA 3937709 ., INNWINOD SO SO - -



€Jo N abed

Wd 8€:Z '00/9/11 pasedaid 00-66 Alewwng swij g9

“,\,.

19°9¢ 008t  100'99 19921 0 %0SL'€Z ¥ee'es 0 usme) BETVETTERY
81'ge 008't  0Z'89 68LEl 0 %0G.°€Z 1€S'GS Siuelo g spenuo) ‘osiaedng A Z)lem
- T6'SS 008t  2S9'00L  vvi'Ch 1800k  %€20't 806'/8 $80IM9G Juspnis % Bulesuno) ‘uesq preyory a0BjleM
W,wu 18'9C 008}k  B9Z'8y FASTALS) 0 %0SL'€C 166'8C  2WNH ‘I0||aduByD 99IA SY} 0} JUe}SISSY SAljeSIUIPY usmo ilem
- 9/'89 008  99/'tgt  Zev'el 1800} %E€Z0'€  P¥E'OLL  Oj9AeQ DlWou0dT B UoyeonpT |euonednasg “opaid yelogsqg sinel|
96'v¢ 008t  €26'29 9/0CL 0 %0S.°€C 1¥8'0S Josinvedng syHOMIED aulsHYD sewoy)
09°C. 008k  689'0gl  Szo'el L80°0L  %EC0'€  $90°LLL  ABojouyos] UoneuULOU| JO JO[[BIUBYD SDIA SIRI0SSY (wir) wunz; Epng
90'vZ 008°'L  OLE'sh zie's 0 %0S.'€C 866'vE juswdojena(] JuspniS ' UoKEINIWEN ‘Alejeldeg AoueN S9A99)S
¥9°L2 008k  9G/'6¥ 6¥5'6 0 %0S.°€C 1020V Alejaioag sAleySIULPY e [euudg
29°99 008tk  gel'6LL  gog‘el 180°0L  %E€20°t  62¥'90) Juswabeueyy senioe 10j031(] fjed a g lleLiog
£2°98 008V  €22'sSL  SvE'vL 180'0}  %E20°S  88'0vl 969]00 JaARy UBdHBWY ‘Juspisald suep g
oL'ee 008'L  ¥.G'6S eer'lL 0 %0SL'€Z  LyL'8p Islleroadg ssauisng @ souelinsuy [aYostsH Upws
€0'28 008'L  9S9'Z¥L  €ZL'vl 180'0L  %EC0'e " ¢eg'eel ABojouyos| @ uoneoNp3 ‘Iojjeoueys) J9IA euelq aueo|S
€89 008'h .889'9LL  ¥lg'El 1800}  %E€20't viv'eol S92IAIBS [BIBUSL) ‘J0J08lI(] WelliiM BIAIS
6829 008tk  SEl'ell  gLl'ie 0 %0S.'€C GTh'L6 UoIsinlg ssauisng ‘uesQg Aspys poys
0z1e 008'}  1G0'LS 05601 0 %0SL'€C  L0}L'9p Josinledng Jejue) Ajunuoddo qor 3 Jealen BULGeS osideys
9z'8¢ 008't  £/8'89 gie'el 0 %0G.°€C GS9'GS ureydeg o21j0d Aeyo sieag
e 008'L  LEL'L9 ¥88°Z1L 0 %0G.'€C  1¥T'¥S Isletoadg Buures | BUE|T Z)Iemyos
008t 11029 19821 0 %0GL'€C  0SL'vS , Josiatadng Buiunoooy [eleusg wiy so|feg
AL 008°L  0ZL'12L  gve'el 18001  %EZ0'€  +z8'l0l , UONBJISIUILPY ‘JUBpISald S9IA pAon siabpoy
18°LS 008‘L  6%¥0'P0L €8¢l 1800l  %E€20't 90Z'L6 Isijejoadg Abojouyos | uoneuwlou) IS ueng  yoeoy
L'1g 008}y  100'0LL  8IO‘El 1800}  %ET0'E £86'96 SHY Buiwliopad B [ensIA ‘sucpedunwiwo) ‘ueaq yppnpe Jawiyaury
L0°Ce 008k  219/§ 8G0'L L 0 %0G.'€Z 6GS'9f _ Josipadng seoinies Bunuuy uo@ pioy
A5 008'F  06.'G6 ¥8e'sl 0 %0SL'€C  90¥'LL 1sAjeuy WwajsAg [epuapyuon) Aer Jajuued
$9°€G 008k  €65°'96 €29'CL 18001  %EZ0't 0€6'e8 ABojouyos |, jesibojoig paliddy ‘uesg Keayer [eaN,O
Bl vP 008'F  6%5'6L 192'GL 0 %0S.'€C 282'%9 , -uUepluyos ) bujuueld ssmjioey piaeq S|OYoIN
1979 008}  p08'LZl  pog'cl 1800}  %E€T0'S 0Ovv's0l $90In0sdy uewny ‘Jopailg  (eww3) Awwip a|neJp
98'cy 008'L  SS6'8L €616l 0 %0S.°€C  208'€9 Jsiferoadg jpuuosiod BINAS EJo
A g 008’}  8S5°6S 0Eh L1 0 - %0S.€Z 8zL'sh JuejsISSy UiWpyY elubIA auoy[iiN
8685 008k  8GL'90}  S06°'C) 18001  %E20't €5T'e6 Bunieauibug ® ulen ‘eousiog ‘ues(q auusyey| ure o
€L'19 008}k  Ov0'OLL 610t 180°0} ©  %€20'E  120°'L6 S80IAI8S [eDs] “J0joalI( esasay| ejsiepn
0€'6¥ 008'L.  /£.'88 0€0'2L 0 %0S.L°€C  10L'}VL losiniedng SHYOMIED jsuer 9|7
688 008k  208'ZSL  vlZ'vl 18001  %E20'€ 8zs'sEl 8b8j|0D JoAry sauwinso) ‘Juspisaid o9jlIB simaT]
18709 008°L  T/S'60L  6LE9L 0 %00S°L) €GZ'€6  SANOSYT |BUOKNISU| B SEOIAISS SAlJRlSIUIWLPY ‘Ues(q usajyiey UIpHIH
9129 008}  Z88'col ' Svi'sl 0 %0S.°€C  IE1'€8 1820 S8JINIBS jpuUOSIed BIOUSIOH EIER)
ZV 1y 008'L  808%8 9/2'91 0 %0S8.°€C Z£5'89 losintedng syyeusg sakojdwg MIN sauop
€0°0L 008t  €50'0ZL  68Y'El 1800}  %E€T0€ ¥9S'TL) lebeueyy josfoid Jesn Aep sauor
65°1€ 008V 12895 gi6'0L 0 %0SL'€Z 9G6'Gh losintedng Jsjueg 4 usajjon uosuyorp
AR 008't  120'v. 102'¥L 0 %0G.°€C 028'6S 19011JO S9OIISS [suuosIad eloued unyjewiwy
o)ey AunoH - sinoy sjijeueg  sjousg '8]1S00) aley Aejeg oL aweN
SAINPOId 8Ajjonpold % Alejeg [ejol Jijousg l4suseg
1eld
suwie[d 1s0) pajepuely 0002Z-6661
ey >_.=._OI w>_uo_‘..._\3|n~._n_ JO uoljenajed —

10041S81d 3937709 ,..INNIWINOD SO SO1




¢ Jo ¢ abey Wd 8€:2 ‘00/9/L 1 paredaid 00-66 Arewuwing swij g0 T
5

i vo. (A 008‘L 9G6'v .. 066°'L} 18001 %E20°C  996°'29 JebBeuepy a10}g ab9)j0D uyor Buniom
¥.°69 008‘L - wmm.mm.—. viv'EL 18001 %¢€2C0°¢S 290'2L) yodlresssy @ suopesiunwiwoy ‘1ojalg alsng . swelIm
cl'ee . 008°1 €19}y 986°L 0 %0S.°€C 129'CE $90In0soYy uewny ‘Auejaiosg BAljels|IulupYy >c:mn._ us|eym
9¢€'g¢e 008} ovv'c9 6552} 0 %0G.'€Z 188'CS Josinadng Bujjesuno) SUYD 1IZINAN) Jdodsiop
9Z2°'9v% 0081 89z7'c8 186l 0 %0S.°€C 1829 l0}ipny Jeulaiu) Ao Usulepn

sjey AUNoH  sInoH sjjeusg  spjeusg S1S00 aley Aejeg L aweN

| 8AONpold BAoNnpold R Alejes [e1o]: Jeusg ujeusg ;
A 1eld |
swie]) 3so) pajepuely 0002-6661

LORLSIA 3937709 ...INNINNOD SOIY SO

8jey AlInoH aAljonnolid jo uonenaes



Tab 7




FIL UUTY U Uy reesea e

PO i Hhet] (SRl ated L g4

¥£°99 008'L

e WA
S\So._nnnv) e AWD) 8_. 8* /D.W&O

60V'6LE 1¥6'yL 8e8'Ll %0.6'C 89¥'v0L Jyoa | uoneLLIOU} JO 10]|80UBYD 8JIA 8lelo0ssy AE_Z wnzj epng
v0°9.L 008°L 8/8'0E1L 0.6'61 £68°9 %022 LI 806'01 1 uswWabeUE) Sanloed ‘10108IIA gled d d 180
G6°G6 008°‘L S1L'2LL G85'eZ €680 %022 L1 oct'stL aba)joo Jany ueouaLy _Emv_wmi suei yiwg
62¢°09 008‘1L 0eg‘sol - oLLZL £68'9 %02 L4 o0z¥'16 . Sadlaleg Ulpy ‘ueaq uenpe] Ks|pawsg
19°48 008‘L 169°/LG1 S0‘9L 8c8'L 1 %0.L6°C 9Lyl ABojouyda ], g uoyeonp3 ‘10j[gouByY) 30IA eueid . ‘ueo|g
169 008‘'lL osy'vel 88yl €6G°L1 %0.6°¢ 209'601 Sa0iAIag [BIBUSY) ‘J0103lIQ WellfipA BIAIS
0,22 008'}l Lsg'oy 8rL'g 8 %588¢ 60.°2E {80 jjorhed Apueig siBulys
vL Y 008'L Lel'‘ss 1161 8 %S88'vC $GL'09 losiuedng Bununoooy [elsusy -owny sojAeg
6L°€2 008°} gig'et 9G9'9 8 %S8E'8 L 6G1'08 3910 [joiked suay ossny
86°GL 008‘L: 0L2'9E) $02'S1 6511 %0.6'¢ 995‘1egt uopensiuilpy ‘luspisaid adip . phon s1aBpoy
(Al § 008'L 121'9S 128'8 8 %G8E° L1 058'LY isjejoadg foifed _ fomig uosuigqoy
16'29 008l ere'etll 82571 €651 %0.6°C ¥18'86 s80lAIag [BoluYoa] || Hojoaaq ueq yoeoy
299y 008‘1L L16'e8 22L'9l 8 %5882 ¥81°29 losiuadng jjosked ulei Uowng

GL°/G 008't 198'201 gee'vl €6G°LL %0.6°2 9£9'e8 S80IAIOS [aUUOSIad “10j0311q ejolled Iaxred |
8825 - 008"t 061°'S6 2ra'yl 8€8°L) %026 8Y6°08 1sA[euy wajsAg [enuspyuon Aue lajuued
0L°GL . 008°t €92'981 681°gl £65°L1 %0.L6°C ¥.0'L21 $92IN0S3Y UBWNH “101084I(] (ewwiz) Awuar o[nelpn
< B9'es 008°L 128'v6 106'81 8 %S88v2 026's. Isljeroadg |suuosiad BINAS EJON
1348'ee 008‘L 09009 PEC'6 . 8 %S8e'8L"  922'0§ e)lsIssy uupy elulbIA suoylliiN
¥0°9¢ 008‘t ¥.8'y9 2800l - : 8 %G8e 8L 26L'YS Bojouyos | 8bsjjo0 @ soinosey Bulutes ‘ueag ‘usydeig  wybnomop
XAVA 008'} Lg'9zt oLe'‘sl £58'0 %022’ Lt Loy 201 JuswdojsAsq @ Yoseasay Buluueld ‘ueaq - ang Jswiion
61°G6 008°l 8ee'LLL -9vy'Ee £68'9 %022’ 11 268'/v1 ‘ab8||cD JeAlY sauwnse) ‘uapisald sa|lls simeT
0929 - 008'1 089'l2L LEV'8L £68'9 %022 L1 £v2'eol 43 [eUONNYISU| B SQJIAISS aABISIUILDY ‘Uea(] usa|ie)y uippy
98'vS 008‘L L2'86 Z0L'vL €6S'LL %0.6°¢ ov9've 180HJO s80IMI8g |suuosIad BloUSOH auas)|
€09/ 008t 658'0€| 896°6 £68'9 %082’ L1 168'OLL BujuieaT Wwepnig/uononIsU; uapISald BoIA Welipm - - surey|
et 008‘}t Sh'06 8208l 24 %G88°¥¢ Sly'el Josinadng syjeueg 9akojdwig . N sauop
c6'8L . 008‘L 650'gv 1 £6¥'02 £58°9 %0¢<’ |+ 995121 leBeuey j08{oid Jo8n - Repy sauor
87'Ge 008‘l £98'c9 geL'el . ‘8 %S88'vZ - IEL'1S 199lJQ s9dlAleg [sUUOSIad Eldled unyiewiw)
8L°SY 008°L 91¥'28 908'21 8 %G8e'8l  019'69 IsAeuy 1| Agrown | uoxiy
6¥'cLL 008'tL 122'v02 \SL'ZL €6G'LL %0L6°C 921281 10jj@douey) . -eoug sllieH
G6'G6 008't SiL'2L) g85'ce £58'9 %022 Lt ocl'srl abg|j0D A)D ojuswWRIORS ‘uBpisald vaqoy sieH
coOvL 008‘L 12e'vet gLL'sl £68'9 %022 L1 609'vL1 ©(] JUBpn]g R S80IAIBS JUSpNIS ‘YUapIsald 80IA eipne|n uossuel
16°ey 008‘t S€0'6L 182zl 8 %G8E'81 ¥G.'99 Iseloadg [auuosied e|jiosud weyeln
80°L9 008‘t 6€6°'601 oer'vL €65'L1 %0.6°¢C 60G'G6 d8u8p BuiuresT hQm:_w:ooo , elbiA piojssan
es'L9 008'L- eeg'lzgl 8c8‘le 8 %988°Lc $0.'66 $s4d ‘uesq uey| aylog-saqiod
SLvy 008°L 6v5'08 alg'gl . 8 %G8E'81 ££0'89 teBeue SHHOMIED BUE(q Aljaired
© ¥0'68 008'L 6.2'091 0zL'9l : 868l | %0.6°¢ 6SLvYL Ldojaasq 991n0saY ¥ Uewny .._o__mo:mco 90IA lIBMOH "D ueuwle)|3
Vevl 008} L29'eel . eh9'6l £68'9 %022 |} S86'clL $80IAIBS JUBpNIS ‘UBRQ Aue ung
16°vE 008'L 6£8'29 99/'6 8 %S8E'8 | £.0'es . 1sheuy 1) sluuaqg J81ssalIQ
L1°G6 008'L (1] RN WAN yv'se €528’ %022 L1 998'/P1 10j|8duey) B3IA @AnNoaxy asinoT zZieae(q
LL°€9 008‘l 08L'VLL L08'vL 8e8‘L1 %0.L6°2 £.6'66 Juswabeuey sanijioe “10198.Q Ined swiyeq
18°ES 008°L ¥58'96 062'¥1 8€8'L 1 %062 ¥95'e8 uoising ABojouyos]_jo ueeq ud 181d40
LLEE A 008'lL 28.'09 ovv's %S8E'81 9ge'Lg juelsissy [suuosiad esalsy | Aung
¥.°99 008'L ozi'ogt gel' i %0L6°C g0v'sol juswabeuely sanijioed ‘Jopeung pineq | Ayouln
2L'9L 008‘L GLo'zel : 09G'12L UoIONNSU] ‘JUBpISald BoIA uesnNg  juUNE-yo0Yn
008't 2£80'2S1 %0282 L1 8E£5'0EL |8sunoy [essusr) usAslg ueunonlg
\ | 008°L 2lS'lel 6 'C 96€'zL 1 $30INIBG SARBNSILIWPY JUBpISald 80IA taydoisuyn umo.g
N\~ 008‘L /E8'0LL Z vrL‘o6 5801188 Bununodoy :Qom‘__c E1171:79) Reig
008‘t ove'ezl 2 g81L2'201 uoneASIUILPY SWaisAS Leomh_o uaaslg samog
008‘} 959'/ L1 5T 99/'201 juawdolana(] Juspnis ¥ :o;m_:o_:ms_ ueaq BIAN Blog
008'1 168'6L1 I se9'l0t Yosessey [euonniisu] ‘ioyaiqg uiipnp 18|yoeeg
008‘t - 8OYLS 3 98’8y Isietosds jeuuosiad epuaig owesjeq
008'L SL8'LLL 88E'/6 - ssauisng '10ss8joid Baip layeg

a1ey AUnoH SInoH sjijeusg og Aeeg U apiL “BWeN 1sii4 awep i1se
aAoNpold  eanonpold » Aees ’ : : )
UfE [PRIEpUEN 1002-0002
Emm >:=o: m>_uo:_uohn_ jo uoljenofes
g LII-HLSIa 3D3ITT09 ALINNINNOD SOIH SO1
o A 510 3937109 ALINNIIWOD SOIH SC QA
L ove) s 79l | .

Aarminll Gl - ¢ 1 157,



g oz abed

o

Wd £€:9 ‘20/F2/r paledaid spArewwing awill Buiurebreg sAos|j0D

£

0285 008'GYL 6V6'66V'8 ¥08GLZ | 8cv’ 18y Shivez,

12705 008"L 08+°06 LOV'EL 8 %G8ELL  ©L0°LL @3 souessiq “101BUIPIOD My Bupjosim
££°89 008t £66'221 908'¥1 £65°L1 %0162 181'801 uoponasy| ‘| uesq epur preM
092 008‘t £50'8Y 285'6 8 %G88vE  LIp'SS JewdofaAeq Juspnig @ uolenoLe| ‘Alelai0es fouenN soAsalS
AR 008'1 910's9 296'21 8 %988V ¥S0'2S 1UEISISSY SANBASIUILIPY ‘BpURIg oueLag
¥6°19 008°} o6¥'LLL viv'vL £6G'L1L %0.6'c 91026 Spiodayy/suolssiupy ‘|| ueaq weg Mjsnpueg
£8'v¢C 008°L 869'vY £i6's 8 %G88'¥2 §8/°GE HH- Ae}8108S SAlRASIUILLPY [BHUSPYUOD Bully Z9lod
£6°25 008't 0/2'S6 066'81 g %S88'vZ  082'9L _ - esInN Jeuep uos|o
9259 008"t L9V LLL L10'8) £58'9 %022'LL  0Sv'66 109)3 @ YoIsay ‘ueld ‘) ueeq 3lleN 8100\
LLY9 008'tL 90v'SLL. 18G'pL £65°LL %0262 618001 uononIsu| ‘uspIsald oI WL pleyoly  OBULIODON
1e8¢8 008'L £96'89 120l 8 %S8E'8L  9Ye'sS Josinledng suOISSILIPY/SpI0oaY uasey| BUIAET]
2162 008°L 267'eS 599'01 8 %S88've  [28'eh UONONIISU| ‘JUSpISald 80IA AioBaig uossbiop
0£°8S 008'L 2e6'701 €271 8c8'L1 %0262 607'06 ainjessl] g obenbue ‘|| ueaq elnp Ajiop
£9'9Z 008'} 626'ZE} 9/0'02 £58'9 %022 1L  ©S8'LLL uoonisu| Juspisald 0IA uesng eEm|
1259 008't a8vLLL L¥9'pL £65°LL %0.6'2 ge8'201 SPOIMSS JUSPMIS 'JUSpISald BIA epuRd yaisH
1608 008"} 1Y9'sS 76011 8 %S8BYE  LYS'PY uononyisu| ‘Arejasoag soueP  UOSIOpUSH
L0°LY 008°1 626'CL 8EL'v1 8 %S88've 16165 10[[80UBYD 8} O} JUEISISSY BANOSXT ajuuesp uewsai
1Z'2€ 008'L 0/6'99 LOv'0l 8 %SBE'BL  £95'9S losiuedng §3403 BUOWEY ueiqod
29°L2 008‘L LIL'6Y 82LL 8 %G8E'8L - 686'LY S9OIAIRG [BIBUSK) ‘Ale)a100S Apoje leqduren
£9'09 008'L 9g1'601 90v'v1 £65°LL %0262 08.'v6 e0UBI0g [eJOIABYSY ‘UBa( WiaU| fouyum  enwewep
§8'9L 008‘t.  92E'8El 8va'st £65°L 4 %062  8.0'€Zi UoIeasal '@ SUOIEOIUNLUWIOY 10)31Id aisng SWeIfIM
8125 008'L 926'c6 £65'v1 8 %S8E'8L  E€E'6L Joypny [ewaju fiog. uayrem
v2'19 008'L 0e6'12t zor'st £58°'9 %022 LL  891'€0l P31 wwodH/msu| ‘ueeq epur Hem
81709 008'L 168601 viv'pL £6G'L1L %0262 £86'v6 S90IAI9G JUspnIS B Buljesunoy ‘uesq pLeyoly a0e|[eM
66°61 008"l 8/6'Ge gee's 8 %S8S /L £¥9'08 ‘10j|30UBYD) SOIA AU O} JUEBISISSY SAIBISIUIWPY usmp 1M
98'y9 008'‘L 62911 2P £68'9 %02c LI 718'86 Bulwwesboid pue swaisAg “ojoalq uely HOI9MIOA
¥8'¥9 008'L 612°9L1 966'Z1 £58'9 %02z Ll  £81'86 uieaH pallly ‘ueaq Kep ‘1ewiny
/269 008‘t ¥69'v2L £60'GL 8e8'LL %026'T 109'60L 3 9lwouoo3 @ UOKEONP3 [BUoledNI0Q ‘oj0aug yelogeg siABLL

ajey Aunoy SINOH sjjeueg spjeuag [e10] S1800 ajey njeueg Kiejeg oL SWEN 18114 SlWeN )se
aAnonpold eAloNpoId 5 Aees Weusg ey
\ swie|D 1509 PSISPUBIN L00Z-000T
P @\\ D/_ \J ajey AHNOH aA1IONPO.Id JO uoie|noe)
WA Ot , :
_ 2~ ! 19141510 39371700 ALINNIWINOD SOIH SO —



Tab 8




Employee Time Record Sheet“for‘Méndated-Costs of
486/75 Nandate ReimbursementProcess
Annual Reimbursement Claims

Distpict: (/06 R (OS CCD Fiscal Year: 40‘ - OO
({1t N Dk AedaSie

Employee Name ’ | Exact Position Titfe

BPale VO H4D 20A 5 md/11mo/4 Omorhrly
Dept..& Location Telephone # ‘Work year length
-Reirﬁﬁursa‘b’le ‘Activities: Annual Reimbursement Claims-only.

Codet “Staffimeto collect and organize datato be:usedfor claim preparation.
Code2 Stafffime and/or consultant costto prepare;state claimforms.
‘Code3 Stafftime and/or consultant costfor district inserfvice mandate teimbursement training.
Code4 Stafftime, seminarfees, travel and lodging expenses for outside of District mandate
teimbursementraining. : : . '
Code’s Stafftimeto Tesolve payment disputes'with-the State Controller's-Office.
:Code®® rOther-describefully. ‘

NOTE: ‘Only:one:codle entry-periine.

A Activity Code ‘| Describe ‘|Claim _ IMaterials Costs
.| Date: |(circle one): ‘| Activity: worked on: | Hrs/Min. | & Expenses:

B |7 20 5 s [Varda’ed Gt i Aol O

5 5/;‘#}'{

12345

Attach: ‘All documentation availableto'substantiate reported time :and expenses. “This'can
include-meeting :agendas, ‘seminar:agendas, calendarnotes, seminar-expenses, travel
expense and reimbursement,-and supplies. '

—_— e o e
EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of Californiarequires:that school district. personnel maintain a record of data

forstate mandates in order fgr the district to re ive reimbursement. "Your signature on this form certifies that you have
reported actual data or havé’ ﬁdﬁwf‘%ﬂﬁ{s information is used for cost 'accoTnﬁn,g lpurposes only.
‘Employee-Signature _\_l/L. Date '5 lb GD

S -
If you have any questions, please contact ' _ ,at.

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY ; TO

COPYRIGHT 1538 SixTen and Associates




el

_ PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY __ ;TO

Employee Time Record Sheet for Mandated Costs of -
486/75 Mandate Reimbursement Process
Annual Reimbursement Claims

e VISR COD prcaryens 104D
b v Dlkichny  Aecky S

Employee Name Exact Position Title

hesis 0 Al Geb 25D (2ot imortomonriv
Dept. & Location Telephone # - Work year length
Reimbursable Activities: Annual Reimbufsemént Claims only.

Code1 -Stafftime to collect and organize data to be used for claim preparation.

Code 2 ' Staff time and/or consuitant cost to prepare state claim forms. .
 Code3 Staff time-and/or consultant cost for district inservice mandate reimbursement training.
Code 4 Stafftime, seminar fees, travel and lodging expenses for outside of District mandate

reimbursement training. T -
Code 5 Staffime to resolve payment disputes with the State Controller’s Office.
Code 6 Other - describe fully. ) ' .

NOTE: Only one code entry per line.

Activity Code | Describe ' . |Claim Materials Costs
Date: (circle one): Activity: o worked on: | Hrs/Min. | & Expenses:
Sulon (D23 45 6|y N T e e | 3 WAL
Coule (023458 b B | e
L2kl 20 5 @ ’va)f\%g&/aﬂul. e b 7% gt 61
5{\‘06 120456 \ | Jﬁg 2e\'hl (,3/
Al [ 12045 6 N w B3> b o, Muip % 72
.4@4bb o Far N \/‘,
Bozlaod 224 5 s |loa Ao (‘}CXBPFM/\/M"J{I\AF——’"
o\ |123456 A '
/)‘\NW" 123456 | |
123456 a $ of [tuamih oo 31 )¢ b8
123456 J = bt | 15 bt
123456 (s a| = B)shn

Attach: All documentation available to substantiate reported time and expenses. This can o6 -, 0]
include meeting agendas, seminar agendas, czlendar notes, seminar expenses, trave! 7/,{;,
expense and reimbursement, and supplies. ) - B

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of data
for state mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that you have

reported actual data or have py oonaW’\t‘e.\ This information is used for cost ac@\lngfr%ses onty.
M ' Date E
at

Employee Signature

|f you have any questions, please contact : . — S—

CCPRYRIGHT 1993 SxTen and Associates




'~ LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT "~
Sign-In Sheet for Activities of Mandated Program

) Meeting Purpose: Collective Bargammg Mandated Cost Training Workshop
Location: ERC [

Date: June 28, 2000 Scheduled Meeting Time: 1:00pm - 2:30pm [ ¢ S

Name | Position/Title Time In: Time Out:

1 LJ%ﬂ) @é‘pﬁéﬁ) [adge, iLw ép‘ﬂ«« / /"/Bf,?ivj%é' pav Py s ,:_n,a/

2 Cop A o . 2mpes 210 B

s ) stk LrsvnmneRuer, dpad _ 1B0 pry  _210pn

4 5 : : YN PHminidvawe, Sus, "’def“niv }OOQ@ 2240 Qo ¥

5 _ /SR8 ' Awf% 17 ’“54 &wg J.eofa 1130 pm__

6 _(s7)e=2 )/ 7 , . /P 245 pm

7 M&i#r &e qﬁozamr mmm’ /% Pr |

8 .12/%/,.4/( /'V‘/Jlbr, /DFM Mm/ ;Q’y/' F/)”, /10D ooy

9 N.VM A iC e, [ U7j()’vw —

10 /)/ ] e Orant-Dosads Aplaele /1< 2./2— .

() 7711( ¢ W 215 2l gt

12 I) ] , %{-’.-}i/z,.ﬁ

1)3 ' ‘

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

J

29

30.

Man Cost Sign-In Sheet Prepared 6/28/00 ’ ) Page 1
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" Sign-In Sheet for Activities of Mandated Progfam:
485/75 Mandate Reimbursement Process

District: _ (@S /oL 0 < Fiscal Year 7~ 0O
C% WW\?  >~0- &’d//’(f? /e

Acti"vi%;> Location |
- QL300 -~ Woeo =[5,
Date Time
S{@qu L UK G u*[)'
Clpria. Resaric” |Dean F‘;ﬁfr‘?%lw PLe/enc PREP
NAME U ARSI LocaTIoN TIME
WV pme | UPL C 2L
. [ A
7 7 /A(' Z
(7~ (/%77'” (J' el

.:»' ] si)‘.I
ﬂaﬂ/ S/W

G SES .

\DA®

Dir hsied vz

DO

, /4///1/(

D

A 544///7//%

—

towel] Ellergpan | UC1H 8. D-0. 21
S e b Vo HA_ |
%&4 Nt Sl S | S
NN G =" wz,«oze/ — DO
o vtesboly b Dlenin m/m-m s
ST Pore | upss Prec
/@2(‘“0% | DA Srp sv€ Sfon—o
_ﬁ*ﬁgjgnnﬂ)- . Fre rmansr| /O
nr&E&\@i/ W ‘ D@
@ A/CJV\W ,4/2C ~ e Ak —

EMPLOYEE CERTlFICATION The Stzte of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of the

time spent on mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature cn this form certifies your
participation in the activity and that you have reported actual ime and cost or provided a good faith estimate. This
mformanon is used for cost accounting purposes only.

Employee Signature _@&//Z«/

If you have any questions, pleése contact

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY

Date

\5/5 // oo

1o

COPYRIGHT 19938 SixTen and Associates




W
7!-;‘ A -').‘;

MRP 2.4

Sign-In Sheet for Activities of Mandated Program:
485/75 Mandate Reimbursement Process

District: _L&SKLQ—S———— | Fiscal Year: qcl —S G |
O pA- Yy avnuns, S Lol @re \

Activity ( . Location -
S 2 <a - 43 |30 ——
Date - Time
. PREP
NAM POSITIONTITLE LOCATION TIME

e |
\ki:Sagly Vomn PectzSap | L0
ha e [wihebfore | Do | |

St ' Aec. |
R 799 nee | Q. (Jucks o -Rus Swe. —
- C o) oy Eve My lus v | I

oA LU | D.O. | B
MMM(\N{)MY\M\-}V&GV[‘" (Ren . (pun

7
{e]
o

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California requires that school district personnel maintain a record of the
time spent on mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature cn this form certifies your
participation in the activity and that you have reported actual time and costor provided a good faith esimate. This
information is used for cost accounting purposes only.

Employee Signature Date

if you have any questions, please contact at

PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY , , to

COPYRIGHT 1998 SixTen and Associatas
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\ _ | {{MRP 1.6a -
. Employee Time Record Sheet for Mandated Costs of T
/ | : 486/75 Mandate Reimbursement Process
: Annual Reimbursement Claims

Los Rios Community College District ~ [Fiscal Year: 2000-2001]
Virginia Millhone . : ' ’ Confidential Administrative Assistant
Employee Name Exact Position Title B
Business Services | ' 568-3058 . ~ 12month
Department/Locatlon ‘ E Telephone# <~ Workyear length

Code 1 Stafftime to coIIect and organize data to be used for: clalm preparatlon
Code 2 Staff time and/or consultant cost to prepare state claim forms.

Code 3 Staff time and/or consultant cost for district inservice mandate reimbursement fraining.

Code 4 Staff time, seminar fees, travel and lodging expenses for outside of District mandate
reimbursement training.

Code 5 Staff time to resolve payment dlsputes with the State Controller’s Oﬁ' ice.

Code 6 Other - describe fully.

NOTE: Oniy one codeentry perune U e -

Activity Code o o Claim | | Materials
Date (circle one) ‘ De'scribe Activity - | worked | Hrs./Min.|  Costs
o R o “onE | | & Expenses |
l1700 |@)23456  |PrepareClaim | 641/86 |5 hrs
1800 |A)2345 6 W «  |35hsOT
| %’ 1000 |@2345 6. “« e « < |2nrsOT
o —
So (11000 |[H2345 6 . “ ’ - |5hrsreg
(EC ' ‘ 3.5hrs OT
1-11-00 @2 3456 | ° - < lahrs
141200 | 2345 6 “ “« | « l1nr
1-13-00 23456 “ o |tbr _
» » /2.5 Wl 2 ius

Attach: All documentation avallable to substanﬂate reported time and expenses. . ThIS can include
meetmg agendas, semlnar agendas, calendar notes seminar expenses travel expense and

EMPLOYEE CERTIFICATION: The State of California*requires that school district personnel maintain a record of data for state

mandates in order for the district to receive reimbursement. Your signature on this form certifies that you have reported actual

data or have provided a good falth%e;t«-pate Thmfor cost accounting purposes only.
Employee Signature " pate /-f-0/

If you have any questions, é(ease contact__ Kim Sayles ,at  x3033
PLEASE SUBMIT THIS INFORMATION BY : TO_Kim Sayles




INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FILED BY
LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
AUGUST 29, 2005

MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS PROGRAM
CHAPTER 486, STATUTES OF 1975,
AND CHAPTER 1459, STATUTES OF 1984




STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 300

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

PHONE: (9186) 323-3562

FAX: (916) 445-0278

E-mail: csminfo@csm.ca.gov

September 19, 2005

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
Mandate Reimbursement Process, 05-4485-1-03
Los Rios Community College District, Claimant
Statutes 1975, Chapter 486, Statutes 1984, Chapter 1459
Fiscal Years 1999-2000 and 2000-2001

Dear Mr. Petersen and Ms. Brummels:

On September 9, 2005, the Los Rios Communtty College District filed an incorrect
reduction claim (IRC) with the Commiission on State Mandates (Commission) based on
the Mandate Reimbursement Process program for fiscal years 1999-2000 and
2001-2002. 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.

Public Hearing and Staff Analysis. The public hearing on this claim will be scheduled
after the record closes. A staff analysis will be issued on the IRC at least eight weeks
prior to the public hearing,.

Dismissal of Incorrect Reduction Claims. Under section 1188.31 of the Commission’s
regulations, IRCs may be dismissed if postponed or placed on inactive status by the
claimant for more than one year. Prior to dismissing a claim, the Commission will
provide 60 days notice and opportunity for the claimant to be heard on the proposed
dismissal.

Please contact Tina Poole at (916) 323-8220 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

J\\BQ@@%

NANCY PATTON
Assistant Executive Director

Enclosure: Incorrect Reduction Claim Filing - (SCO only)

J:mandates/IRC/2005/4485-1-03/completeltr




SixTen and Associates
'Mandate Reimbursement Services

CITH B. PETERSEN, MPA, JD, President Telephone: (858) 514-8605
252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807 ‘ Fax: (858) 514-8645

" San Diego, CA 92117 E-Mail: Kbpsixten@ aol.com

| RECE‘VED
‘September 7, 2005 SEP 09 2005
_ COMMISSION ON
Paula Higashi, Executive Director STATE MANDATES

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

'RE: Mandate Reimbursement Process
Fiscal Years: 1999-00 and 2000-01
Incorrect Reduction Claim

Dear Ms. Higaéhi:

Enclosed is the original and two copies of the above referenced incorrect reduction
_claim for Los Rios Community Coliege District.

SixTen and Associates has been appointed by the District as its representative for this
matter and all interested parties should direct their inquiries to me, with a copy as
follows:

Jon Sharpe, Deputy Chancellor

Los Rios Community College District

1919 Spanos Court

Sacramento, CA 95825-3981

Thank-you.

'Smcerely,

Keith B. _Petersen




State of California
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES For Official Use Only
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300

‘Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 323-3562

CSM 2 (12/89)

NCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FORM

Clam No. ()5 -99 45 L -02

Local Agency or School District Subm_itting Claim
LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

Contact Person ' Telephone Number
“Keith B. Petersen, President Voice: 858-514-8605
SixTen and Associates Fax: 858-514-8645

5252 Balboa Avenue, Suite 807 E-mail: Kbpsixten@aol.com
San Diego, CA 92117

Address

Jon Sharpe, Deputy Chancellor

Los Rios Community College District
1919 Spanos Court

Sacramento, CA 85825-3981

Representative Organization to be Notified Telephone Number

. Robert Miyashiro, Consuitant, Education Mandated Cost Network Voice: 916-446-7517
c/o School Services of California . Fax: 916-446-2011

1121 L Street, Suite 1060 ‘E-mail: robertm@SSCal.com
Sacramento, CA 95814 :

This claim alleges an incorrect reduction of a reimbursement claim filed with the State Controller's Office pursuant to section 17561 of the Government
Sode. This incorrect reduction claim is filed pursuant to section 17561 (b) of the Government Code.

CLAIM IDENTIFICATION: Specify Statute or Executive Order

MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975
Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984

Fiscal Year » Amount of the Incorrect Reduction
1999-2000 $8,829
2000-2001 $1,175

Total Amount $10,004

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.
Jon Sharpe, Deputy Chancellor Voice: 916-565-3058
Los Rios Community College District Fax: 916-588-3078

E-mail: SharpeJ@losrios.edu

Signature of Authorized Representative Date

X A\ /d (”ﬁ‘«k August 27, 2005

U v
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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

No. CSM

INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM OF:

Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975
LOS RIOS Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984
Community College District,

Mandate Reimbursement Process
Annual Reimbursement Claims:

Fiscal Year 1999-2000
Fiscal Year 2000-2001

)
)
)
)
)
)
Claimant. )
)
)
)
)
)
|

NCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM FILING
PART I. 4AUTHORITY FOR THE CLAIM
The Commission on State Mandates has the authority pursuant to Government
Code Section 17551(d) “ . . . to hear and decide upon a claim by a Iocél Vagency or
school district filed on or after January 1, 1985, that the Controller has incorrectly
reduced payments to the local agency or school district pursuant to paragraph (2) of
subdivision (d) of Section 17561.” Los Rios Community College District (hereafter

“District” or “Claimant”) is a school district as defined in Government Code Section




10

12
13
14
15
16

17

Incorrect Reduction Claim of Los Rios Community College District
1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Process

17519 Title 2, CCR, Section 1185 (a), requires the school district to file the incorrect
reduction élaim 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 Controller's remittance advice notifying the claimant of a réduction. A

Controller’s audit report dated June 24, 2004, has been issued. The audit report

_constitutes a demand for rebayment and adjudication of the claim.

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

College 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 Controller's Office has conducted a field audit of the District's annual

reimbursement claims for the District's actual costs of complying with the legislatively

! Government Code Section 17519, added by Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984,
Section 1:

“School district’ means any school district, commumty college district, or county
superintendent of schools.”
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Los Rios Community College District

' 1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Process

mandated Mandaté Reimbursement Process (Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and
Chapter 1459 Statutes of 1984) for the period of July 1, 1998 throdgh June 30, 2002.
As a result of the audit, the Controller’'s Office determined that $10,004 of the claimed

costs for were unallowable:

Fiscal Amount Audit SCO Amount Due
Year Claimed Adjustment Payments <State> District
199899 $ 487 $ O $ 4,867 $ 0 |

1999-00 $28,469 $ 8,829 $28,469 <$8,829>

2000-01  $15245  $1,175 $17,280  <$3,219>

2001-02 $15,425 $ O $ 8518 $6.907
Totals $64,006 $10,004 $59,143 <$5,141>

Since the District has been paid $59,143 for these claims, the audit report concludes
that $5,141 should be repaid by the District to the State.
PART Ill. PREVIOUS INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIMS
 The District has not filed any previous incorrect reduction claims for this
mandate program. The District is hot aware of any other incorrect reduction claims
having been filed on the specific issues or subject matter raised by this incorrect
reduction claim.

PART IV.. BASIS FOR REIMBURSEMENT

1. Mandate Legislation

Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, established the Board of Control's authority to
3
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Los Rios Community College District
1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Process

hear and hake detérminations on claims submitted by local governments that allege
costs mandated by the State. In addition; Chapter 486175 contained provisions
authorizing the State Controller to receive, review, and pay reimbursement claims for
mandated costs submitted by local governments. Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984,
created the Commission on State Mandates, which replaced the Board of Control with
reépect to hearing appeals of mandated costs claims. This law established the "sole
and exclusive procedure" by which a local agency or school district ié allowed to claim
reimbursement as required by Section 6 of Article XIll B of the California Constitution.
Together these laws establish the process by which local agencies are to receive
reimbufsement for Stéte-mandated programs. As such, they préscribe the procedures
which must be followed before mandated costs are to be rechgnized.
2. Tést Claim

The test claim was filed by the County of Fresno on November 27, 1985. On
March 27, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates determined that local agencies
and school districts incurred "costs mandated by the State" as a result of Chapter 486,
Statutes of 1975 and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984. Specifically, the Commission

found that these two statutes imposed a new program by requiring local governments to

file claims in order to establish the existence of a mandated program as well as to

obtain reimbursement for the costs of mandated programs.

3. Parameters and Guidelines

On November 20, 1986, the original parameters and guidelines were adopted

4
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Los Rios Community College District
1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Process

and have been amended twelve times through the last amendmenf on December 9,
2004. A copy of the Parameters and guidelines, as amended on October 25, ‘200v1, is
attached hereto as Exhibit “B.” The October 25, 2001, parameters and guidelihes are
believed to be representative of the parameters and guidelines in effect during the
fiscal years which are the subject of this incorrect reduction claim.

4. Claiming Instructions

The Controller has annually issued or revised claiming instructions for the
Mandate Reimbursement Process mandate. A copy of the April 71 996 revision of the
claiming instructions is attached as Exhibit “C.” These claiming instructions are
believed to be repres‘entative for the purposes and scope of this incorrect reduction
claim. 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 Controiler cbnducted an audit of District’'s annual reimbursement claims for
the Fiscal Years 1998-99, 1999-00, 2000-01 and 2001-02. A copy of the June 24,
2004-final audit report, is attached hereto as Exhibit “D.”

VI. CLAIMANT’'S RESPONSE TO THE STATE CONTROLLER

By letter dated May 5, 2004, the Controller transmitted its draft audit report. By

letter dated May 24, 2004, District objected tq the proposed adjustments set forth in the

draft audit report. A ébpy of District’s letter of May 24, 2004 is attached as Exhibit “E.”
-5
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Los Rios Community College District

- 1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Process

The Controller then issued its final audit report which deleted Finding 2 (relating to the
indirect cost rate) of the draft audit report but made no changes to the balance of the
draft audit report. |
| PART VII. STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES
Finding: - Unallowable salaries and benéfits
The Controller asserts unallowable salaries and related benefits totaling $10,004

for FY 1999-00 and FY 2000-01.

“Legal Requirements for Claim Preparation

The Controller concluded that the district did not comply with the parameters and
guidelines. The parameters and guidelines, so far as is relevant to the issues
addressed herein, state:

“VI. CLAIM PREPARATION

"A. Supporting Data

For audit purposes, all costs claimed shall be traceable to source documents

(e.g., employee time records, invoices, receipts, purchase orders, contracts,

worksheets, calendars, declarations, etc.) that show evidence of the validity of

such costs and their relationship to the state-mandated program.

B. Salaries and Benefits

Employee costs should be supported by the following: employee name, position

(job titie), productive hourly rate, hours worked, salary and benefit amounts, and

a description of the tasks performed as they relate to this mandate.”

PRODUCTIVE HOURLY RATE:

The audit report states that the district “did not support the prodUctive hourly rate

6




10

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Incorrect Reduction Claim of Los Rios Community College District '
1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Process

claimed for various employees.” The computation of the productive hourly rate has
three components: salary, benefits, and productive hours. The District claims include a
list of productive hourly for each employee, the benefit rate, and productive hours for
the work yeér. No reasons were provided in the audit report for each adjustment, and
there is no indication of why the payroll information reported by the District in the
normal course of business has to be adjusted for purposes of the productive hourly rate
computation. The propriety of these adjustments cannot bé determined until the
Controller states the reason for each change to the employee payroll information.
UNSUPPORTED EMPLOYEE TIME

The audit report states that “[t]he district was unable to provide supporting
documentation for hours claimed by various employees during the two fiscal years.”
The entire basis of the adjustments is the quantity of District documentation. None of
the adjustments were made because the costs claimed were excessive or
unreasonable.
Source Documentation

The parameters and guidelines require that for “audit purposes, all costs claimed
shall be traceable to source documents (e.g., employee time records, invoices,
receipts, purchase orders, contracts, worksheets, calendars, declarations, etc.) that
show evidence of the validity of such costs and their relationship to the state-mandated
program.” The District has complied with the parameters and guidelines as it has

provided source documents that show evidence of the validity of such costs and their

v
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Los Rios Community College District
1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Process

relationship to the state-mandated program. It has also provided employee names,

_posifions (job titles), productive hourly rates, hours worked, salary and benefit amounts,

and a description of the tasks performed as they relate to this mandate. Thus, the
District has provided docufnentation generated in the usual course of business as well
as staff time logs generated for the purpose of claiming mandate reimbursement.
Employee Declarations |

Although the Controller's audit report does not identify the employee time
specifically disallowed, it appears most of the disallowance pertains to documentation
which the Controller characterizes as “employee declarations.” The Controller has, as
a matter of policy rather than law, rejected the use of employee declarations because
they are not contemporaneous documentation and are without corroborating evidence.

The parameters and guidelines specifically provide for the use of employee
declarations as acceptable documentation. The parameters and guidelines are silent
és to whether the declarations and other supporting documentation must be prepared
contemporaneously. The fact that the declarations are dated after thé activity reported
occurred is not a valid objection because the annual reimbursement claims are
prepared months after the activity reported. In fact, in every court and tribunal in this
nation, withesses competently testify as to facts that occurred weeks, months and years |
previously. The Commission on State Mandates, which has appellate jurisdiction for
Controller audits, does not conduct hearings according to technical rules relating to

evidence and witnesses and allows the admission of all relevant evidence (inciuding

8
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Incorrect Reduction Claim of Los Rios Community College District
1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Process

testimony on past events and specifically including declarations) on which responsible
persons ére accustomed to rely in the conduct of serious affairs (Title 2, California
Code of Regulations, Section 1187.5). The Controller cannot establish a standard by
audit practice which exceeds that of the Commission and the courts which have
jurisdiction over the audit.

The Controller did not cite any statutory basis for its audit adjustments, other

than its general authority to audit. Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975 and Chapter 1459,

Statutes of 1984 do not provide any authority for the Controller to eliminate the claimed
cost. Nor do Government Code Section 17561 or the Commission regulations
(Chapter 2.5, Title 2, California Code of Regulations) provide any authority for the
Controller to eliminate the claimed costs. Absent some statutory authorization, another
source of authority must be stated by the Controller.
Unreasonabie or Excessive

None of the adjustments were made because the costs claimed were excessive

or unreasonable. The Controller does not assert that the claimed costs were

| excessive or unreasonable, which is the only mandated cost audit standard in statute

(Government Code Section 17561(d) (2)). It would therefore appear that the entire
findings are based upon the wrong standard for review. If the Controller wishes to
enforce other audit standards for mandated cost reimbursement, the Controller should

comply with the Administrative Procedure Act.




Incorrect Reduction Claim of Los Rios Community College District
1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Process

Statute of Limitations for Audit

This issue is not a finding of the Controller. The District asserts that the FY
~ 1998-99 and FY1999-00 annual claihs are beyond the statute of limitations for an aﬁdit
wheﬁ the Controller completed its audit on June 24, 2004. The District raised this issue

at the beginning of the audit and in its letter dated May 24, 2004 in response to the

19
20
21
22
23

24

25

26

draft audit report. In its final audit report, the Controller responded as follows:

“There is no statutory language defining when an audit report must be
issued. Furthermore, there is no statutory language requiring an entrance
conference or some other formal event to be held before the two-year period
expires. SCO staff contacted the district to initiate the audit in December 2002,
within the statute of limitations. At the district’'s request, the audit started in
January 2003, rather than December 2002. Government Code Section 17558.5
(c), effective July 1, 1996, states, ‘Nothing in this section shall be construed to
limit the adjustment of payments . . . when a delay in the completion of an audit
is the result of willful acts by the clalmant or mablllty to reach agreement on
terms of final settlement.”

The Controller is thus asserting that when the audit was “initiated’ is relevant to

~the period of limitations, and that some “willful” act of the District prevented the
Controller from “completing” the audit. However, if the date the audit was initiated is
the relevant event for the tQIIing of the statute, then the alleged delay in completion is
not relevant, and would be harmless. 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 relevént to any fiscal year claims which are the subject of this audit.

Chronology of Claim Action Dates

Jar;uary 13, 2000 FY 1998-99 Claim filed by District

10
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1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Processr

January 16, 2001 FY 1999-00 Claim filed by District

December 12, 2002 SCO telephoﬁe calllto District

December 31, 2002 FY 1998-99 Statute of Limitations for audit expires
December 31, 2003 FY 1999-00 Statute of Limitations for audit expires
January 16, 2003 Entrance Conference meeting

June 24, 2004 SCO Final Audit Report

Statutory History

Prior to January 1, 1994, no statute specifically governed the statute of
limitations for audits of mandate reimbursement claims. Statutes of 1993, Chapter 206,
Section 2, operative January 1, 1994, added Government Code Section 17558.5 to
establish for the first time a specific statute of limitations for an 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 were two standards. A funded claim was “subject to audit” for four years
after the end of the calendar year in which the claim was filed. ) An “unfunded” daim
must have its audit “initiated” within four years of first payment.

Statutes of 1995, Chapter 945, Section 18, operative July 1, 1996, repealed and

replaced Section 17558.5, changing only the period of limitations:

11
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‘Incorrect Reduction Claim of Los Rios Community College District
- 1459/84 Mandate Reimbursement Process

“(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.”

FY 1989-99 and FY1999-00 are subject to the two-year statute of limitations
established by Chapter 945/95 and were no I.onger subject to audit when the audit
report was issued on June 24,2004. Since funds were appropriated for the program for
all the fiscal years which are the subject of the audit, the alternative measurement date
is not applicable, and the potential factual issue of when the audit is initiated is not
relevént.

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 jnitiation of an audit by the
Controlier no later than three years after the end-of-the-calendar-year-in-which
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 Controlier to initiate an audit shall commence to run from the date of
initial payment of the claim.” '

None of the fiscal period claims which are the subject of the incorrect reduction claim
are subject to this amended version of Section 17558.56. The amendment is pertinent
in that 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.

Therefore, at the time the claim is filed, it is impossible for the claimant to know when

12
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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:

“(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
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
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 incorrect reduction claim
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
DiStfict in December 2002 initiated the audit. First, initiation of the audit is not relevant
to the claims which are the subject of this incorrect reduction claim. Thé 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 au{horized to “initiate an

-audit” within two years from the date of initial payment. The claims at issue here were

13
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not subject to the “no funds appropriated” provision, they were subject only to thé first
sentence of the statute, i.e., they were only “subject to audit” through December 2002.

The unmisfakable language of Section 17558.5 is confirmed byv the later actions.
of the Legislature. Chapter 1128, Statutes of 2002, amended subdiyision (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 i'nte_nded 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 “subjeét to the initiation of an audit.” Even if the
Controller had “initiated” the audit on the dateof the firsf phone call, it could not have
completed its two months of field work, exit conference, office review, draft audit repori,
and issued a final audit report before December 31, 2002.

Second, the Controller’s standard for “initiation” of an audit is actually the date of
the entrance conferenCé, not the date of the phone contact. In this audit, and the

concurrent audit of the Los Rios Health Fee Elimination claims, the State Controller

“asserts the telephone contact as the initiation date for the audit. In other mandate audit

reports issued after the Los Rios audits, the Controller states that the entrance

“conference date initiates the audit.? Further, in the matter of the Health Fee

2 Some of those other audit reports where the entrance date is specifically

stated as the initiation date for the audit are:

- Newport-Mesa Unified School District, School District of Choice, issued August
31, 2004
- . Clovis Unified School District, Graduation Requirements, issued October 22,

14
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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 2001-62, and FY2002-03. in its responée 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 1755_8.5,
because the audit report was issued after that date. In the final audit report dated July
22, 2005, the Controller agfeed that FY 2000-01 was past 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 audit
entrance conference date for North Orange County was January 25, 2004, which is the
date, according to the Controller, that an audit ié “initiated.”

Given this contradiction in measurement dates, there does not appear to be a
consistent Controller positioh on this issue. |t can therefore bé concluded that the

Controller has no legal basis for their policy on the initiation date of audits.

2004

- State Center Community College District, Health Fee Elimination, issued
September 17, 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.

All of these audit reports were issued after the Los Rios audit report

15
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Delay of the Audit

The Controller asserts that the District somehow committed a willful act intended
to delay the completion of the audit. However, the Controller provides no evidence that

there was any willful act by the District intended to delay the completion of the audit. If

- there was any delay tothe 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's audit staff first called the District on December 12, 2002 (two

weeks prior to the Christmas holidays) and asked to speak to Ms. Bray “about an

‘audit” When Ms. Bray was able to return the call on December 18, 2002 (the week

prior to the Christmas holidays), the employee of the Controller’s office stated to Ms.
Bray that “she assumed that [they] were too busy to meet in December, so she
requested a meeting during the first or second week of January.” Ms. Bray dalled the
Controller's employee again on December 19, 2002 to set a date in Janualry as

requested by the Controller's employee. A copy of Ms. Bray’s declaration dated

-September 30, 2004 is attached as Exhibit “F.” There was no credible attempt by the

Controller's office “to initiate the audit’ in December 2002. But as stated above, the

argument that an attempt was made to “initiate an audit” in December 2002 is not

legally relevant since the claims were only “subject to audit” through December 2002.
Clearly, 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
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“initiated” for these two years is irrelevant, only the date the audit was completed is

relevant as evidenced by the (final) Controller’s audit report. The audit findings are

therefore void for those two claims. Of course, the matter is academic for FY 1998-99

‘which did not result in any adjustments.

PART VIIl. RELIEF 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 486,
Statutes of 1975 and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984 represent the actual costs
incurred byr the District to carry out this program. These costs were broperly 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 bésis 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. Because the Controller 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 procedurél and
jurisdictional issue raised in this claim, and order the Controller to correct its audit

report findings therefrom.
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" PART IX. CERTIFICATION
By my signature below, | hereby declaré, under the penalty of perjury under the
laws 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.

Executed on August 2‘2 . at Sacramento, California, by

A Al

_Joéﬁ?érpe, Deputy Chancellor

LosRios Community College District
1919 Spanos Court

Sacramento, California 95825-3981
Voice: 916-568-3058

Fax. 916-568-3078

E-mail: SharpeJ@losrios.edu

APPOINTMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE

Los Rios Community College District appoints Keith B. Petersen, SixTen and
Associates, as its representative for this incorrect reduction claim.

/L) L)(Lk | /?/7/»*)

Jdn SHarpe, Deputy‘Chancellor " Date
LosRios Community College District

Attachments:

Exhibit “A” Controller's Legal Counsel Letter dated July 15, 2004
Exhibit “B” Parameters and Guidelines, as amended May 26, 1989
Exhibit “C” Controller’s April 1996 Claiming Instructions

Exhibit “D SCO Audit Report dated June 24,2004

Exhibit “E” District’s Letter dated May 24, 2004

Exhibit “F” Declaration of Carrie Bray, dated September 30, 2004

18
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STEVE WESTLY BUSINESS SZ¢ /iCES

California State Controller
July 15, 2004 -
Mike Bra:ndy, Vice Chancellor
Foothill-De Anza Community College District

12345 E1 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, thls
office will not be schedulmg an informal conference for this matter.

' However-, in light 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. Virice Brown at (916) 445-2038.

Chief CO s el

RJC/st ’

cc:  Vincent P. Brown, Chief Operating Officer, State Controller’s Office
Jeff Brownfield, Chief, Division of Audits, State Controller’s Office

300 Canital Mall .Q;lif(-:'l RS0 Ranmi:nentn CA 03R14 & P.O Rav 049850 Sacramentn (A 047560
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BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN RE AMENDMENT TO PARAMETERS | NO. CSM-4485-00
AND GUIDELINES ON: ' _ Mandate Reimbursement Process

Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486; Stamtes of 1984, | ADOPTION OF AMENDMENT TO
Chapter 1459; Statutes of 1995, Chapter 303 PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
(Budget Act of 1995); Statutes of 1996, Chapter | PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE
162 (Budget Act of 1996); Statutes of 1997, SECTION 17557 AND TITLE 2,

Chapter 282 (Budget Act of 1997); Statutes of CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS,
1998, Chapter 324 (Budget Act of 1998); Statutes | SECTIONS 1183.2 AND 1185.3.

of 1999, Chapter 50 (Budget Act of 1999),
Statutes of 2000, Chapter 52 (Budget Act of
2000), Statutes of 2001, Chapter'106 (Budget Act

(Adopted on October 25, 2001 )
of 2091)

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES AMENDMENT

On October 25, 2001, the Commission on State Mandates adopted the attached Amended
Parameters and Guidelines. This decision shall become effective on October 26, 2001.

N R

PAULA HIGASHI, ’E:’ce%ﬁve Director




File: CSM-4485-01

Adopted: November 20, 1986

First Amendment Adopted: March 26, 1987
Second Amendment Adopted: October 26, 1995
Third-Amendment Adopted: January 30, 1997
Fourth Amendment Adopted: September 25, 1997
Fifth Amendment Adopted: October 29, 1998
Sixth Amendment Adopted; September 30, 1999
Seventh Amendment Adopted: September 28, 2000
Bighth Amendment Adopted October 25, 2001
f:\mandates\csm4000\4485\2001\adoptedpga102501

AMENDMENTS TO
PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486

. Statutes of 1984, Chapter 1459
Statutes of 1995, Chapter 303 (Budget Act of 1995)
Statutes of 1996, Chapter 162 (Budget Act of 1996)
Statutes of 1997, Chapter 282 (Budget Act of 1997)
Statutes of 1998, Chapter 324 (Budget Act of 1998)
Statutes of 1999, Chapter 50 (Budget Act of 1999)
Statutes- of 2000, Chapter 52 (Budget Act of 2000)
Statutes of 2001, Chapter 106 (Budget Act of 2001)

Mandate Reimbursement Process

[For fiscal years 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-00, 2000-01, and 2001-02 only,
these parameters and guidelines are amended, pursuant to the requirements of (1) provision 11
of Item 0840-001-001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 1995,

(2) provision 9 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget
Act of 1996, (3) provision 9 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001
of the Budget Act of 1997, (4) provision 8 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of

Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 1998, (5) provision 8 of Item 0840-001-0001 and
provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 1999, (6) provision 8 of

Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 2000,

(7) provision 8 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget
Act of 2001, to include Appendix A.] ~

I. Summary of Mandate

Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, established the Board of Control's authority to hear and make
determinations on claims submitted by local governments that allege costs mandated by the
state. In addition, Chapter 486/75 contains provisions authorizing the State Controller's Office
to receive, review, and pay reimbursement claims for mandated costs submitted by local
governments.




Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984, created the Commission on State Mandates, which replaced
the Board of Control with respect to hearing mandate cost claims. This law established the
"sole and exclusive procedure” by which a local agency or school district is allowed to claim
reimbursement as required by article XIIIB, section 6 of the California Comstitution for state
mandates under the Government Code, section 17552. " ‘

Together these laws establish the process by which local agencies receive reimbursement for
state-mandated programs. As such, they prescribe the procedures that must be followed before
mandated costs are recognized. They also dictate reimbursement activities by requiring local
agencies and school districts to file claims according to instructions issued by the Controller.

II. Commission on State Mandates Decision

On March 27, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates determined that local agencies and
school districts incurred "costs mandated by the state" as a result of Chapter 486, Statutes of
1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984. Specifically, the commission found that these two
statutes imposed a new program by requiring local governments to file claims in order to
establish the existence of a mandated program as well as to obtain reimbursement for the costs
of mandated programs. :

III. Eligible Claimants

All local agenciés and school districts incurring increased costs as a result of this mandate are
eligible to claim reimbursement of those costs. 7 :

IV. Period of Claim

Pursuant to Government Code section 17560, reimbursement for state-mandated costs may be
claimed as follows: - e _ , _

(a) A local agency or school district may file an estimated reimbursement claim by January
15 of the fiscal year in which costs are to be incurred, and, by January 15 following
that fiscal year shall file an annual reimbursement claim that details the costs actually -
incurred for that fiscal year; or it may comply with the provisions of subdivision (b).

(b) A local agency or school’ district may, by January 15 following the fiscal year in which
costs are incurred, file an annual reimbursement claim that details the costs actually
incurred for that fiscal year.

(c) In the event revised claiming instructions are issued by the Controller pursuant to
subdivision (c) of Section 17558 between October 15 and J anuary 15, a local agency or
school district filing an annual reimbursement claim shall have 120 days following the
issuance date of the revised claiming instructions to file a claim,

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $200, no reimbursement shall be
allowed. ' : o




V. Reimbursable Costs
A. Scope of Mandate

Local agencies and school districts filing successful test claims and reimbursement claims
incur state-mandated costs. The purpose of this test claim is to establish that local
governments (counties, cities, school districts, special districts, etc.) cannot be made
financially whole unless all state- mandated costs -- both direct and indirect -- are
reimbursed. Since local costs would not have been incurred for test claims and
reimbursement claims but for the implementation of state-imposed mandates, all resulting
costs are recoverable.

B. Reimbursable Activities -- Test Claims

All costs incurred by local agencies and school districts in preparing and presenting
successful test claims are reimbursable, including those same costs of an unsuccessful test
claim if an adverse Commission ruling is later reversed as a result of a court order. These
activities include, but are not limited to, the following: preparing and presenting test
claims, developing parameters and guidelines, collecting cost data, and helping with the
drafting of required claiming instructions. The costs of all successful test claims are
reimbursable,

Costs that lilay be reimbursed include the following: salaries and benefits, materials and
supplies, consultant and legal costs, transportation, and indirect costs.

C. Reimbursable Activities -- Reimbursement Claims

. All costs incurred during the period of this claim for the preparation and submission of
‘successful reimbursement claims to the State Controller are recoverable by the local
agencies and school districts. Allowable costs include, but are not limited to, the
following: salaries and benefits, service and supplies, contracted services, training, and
indirect costs.

Incorrect Reduction Claims are considered to be an element of the reimbursement process.
Reimbursable activities for successful incorrect reduction claims include the appearance of
necessary representatives before the Commission on State Mandates to present the claim, in
addition to the reimbursable activities set forth above for successful reimbursement claims.

V1. Claim Preparation
A. Supporting Data

For audit purposes, all costs claimed shall be traceabie to source documents (e.g.,
employee time records, invoices, receipts, purchase orders, contracts, worksheets,
calendars, declarations, etc.) that show evidence of the validity of such costs and their
relationship to the state- mandated program. All documentation in support of the claimed
costs shall be made available to the State Controllerfs:_Office, as may be requested, and all

reimbursement claims are subject to audit during the period specified in Government Code
section 17558.5, subdivision (a).




B. Salaries and Benefits

Employee costs should be supported by the following: employee name, position (job title),
productive hourly rate, hours worked, salary and benefit amounts, and a description of the
tasks performed as they relate to this mandate.

C. Service and Supplies

Identify any diréct costs for materials that have been consumed or expended speciﬁéally for
this mandate. '

D. Contract Services

Costs incurred for contract services and/or legal counsel that assist in the preparation,
submission and/or presentation of claims are recoverable. Provide copies of the invoices
and/or claims that were paid.

E. Training

1. Classes '

Include the costs of classes designed to assist the claimant in identifying and correctly
preparing state-required documentation for specific reimbursable mandates. Such costs
include, but are not limited to, salaries and benefits, transportation, registration fees,
per diem, and related costs incurred because of this mandate. _

2. Commission Workshops

Participation in wotkshops co_nvéned by the Cofnnﬁésion is reimbursable. Stch costs
include, but are not limited to, salaries ‘and benefits, ‘transportation, and per diem. This
does not include reimbursement for participat_ion in rulemaking proceedings.

F. Indirect Costs

1. Local Agencies

Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement. Indirect costs are those
that have been incurred for common or joint purposes. These costs benefit more than
one cost objective and cannot be readily identified with a particular final cost objective
without effort disproportionate to the results achieved. After direct costs have been
determined and assigned to other activities, as appropriate, indirect costs are those
remaining to be allocated to benefited cost objectives. A cost may not be allocated as
an indirect cost if any other cost incurred for the same purpose, in like circumstances,
has been claimed as a direct cost. : : '

Indirect costs include (a) the indirect costs originating in each department or agency of
the governmental unit carrying out state mandated programs and (b) the costs of central
governmental services distributed through the central service cost allocation plan and
not otherwise treated as direct costs. L ’




Local agencies have the option of using 10% of direct labor, excluding fringe benefits,
or preparing an Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) pursuant to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87.

2. School Districts

School districts must use the 7-380 (or subsequent replacement) non-restrictive indirect
cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of Education.

3. County Offices of Education

County offices of education must use the J-580 (or subsequent replacement) non-
restrictive indirect cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of
Education.

4. Community College Districts
Community Cdllege Districts must use one of the following three alternatives:;
a. An ICRP based on OMB Circular A-21;
b. The State Controller’s‘FAM—ZQC which uses the CCFS-311; or
-¢. Seven percent (7%). |
VIL. Offsetting Savings and Other Reimbursement

Any offsetting savings the claimants experience as a direct result of this statute must be
deducted from the costs claims. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from
any source, e.g., federal, state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim.

VIII. Required Certification
The following certification must accompany the claim:
1 DO HEREBY CERTIFY:

THAT sections 1090 to 1096, inclusive, of the Government Code and other applicable
provisions of the law have been complied with; and

THAT I am the person authorized by the local agency to file claims for funds with the
State of California.

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE DATE

TITLE | o ' TELEPHONE NUMBER

- (Continue to Appendix A)
5




PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486
| and o
Statutes of 1984, Chapter 1459

APPENDIX A

Limitation on Reimbursement for Independent Contractor Costs During Fiscal Years 1995-96,
1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-00, 2000-01, and 2001-02"

A.  Ifalocal agency or school district contracts with an independent contractor for the
preparation and submission of reimbursement claims, the costs reimbursable by the state
for that purpose shall not exceed the lesser of (1) 10 percent of the amount of the claims
prepared and submitted by the independent contractor, or (2) the actual costs that would

necessarily have been incurred for that purpose if performed by employees of the local
agency or school district.

The maximum amount of reimbursement provided in subdivision (a) for an independent
contractor may be exceeded only-if the local agency or school district establishes, by
appropriate documentation, that the preparation and submission of these claims could not
have been accomplished without the incurring ef the additional costs claimed by the

local agency or school district, :

B.  Costs incurred for contract services and/or legal counsel that assist in the preparation,
submission and/or presentation of claims are recoverable within the limitations imposed
under A. above. Provide copies of the invoices and/or claims that were paid. For the
preparation and submission of claims pursuant to Government Code sections 17561 and
17564, submit an estimate of the actual costs that would have been incurred for that
purpose if performed by employees of the local agency or school district; this cost
estimate is to be certified by the governing body or its designee.

! The limitation added by (1) the Budget Act of 1995, Chapter 303, Statutes of 1995, in Item 0840-001-
001, Provision 11, and in Item 8885-001-001, Provision 1, (2) the Budget Act of 1996, Chapter 162, Statutes of
1996, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 9, and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, (3) the Budget Act 0£ 1997,
Chapter 282, Statutes of 1997, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 9, and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, and (4)
the Budget Act of 1998, Chapter 324, Statutes of 1998, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 8, and Item 8885-001-
0001, Provision 1, (5) the Budget Act of 1999, Chapter 50, Statutes of 1999, in Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 8,
and.in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, (6) the Budget Act of 2000, Chapter 52, Statutes of 2000, in Item
0840-001-0001, Provision 8, and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, (7) the Budget Act of 2001, Chapter 106,

Statutes of 2001, in-Item 0840-001-0001, Provision 8, and in Item 8885-001-0001, Provision 1, is shown as part A,
of this Appendix. '




If reimbursement is sought for independent contractor costs that are in excess of

[Test (1)] ten percent of the claims prepared and submitted by the independent
contractor or [Test (2)] the actual costs that necessarily would have been incurred for
that purpose if performed by employees or the local school district, appropriate
documentation must be submitted to show that the preparation and submission of these
claims could not have been accomplished without the incurring of the additional costs
claimed by the local agency or school district. Appropriate documentation includes the
record of dates and time spent by staff of the contractor for the preparation and
submission of claims on behalf of the local agency or school district, the contractor's
billed rates, and explanation on reasons for exceeding Test (1) and/or Test (2). In the
absence of appropriate documentation, reimbursément is limited to the lesser of Test (1)
and/or Test (2). No reimbursement shall be permitted for the cost of contracted services
without the submission of an estimate of actual costs by the local agency or school
district. : -‘ :




Exhibit C




_State Controller's Office - . School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS

1. Summary of Chapters 486/75 and 1459/84

On March 27, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates determined that both Chapter 486,
Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984, resulted in State mandated costs
that are reimbursabie pursuant to Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4 of
‘Title 2 of the Govemnment Code. Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, established the Board of
Control's authority to hear and make determinations on claims submitted by local

- govemments that allege costs mandated by the State. in addition, Chapter 486/75
contained provisions authorizing the State Controller's Office to receive, review, and pay
reimbursement claims for mandated costs submitted by local governments.

Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984, created the Commission on State Mandates which
replaced the Board of Control with respect to hearing mandate cost ciaims. ‘This law
established the "sole and exclusive procedure” by which a'local agency or school district is
allowed to claim reimbursement as required by Section 6 of Article XII! B of the California
Constitution for State mandates under the Revenue and Taxation Code (Government Code
Section 17552). '

Together-these laws established the. process by which local agencies and school districts
are to receive reimbursement for State mandated programs. ‘They also dictated
reimbursement activities by requiring localities to file claims according to instructions
issued by the State Controller's Office. o o :

2. Eligible Claimants

Any schaol d_istn'ct, county office of education or community college district that incurs
increased costs as a result of this mandate is eligible to. claim reimbursement of these
. costs, ' ) '

3. Appropriations'

" Claims may only be filed with the State Controlier's Office for programs that have been
funded in the state budget, the State Mandates Claims Fund , Or in special legistation. To
determine funding available for the current fiscal year, 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 county superintendents of
schools and superintendents of schools. -

4, Types of Claims

A. Reimbursement and Estimated Claims

An eligible claimant may file a reimbursement 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.

B. Minimum Claim

A claim for reimbursement or an estimate must exceed $200 per year. However, a
county superintendent of schools, as fiscal agent for the district, may submit a
combined claim in excess of $200 on behalf of school districts within the county even
if the individual district's claim does not exceed $200. The combined claim must show
the individual claim costs for each district. Once a combined claim is filed, all
subsequent claims for the same mandate must be filed in a.combined form. A school

Chapters 486/75 and 1459/84, Page 1 of 6 Revised 4/96
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district may withdraw from the combined claim form by providing a written notice to
the county superintendent of schools and the State Controller's Office, of its intent to
file a separate claim at least 180 days prior to the deadline for filing the claim. .

5. Filing Deadline

(1) Refer to item 3 "Appropriations” to determine if the program is funded for the current
fiscal year. If funding is avaiiable, 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.

(2) - After having received payment for an-estimated claim, the claimant must file a
‘reimbursement claim by November 30 of the following fiscal year regardless whether
the payment was more or less than the actual costs. If the district fails to file a
reimbursement claim, monies received must be returned to the State.. If no
estimated claim was filed, the district may file a reimbursement 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).

A reimbursement claim detailing the actual costs must be filed with the State
Controller's Office and postmarked by November 30 foliowing the fiscal yearin
which the 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 costs incurred in the filing of successful test claims
and reimbursement claims. The purpose of a test claim is to establish that local
govemments (counties, cities, school districts, special.districts, etc.,) cannot be made A
financially whole unless all state mandated costs, both direct and indirect, are reimbursed.
Since local costs would not have been incurred for test ciaims and reimbursement claims
but for implementing State imposed mandates, ali resulting costs are recoverable.

A.

Test Claims’

- All costs of successful test claims presented to the Commission on State Mandates

are reimbursable, including unsuccessful test claims if an adverse Commission ruling
is later reversed as a result of a court order. The following costs would be:
reimbursable: -

Accumulated costs (current and prior years) for presenting a test claim.which was
successful shall be claimed in the fiscal year in which the Commission determined a.

_Teimbursable mandate exists for the program. After a successful test claim, costs

incurred for developing parameters and guidelines, and necessary cost data for the
program shall be claimed in the fiscal year in which costs were incurred.

(1) Preparing and Presenting Test Claims -

The costs of preparing and presenting test claims to the Commission and the
additional costs of litigation, if an unsuccessful test claim is later revised by a
court order, o '

(2) Developing Parameters and Guidelines
The costs of developing parameters and guidelines for the successful test claim.
(3) Collection of Cost Data

The collection of cost data to determine the statewide impact of the successful
- test claim.

Revised 4/96

Chapters. 486/75 and 1459/84, Page 2 of 6




State Controller's Office S School Mandated Cost Manual

(4) Drafting” Claiming Instructions

The costs of assisting the State Controller's Office in drafting the required
claiming instructions. '

B. Reimbursement Claims

(1) Preparation of the Claim

All, costs incurred for the p"rep’aratibn and submission of successful
reimbursement claims to the State Controller's Office are claimable.

(2) Classes for Claim Preparation

The costs of attending classes designed to assist the claimant in identifying and

- correctly preparing the required documentation for a specific mandate are
reimbursable. Aliowable costs include, but are not limited to, salaries and
benefits, transportation, registration fees and per diem.

Please note that costs of preparing and submitting reimbursement claims should
be claimed in the fiscal year in which costs were incurred rather than in the fiscal
year of the program co : .

For example, the initial filing deadline for Chapter 1117/84, Airport Land Use, for
the increased costs incurred in the 1985/86 through 1988/89 fiscal years was May
15, 1890. The costs would be incurred in the 1989/90 fiscal year to prepare and

file reimbursement claims for all four fiscal years. Therefore, the costs should be

identified in the 1989/90 Mandate Reimbursement. Process claim. N

' C. Incorrect Reduction Claims

If a claimant files a successful appeal with the Commission on State Mandates
regarding the incorrect reduction of a claim and the Commission rules for the
claimant, the following. costs are reimbursable:

(1) Preparation of the Claim

All costs incurred for the preparation and submission of a claim to the State
Controller's Office.

(2) Presentation to the Commission
The cost of presenting a successful iricorr_ect reduction claim to the Commission. -

Accumutated coéts (current and prior years') to present a $uccessful incorrect
reduction claim shall be claimed in the fiscal year in which the Commission
determined that the claim was incorrectly reduced.

7. Reimbursement Limitations

A.  Legal costs not exceeding $90 per hour will be considered reimbursable, subject to |
proper documentation. Any amount exceeding $90 per hour will be subject to review
.and subsequent approval by the State Controller's Office. )

B. For programs funded during-the 1995/96 fiscal yéar oniy, réim_bursement limitation
for independent contractor costs is detailed under ltem 8.A.(3) of these claiming
instructions for the preparation and submission of reimbursement claims. -

C.  Any offsetting savings or reimbursement the claimant 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 costs are claimed.

Chapters 486/75 and 1459/84, Page 3 of 6 _ ' Revised 4/96
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8. Claiming Forms and Instructions

~ The diagram "lllustration of Claim Forms" provides a general graphical presentation of
-forms required to be filed with a claim. A claimant may submit a computer generated
report in substitution for form MRP-1 and form MRP-2 provided the format of the report
and data fieids contained within the report are identical to the claim forms included with
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.

A. Form MRP-2, Component/Activity Cost Detail

This form is used to segregate the' detailed costs by claim bompo_nént. A separate form
MRP-2 must be completed for each cost component being claimed. ‘Costs reported on this
form must be supported as follows: :

(1) Salaries and Benefits

Identify the district employee(s), and/or sh'owthe classification of the employee(s)
involved. Describe the mandated activities performed by each employee and
specify the actual time spent, the productive hourly rate and the related fringe
benefits, ' .

Source documents required to be maintained by the claimant may include, but
are not limited to, employee time records that show-the employee's actual time
spent on the mandate. : '

(2) Materials and Supplies

Only expenditures which can be identified as a direct cost of the mandate may be.
claimed. List the cost of materials which have been consumed or expended
specifically for the purpose of this mandate. '

Source documents required to be maintained by the claimant méy include but are
not limited to, invoices, receipts, purchase orders-and other documents
evidencing the validity of the expenditures.

(3) Contracted Services

Give the name(s) of contractor(s) who performed the service. Describe the
activities performed by each named contractor, inclusive dates when services
were performed, and actual time spent performing the mandate. ltemize all costs
for services performed. Attach consuitant invoices with the claim. -

Source documents required to be maintained by the claimant may include, but
are not limited to, contracts; invoices and other documents evidencing the validity
of the expenditures. . .

For programs funded during the 1995/98 fiscal year, limitation on

reimbursement for independent contractor costs for the preparation and

submission of reimbursement claims.

Affected mandatéd cost programs are those funded by the 1995 State Budget Act
(Chapter 303, Statutes of 1995), funded by the local Govemment Claims Bill AB
818 (Chapter 914, Statutes of 1 895) and any other mandated cost program
funded by the 1995/96 appropriations act..

(@) If a school district contracts with an independent contractor for the preparation
and submission of reimbursement claims, the costs reimbursable by the state for
that purpose shall not exceed the lesser of (1) 10 percent of the amount of the
claims prepared and submitted by the independent contractor, or (2) the actual
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costs that would necessarily have been incurred for that purpose If herfonned by
employees of the school district. '

The maximum amount of reimbursement provided for an independent
contractor may be exceeded only if the school district establishes, by.
appropriate documentation and goveming board certification, that the
preparation and submission of these claims could net have been o
accomplished without the incurring of the additional costs claimed by the
school district. : . .

-(b) Costs incurred for contract services for the preparation, submission and/or
presentation of claims are recoverable within the limitations imposed under (a)
above. Provide copies of the contractor's invoices that were paid. For the
preparation and submission of claims pursuant to Govemment Code Sections
17561 and 17564, submit an estimate of the actual costs that would have been
incurred for that purpose if performed by employees of the school district. This
cost estimate is to be certified by the governing body or its designee.

If reimbursement is sought for independent contractor costs that are in
excess of [Test (1)] ten percent of the claims prepared and submitted by
the independent contractor or [Test (2) ] the actual costs that necessarily
would have been incurred for that purpose if performed by employees of the A
school district. Appropriate documentation must be submitted to show that
the preparation and submission of these claims could not have been
accomplished without the incurring of the additional costs claimed by the
district. Appropriate documentation includes the record of dates and time
spent by staff of the contractor for the preparation and submission of claims
on behalf of the school district, the contractor's billed rates, and an
explanation of reasons for exceeding Test (1) and/or Test (2). In the
absence of appropriate documentation, reimbursement is limited to the
lesser of Test (1) and/or- Test (2). No reimbursement shall be permitted for
the cost of contracted services without the submission of an estimate of
actual costs by the district.

(1) Training

Only the cost for a reasonable number of employees attending the training is ,
reimbursable. Give the class titie, dates, location and name(s) of employee(s) .
attending training on the preparation of claims. Reimbursable costs include
salaries and benefits for time spent, the registration fee, transportation, lodging
and per diem. Reimbursement.for travel expenses, lodging and per diem shall
not exceed those rates which are applicabie to State employees. Refer to the
Appendix: State of California Travel Expense Guidelines.

For audit purposes, all supporting documents for actual costs must be retained by the
claimant for a period of four years after the end of the calendar year in which the
reimbursement claim was filed or last amended. Effective July 1, 1996, the document
retention period is two years after the end of the calendar year in which the reimbursement
claim was filed or last amended. Such documents shall be made available to the State
Controlier's Office on request.

B. Form MRP-1, Claim Summary

This form is used to summarize direct costs by claim component and compute the
allowable indirect costs for the mandate. Claim statistics shall identify the work performed
for which costs are claimed. The claimant must give the chapter/statute and name of each
mandated program. If claiming the cost of a successful test claim or incorrect reduction
claim, give the date when the claim was heard by the Commission On State Mandates.
Direct costs on this form are carried forward from form MRP-2
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School districts and local offices of education may compute the amount of indirect costs L
utilizing the State Department of Education's Annual Program Cost Data Report, J-380 or RN
J-580 rate. Community coliege districts have the option of using a federally approved rate

(i.e., utilizing the cost accounting principles in the Office of Management and Budget

Circular A-21) or form FAM-29C to determine the amount of indirect costs.

C. Form FAM-27, Claim for Payment

This form contains a certification that niust be signéd by an authorized representative of
the school district. All applicable information from form MRP-1 must be carried forward to
this form for the State Controller's Office to process the claim for payment, :

lllustration of Claim Forms

I - — Form MRP-2 Component/Activity Cost Detail

-Complete a separate form-for each cost component listed

Form MRP -2 . below. . Claimable activities (i.e., A,B,C, ..) are identified
Component/ ' for each cost component; ' '
Activity .
Cost Detail 1. Test Claims _ .
¢ : A. Preparing and:Presenting Test Claims
: B. Developing Parameters and Guidelines
Form MRP - 1

C. Collection of Cost Data
D. Drafting Claiming Instructions

Claim Summary

L o . 2. Reimbursement Claims
. » A. Preparation of the Claim
FAM-27 : B. Classes for Claim Preparation
Claim : :

3. Incorrect Reduction Claim
for Payment

A. Preparation of the Claim
B. Presentation to the Commission
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Talifornia State Qomtroller
June 24, 2004

Brice W. Harris, Chancellor

Los Rios Community College District
1919 Spanos Court

Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Mr. Harris:

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) has completed an audit of the claims filed by Los Rios
Community College District for costs of the legislatively mandated Mandate Reimbursement
Process Program (Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984) for the
period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2002.

The district claimed $64,006 for the mandated program. Our audit disclosed that $54,002 is
allowable and $10,004 is unallowable. The unallowable costs occurred because the district
claimed unsupported costs. The district was paid $59,143. The amount paid in excess of
allowable costs claimed totals $5,141.

The SCO has established an informal audit review process to resolve a dispute of facts. The
anditee should submit, in writing, a request for a review and all information pertinent to the
disputed issues within 60 days after receiving the final report. The request and supporting
documentation should be submitted to Richard J. Chivaro, Chief Counsel, State Controller’s
Office, Post Office Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250-0001. In addition, please provide a
copy of the request letter to Jim L. Spano, Chief, Compliance Audits Bureau, State Controller’s
Office, Division of Audits, Post Office Box 942850, Sacramento, California 94250-5874.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Spano at (916) 323-5849.

Sincerely,
VINCENT P. BROWN
Chief Operating Officer

VPBijj

cc: (See page 2)




Brice W. Harris, Chancellor -2-

cc: Jon Sharpe
Vice Chancellor
Finance and Administration
Los Rios Community College District
Carrie Bray
Director of Accounting Services
Los Rios Community College District
Ed Monroe, Program Assistant
Fiscal Accountability Section
Chancellor’s Office
California Community Colleges
Jeannie Oropeza, Program Budget Manager
Education Systems Unit
Department of Finance
Charles Pillsbury
School Apportionment Specialist
Department of Finance

June 24, 2004
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Los Rios Community College District

Mandate Reimbursement Process Program

Audit Report

Summary

Background

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) has completed an audit of the claims
filed by Los Rios Community College District for costs of the
legislatively mandated Mandate Reimbursement Process Program
(Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984) for
the period of July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2002. The last day of
fieldwork was March 11, 2004,

The district claimed $64,006 for the mandated program. The audit
disclosed that $54,002 is allowable and $10,004 is unallowable. The
unallowable costs occurred because the district claimed unsupported
costs. The district was paid $59,143. The amount paid in excess of
allowable costs claimed totals $5,141.

Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, established the Board of Control’s authority
to hear and make determinations on claims submitted by local governments
that allege costs mandated by the State. In addition, Chapter 486 contains
provisions authorizing the SCO to receive, review, and pay reimbursement
claims for mandated costs submitted by local governments.

Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984, created the Commission on State
Mandates (COSM), which replaced the Board of Control with respect to
hearing mandated cost claims. This law established the “sole and
exclusive procedure” by which a local agency or school district is
allowed to claim reimbursement as required by Article XIIIB, Section 6,
of the California Constitution, for state mandates under Government
Code Section 17552,

Together, these laws establish the process by which local agencies receive
reimbursement for state-mandated programs. As such, they prescribe the
procedures that must be followed before mandated costs are recognized.
They also dictate reimbursement activities by requiring local agencies and
school districts to file claims according to instructions issued by the SCO.

On March 27, 1986, COSM determined that local agencies and school
districts incurred “costs mandated by the State” as a result of Chapter 486,
Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984. Specifically, COSM
found that these two statutes imposed a new program by requiring local
governments to file claims to establish the existence of a mandated program
and to obtain reimbursement for the costs of mandated programs.

Parameters and Guidelines, originally adopted by COSM on
November 20, 1986, establishes the state mandate and defines criteria for
reimbursement. In compliance with Government Code Section 17558,
the SCO issues claiming instructions for each mandate requiring state
reimbursement to assist local agencies and school districts in claiming
reimbursable costs.

Steve Westly « California State Controller 1




Los Rios Community College District

Moandate Reimbuirsement Process Program

Objective,
Scope, and
Methodology

Conclusion

The audit objective was to determine whether costs claimed are increased
costs incurred as a result of the legislatively mandated Mandate
Reimbursement Process Program (Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and
Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984) for the period of July 1, 1998, through
June 30, 2002,

The auditors performed the following procedures:

o Reviewed the costs claimed to determine if they were increased costs
resulting from the mandated program;

o Traced the costs claimed to the supporting documentation to
determine whether the costs were properly supported,

o Confirmed that the costs claimed were not funded by another source;
and

e Reviewed the costs claimed to determine that the costs were not
unreasonable and/or excessive.

The SCO conducted the audit in accordance with Government Auditing
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States, and
under the authority provided by Government Code Section 17558.5. The
SCO did not audit the district’s financial statements. The scope was
limited to planning and performing audit procedures necessary to obtain
reasonable assurance concerning the allowability of expenditures claimed
for reimbursement. Accordingly, transactions were examined, on a test
basis, to determine whether the amounts claimed for reimbursement were
supported.

Review of the district’s internal controls was limited to gaining an
understanding of the transaction flow and claim preparation process as
necessary to develop appropriate auditing procedures.

The audit disclosed an instance of noncompliance with the requirements
outlined above. This instance is described in the accompanying Summary
of Program Costs (Schedule 1) and in the Finding and Recommendation
section of this report.

For the audit period, Los Rios Community College District claimed
$64,006 for costs of the legislatively mandated Mandate Reimbursement
Process Program. The audit disclosed that $54,002 is allowable and
$10,004 is unallowable.

For fiscal year (FY) 1998-99, the district was paid $4,867 by the State.
The audit disclosed that the entire amount is allowable.

For FY 1999-2000, the district was paid $28,469 by the State. The audit
disclosed that $19,640 is allowable. The amount paid in excess of
allowable costs claimed, totaling $8,829, should be retumed to the State.

Steve Westly « California State Corgroller 2




Los Rios Community College District

Mandate Reimbursement Process Program

Views of
Responsible
Official

Restricted Use

For FY 2000-01, the district was paid $17,289 by the State. The audit
disclosed that $14,070 is allowable, The amount paid in excess of
allowable costs claimed, totaling $3,219, should be returned to the State.

For FY 2001-02, the district was paid $8,518 by the State. The audit
disclosed that $15,425 is allowable. Allowable costs claimed in excess of
the amount paid, totaling $6,907, will be paid by the State based on
available appropriations.

The SCO issued a draft audit report on May 5, 2004, Jon Sharpe, Vice
Chancellor, Finance and Administration, responded by letter dated
May 24, 2004, disagreeing with the audit results. The district’s response
is included in this final audit report. After further review, Finding 2 of
the draft audit report was deleted.

This report is solely for the information and use of Los Rios Community
College District, the California Department of Education, the California
Department of Finance, and the SCO; it is not intended to be and should
not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. This restriction
is not intended to limit distribution of this report, which is a matter of
public record.

JEFFREY V. BROWNFIELD
Chief, Division of Audits

Steve Wesdy « Cdlifornia State Controller 3




Los Rios Community College District

Mandate Reimbursement Process Program

Schedule 1—

Summary of Program Costs
July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2002

Cost Elements

July 1, 1998, through June 30, 1999

Salaries and benefits
Travel and training
Contracted services

Subtotals
Indirect costs

Subtotals
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements

Total costs
Less amount paid by the State

Allowable costs claimed in excess of (less than) amount paid
July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2000

Salaries and benefits
Travel and training
Contracted services

Subtotals
Indirect costs

Subtotals
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements

Total costs
Less amount paid by the State

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

July 1, 2000, through June 30, 2001

Salaries and benefits
Travel and training
Contracted services

Subtotals
Indirect costs

Subtotals
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements

Total costs
Less amount paid by the State

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

Actual Costs  Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit  Adjustments !
$ 3449 $ 3449 § —
370 370 —
3,819 3,819 —
1,048 1,048 —
4,867 4,867 —
$ 4,867 4,867 $ —
(4,867)
$ —_
$ 11,190 $ 4419 $ (6771)
1,188 1,188 —
9,454 9,454 —
21,832 15,061 6,771)
6,637 4,579 (2,058)
28,469 19,640 (8,829)
$ 28,469 19,640 $ (8,829
(28,469)
s @89
$ 7651 $ 6757 $ (894
228 228 —
4,888 4,888 —
12,767 11,873 (894)
2,478 2,197 (281)
15,245 14,070 (1,175
$ 15,245 14,070 § (1,175)
(17,289)
$ (3,219
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Los Rios Community College District

Moandate Reimbursement Process Program

Schedule 1 (continued)

Cost Elements

July 1, 2001, through June 30, 2002

Salaries and benefits
Travel and training
Contracted services

Subtotals
Indirect costs

Subtotals
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements

Total costs
Less amount paid by the State

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

Summary: July 1, 1998, through June 30, 2002

Salaries and benefits
Travel and training
Contracted services

Subtotals
Indirect costs

Subtotals
Less offsetting savings/reimbursements

Total costs
Less amount paid by the State

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

! See the Finding and Recommendation section.

Actual Costs  Allowable Audit
Claimed per Audit Adjustments !
$ 6796 $ 67% 3 —
1,169 1,169 —
5,013 5,013 —
12,978 12,978 —
2,447 2,447 _
15,425 15,425 —
$ 15,425 15425 § —
(8,518)
$ 6,907
$ 29086 $ 21,421 $ (7,665)
2,585 2,585 —
19,725 19,725 —
51,396 43,731 (7,665)
12,610 10,271 (2,339)
64,006 54,002 (10,004)
$ 64,006 54,002 § (10,004)
(59,143)
$ (5,141
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Los Rios Community Coltege District Mandate Reimbursement Process Program

Finding and Recommendation

FINDING— The district claimed unallowable salaries and benefits totaling $7,665 for
FY 1999-2000 and FY 2000-01. The related indirect cost is $2,339,

Unallowable salaries o - X X
based on the indirect cost rate claimed during each fiscal year.

and benefits

The district was unable to provide supporting documentation for hours
claimed by various employees during the two fiscal years. In addition,
the district’s records did not support the productive hourly rate claimed
for various employees. The audit adjustment is summarized below:

Fiscal Year
1999-2000 2000-01 Total
Salaries : 8 (6,771) § (894)
Indirect cost rate x30.40% x31.45%
Related indirect costs (2,058) (281) B (2,339)
Salaries (from above) (6,771) {894) (7,665)
Audit adjustment $ (8,829) $§ (1,175) $§ (10,004)

Parameters and Guidelines states that all costs claimed shall be traceable
to source documents, such as employee time records, that show evidence
of the validity of such costs and their relationship to the mandated
program.

Recommendation

The district should maintain source documents that support all employee
hours claimed. In addition, the district should ensure that productive
hourly rates claimed are supported by the district’s accounting records.

.

District’s Response

The finding is based upon the report’s assertion that the “Parameters
and Guidelines states that all costs claimed shall be traceable to source
documents, such as employee time records, that show evidence of the
validity of such costs and their relationship to the mandated program.”

The Parameters and Guidelines, as amended and adopted on
October 25, 2001, actually provides *. .. all costs claimed shall be
traceable to source documents (e.g., employee time records, invoices,
receipts, purchase orders, coniracts, worksheets, calendars,
declarations, etc.) that show evidence of the validity of such costs and
their relationship to the state-mandated program.”

It would appear that the report has overlooked the availability of
invoices, receipts, purchase orders, contracts, worksheets, calendars,
and declarations, It would therefore appear that this finding is based
upon the wrong standard for review.

Steve Westly « Cdlifornia State Controller 6




Los Rios Community College District

Mandate Reimbursement Process Program

Statute of
Limitations

SCQO’s Comment

The finding and recommendation are unchanged. The district did not
respond to the issue of unsupported productive hourly rates claimed. The
reference to Parameters and Guidelines in the audit finding is not shown
as a direct quote and does not rule out other types of corroborating
evidence. Therefore, the criterion cited is valid. The district did not
provide any additional evidence to support the unallowable hours.

The district’s response to the draft audit report included comments
regarding the SCO’s authority to audit costs claimed for FY 1998-99 and
FY 1999-2000. The district’s response and the SCO’s comment are as
follows.

District’s Response

The district’s 1998-1999 claim was filed on January 13, 2000. The
district’s 1999-2000 claim was filed on January 16, 2001. The draft
audit report is dated May 2004, These two claims were only subject to
andit until December 31, 2002 and December 31, 2003, respectively.
Therefore, the proposed audit adjustments for these years are barred by
statute of limitations set forth in Government Code Section 17558.5.

SCQO’s Comment

Our audit scope remains unchanged. Government Code Section
17558.5(a), effective July 1, 1996, states, “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.” There is no statutory language defining when an audit
report must be issued. Furthermore, there is no statutory language
requiring an entrance conference or some other formal event to be held
before the two-year period expires. SCO staff contacted the district to
initiate the audit in December 2002, within the statute of limitations. At
the district’s request, the audit started in January 2003, rather than
December 2002. Government Code Section 17558.5(c), effective July 1,
1996, states, “Nothing in this section shall be construed to limit the
adjustment of payments . . . when a delay in the completion of an audit is
the result of willful acts by the claimant or inability to reach agreement
on terms of final settlement.”

Steve Westly » Colifornia State Cortroller 7
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Attachment—
District’s Response to
Draft Audit Report

Steve Westly ® California State Controller




Los Rios Community College District Mandate Reimbursement Pracess Program

‘ 35( Qi\flMUNli') LOLLL(:P Dl‘wiillﬁl

SirkaMEnTe CITy Corit e Abrniean Rives Coliies CobUNEs RIVER COLLEGE
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIFT REQUESTED
May 24, 2004 | s

Mr. Jim:L.-Spano, Chief
Compllanoe Audits Bureau
California State Controiler

_ Division of Audits.
‘RP.O. Box 942850 :
Sacramento, CA 94250-5874

Re: Mandﬂte Relmbursement Aud;t
Dear Mr Spano:

This letter is the response of Los Rios Community College District to the letterof Vincent P. i
Brown dated May 5, 2004 which enclosed a Draft Copy of your Audit Report.of the district's
Mandate Rermbursement Process program; Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975 and Chapter 1459,

Statiites of 1984, forthe period of July 1, 1998 through June 30, 2002

Statute of leitatlons

The district's: 1998- 1999 claim was filed-on January 13 2000. The district’s 1999-2000 claim
‘was filed on January 8,2001. The drafi audit report is: dated’ May 2004. These two claims
wereonly subject to: audit until December 31, 12002 and December 31, 2003, tespactively.
‘Thersfore, the. proposed audit adjustments: th, ‘yearsare: barred by the statute of
limitations set forth in chernment Gode B

‘Finding 1:~ Unallowable Salaries and Benefrls : :

Tha report glaims. that the drgtnct was unabl‘ 0 p wde supporting documentation for hours
claimed by various employees during the 19992000 and 2000-01 fis cal years. The report
further claims that the district’s records did not support the productNe:hou rly rate claimed for
various: empieyees,

The finding Is based upon the: report’s assertion thatthe "Parameters and Guidelines states
that all costs claimed shall be traceable to source documents, such as ampluyee time records,
that: show ‘evidence of the validity of such costs and their relationship to.the mandated
program.” :

19119 Spanes Covrr ;AC:R;\-!_K.‘EN:.‘:!:O, G DSE25.2001 0 916-568-3221

Steve Westly ® California State Controller




Los Rios Commuunity College District Moandate Reimbursement Process Program

Jim:L. Spano, Chief
Compliance-Audits Bureau
May 24, 2004

provndes all oosts claimed shall be traceable to source documems (8.9, employee time
records, invoices, receipts, purchase orders, contracts, workshesets, calendars, declarations,
etc.) that show evidence of the validity of such costs and their ralationship to the state-
mandated. program.”

t would appear 1hat the report has overlooked the avallabllity ofi mvmces, recelpts pur(,habe

-ﬁndmg ls based upcm the wrong standard fpr _revuaw
Finding 2 - Overstated Indirect Cost Rates Glaimed

The report states that the district claimed indirect costs based on indirect cost rate proposals
(ICRP) prepared for each fiscal year but that the district did not obtam federal approval for its
ICRPs.

The report incorrectly claims that the “Parameters and Guidslines states thatindiréct costs
may be claimed In the manher described in the SCQ dlaiming instructions.” The Parameters
and Guidelines, as amended to be effective on October 26, 2001,-and applicable to fiscal
years 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-00, 2000- 01, and 2001-02 only, states that
“Community College Districts must use one of the: fo!lowing thred alternatives:a. An ICRP
based on OMB Clrcular. A-21; b. The State Controller's FAM-29C which uses the CCFS-311;
or ¢. Seven percent (7%).” The Parametars and Guidelines do nat mention the SCO claiming
instructions.

The State Controller's Claiming: Instructions, at the Instructions for Form MRP-1, line (06),
states: “Community college districts: may use: the federally approved OMBA-21 rate, the rate
computed using FormiFAM 20C, or a 7% indirect cost rate, for the fiscal year of costs.” The
burdan-should-be on the State Controller 1o show that the IRCP used by the district would not
be approved by the federal: govemment since the State Controller is requ«red to-pay claims
and may only reduce a claim upon.a determination thatthe claim is excessive or
unreasonable. Government:Code Sectmn 17651L)(_) R

Therefore, for the reasoris stated above; Los Rios Comirunity College District requests that
the audit report be changed to comply with the law and to deferany requisst for payment untl
the audlt report is corracted,

Fifance and Administration
Los Rios Cammunity College District

C:  Brice Harrls, Chancellor 7
Carrie Bray, Director of Accounting Services

2

Steve Westly ® California State Controller
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Division of Audits
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Sacramento, California 94250-5874
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“ LOS R10S COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
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SacrRaMENTO CitY COLLEGE AMERICAN R1vErR COLLEGE CosumnNEs RivEr COLLEGE

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

May 24, 2004

Mr. Jim L. Spano, Chief
Compliance Audits Bureau
California State Controller
Division of Audits

"P.O. Box 942850
Sacramento, CA 94250-5874

Re: Mandate Reimbursement Audit
Dear Mr. Spano:

) This letter is the response of Los Rios Community College District to the letter of Vincent P.

" Brown dated May 5, 2004 which enclosed a Draft Copy of your Audit Report of the district's
Mandate Reimbursement Process program, Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975 and Chapter 1459,
Statutes of 1984, for the period of July 1, 1998 through June 30, 2002.

Statute of Limitations

The district’'s 1998-1999 claim was filed on January 13, 2000. The district's 1999-2000 claim
was filed on January 16, 2001. The draft audit report is dated May 2004. These two claims
were only subject to audit until December 31, 2002 and December 31, 2003, respectively..
Therefore, the proposed audit adjustments for these years are barred by the statute of
limitations set forth in Government Code Section 17558.5.

Finding 1 - Unallowable Salaries and Benefits

The report claims that the district was unable to provide supporting documentation for hours
claimed by various employees during the 1999-2000 and 2000-01 fiscal years. The report
further claims that the district’s records did not support the productive hourly rate claimed for
various employees. o ’

The finding is based upon the report’s assertion that the “Parameters and Guidelines states
that all costs claimed shall be traceable to source documents, such as employee time records,
that show evidence of the validity of such costs and their relationship to the mandated

- ) program.”

1919 SPANOS COURT = SACRAMENTO, CA 95825-3981 # 916-568-3021
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Jim L. Spano, Chief
Compliance Audits Bureau
May 24, 2004

The Parameters and Guidelines, as amended and adopted on October 25, 2001, actually
provides “...all costs claimed shall be traceable to source documents (e.g., employee time
records, invoices, receipts, purchase orders, contracts, worksheets, calendars, declarations,
etc.) that show evidence of the validity of such costs and their relationship to the state-
mandated program.” '

It would appear that the report has overlooked the availability of invoices, receipts, purchase
orders, contracts, worksheets, calendars, and declarations. It would therefore appear that this
finding is based upon the wrong standard for review.

Finding 2 - Overstated Indirect Cost Rates Claimed

The report states that the district claimed indirect costs based on indirect cost rate proposals

(ICRP) prepared for each fiscal year but that the district did not obtain federal approval for its
ICRPs.

The report incorrectly claims that the “Parameters and Guidelines states that indirect costs
may be claimed in the manner described in the SCO claiming instructions.” The Parameters
and Guidelines, as amended to be effective on October 26, 2001, and applicable to fiscal
years 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-00, 2000-01, and 2001-02 only, states that
“Community College Districts must use one of the following three alternatives: a. An ICRP

) based on OMB Circular A-21; b. The State Controller's FAM-29C which uses the CCFS-311;
or ¢c. Seven percent (7%).” The Parameters and Guidelines do not mention the SCO claiming
instructions.

- The State Controller's Claiming Instructions, at the Instructions for Form MRP-1, line (086),
states “Community college districts may use the federally approved OMBA-21 rate, the rate
computed using Form FAM 29C, or a 7% indirect cost rate, for the fiscal year of costs.” The
burden should be on the State Controller to show that the IRCP used by the district would not
be approved by the federal government, since the State Controller is required to pay claims

~and may only reduce a claim upon a determination that the claim is excessive or
unreasonable. Government Code Section 17651(d)(2

Therefore, for the reasons stated above, Los Rios Community College District requests that
the audit report be changed to comply with the law and to defer any request for payment until
the audit report is corrected. ' '

Sipcerely,
é )

Sharpe, Vice’Chancellor
Fifflance and Administration
Los Rios Community College District

) C: Brice Harris, Chancellor . .
Carrie Bray, Director of Accounting Services

2.
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DECLARATION OF CARRIE BRAY

, Carrie Bray, the undersigned, declare:

1.

| am over the age of 18 and otherwise competent to testify in any court or
administrative proceeding. |

l‘ have been employed by the Los Rios Comfnunity College District since April |
1991.

At the present time, | am the Director of Accounting Services for the district.
On Thursday, December 12, 2002, | received a Telephoné Message slip which
i_ndicated that a Mary Khoshmashrag of the State Controller's Ofﬁcé wanted to
talk to-me about an audit of our Health Fee Elimination and Mandated
Reimbursement Process annual claims. A true and exact copy of the message
slip is attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and is incorporated herein by reference.

| subsequently Iearned that the correct spelling of the caller's last name was

Khoshmashrab.

. Due to the press of business prior to the Christmas holiday and the ensuing

weekend, | was not able to immediately return the call of Ms. Khoshmashrab.

- On Tuesday, December 17, 2002, | received another Telephone Message slip

which indicated that Mary Khoshmashrab wanted to schedﬁle in December a

meeting in January. The message also indicated that she was very énxious to

- hearfrom me. A frue and exact copy of the Telephone Message slip.is attached

hereto as Exhibit “B” and is incorporated herein by reference.
I returned the telephone call of Ms. Khoshmashrab on Wednesday, December

18, 2002. Ms. Khoshmashrab stated that she assumed that we were too busy to




Declaration of Carrie Bray

10.

1.

12.

13,

14.

meet in December, so she requested a meeting during the first or second week

of January.

Since we weré talking about the first or second week of January, | made a note

on my calendar at the time that Mary requested a meeting in the first or second

week of January. A true and exact copy of my calendar pagé for the week of
January 13 through January 19 is attached hereto. as Exhibit “C" and is
incorporated herein by reference.

After checking the availabi_l_ity of key district personnel, | called Ms.

‘Khoshmashrab on Thursday, December 19, 2002, at 12:08 P.M,, to set a date in

January, 'as requested, for the meeting. Ms. Khoshmashrab was not in at the
time, so | left a message for her to callme. A notatién to this effect was made
on Exhibit “C.”

On Thursday, December 19, 2002, at 2:45 P.M., | received a message to call
Ms. Khoshmashrab. | returned her call at 2:50 P.M. and a meeting was
écheduled for January 16, 2003 at 9:30 A.M. Notations of these célls and -
conversation weré made-on Exhibit “C."

On Friday, December 20, 2002, at 10:23 A.M., | received a fnessage that .Ms.
Khoshmashrab needed my FAX number. | returned her call at 1:30 P.M. and left
my FAX'nuﬁ‘n_ber on her answering machine. -

The notations on Exhibit “C” were made _by me in the regular-course of the '

business of Los Rios Community College District.

- The notations on Exhibit “C" were made by me imme'diately on or about the time

9




Declaration of Carrie Bray

of the- calls and conversations noted thereon.

15. On January 2, 2003, | received a letter dated December 23, 2002, frqm Chris
Prasad, Audit Manager, State Controller's Office. A true and exact copy of that
letter with an in-coming mail stamp and my handwrittén _notations is attached
héreto as Exhibit “D" and is incorporated herein by reference. -

16. The Exhibit “D" letter clearly indicates that Ms. Khoshmashrab “will commence
the audit’ on Thursday, January 16, 2003.

The foregoing facts are known tol me personally and, if so required, | could testify
to the statements made herein. | hereby declare under penalty of perjury under the
laws of the State of California that the foregoing is trqe and correct except where stated
upon information or belief and wHere so stated | declare that | -believe them to be true.

EXECUTEDthisMay of September, 2004, at Sacramento, California.

VT 2

~ Carrie Bray




TELEPHONE MESSAGE
Dae___ /2-(Z.

QmezL”‘J

WHILE YOU WERE OUT

M K /msémasﬁma,
gﬁ;ﬁ, Conliabhy; WWM‘D

Phone 32’7 0 L/ 90

AREA CODE © NUMBER - EXTENSION :
“Telephoned 4 Please Call [jom
Called to See You [ ] ‘Wil Call Again [ ] |Man.
Wants to See You ] Urgent L]
Returned Your Call’ l -Camc to-See You [

MessageFZQ_ Q,u.()l.(fﬁ' ﬂ/l WMCQQ:&O
5% — hea I, Lu pﬂtmma]"uno
— GMMCL- MIML)MLM
Signed @M,

EXHIBIT “A’
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- TELEPHONE MESSAGE

For : (\{W :
. - A
" Date (2.7 . - .' Time ml(n?}%?
WHILE, YOU WERE OUT

'M Wigee, \<hashmesheal,

Stet,, (*Mm M,@

Phone <« 31'7 O‘-(C)O

AREA CODE NUMBER EXTENSION
S - —
Telsphoned S Please Call
Called to See You [ ] M Call Again [
Wants to See You ] _ Urgent |
Returned Your Call D : .Came to'See You D

~}'Message LL)M_QJQ m l—a_&ig&d&_, .

!V\FB/ "Yu_u'}w\_ \a.m-

Luvm M

a7

) Signed S
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KATHLEEN CONNELL 7S
Qontroller of the State of Galifnrnia ‘/CC’ KO«U&*
December 23, 2002 - M—\% MW

Ms. Carrie Bray : oL o laoke
Director of Accounting Services GP@W
District College Services ' v M
- Los Rios Community College District -
1919 Spanos Court ) %—- I :
~ Sacramento, CA 95825 ' \ LE!OB

Dear Ms. Bray:

. .This letter is to confirm that the State Controller’s Office (SCO) has scheduled anaudit of

Los Rios Community Colle ge’s legislatively mandated Health Fee Elimination program claims
for fiscal year (FY) 1997-98 through FY 2000-2001, and legislatively mandated Mandate
‘Reimbursement Process program claims for FY 1998-99 through FY 2000-2001.

" As discussed duﬁng a telephone conversation on December 19, 2002, CO auditor Mary

Khoshmashrab will commence the audit of the subject programs on Thursday, January 16, 2003,

~ . . . _—\ x_
beginning with an entrance conference at 9:30 a.m.

We would appreciate your furmishing worldng -accominodatior_ls for and providing the necessary
records (see attachment) available to Ms, Khoshmashrab.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 445-8519,

Sincerely,

CHRIS PRASAD, Audit Manager
Compliance Audits Bureau L
Division of Audits

CP:jj.

Attachiﬁent

cc: (See Page 2)
MAILING ADDRESS P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250

13 n
SACRAMENTO 300 Capitol Mall, Suite 518, Sacramento, CA 95814 (916) 324-8907 EXHIB l T D
LOS ANGELES 600 Corporate Pointe, Suite 1000, Culver City, CA 90230 (310) 342-5650 ‘Page 1




Mrs. Carrie Bray o

cc: Jon Sharpe

Vice Chancellor of Finance and Administration
Los Rios Community College
Kim Sayles
Supervisor of Grants and Contracts
Los Rios Community College.
Jim L. Spano, Chief
Compliance Audits Bureay
Division of Audits
Ginny Brummels, Section Manager
Division of Accounting and Reporting
Mary Khoshmashrab, Auditor
Compliance Audits Bureau
Division of Audits

3552

__December23,2002 . .

EXHIBIT “D”
Page 2




.o Aftachment oo

LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE
RECORDS REQUEST F OR HEALTH FEE ELMIINATION AND MANDATED
REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS COST PROGRAM

FYs 1997-98 THROUGH 2000-2001

1. Copy of claims for mandated cost programs and related documentation;
2. Organization charts for the division or units handling the mandated cost program, effective

3. Chart of accounts;

4. Audit period annual budgets for each college cléinied, and a.iiSt of revenues and
expenditures, including al] state and federal grants received;

5. List of services provided for FY 1986-87

10. Support for costs claimed to 'derive the indirect costs‘ratefproposal (ICRP) plan;
11. Employee time sheets or time logs claimed on the mandates;

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

13. Access to general ledger accounts supporting disbursements;

14. Supporting documentation for amounts received from other funding sources;
15. Summary report explaining services function codes and provider I.D. codes;
16. Supporting documentation for units of services claimed; |

17. List of consultant contracts; »

18. Accessto "c_lients files; - |

19. Vendor invdices; and

20. Training agendas and sign-in logs.

Other documentation may be requested.

EXHIBIT “D”
Page 3
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" State.of California ' Schooi Mandated Gost Manual

it

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT. (15) Program Number 0042
“Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 . (20) :Date’File: / /
. MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS. - 4@ LRS Input / /

L

. $34050

- LdsS- RI0S: COMM COEL - DYIST
. SKCRAMENTO' COUNTY: ' . . - :
- 1919. SPANDOS COURT L -;I(zs; MRP-1; @4{1)(d). . | . ~0=
- SACRAMENTO €A 95825 :

(01)- Claimant Identification Number- * “\Reimbursement Claim Data-

i |22 MRP-1, @3)(2)

@ weetgam P
_Jen MRRt; 030

: .MRP;ﬁ"('M)("zif('ﬂ).i‘*

Type of Claim. ' {Estimated.Claim: (27);MRP-1.(04)‘(’3)(5:|);.-, .

A

|(03) Estimdted - X“' @) wRe-toe . |, %

(04) Combined -

@),

. i
‘. o
u. : b pe—— -
- (=g
. 5
2

|08y Ameéndad:

Fiscal.Year-ot' - {(08) 2000/01
' B/

Cost: ,

Total Claimed {07) '

exceed '$1000.(if applicable)s - . - : SR -
:l?e"ssf“*Eéﬁi'ri'atédFl:iim-fPayment‘Réeewéas S - s - o

et Claimed: Afount ,( ._{). 19,337, . .__( ) B o

" | Due from State: »'-(oa)_

(17); 19,355 {36). . |

22,820

(38):CERTIFICATION:OF CLAIMY™

" lactuai costs for the mandated program of Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1458, Statites of 1984, set forth on the attached

Sl s e

lby.the ocal‘a\gg_ncyto file .
ipter: 1459, Statutes: of 1584; and -
ode Sections. 1080 ta 1096, inclusive:.

redipy Lhapter 486,
~violated anyof.the provisions of Government C

. £ N

I fiithier certify that thete was no application for-fior-any grant'or payment received; other than from the claimant; for reimibursement
of costs claimed herein; and such costs are fora new program or increased lavel of services of an existing prograrn mandated by
Chapter 485, Statutes of 1975, and Chapter1459, Statutes of 1984; *_ . . e . o

The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or

statements. -

Signature of Authorized Reme , ' ~ Date
el [ / : Lﬁ/
Loui '

Davatz Executive Vice Chancellor, Fdinance &

Type or Print N ' ini
ype or Print Name Title Administratioh

(39) Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Number
NN A T T o O O I O =%« A R N

Form FAM-27 (Revised 4/96) . Chapters 486/75 and 1459/84




Chapters 486/75 and 1459/384.

£
- State Controller's Office | School Mandated Cost-Manual.
,, 'MANDATED COSTS'
Xe-r B
MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS iy
CLAIM SUMMARY. :
(01) Claimant "[(02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
. - Reimbursement | 1
Los Rios Community College District( -
B Estimated: N o 19_99:/°2000 "
ClaunStatxstucs i
(03) Chapter Name and Number of Mandates _ (0)
: e _ . Incorrect
Collectlve Bargalnlng Ch 961/75 & 1213/9~ s Reductlon
Health Fee Elimination Ch. 1/84 & 1118/87 C,a'ms
Open: Meet;ngs Aét. CH 641781 " . -‘-.g'..
Investment Reports Ch."783795," 156/ 96" & 7'4’9/96 -
Mandate Reimbursément Process Ch 486/75 e
' To‘tal_ NUmber of Clalms Filed =
Direct Costs R IR T .
(04) Relmbursable Components Ee BRI g T (e {d)
Salaries & Total
Benefits ‘
1. " Test Claims 0
" |2 Reimbursement Claims- . A - - =
. . - 11,190 21,832
- 3. Incomrect Reduction Claims® . R
@) T : 11,190 1,188 9,454 | 21,832
Indirect:.Costs.
(06) Indirect Cost Rate From J-380; J:580 or FAM29C™ - '30.4 %
(07) Total IndlrectCos"ts | [Llne (Ds)x{fne (os)(d) lme(osxc)}l 6,637
(08) Total Dlrect and Indlrect Costs [Lme (05')(d)+hne (oN] 28.469 "
Cost'Redtiction S
(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable
(1 D)_ Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable
(11) Total Claimed Amount: [L!ne(OB)-{Une_(09)+l.ine(10)}] 28.469
Revised 4/96




State:Controller's Office

Chapters 486/75 and 1459/84

P - MANDATED COSTS _
| MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS' o
CLAIM SUMMARY
(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
Los Rios Community College Distridt Reimbursement- . A
Etimated <300 /3001
Test:~ “{" " Reim¥*" .’ Incomect’
) Claims: | bursement’ |- Reduction
P T Ak ecHims: | Claims,
ives 61475 . "'2’,"]/,91
Health Ellmlnatlon Ch 1/84 & 1118/87
Open Meetings Act Ch 641/86 .
- Invéstment Reports’ -Ch“7837D: %156796° & 749/96 b
Mandate Relmburseme_nt Procéss Ch- 486/75
Total Number of Claimé& Filed ._‘:- Tt
’;_é:;- eI P e e L .t
(M)‘s-iRéi{ﬁbﬁmable COmponents: s .~ .
t. TestClaims
2. Relmbursement'CIalms ' , 7,500 '.1-0;’:00'0 1 '1‘7.,.500
3. lncornect Reductlon Claims.- , Y
(05) Total Dlreet Costs 17, 500
. lndlrect Costs
(06) Indlrect Cost Rate ~ From J-380, J-580 or FAM-29C. 30.4 %
7 Total lndlrect COS’[S [Llne (OG)x{llne (OS)(d) rne(OS)(c)}] 5 390
(08) Total D'irect and lndirect Costs ' [Lme(OS)(d)Hme (07)1 22 820
Cost Reductien |
(09) Less: Offsettmg Savings, lf apphcable
(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicabie
(11) Total Claimed Amount: [Line (08) - {Line (09) + Line (10)}] 27.820
Revised 4/96

School Mandated Cost-Manual
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- State Controller's Office School Mandated -Cost Manual

MANDAT'E_D COSTS - FORM
MANDATED REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS MRP-2
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL
(01) Clalmant (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred
+ Los Rios Community College DlStrlCt . 1999-2000

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed.
) 1. TestClaims
' 2, Reimbursement Claims - -

- [ 8. incomect Reduction Claims . o .

o v
(04) Description of Expenses Complete columns:(a) through (f) 5 Objsct ccounts
=l . N
; (a) (b} (¢) @ O] (f)
Er'nployee Names, Job Classifications, Functions Performed and Description of | Hourly Rate or | Hours Worked | Salaries and | Materials and Contract
Expenses : Unit Cost or Quantity Benefits Supplies Services
Training
Greg Baker Director, Human Resources (Interim) 61.43 1.50 92
Brenda Balsamo Personnel Speclalist . 30.15 1.50 45
Carrie Bray Director, Accounting Services 56.73 26.00 1,475
JChristopher Brown Vice President, Administrative Services 65.15 1,50 28
* JRobert Burks Cafeteria Supervisor - 29.98 1.00 30
: Melody Campbell Secretary, General Services 24.90 2.50 62
“JLily Cévantes Interim Director, Leadership Development & Employee] 55.36 1.60 83
JPaul Dahins Director, Facllities Management 60.86 1.25 76
JLoulse Davatz Executive Vice Chancellor . 85.32 9.10 776
(Steven) Ward Davis Maintenance/Recsiving Supervisof 34.96 1.25 44
JKatie DeLeon Businegss Services Supervisor . 38.06 1.00 38
JLarry Dun - Dean, Studént Services . 8720 1.50 101
1C. Howell Ellerman Vice Chancellor, Human & Resource Development 82.87 2.75 228
JJeannie Freeman Executive Assistant to the Chancellor 38.45 1.25 48
{Adolphus Ghoston Dean, Student Services 66.84 2,75 184
3Claudla Hansson Vice President, Student Services & Student Developm) 66.31 1.50 99
William Kams .Vice President, Instruction/Student Leaming ’ 68.77 1.50 103
A Kathleen Kirklin Dean, Administrative Sarvices & Institutional Effectiver] 60.87 1.25 76
FSue Lorimef Dean, Pianring Research & Development 62.53 1.25 78
JJanet Lyle CalWORKS Supervisor 49.30 1.25 62
I Theresa Matista Director, Fiscal Services 61.13 1.50. a2
1Richard McCormac Vice Presldent, instruction 68.17 1.25 85
| Katherine McLain Dean, Sclence, Math & Engineering 58.98 1.00 59
“$Virginia Millhone Adrin Asslstant 33.09 1.25 41
#Colleen Owings Dean, Sclence/Allled Health " 59.00 1.25 74
*§Gordon Poon Vice President, Student Services 62.83 275 . 173
Don Reid Printing Services Supervisor 32.01 1.25 40
“fidudith Rinehimer Dean; Communicatlons, Visual & Performing Arts 61.11 1.00 61
Brian Roach Director, {T Technical Services 57.81 1.25 72
JKim Sayles General Accounting Supervisor 37.23 64.00 2,383
Sabrina Shapiro Career & Job Opportunity Center Supervlsor 31.70 1.25 40
William Silvia Director, General Services 64.83 1.50 97
Herschel Smith Insurance & Business Specialist 33.10 1.25 41
Marle Smith President, American River College 86.23 1.25 108
B D Pete Sorrell Director, Facillties Management 70.21 150 105
Gwen Walker Administrative Assistant to the Vice Chancellor, Huma 26.81 2.50 67
Richard Wallace  Dean, Counseling & Student Services 55.92 1.00 56
- | Ghiis Weiskopf (Wurzer) Counssling Supervisor 36.36 2.75 100,
Penny Whalen Admlmstratuve Secretary, Human Resources 23.12 1.25 29

(05) Total [ ] Subtotal |:] Page: 1 _of 2

Chapters 486/75 and 1459/84 ' _ Revised 10/96




State Gontroller's Office

School Mandated Cost Manual

MANDATED COSTS
MANDATED REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL

) FORM
' MRP-2

(01) Claimant

‘Los Rios Community College District

(02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred.

1999~-2000

[ 1. Test Claifns

2. Réimbursément Claims

(] 3. incomrect Reduction Claims. -

(03) Reimbursable Components: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed.

El

(04) Description of Expenses: Compléte:columns (a) through (f) Object Accounts:
(a) () () (- ~ {e) w0 :
Employee Names, Jol issifications, Functlons Performed | Houriy Rate | Hours _ Salaries | Matenals Contracted
L " , or . Worked and |- Services
- D .'un of Expenses Unit’ Cost ur Quantrty Benefits
¥ -
Cilaim Preparation
Carrie Bray v Director, Accounting Services 56.73 1.10 62
Virginia Millhone Adimin Assistant 33.09 28,00 927
Kim Sayles General Accounting Supervisor 37.23 72.00 2,680
| Travel
;| Carrie Bray Director, Accounting Services
JEMCN Meeting 12/3/89 188
i Klm Sayles General Accounting Supervisor
1EMCN Meeting 10/20/99 55
EMCN Meeting 3/13/00 124
fMandate Cost Academy 3/16/00 506
J1EMCN Meeting 3/29/00 15
Contract Services
SixTen and Associates Clalm preparation & Training - 90.00 12/1/39-6/30/00 8,576 |-
School Services of Callfc Clalm preparation & Tralning 135.00 6.50 878
11,190 1,188 9,454
i
(05) Total [ ] - Subtotal [ ] Page;_2  of_ 2

Chapters 486/75 and 145%/84

Revised 10/96
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State Controller's Office School Mandated Cost Manual
’ CLAIM FOR PAYMENT [ FoiiState:Cofitiolier Use Only: | Program
Pursuant to Government Code Section 17561 (19) Pragram Number 00042 .
MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS . (20) DateFiled ___ |/
"{SCHOOL DISTRICTS) - @1) LRSInput /[~ /___
01N :
L - . : ’ Reimbursement Claim Data
v ﬁw §$34050 . : \ ,
181 L (22) MRP-1, (03)(a) —0-
E — LOS RINS COMM COLL DIST - .
SACRAMENTO CTUNTY - ] (23) MRP-1, (03)(b) 6
HiSme 1919 SPANCS CDURT ’ =
EL._. SACRAMENTC cA 95825 ey VRPN | -0-
A | S | . Je mreogma | -0-
' Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (26) MRP-1, (04)(2)(0R 12.767
. . it}
.| (03) Estimated X w9 Reimbursement ﬂ (27) MRP-1, (04)(3)(d) -0-
(04) Combined - 1 |vo) Combined D (28) MRP-1, (06) 31.45%
7 _ (05) Amended O a1 Amended [ |29
Fiscal Year of Cost (08 20 01/20 02 |uz 2000 /2001 (30)
Total Claimed Amount | (07) 12,887 - |3 15 245 - - e -
Less: 10% Laté Penalty, not to exceed $1,000 s o ‘ '(323
Less: Prior Claim Payment Received - o8 17,289 (33)
Net cllalmeu'Arnount . . |08 ("-2’044) 164
Due from State o (08) 12,887 an o (35)
* [Bie o State o . mw o oan. s

* |486, Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984,

{The amounts for Estimated Claim and/or Reimbursement Claim are hereby claimed from the State for payment of estimated and/or actual

: Slgnature of Authorized Officer . . o Date

(37) CERTIFICATION OF CLAIM

In accordance with the provisions of Government Code § 17561, | cerhfy that | am the officer. authonzed by the iocal agency to file claims
with the State of California for costs mandated by Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984, and certify under
penalty of perjury that | have not violated any of the provisions of Govemment Code Sectrons 1090 to 1096 inciusive,

I further certlfy that there was no application other than from the claimant nor any grant or payment received, for reimbursement of
costs claimed herein; and such costs are for a new pragram or increased level of services of an existing program mandated by Chapter

costs for the mandated program of Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984, set forth on the attached -
statements.

MW - H7/249/p~

|Theresa Matista v : Interim Vice Chancellor, Finang

(38) Name of Contact Person for Claim Telephone Nurmber @ 16 ) 568 -3033 E)t £

Type or Brint Nams _ " Tie Admimistration

Raymond Andres, General Acctg Supervisor —
, : E-Mall Address andresr@do.losrios.cc.ca.us

Form FAM-27 (Revised 12/01) Chapters 486/75 and 1450/84

e &




State Controller’'s Office - ~ School Mandated Cost Manual

‘Program : MANDATED COSTS FORM
o 4 2 MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS (SCHOOL DISTRICTS) MRP-1
~ CLAIM SUMMARY ’
(01) Clalmant | (02) Type of Claim " Fiscal Year
_ Reimbursement [X]
LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT ' Estimated — . 200_0_/200_1
- |Claim Statistics |
'[(03) Chapter/Statute, Name, and Number of Mandates - (@) {b) ‘ (o)
R Test Reimbursement - incorrect
» ) ) Claims . Claims Reduction Claims
Absentee Ballots CH77/78 & -920/94 X
Collective Bargaining CH961/75 & 1213/91 X
Health Fee Elimination CH1/84 & 1118/87 X
Open -Meetings Act CH641/86 ' X
| Investment Reports CH783/95, 156/96 & 749/9§ X
Mandated Reimbursement Process CH486/75 &
14 59/84 X
Total Number of Claims Filed B N I ‘ 6
|Direct Costs _ ' . ' Object Accounts
 |(04) Reimbursable Components |. (@ . | () e @ (o)
Salaries Materials & Travel & Contract Total
& Benefits N Supplies Training Services
1.  Test Claims _
“12. Reimbursement Claims 7,651 | -0- 228 4,888 | 12,767
3. Incorrect Reduction Claims '
. (05) Total Direct Costs : 7,651 -0- 228 4,888 12,767
indirect Costs
. (06) Indirect Cost Rate ‘ - From J-380, J-580, or FAM-29C. 31.45 %
(07) Total Indirect Costs [Line (06) x fline (05)(e) - line (05)(c))] 2,478
(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs [Line (0S)(e) + line (07)] 15,245
Cost Reduction '
(09) Les_s: Offsetting Savings
(10) Less: Other Reimbursements
(11) Total Claimed Amount [Line (08} - {line (09) + line (10)}] 15,245

Revised 12/01 Chapters 486/75 and 1459/84




State Controller’s Office

School Mandated Cost Manual -

Program MANDATED COSTS FORM
o 42 MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS (SCHOOL DISTRICTS) MRP-1
: CLAIM SUMMARY i
(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year
LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT Reimbursement [
Estimated X 2001 /2002
Claim Statistics
(03) Chapter/Statute, Name, and Number of Mandates (@) (b) (©)
Test Reimbursement Incorrect
Claims Claims Reduction Claims
Absentee Ballots CH77/78 & 920/94 X
Collective Barga1n1ng CH961/75 & 1213/91 X
Health Fee Elimination CH1/84 & 1118/87" X
Open Meetings Act CH641/86 X
‘| Investment Reports CH783/95, 156/96 & 749/9¢4 X
| Mandated Reimbursement Process CH486/75 &
1459/84 X
 [Total Number of Claims Ffled | 6
Direct Costs _ ~ Object Accounts
(04) ‘Reimbursable Components (a) - (b) - ) (c) (d) (e)
S-élar‘ies Materials & Travel & Contract Total
& Benefits Supplies Training Services .
1. Test Claims
2. Reimbursement Claims 5,000 -0- 1,000 5,000 11,000
3. Incorrect Reduction Claims
(05) Total Direct Costs 5,000 _ -0- 1,000. | 5,000 11,000
Indirect Costs ' ;
(06) Indirect Cost Rate Fiom J-380, J-580, or FAM-25C - 31.45 %
(07) Total indirect Costs [Line (08) x {line (05)(e}- line (05)(d)}] 1,887
(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs - [Line (05)(e) + fine (07)] 12,887
Cost Reduction ‘ 7
(09) Less: Offsetting Savings
(10) Less: Other Refmbursements
(11) Total Claimed Amount ' [Line (08) - {line (09) + fine (10)}j 12,887

- “Revised 12/01

Chapters 486/75 and 1459/84




State Controller's Office . . . School Mandated Cost Manual

Program | MANDATED COSTS FORM
. 0 4 2 MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS (SCHOOL DISTRICTS) MRP.2
COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL
. (O‘i)_ Claimant ' (02) Fiscal Year ]
LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT .2000-2001
(03) Reimbursable Component: Check only one box per form to identify the component being claimed.
[ Test Claims X7 Reimbursement Claims [T Incorrect Reduction Claims
(04) Description of Expense; ' _ Object Accounts
(@) (b) (c) d (e) )] (9)
Employee Names, Job Classifications, HF?:tgy Vl\;,:rllir: d Salaries Materials Travel Confract’
Functions Performed, ’ or or and - and and Services
and Description of Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Benefits Supplies Training

- | SEE ATTACHED
SPREADSHEET

(05) Total ]  Subtotal ]  Ppage:l of 1 _
Revised 12/01 Chapters 486/75 and 1459/84




State Controller's Office

MANDATED COSTS

Schoo! Mandated Cost Manual

FORM

Program MANDATE REIMBURSEMENT PROCESS (SCHOOL DISTRICTS)
042 COMPONENT/ACTIVITY COST DETAIL MRP-2
(04) Description of Expenses Object Accounts
' @ ® Q) (@ © ® ©
Employee Names, Job Classffications, Functions Performed and Description of Hourly Rate or| Hours Worked or} Salaries and | Materials and Travet and Contract
Expenses Unit Cost Quantity Benefits Supplies Tralning Sevices
raini Cl Preparati
Judy Beachler Director, Institutional Research 66.61 0.08 5
Myra Borg Dean, Matriculation & Student Development 65.36 6.08 397
Kari Forbes-Boyte Dean, BSS 67.52 1.08 73
Carrie Bray Director, Accounting Services 61,58 274 169
Christopher Brown Vice President, Admmlstrauve Services 70.87 0.25 18
Steve Bruckman General Counsel ] 84.47 2.00 169
Me|ody Campbell Secretary Gene_ral Services 27.62 0.08 2
Suzanne Chock-Hunt Vice President, Instruction 76.12 1.34 102
Ramona Cobian EOP&S Supervisor 3r.21 .00} 37
Phil Cypret Dean of Technology Division 53.81 1.00 54
Lotiise-Davatz Execative Vice Chancéllor 95,17 358 341
Larry Dun . Dean, Student Sewices 74.24 1.00 74
Jeannie Freeman Executive Assistant to the Chancellor 41,07 0.08 3
Virginia Gessford Coordinator, Leaming Center 61.08 058 35
Claudia Hansson Vice President, Student Services 74.62 1.50 112
Brice Hanis Chancellpr 113.48 0.08 9
\Janice Henderson Secretary, Instruclion 30.91 0.08 2
Pafricia Hsieh Vice President, Student Services 65.27 0.50 a3
Chris lwata Dean, Hismariities & Fine Arts 76.63 1.00 7
Julia Jolly Dean Il, Language & Literature 58.30 0.08 H)
Mike Jones Employee Benefits Supervisor 50.25 1.00 50
Gregory Jorgensen Vice Presldent, Instniction 20,72 1.00 30
Karen LaVine Records/Admissions Supervisor 38.31 1.00 38
Sue Lonmer Dean, Plannlng ﬁesearch & Development 70.21 067 47
Vice President, Instruction 64.11 . 0.08 5
Vlrgmla Mlllhone Admiin Assistant a3.a7 3.00 100
|Nélle Moore Deén, Science/Allied Health 65.26 1.00 65
Janat dlson Nurse 5283 0.50 26
Confident m Analyst, 5288 066 35|
ma:Per Conﬂdeml I-Administrative Secretary - HR 24.83 0.08 2
Mar_tn Purmont Payroll Supervisor 46.62 0.08 4
Brian Roach Director, IT Technical Services 62.97 250 157
Lioyd Rogers Vice President, Adrinistration 75.98 1.00 76
Sam Sandusky Dean I, AdmissionigMRecords 61.04 1.00 62
Kim:Sayles - General-Accountirig Supervisor 41.74 1575 4,831 228
Bienda Serrano Career & Job Opportunity Center Supervisor 36.12 0.08 3
Wllram Silvia Director, General Services 69.14 0.08 6
Diana Sloane Vice Chancellor, Education & Technology 87.61 0.58 51
Nancy Steeves Secretary, Matriculation & Student Development 26.70 2,00 53
Deborah Travis Director, Occupational Education 69.27 1.08 75
Mary Tumer Dean, Allied Health 64.84 1.08 70
Linda Wark Dean |, Instruction 68.33 1.00 68
Kitk Wiecking Coordinator, Distance ED 50.27 1.00 50
Whithey Yamamura Interim Deani, Behavioral Science 60.63 0.50 30
SixTen and Associates - Claim preparation & Trdining 74.00 7/1/00-6/30/01 4,888
(05) Total 7,651 0 228 4,888

Raviead 12/N4

Mhantare ARARITR and 14RQ/R4




BEFORE THE
'COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF C_ALIEORNIA

'IN RE AMENDMENT TO PARAMETERS
AND GUIDELINES ON:

Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486; Statutes of 1984,
Chapter 1459; Statutes of 1995, Chapter 303
(Budget Act of 1995); Statutes of 1996, Chapter
162 (Budget Act of 1996); Statutes of 1997,
Chapter 282 (Budget Act of 1997); Statutes of
. 1998, Chapter 324 (Budget Act of 1998); Statutes
- of 1999, Chapter 50 (Budget Act of 1999),
Statites of 2000, Chapter 52 (Budget Act of
2000), Statutes of 2001 Chapter 106 (Budget Act
of: 2001) -

NO. CSM-4485-00
Mandate Reimbursement Process

ADOPTION OF AMENDMENT TO
PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT CODE

SECTION 17557 AND TITLE 2,

CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS,
SECTIONS 1183.2 AND 1185.3,

(Adopted on October 25, 2001)

PARAMETERS AND GUIDEL]NES AMENDMENT

" On October 25 2001 ‘the Commxssmn on State Ma.ndates ‘adopted the attached Amended
Parameters and Guldelmes This decision shall béore effectlve on October 26,-2001.

PAULA HIGASHI Exe ive Dxrector




File: CSM-4485-01

Adopted: November 20, 1986

First Amendment Adopted: March 26, 1987
Second Amendment Adopted: October 26, 1995
Third Amendment Adopted: January 30, 1997
Fourth Amendment Adopted; September 25, 1997
Fifth Amendment Adopted: October 29, 1998
Sixth Amendment Adopted: September 30, 1999
Seventh Amendment Adopted: September 28, 2000 -
Eighth Amendment Adopted October 25, 2001
f\mandates\csm4000\4485\2001\adoptedpgal (02501

AMENDMENTS TO
PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

Statutes of 1975, Chapter 486
. Statutes of 1984, Chapter 1459 =
Statutes of 1995, Chapter 303 (Budget Act of 1995)
Statutes of 1996, Chapter 162 (Budget Act of 1996)
Statutes of 1997, Chapter 282 (Budget Act of 1997)
Statutes of 1998, Chapter 324- (Budget Act of 1998)
Statutes of 1999, Chapter 50 (Budget Act of 1999)
Statutes of 2000, Chapter 52 {(Budget Act of 2000)
Statutes of 2001, Chapter 106 (Budget Act of 2001) |

Mandate Réi‘ihbur.éément Process

[For fiscal years 1995-96, 1996-97, 1997-98, 199899, 1999-00, 2000-01, and 2001-02 only,
these parameters and guidelines are arended, pursuant'to-the requirements of (1) provision 11 of
Item 0840-001-001 and provision 1 of Ttem 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 1995,

(2) provision 9 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of ftem 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act
0of 1996, (3) provision 9 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Ftem 8885-001-0001

of the Budget Act of 1997, (4) provision 8 of Ttem 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of

Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 1998, (5) provision 8 of Item 0840-001-0001 and
provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act of 1999, (6) provision 8 of

Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act-of 2000,

(7) provision 8 of Item 0840-001-0001 and provision 1 of Item 8885-001-0001 of the Budget Act

of 2001, to include Appendix A.]

I. Summary of Mandate .

Chapter 486, Statutes of 1975, established the Board of Control's authority to hear and make
determinations on claims submitted by local governments that allege costs mandated by the state.
In addition, Chapter 486/75 contains provisions authorizing the State Controller's Office to
receive, review, and pay reimbursement claims for mandated costs submitted by local
governments., _

Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984, created the Commission on State Mandates, which _feplaced the
Board of Control with respect to hearing mandate cost claims. This law established the "sole and

1




exclusive probedure" by which a local agency or school district is allowed to claim
reimbursement as required by article XIIIB, section 6 of the California Constitution for state
mandates under the Government Code, section 17552.

Together these laws estabhsh the process by which local agencies receive reimbursement for
state-mandated programs. As such, they prescribe the procedures that must be followed before
mandated costs are recognized. They also dictate reimbursement activities by requiring local
agen01es and school districts to ﬁle claims accordmg to instructions issued by the Controller.

: II. Commission on State Mandates Decision

On March 27, 1986, the Commission on State Mandates determined that local agencies and _
school districts incurred "costs mandated by the state" as a result of Chapter 486, Statutes of
1975, and Chapter 1459, Statutes of 1984. Spec1ﬁcally, the commission found that these two
statutes 1mposed a new program by requiring local governments to file claims in order to
establish the existence of a mandated program as well asto obtain relmbursement for the costs of
mandated programs.

ITL. Eligible Claimants

All local agencies and school districts i incurring increased costs as a result of this mandate are
eligible to claim relmbursement of those costs.

I\A Penod of Clalm

Pursuant to Govemment Code section 175 60 reunbursement for state-mandated costs may be
claimed as follows

(@) A local agency or school district may file an estimated re1mbursement claim by January
15-of the fiscal year in which costs are to be incurred, and, by January 15 following that
fiscal year shall file an annual reimburseient claim that details the costs actually incurred
~ for that fiscal year; or it may comply with the provisions of sudeV1smn (b).

('b) A local agency or school district may, by J anuary 15 followmg the fiscal year in Wh.lCh
costs are incuired; file an annual reimbursement claim that details the costs actually
incurred for that fiscal year.

(c) In the event revised claiming instructions are issued by the Controller pursuant to
subdivision (c) of Section 17558 between October 15 and January 15, a local agency or
school district filing an annual reimbursement claim shall have 120 days following the
issuance date of the revised claiming instructions to file a claim.

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $200, no reimbursement shall be
allowed.

V. Reiinbursable Costs
A. Scope of Mandate

Local agencies and school districts filing successful test claims and reimbursement claims
incur state-mandated costs. The purpose of this test claim is to establish that local
- governments (counties, cities, school districts, special districts, etc.) cannot be made

financially whole unless all state- mandated costs -- both direct and indirect -- are
2 .




reimbursed. Since local costs would not have been incurred for test claims and
reimbursement claims but for the implementation of state-imposed mandates, all resulting
costs are recoverable. :

B. Reimbursable Activities - Test Claims

All costs incurred by local agencies and school districts in preparing and presenting
successful test claims are reimbursable, including those same costs of an unsuccessful test
claim if an adverse Commission ruling is later reversed as a result of a court order. These
activities include, but are not limited to, the following: preparing and. presenting test claims,
developing parameters and guidelines, collecting cost data, and helping with the drafting of
required claiming instructions. The costs of all successful test claims are reimbursable.

Costs that may be reimbursed include the following: salanes and benefits, materials and -
stpplies, consultant and legal costs, transportatlon and indirect costs.

C. Reimbursable Act1v1t1es - Rennbursement Claims

Al costs incurred during the penod of this claim for the preparation and submission of
successful reimbursement claims to the State Controller are recoverable by the local agencies
and school districts. Allowable costs include, but are not limited to, the following: salaries
and benefits, service and supplies, contracted services, training, and derect costs. p

Incorrect Reduction Claims are considered to be an element of the relmbursement process.

* Reimbursable activities for successful incorrect reduction claims include the appearance of
mecessary represerititives before the Comm1s51on on State Mandates to present the claim, in
add1t10n to the rel.mbu:sable act1v1t1es set forth above for successful relmbursement claims.

VI Clalm  Preparation
A Supporting Data

For audit purposes, all costs claimed shall be traceable to source documents (e.g., employee
time records, invoices, receipts, purchase orders, contracts, worksheets, calendars,

- declarations, etc.) that show evidence of the validity of such costs and their relationship to the
state- mandated program. All documentation in-support of the ¢claimed costs shall be made
avallable to the State Controller’s Office, as may be requésted, and all reimbursement claims
are subject to audit during the period specified in Government Code section 17558. 5
subd1v1s1on (a). :




B. Salaries and Benefits

. Employee costs should be supported by the following: employee name, position (job title),
productive hourly rate, hours worked, salary and benefit amounts, and a description of the
tasks performed as they relate to this mandate.

C. Service and Supplies

Identify any direct costs for materials that have been consumed or expended specifically for
this mandate.

D. Contract Services
Costs incurred for contract sérvices and/or legal counsel that assist in the preparation,

submission and/or presentation of claims are recoverable. Provide copies of the invoices
and/or claims that were paid.
E. Training

1. Classes

Include the costs of classes designed to assist the clarma.nt in identifying and correctly
preparing state-required documentation for specific reimbursable mandates. Such costs
include, but are not limited to, salaries and benefits, transportation, regrsh‘atlon fees, per
d.lem, and related costs incurred because of this mandate.

2, Comrmssron Workshops .

. Participation in workshops convened By the. Commission is reimbursable: Such costs
include, but afe not limited to, salaries and benéfits, transportation, and per diem. This
~ does not include rermbu.rsement for participation in rulemaking proceedmgs

F. Indu'ect Costs 7
1. Local Agencies

Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement. Indirect costs are those
that have been incurred for common or joint purposes. These costs benefit more than one
~ cost objective and cannot be readily identified with a particular final cost objective
without effort disproportionate to the results achieved. After direct costs have been
determined and assigned to other activities, as appropriate, indirect costs are those
remaining to be allocated to benefited cost objectives. A cost may not be allocated as an
indirect cost if any other cost incurred for the same purpose, in like circumstances, has
been claimed as a direct cost. .
Indirect costs include (a) the indirect costs originating in each department or 4gency of
the governmental unit carrying out state mandated programs and (b) the costs of central
governmental services distributed through the central service cost allocation plan and not
otherwise treated as direct costs. .
Local agencies have the option-of using 10% of direct labor, excluding fringe benefits, or
" preparing an Indirect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) pursuant to the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87.




2. Schoel Districts

School districts must use the J-380 (or subsequent replacement) non-restrictive indirect
cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of Education.

. 3. County Offices of Education -

County offices of education must use the J-580 (or su’bsequént replacement) non-
restrictive indirect cost rate provisionally approved by the California Department of
Education.

4. Community Collegé Distriets:
Commumty College Districts must use one of the followmg three alternatives:
‘a. An ICRP based on OMB Circular A-21
b. The State Controller’s FAM-29C which uses the CCFS-311; or
¢. Seven percent (7%).
VII. Offsetting Savings and Other Relmbursement

Any offsetting savings the claimants expenence as a direct result of this statute must be dcducted
from the Costs claims. In addition, reimbursement for this mandate received from any source,
e.g., federal state, etc., shall be identified and deducted from this claim.

VIIIL. Reqmred Certlﬁcatlon
The following cemﬁcatlon must accompany the clalm
I1DO HEREBY CERTIFY:

THAT sections 1090 to 1096, mcluswe of the Government Code and other applicable
provisions of the law have been comphed with; and

THAT I am the person authorized by the local agency to file clalms for funds with the
- State of California. ,

OWW . 29/ 02

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE DATE

Interim Vice Chancellor, Finance & Administration 916-568-3033

TITLE TELEPHONE NUMBER
(Continue to Appendix A)




