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RECEIVED
EXHIBIT A July 29, 2013
Commission on

State Mandates

EpMunD G. BROWN JR. = GOVERNOR
915 L STREET N SACRAMENTO CA B 95B14-37068 B WWW.DOF.CA.GOV

July 26, 2013

Ms. Heather Halsey

Executive Director

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

Dear Ms. Halsey:

Please find attached the Department of Finance’s “Request to Adopt a New Test Claim
Decision” on the Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities (01-TC-16) mandate program. A
subsequent change in law amended the test claim statute of the program, and, as a result, has
removed the state’s obligation to fund the mandate.

Pursuant to section 1181.2, subdivision (c)(1)(E) of the California Code of Regulations,
“documents that are e-filed with the Commission on State Mandates need not be otherwise
served on persons that have provided an e-mail address for the mailing list.”

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Michael Byrne, Principal Program
Budget Analyst at (916) 445-3274.

Sincerely

TOMD
Assistant Program Budget Manager

Enclosures



1. TITLE OF REQUEST TO ADOPT A

NEW TEST CLAIM DECISION
Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities (01-TC-16)

Requesf to Adopt a New Test Claim Decision

2. REQUESTER INFORMATION =
Name of Local Agency, School District, Statewide Assocation
of Local Agencies or School Districts, or State Agency

Michael Byrne:
Requester Contact

Principal Program Budget Analyst
Title

California Department of Finance
Organization

915 L Street, Suite 1190
Street Address

Sacramento, CA 95814
City, State, Zip Code

(916) 445-3274
Telephone Number

(916) 449-5252
Fax Number

Michael.byme@dof.ca.gov

E-Mail Address

3. REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION.

If requester designates another person to act as its sole
representative for this request, all corespondence and
communications regarding this request shall be forwarded to
this representative. Any change in representation must be
authorized by the requester in writing, and sent to the

Commission on State Mandates. Please complete information
below if desginating a representative.

Representative Name

Title

Qrganization

Street Address

City, State, Zip Code

Telephone Number

Fax Number

E-Mail Address

For CSM Use Only
Filing Dat&;ECEIVED ]
July 29, 2013
Commission on

State Mandates

REQUEST#
3-MR-01

4. IDENTIFYING INFORMATION

Please identify the name(s) of the programs, test
claim number(s), and the date of adoption of the
Statement of Decision, for which you are requesting a
new test claim decision, and the subsequent change in
law that allegedly changes the state's liability.
Regarding the subsequent change in law, please
identify all relevant code sections (include statutes,
chapters, and bill numbers}, regulations (include
register number and effective date), executive orders
(include effective date), cases, or ballot measures.

Mandates adopted a statement of decision finding
hat tt ¢ activii ired by Healt |
Safety Code section 13235, subdivision as
added Chapter 993, Statutes of 1989, under the
Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities Test

Claim No. {01-TC-16) are reimbursable by the

state.

Health and Safety Code section 13235,
subdivision (a) as amended by Chapter 12,
Statutes of 2009, Fourth Extraordinary Session
(ABX4 12), enacted on July 28, 2009, is the
subsequent change in law that removes the
state's obligation to reimburse the costs of

complying with this mandate program based on

Government Code sections 17570 and 17556,

subdivision (d).

Sections 5, 6 and 7 are attached as follows:

5. Detailed Analysis: Pages 5  to 6 .

6. Declarations: Pages 7 to 7 .

7. Documentation: Pages & o 8



8. GERTIFICATION

Read, sign, and date this section and insert at the end of the request for a new test claim decision.*

This request for a new test claim decision is true and complete to the best of my personal knowledge, information,
or belief.

{]’llbhdd Kl/rwf gf‘!“’.ci'loa( O“#"M Zwlﬁnz‘\‘

Print or Type Name of Authorized Official Print or Typel Title - 7 W s+
ﬂm Y J

Signature oWbrized Official Date

*If declarant for this certification is different from the contact identified in section 2 of the form, please provide the
declarant’s address, telephone number, fax number and e-mail address.

7/’2@ /20/}




Section 5. Detailed Analysis
Request to Adopt a New Test Claim Decision
Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities (01-TC-16)
Department of Finance

On March 29, 2006, the Commission on State Mandates adopted a statement of decision finding
that Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a), as added by Chapter 993, Statutes of
1989 imposes a reimbursable state-mandated pregram on local agencies within the meaning of
Article XIll B, section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code sections 17514 for the

following activities:

1. The preinspection of community care facilities, residential care facilities for the elderly,
and child day care facilities;

2. The consultation and interpretation of applicable fire safety regulations for the prospective
facility licensee; and

3. Written notice to the prospective facility licensee of the specific fire safety regulations
which shall be enforced in order to obtain the final fire clearance approval.



Section 5. Detailed Analysis
Request to Adopt a New Test Claim Decision
Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities (01-TC-16)
Department of Finance

The Department of Finance (Finance) requests that the Commission on State Mandates
{Commission) adopt a new test claim decision on the Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities
(01-TC-16) mandate program based on a “subsequent change in law” as defined by Government
Code section 17570 and pursuant to Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d).

In 2006, the Commission adopted the statement of decision finding that the costs of activities
required by Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision {a), are reimbursable by the state.
Subsequently, Chapter 12, Statutes of 2009, Fourth Extraordinary Session (ABX4 12), amended
Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a), to grant local agencies authority to charge
a fee sufficient to cover all of the costs attributable to the mandated activities under Health and
Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a). The authority to collect such fees necessitates a new
test claim decision finding there are no costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government Code
section 17556, subdivision (d).

The enactment of ABX4 12 amended the language of Health and Safety Code section 13235 by
adding language which allows local fire protection districts to charge a fee equal to, but not
exceeding, the actual costs of their preinspection services. (See Attachment A, pages 11-12.)
That 2009 amendment to Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a), is the
“subsequent change in law” that requires the Commission to make a new test claim finding that the
cost of the program is not a cost mandated by the state. Government Code section 17570 defines
“subsequent change in law” “as a change in law that requires a finding that an incurred cost is a
cost mandated by the state, as defined by Government Code section 17514, or is not a cost
mandated by the state pursuant to Government Code section 17556, or a change in mandates
law....” Additionally, Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), provides that the
Commission shall not find costs mandated by the state if a local agency has the authority to assess
a fee sufficient to pay for the mandated program. As a result of the subsequent change in law,
local agencies may charge a fee to cover all of their costs attributable to the mandated activities in
Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a).

Based on Government Code sections 17570 and 17556, subdivision (d), Finance requests the
Commission adopt a new test claim decision finding that there are no costs mandated by the state
within the meaning of Article Xlll B, section 6 of the California Constitution. Beginning fiscal year
2012-13, the state should not be obligated to reimburse any costs for local agencies to implement
the mandated activities. The annual statewide cost estimate of the program should be zero
dollars.



Section 6. Declarations
Request to Adopt a New Test Claim Decision
Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities (01-TC-16)
Department of Finance

1. The state’s estimated annual statewide costs for reimbursing the program should be zero
dollars as of July 1, 2012 based on Government Code section 17570, subdivision (f) and
the pre-June 30, 2014 filing date of this request. (See Attachment C: State Mandated
Program Cost Report of Unpaid Claims and Deficiency (Pursuant to Government Code
Section 17562(b}(2)): Schedule B, Section 2: Net Deficiencies and Surpluses for the
Unfunded Mandates by Program.) The state owes back costs of $764,793 as of fiscal year
2008-09 for reimbursable claims submitted from 2000-01 through 2008-09 Based on that
data, the Department of Finance estimates that annual statewide costs have averaged
approximately $85,000 since the program’s reimbursement period began fiscal year
2000-01. No reimbursable claims were submitted after 2008-09 because the program was
suspended in 2009-10 and there was a subsequent change in law providing local agencies
sufficient fee authority.

2. Chapter 12, Statutes of 2009, Fourth Extraordinary Session, enacted on July 28, 2009 is
the subsequent change in law which provides local agencies authority to charge fees
sufficient to cover the full costs of the mandated activities in the Fire Safety Inspections of
Care Facilities program. Effective July 1, 2012, the state should not be legally required to
reimburse the costs of the mandate program.

3. am currently employed by the State of California, Department of Finance (Finance), am
familiar with the duties of Finance, and am authorized to make these declarations on behalf
of Finance.

| certify under penalty of perjury that the facts set forth in the foregoing are true and correct of my
own knowledge except as to the matters herein stated as information or belief and, as to those
matters, | believe them to be true.

Yuly 24, 2073 LA 55

/At Sagramento, California ' arl Shelton



Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities (01-TC-16)
Department of Finance

. Chapter 12, Statutes of 2009, Fourth Extraordinary Session {ABX4 12) Attachment A
“Subsequent change in law” Statute

Chapter 993, Statutes of 1989 — Test Claim Statute Attachment B
. State Mandated Program Cost Report of Unpaid Claims and Deficiency Pursuant to Attachment C

Government Code section 17562(b}2): Schedule B, Section 2: Net Deficiencies and
Surpluses for the Unfunded Mandates by Program
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Chapter 12, Statutes 2009-10, 4th Ex Session (ABX4 12)

Subsequent Change in Law
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BILL. NUMBER: ABX4 12 CHAPTERED
BILL TEXT

CHAPTER 12

FILED WITH SECRETARY OF STATE JULY 28, 2009
APPROVED BY GOVERNOR JULY 28, 2009

PASSED THE SENATE JULY 23, 2009

PASSED THE ASSEMBLY JULY 24, 20089

AMENDED IN SENATE JULY 23, 2009

INTRODUCED BY Assembly Member Evans
JULY 2, 2009

An act to amend Section 19616.51 of, and to add Section 19616.52
to, the Businesg and Professions Code, to add Section 14044 to the
Corporationg Code, to add and repeal Article 20.7 (commencing with
Section 69929.10) of Chapter 2 of Part 42 of Division 5 of Title 3 of
the Education Code, to amend Secticns 8610.5, 11545, 12715, 13302, and
22877 of, to add Sections 11019.10 and 12472.5 to, and to add and
repeal Section 22864.1 of, the Government Code, to amend Sections
1566.2, 13235, 17031.8, 17036, 18114, 18502, and 51504 of the Health
and Safety Code, to add Article 7 (commencing with Section 11885) to
Chapter 4 of Part 3 of Division 2 of, and to add and repeal Section
12975.9 of, the Insurance Code, to amend Sections 62.5 and 4352 of,
and to add Section 67 to, the Labor Code, to amend Section 1012.3 of,
and to add Article 8.2 (commencing with Section 999.80) to Chapter 6
of Division 4 of, the Military and Veterans Code, to amend Section
679.02 of the Penal Code, to add Section 42102.5 to the Public
Resources Code, to amend Sections 7204.3 and 7273 of the Revenue and
Taxation Code, and to add Sections 10214.6 and 14022 to the
Unemployment Insurance Code, relating to state government, making an
appropriation therefor, and declaring the urgency thereof, to take
effect immediately.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB 12, Evans. State government.

(1) Existing law, operative July 1, 20092, provides that,
notwithstanding any other provision of law and in lieu of any license
fee payable to the state prescribed for or referred to in specified
provisions of the Horse Racing Law, any association or fair that
conducts a racing meeting shall pay a license fee to the state to fund
the California Horse Racing Board and the equine drug testing program,
as provided.

This bill would instead require any association or fair to pay its
proportional amount, as determined by the formula devised by the board
in consultation with the industry, as a license fee to the state, to
be deposited into the Horse Racing Fund, which the bill would



Chapter 12, Statutes 2009-10, 4th Ex Session (ABX4 12)
Subsequent Change in Law

establish, to fund the board and the equine drug testing program, as
provided.

(2) Existing law, operative until June 30, 2009, provides that if
the total amount paid to the state as license fees by racing
asgociations and fairs is less than 540,000,000 in any calendar year,
all associations and fairs that conducted live racing during the year
of the shortfall shall remit to the state, on a pro rata basis
according to the amount paid as license fees by each association or
fair, the amount necessary to bring the total amount paid to the state
as license fees to $40,000,000.

This bill would provide that in lieu of all amounts payable prior
to July 1, 2009, as shortfall amounts, the sum of $5,500,000 shall be
paid by racing agsociatiocns and fairs from the amount available for
commissions, purses, and breeder awards, as determined by the board,
into the State Treasury to the credit of the Fair and Exposition Fund
over a period of 6 years, as provided.

The bill would require the proportionate share to be paid by each
racing association and fair and the method of payment to be determined
by a formula approved by the board in consultation with the industry.
By imposing new requirements on licensees under the Horse Racing Law,
the violation of which would be a c¢rime under other provisions of
existing law, thig bill would create a new crime and thereby impose a
state-mandated local program. Because this bill would require the
above funds to be deposited into a continucusly appropriated fund, the
Fair and Expogition Fund, the bill woculd make an appropriation.

{(3) The California Small Business Financial Development Corporation
Law authorizes the formation of small business financial development
corporations to grant loans or loan guarantees for the purpose of
stimulating small business development. The California Small Business
Expansion Fund, which is created under that law, provides funds to be
used to pay for defaulted loan guarantees and administrative costs of
these corporations, among other investments. Existing law authorizes
moneys in that fund to be paid ocut to a lending institution or
financial company that will act as trustee of the funds, as specified.

This bill would make state money, as defined, in the California
Small Business Expansion Fund and the trust fund unavailable for new
loans, loan guarantees, or other investments and would require state
money not needed to guarantee existing loans, to administer existing
loans, or for other existing investments, as determined by the
Director of Finance, to revert to the General Fund.

(4) Existing law establishes various student financial aid programs
under the administration of the Student Aid Commission, and
establishes eligibility requirements for the receipt of awards under
those programs for participating students attending qualifying
ingtitutions. Existing law establishes the Military Department, which
includes the California National Guard, the State Military Reserve,
and the Naval Militia, to perform various duties regarding the state
militia.

This bill would establish the California National Guard Education
Assistance Award Program on behalf of qualifying members of the
California National Guard, the State Military Regerve, and the Naval
Militia under the administration of the commission.



Chapter 12, Statutes 2009-10, 4th Ex Session (ABX4 12)

Subsequent Change in Law
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The bill would require the Student Aid Commission, in consultation
with the Military Department, to adopt emergency rules and regulations
for the purpose of implementing the program. The bill would require
the Student Aid Commission to report annually to the Legislature
regarding program participation. The bill would require the
Legislative Analyst, on or before January 1, 2016, to prepare and
submit to the Legislature a report on the program. The bill would
provide that the program would become operative only if funds are
appropriated for the purposes of the program. The bill would also
provide that implementation of the program would be contingent upon
the receipt of federal funds. The program would become inoperative on
July 1, 2019, and would be repealed on January 1, 2020.

(5) The California Emergency Services Act provides for the
assessment of certain state agency costs on utilities operating
certain nuclear powerplants, and the deposit of those moneys into, and
the appropriation and allocation of moneys from, the Nuclear Planning
Assessment Special Account. The amounts available for disbursement are
adjusted and compounded each fiscal year by the percentage increase in
the California Consumer Price Index of the previous calendar year.
These provisions become 1lnoperative on July
1, 201%, and are repealed on January 1, 2020.

This bill would instead make these adjustments based on the
percentage increase in the California Consumer Price Index of the
previous fisgcal year.

(6) Existing law authorizes the creation of state agencies,
departments, and other entities within state government.

This bill would prohibit, except as provided, the provision of
automatic increases to the University of California, California State
University, the State Courts, or to state agency operations.

(7) Existing law requires the State Chief Information Officer to
produce an annual information technology strategic plan.

This bill would additionally require the State Chief Information
Officer to produce an annual information technology report with
specified information to be provided to the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee.

(8) Existing law requires the Controller to install and operate a
uniform state payroll system for all state agencies, except the
California Exposition and State Fair and the University of California,
in conformance with a prescribed accounting system. Existing law
prohibits pay dates under that accounting system from being more than
10 calendar days following the close of the payroll period for monthly
salaried employees and more than 15 calendar days following the close
of the payroll period for semimonthly and biweekly payrcll systems.
Exigting law provides that for the purposes of financial reporting, a
payable exists when services have been delivered and the state is
required to pay for those services, and an encumbrance exists when a
valid obligation against an appropriation hag been created.

This bill would reguire, on and after January 1, 2010, that
payments to employees made through the Uniform State Payroll System
for a pay period ending on June 30 of each year shall be on or after
July 1, provided that employees shall, in any event, be paid
promptly. The bill would require that payments to employeez made in

10
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July through the Uniform State Payroll System for services rendered
prior to June 30 of each year be considered payable in the fiscal
year in which the warrant ig issued. The bill would except from this
provision payments made in July for purposes of calculating
maintenance of effort expenditures under Section 8 of Article XVI of
the California Constitution and other calculations of funds used by a
program in the fiscal year, and would permit them to be counted
towards the prior fiscal vyear.

{2) The Public Employees' Medical and Hospital Care Act requires
that premiums charged for enrcllment in a health benefit program
reasonably reflect the cost of the benefits, provided that this does
not limit the Board of Administration of the Public Emplcoyees!
Retirement System from adjusting premiums charged under any health
benefit plan or contract to reflect regional variations in providing
services, which adjustments are at the sole discretion of the board.

This bill would authorize the board to use reserves generated by
one or more self-funded health benefit plans to reduce the premiums
charged for enrollment in one or more separate self-funded health
benefit plans offered by the board, as specified.

(10) Existing law establishes, until December 31, 2011, the Rural
Health Care Eqguity Program for the purpose of funding the
subsidization and reimbursement of premium costs, deductibles,
coinsurance, and other out-of-pocket health care expenses paid by
employees living in rural areas, as specified. Existing law provides
that the operation of the program is contingent upon funding in the
annual Budget Act or another statute. Existing law provides that
moneys remaining in an account of the program at the end of any
fiscal year shall remain in the account for use in subsequent fiscal
yearg, until the account is terminated and requires that moneys
remaining in a program account upon its termination be deposited in
the General Fund. State Bargaining Unit 5 has a labor contract with
the state that is operative until July 2, 2010.

This bill would provide that, contingent on funding in the annual
Budget Act or another statute, the Rural Health Care Equity Program
operateg solely for the benefit of State Bargaining Unit 5. The bill
would terminate operation of the program on July 3, 2010. The bill
would require that any moneys that remain in the accounts of the
program on July 1, 2009, other than moneys attributable to employees
in State Bargaining Unit 5 on that date, be deposited in the General
Fund. The bkill would provide that, on and after July 3, 2010,
benefits of the program would cease to be available to employees in
State Bargaining Unit 5, and would require any moneys remaining in
the accounts of the program be deposited in the General Fund. The
bill would also make technical, corrective, and conforming changes to
these provisions.

(11) Existing law requires the local fire authority or the State
Fire Marshal toc conduct a facility reinspection upon request of a
prospective community care facility licensee and authorizes the
primary enforcement agency to assess reinspection fees not to exceed
$50 for a facility with a capacity to serve 25 or fewer and fees not
to exceed $100 for a facility with a capacity to serve 26 or more.

This bill would, instead, authorize the assessed fees to equal,

11



Chapter 12, Statutes 2009-10, 4th Ex Session (ABX4 12)
Subsequent Change in Law

but not exceed, the actual cost of the reinspection services.

{12) Existing law establishes the right of victimg to be notified
by the district attorney's office, in cases that involve a violent
felony, as defined, or in the event of a homicide, the victim's next
of kin, of a pending pretrial disposition before a change of plea is
entered before a judge. Existing law provides that a victim of any
felony may request to be notified, by the district attorney's office,
of a pretrial disposition.

The Victims' Bill of Rights Act of 2008: Marcy's Law established,
within the California Constitution, that victims, as defined, shall
be entitled to certain rights, including the right, upon request, to
be notified of and informed before any pretrial disposition of a
case.

This bill would amend statutory language to conform the
notification rights of victims found in statute to the notification
rights provided in the Constitution pursuant to the Victims' Bill of
Rights Act of 2008: Marcy's Law.

{13) Under existing law, the Employee Housing Act requires that
buildings used for human habitation, and buildings accessory thereto,
comply with the building standards in the California Building
Standards Code relating to employee housging, asg defined. Bxisting law
requires the Department of Housing and Community Development to
gather and include specified information in an annual report for all
employee housing owner and operator permeates for which it acts as
the enforcement agency.

This bill would, from July 1, 2009, to June 30, 2012, inclugive,
suspend the requirement that the department gather and include
gpecified information in its annual report.

(14} Under existing law, the department iz required to egtablish a
schedule of fees to pay for the cost of administration and
enforcement of the Employee Housing Act.

This bill would require the department to establish a schedule of
fees that includes, but is not limited to, specified minimum permit
fees. The bill would authorize the department, on or after January 1,
2010, to increase these gpecified fees, if necessary, to finance the
costs of administration and enforcement of the act.

{15) Existing law requires the California Housing Finance Agency
to administer the California Homebuyer's Downpayment Asgistance
Program for the purpose of asgisting first-time low- and
moderate-income home buyers utilizing existing mortgage financing.
Under the program, the amount of the downpayment assistance is due
and payable at the end of the term or upon sale of or refinancing of
the home.

This bill would authorize the agency, in its discretion, to permit
the downpayment assistance loan to be subordinated to refinancing if
it determines that certain criteria have been met. The bill would
authorize the agency to permit subordination on terms and conditions
ag it determines are reascnable.

{16) Existing law provides for the existence of the State
Compensation Insurance Fund for the purpose of transacting workers'
compensation insurance, insurance against the expense of defending
any suit for serious and willful misconduct against an employer or

I— ] O W T
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his or her agent, and insurance to emplcyees and other persons of the
compensation fixed by the workers' compensation laws for employees
and their dependents.

This kill would authorize the Director of Finance, acting as agent
for the state, to sell a portion of or otherwise obtain wvalue for
the State Compensation Insurance Fund assets and liabilities. It
would provide that this sale or other disposition shall be transacted
with an entity that the director, in consultation with the
Treasgsurer, determines will meet specified conditions. It would
require that the Board of Directorsg of the State Compensation
Insurance Fund concur that the assets and liabilities identified by
the Director of Finance are appropriate for disposition.

Thig bill would specify the procedures applicable to the sale or
other disposition of these assets and liabilities, and would require
that the proceeds of any sale or any proceeds achieved through any
other disposition of workers' compensation assets and liabilities,
less transaction costs, be deposited into the General Fund. It would
require the Director of Finance to notify the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee in writing upon determining that neither the sale
nor any other transaction authorized by this bill is anticipated to
achieve the purposes of the bill or upon the completion of a
digposition of assets and liabilities pursuant to these provisions.

{17) Existing law creates a Seismic Safety Account within the
Insurance Fund, which may be appropriated by the Legislature to fund
the Department of Insurance and the Seismic Safety Commission, as
specified. Existing law imposes an assessment upon certain insurers
to fund the account. This provision was repealed on July 1, 20089.

This bill would restore the provisions relating to the Seismic
Safety Account and extend its operation until July 1, 2012.

{18) The Mobilehome Parks Act reguires the payment of a fee of 311
to the Department of Housing and Development at the time of original
regligtration or renewal of registration for each transportable
section of a manufactured home, mobilehome, or commercial coach that
is subject to annual renewal, and, for a manufactured home,
mecbilehome, or truck camper that is not subject to annual renewal, at
the time of original registration and upon application for specified
subsequent changes. The act also requires the payment of a fee of
$30 for each original application for registration of a flecating home
and for specified subsegquent changes.

This bill would raise to $23 the fee for the original registration
or renewal of registration for each transportable section of a
manufactured home, mobilehome, or commercial coach that is subject to
annual renewal, and, for a manufactured home, mobilehome, or truck
camper that is not subject to annual renewal, the fee for original
registration and specified subsequent changes. The bill would also
raise the fee for each original application for registration of a
floating home and for specified subsequent changes to $42.

(19) The Mobilehome Parks Act, until January 1, 2012, requires an
annual operating permit fee of $25 and an additional $2 per lot, as
gspecified.

This bill would, until that same date, instead impose an annual
operating permit fee of $140 and an additional $7 per lot, as

13
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specified. ,

(20} The Mobilehome Parlis Act, beginning January 1, 2012, requires
an annual operating permit fee of $25 and an additional $2 per lot
or camping party, as specified, and a temporary recreational wvehicle
park operating permit fee of $25, with no additional fee per lot.

This bill would, beginning January 1, 2012, instead impose an
annual operating permit fee of $140 and an additional $7 per lot, as
gspecified, and would eliminate the fee for a temporary recreational
vehicle park cperating permit.

(21) Existing law establishes the Divigion of Labor Standards
Enforcement within the Department of Industrial Relations. Under
existing law, the division enforces specified provisions of law
relating to private employment.

This bill would establish the Labor Enforcement and Compliance
Fund in the State Treasury. The bill would provide that moneys in the
fund may be expended by the department, upon appropriation by the
Legislature, for the support of the activities that the division
performg pursuant to specified provigions of law.

The bill would require the Director of the Department of
Industrial Relations to levy a separate surcharge upon all employers,
ag defined, for purposes of deposit in the Labor Enforcement and
Compliance Fund. The bill would require that the total amount of the
surcharges be allocated between employers in proportion to payroll
regpectively paid in the most recent year for which payroll
information is available, and would require the director to adopt
reasonable regulations governing the manner of collection of the
surcharges.

(22) Existing law authorizes the California State Medlation and
Conciliation Service (CSMCS) within the Department of Industrial
Relations to investigate and mediate labor disputes.

This bill would authorize the Director of Industrial Relations to
collect reimbursement for the services provided by CSMCS and would
require the director to adopt regulaticns to implement these
provisions.

(23) Under existing law, workers' compensation is the exclusive
remedy of a disaster service worker, or his or her dependents, for
injury or death arising out of, and in the course of, his or her
activities as a disaster service worker. Under that law, no
compensation may be paid or furnished to a disaster service worker or
the worker's dependent except from money appropriated for the
purpese of furnishing compensation to disaster service workers and
their dependentsg. Liability for the payment or furnishing of
compensation is dependent upon and limited to the availability of
money so appropriated.

This bill would instead provide that workers' compensation may not
be paid or furnished to a disaster service worker absent an initial
appropriation of funds for that purpose, and that if appropriated
funds are not available, the State Compensation Insurance Fund may
provide compensation to an eligible claimant whose injuries have
previougly either been accepted or found to be compensable by the
Workers' Compensation Appeals Board. The bill would require the
California Emergency Management Agency to reimburse the fund when an
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appropriation becomes available.

{24) Existing law provides for certain services, protections, and
benefits for wveterans.

This bill would require that any entity, or cother entities with
which it subcontracts, that receives specified funding from the
federal Workforce Investment Act of 1998, as provided in the 2008
Budget Act, identified for use for veterang, meet specified criteria,
ag prescribed.

(25) Existing law provides for the establishment and operation of
the Veterans' Home of California at various sites for aged and
digabled veterans who meet certain eligibility requirements. Existing
law establishes the total individual member's fees and charges for
any fiscal year based on the level of care, which may not be greater
than a specified percentage of the member's annual income or a flat
amount, whichever is less.

This bill would eliminate the requirement that the member's fees
and charges for any fiscal year be the lesser of a percentage of the
member's annual income or a flat amount, and instead prohibit the
total of the member's fees and charges for any fiscal year to be
greater than a certain percentage of the member's annual income. This
bill would prohibit the total of the member's fees and charges for
any fiscal year, for domiciliary care, to be greater than 471/2%,
and, for residential care for the elderly or assisted living, to be
greater than 55%, of the member's annual income. This bill would
require nonveteran spouses who become members of the home on or after
July 1, 2009, to pay fees and charges based on the level of care, as
specified, or an amount equal to the annual amount of federal per
diem received for a veteran member in domiciliary care, whichever is
greater, as provided.

(26) The Bradley-Burns Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax Law and the
Transactions and Use Tax Law authorize local governmental agencies
to impose sales and use taxes in modified conformity to state sales
and use taxes and authorize the State Board of Equalization to impose
charges in administering those local taxes. Existing law requires,
beginning with the 2006-07 fiscal year, that the amount charged to
each local governmental agency be determined in accordance with a
methodology described in a specified report by the State Board of
Equalization, ag provided.

This bill would, for the 2008-09 fiscal year to the 2014-15 fiscal
year, inclusive, provide that the amounts determined in accordance
with the methodology described in a specified report by the State
Board of Equalization shall not include specified revenues.

(27) Existing law establishes the Employment Training Panel (EPT)
in the Employment Development Department, and prescribes the
membership and functions and duties of the ETP.

This bill would require the panel to establish the Partnership for
Workforce Recovery Training (PWRT) for the purpose of supporting and
implementing the workforce development goals set forth in the
federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). The
bill would require the panel to develop and publish guidelines for
implementing the PWRT, as specified. The bill would authorize the
panel to allocate funds it recelves pursuant to the federal Workforce

15



Chapter 12, Statutes 2009-10, 4th Ex Session (ABX4 12)

Subsequent Change in Law
= o B O DAy % L _!—'

Investment Act of 1998 and the ARRA to support the activities of the
PWRT, in accordance with gpecified requirements. The bill would
require that any funds made available to the panel pursuant to those
federal statutes be deposited into a separate account established by
the Employment Development Department in the State Treasury, and uzed
for the purposes of the PWRT. The bill would authorize the panel to
adopt any regulations necessary to implement the provisions of the
bill, ag provided.

{28) Existing law, the California Workforce Investment Act,
establishes the California Workforce Investment Board (CWIB}, which
is the body responsible for assisting the Governor in the
development, oversight, and continuous improvement of Califormnia's
workforce investment system, and prescribes the functions and duties
of the beoard. Exigting law, the California Green Collar Jobs Act of
2008 also establishes a special committee known as the Green Collar
Jobs Council (GCJC), which is responsible for the development of a
green collar jobs strategic initiative to address the growing need
for a highly skilled and well-trained workforce to meet the needs of
California's emerging green ecconomy, as prescribed.

This bill would require the CWIB, in coordination with the
Employment Development Department, to participate in the development
and evaluation of specified grant allocations intended to provide
funding to remove barriers for special needs populations for green
technology and green collar jobs, and ensure consistency with the
green collar jobs strategic initiative, as provided. The bill would
also require the CWIB to prepare and annually submit to the
Legislature a report containing specified information on the
allocation of those grants funds.

(29) Existing law creates the Exposition Park Improvement Fund and
requires that all revenues received by the California Science Center
for the provision of certain services are deposgited into that fund.
Under existing law, the moneys in the Exposition Park Improvement
Fund may only be used, upon appropriation by the Legislature, for
improvements to Exposition Park, as specified.

This bill would authorize up to $2,800,000 dollars to be
transferred from the Exposition Park Improvement Fund into the
General Fund for the 2009-10 fiscal year, as specified.

(30) BExisting law requires the Department of Finance, the
Controller, the Treasurer, and the Department of General Services to
collaboratively develop, implement, utilize, maintain, and operate
the Financial Information System for California (FISCal) as a single
integrated financial management system that encompasses the
management of rescurces and dollars in the areas of budgeting,
accounting, procurement, cash management, financial management,
financial reporting, cost accounting, asset management, project
accounting, grant management, and human rescurces managément.
Existing law regquires the FISCal Project Office in the Department of
Finance to implement these provisions until the Office of the
Financial Information System is established.

This bill would require the Department of Finance, before
executing a contract for the prime vendor to implement these
provigions, to submit a written report teo the Legislature that
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includes specified information. The bill would require the report to
be gubmitted to the Legisglature for review no less than 30 days
before the contract
is executed.

(31) Existing law, which has been amended by an initiative
measure, requires that, prior to release from the custody of the
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation of a person who has been
convicted of certain crimes of a sexual nature, the Director of
Correctiong and Rehabilitation refer that person to the State
Department of Mental Health for evaluation 1f the director determines
that person may be a sexually violent predator.

The Califormia Constitution requires the state to reimburse local
agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the
state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that
reimbursement.

This bill would require the Director of Finance to identify those
local costs associated with the implementation of the sexually
violent predator law that are necessary to implement or were
expressly included in Proposition 83 of the November 7, 2006, General
Election, and to propose an amendment to the applicable parameters
and guidelines to the Commission on State Mandates.

{32) Existing law establishes, until January 1, 2012, the Chrome
Plating Pollution Prevention Fund administered by the Business,
Transportation and Housing Agency. Moneys in the fund, upon
appropriation by the Legislature, are expended by the agency to
provide specific loan guarantees to assist chrome plating facilities
te purchage high performance environmental control equipment or
technologies.

This bill would transfer all unencumbered moneyz in the Chrome
Plating Pollution Prevention Fund to the General Fund. The bill would
require the Secretary of Business, Transportation and Housing to
depogit any loan repayments intce the General Fund.

(33) Existing law provides that no dog or cat impounded by a
public pound or specified shelter shall be killed before 6 business
days, as specified. Formerly, these laws required a waiting periocd of
72 hours.

This bill would declare the intent of the Legisglature that the
suspension in the Budget Act of 2009 of this requirement does not
affect the duties provided in the laws that were impacted by that
requirement, and that, therefore, the requirements that dogs and cats
be held for a minimum of 72 hours remain in effect.

(34) The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse
local agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the
state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that
reimburgement.

This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this
act for a specified reason.

{35) The California Constitution authorizes the Governor to
declare a fiscal emergency and to call the Legislature into special
gsession for that purpose. The Governor issued a proclamation
declaring a figcal emergency, and calling a special session for this
purpcse, on July 1, 2009.

10

17



Chapter 12, Statutes 2009-10, 4th Ex Session (ABX4 12)
Subsequent Change in Law

This bill would state that it addresses the fiscal emergency
declared by the Governor by proclamation izgsued on July 1, 2009,
pursuant to the California Constitution.

(36) This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately
as .an urgency . statute.

Appropriation: vyes.

THE PEQOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SEC. 13. Section 1566.2 of the Health and Safety Code ig amended to
read:

1566.2. A regidential facility, which serves six or fewer persons
shall not be subject to any business taxes, local registration fees,
use permit fees, or other fees to which other family dwellings of the
same type in the same zone are not likewige subject. Nothing in this
section shall be construed to forbid the imposition of local property
taxes, fees for water service and garbage collection, fees for
inspectionsg not prohibited by Section 1566.3,local bond assegsments,
and other fees, charges, and assessments to which other family
dwellings of the same type in the same zone are likewise subject.
Neither the State Fire Marshal nor any local public entity shall
charge any fee for enforcing fire inspection regulations pursuant to
state law or regqgulation or local ordinance, with respect to
residential facilities that serve gix or fewer persons, except for
fees authorized pursuant tc Secticon 13235,

For purposes of this section, “family dwellings,” includes, but is not
limited to, single-family dwellings, units in multifamily dwellings,
including units in duplexes and units in apartment dwellings,
mobilehomes, including mcbilehomes located in mobilehome parks, units
in cooperatives, units in condominiums, units in townhouses, and units
in planned unit developments.

SEC. 14. Section 13235 of the Health and Safety Code is amended to
read:

13235. (a) Upon receipt of a request from a prospective licensee of a
community care facility, as defined in Section 1502, of a residential
care facility for the elderly, as defined in Section 1569.2, or of a
child day care facility, as defined in Section 1596.750, the local
fire enforcing agency, as defined in Section 13244, or State Fire
Marshal, whichever has primary jurisdiction, shall conduct a
preinspection of the facility prior to the final fire clearance
approval. At the time of the preinspection, the primary fire enforcing
agency shall provide consultation and interpretation of fire safety
regulations, and shall notify the prospective licensee of the facility
in writing of the specific fire safety regulations which shall be
enforced in order to obtain fire clearance approval. A fee equal to,
but not exceeding, the actual cost of the preinspection services may
be charged for the preinspection of a facility with a capacity to
serve 25 or fewer persons. A fee equal to, but not exceeding, the

11
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actual cost of the preinspection services may be charged for a
preinspection of a facility with a capacity to serve 26 or more

persons.

(b} The primary fire enforcing agency shall complete the final fire
clearance ingpection for a community care facility, residential care
facility for the elderly, or child day care facility within 30 days of
receipt of the request for the final inspection, or as of the date the
prospective facility requests the final prelicensure inspection by the
State Department of Social

Services, whichever is later.

12
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CHAPTER 993

An act to amend Section 13144.5 of, to add Sections 1531.2, 1569.149,
and 1596.809 to, and to add Chapter 5.5 (commencing with Section
13235) to Part 2 of Division 12 of, the Health and Safety Code,
relating to fire safety in care facilities.

[Approved by Governor Se ber 29, 1989. Filed with
Secretary of State September 29, 1989.]

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. The Legislature finds and declares the following:

Community care facilities, residential care facilities for the elderly,
and child care facilities serve the needs of thousands of persons who
are either physically impaired, mentally disabled, frail, elderly, or
children, and who warrant care in a specialized, noninstitutional
environment.

It is in the best interest of the California public that private citizens
be encouraged to develop and operate community care facilities,
residential care facilities for the elderly, and child day care facilities
throughout the state in order to meet the critical demand for quality,
specialized care homes.

Complex and unclear fire safety codes have frustrated the
attempts of persons seeking to establish community care facilities,
residential care facilities for the elderly, and child day care facilities,
and have resulted in significant loss of money and resources to
individuals who have received incorrect information regarding fire
safety requirements from state or local officials, or no guidance at all.

Interpretation of state and local fire safety regulations varies
between the more than 1,200 fire jurisdictions, and in some cases
varies within the same jurisdiction, causing confusion and, in
numerous instances, project cancellation,

Therefore, it is the intention of the Legislature that a prospective
applicant for community care facility, residential care facility for the
elderly, or child day care facility licensure shall be clearly informed
in advance of making design modifications to a structure to meet
specific fire safety requirements.

The Legislature futher intends that it is incumbent on state and
local agencies to assist persons in the interpretation of fire safety
regulations for community care facilities, residential care facilities
for the elderly, and child day care facilities, and that greater efforts
must be made to clarify and streamline the fire safety clearance
process.

SEC.2. Section 1531.2 is added to the Health and Safety Code, to
read:

1531.2. A prospective applicant for licensure shall be notified at
the time of the initial request for information regarding application
for licensure that, prior to obtaining licensure, the facility shall

97710
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secure and maintain a fire clearance approval from the local fire
enforcing agency, as defined in Section 13244, or the State Fire
Marshal, whichever has primary fire protection jurisdiction. The
prospective applicant shall be notified of the provisions of Section
13235, relating to the fire safety clearance application. The
prospective applicant for licensure shall be notified that the fire
clearance shall be in accordance with state and local fire safety
regulations.

SEC. 3. Section 1569.149 is added to the Health and Safety Code,
to read:

1569.149. A prospective applicant for licensure shall be notified at
the time of the initial request for information regarding application
for licensure that, prior to obtaining licensure, the facility shal}
secure and maintain a fire clearance approval from the local fire
enforcing agency, as defined in Section 13244, or the State Fire
Marshal, whichever has primary fire protection jurisdiction. The
prospective applicant shall be notified of the provisions of Section
13235, relating to the fire safety clearance application. The
prospective applicant for licensure shall be notified that the fire
clearance shall be in accordance with state and local fire safety
regulations,

SEC. 4. Section 1596.809 is added to the Health and Safety Code,
to read:

1596.809. A prospective applicant for licensure shall be notified at
the time of the initial request for information regarding application
for licensure that, prior to obtaining licensure, the facility shall
secure and maintain a fire clearance approval from the local fire
enforcing agency, as defined in Section 13244, or the State Fire
Marshal, whichever has primary fire protection jurisdiction. The
prospective applicant shall be notified of the provisions of Section
13235, relating to the fire safety clearance application. The
prospective applicant for licensure shall be notified that the fire
clearance shall be in accordance with state and local fire safety
regulations.

SECci 5. Section 13144.5 of the Health and Safety Code is amended
to read:

13144.5. The State Fire Marshal shall prepare and conduct
voluntary regular training sessions devoted to the interpretation and
application of the laws and rules and regulations in Title 19 and Title
24 of the California Code of Regulations relating to fire and panic
safety. The training sessions shall include, but need not be limited to,
interpretation of the regulations pertaining to community care
facilities licensed pursuant to Section 1508, to residential care
facilities for the elderly licensed pursuant to Section 1569.10, and to
child day care facilities licensed pursuant to Section 1596.80, in order
to coordinate a consistent interpretation and application of the
regulations among local fire enforcement agencies.

SEC. 4. Chapter 55 (commencing with Section 13235) is added
to Part 2 of Division 12 of the Health and Safety Code, to read:

97740
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CHAPTER 5.5. FIRE SAFETY INSPECTIONS OF CARE FACILITIES

13235. (a) Upon receipt of a request from a prospective licensee
of a community care facility, as defined in Section 1502, of a
residential care facility for the elderly, as defined in Section 1569.2,
or of a child day care facility, as defined in Section 1596.750, the local
fire enforcing agency, as defined in Section 13244, or State Fire
Marshal, whichever has primary jurisdiction, shall conduct a
preinspection of the facility prior to the final fire clearance approval.
At the time of the preinspection, the primary fire enforcing agency
shall provide consultation and interpretation of fire safety
regulations, and shall notify the prospective licensee of the facility in
writing of the specific fire safety regulations which shall be enforced
in order to obtain fire clearance approval. A fee of not more than fifty
dollars ($50) may be charged for the preinspection of a facility with
a capacity to serve 25 or fewer persons. A fee of not more than one
hundred dollars (8100) may be charged for a preinspection of a
facility with a capacity to serve 26 or more persons.

(b) The primary fire enforcing agency shall complete the final
fire clearance inspection for a community care facility, residential
care facility for the elderly, or child day care facility within 30 days
of receipt of the request for the final inspection, or as of the date the
prospective facility requests the final prelicensure inspection by the
State Department of Social Services, whichever is later.

SEC. 5. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to
Section 6 of Article XII1 B of the California Constitution because the
local agency or school distriet has the authority to levy service
charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for the program or level
of service mandated by this act. Notwithstanding Section 17580 of the
Government Code, unless otherwise specified in this act, the
provisions of this act shall become operative on the same date that
the act takes effect pursuant to the California Constitution.

CHAPTER 994

An act to amend Section 224n of the Civil Code, relating to
adoption.

[Approved by Governor September 29, 1989 Filed with
Secretary of State tember 29, 1989 |

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. Section 224n of the Civil Code is amended to read:
294n. The department or licensed adoption agency to which a
child has been freed for adoption by either relinquishment or
termination of parental rights shall be responsible for the care of the
child, and shall be entitled to the exclusive custody and control of the

97780
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JOHN CHIANG

Laltfornia State Controller
April 30, 2013

The Honorable Mark Leno, Chair

Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Committee
Joint Legislative Budget Committee

State Capitol, Room 5100

Sacramento, CA 95814

The Honorable Robert Blumenfield, Chair
Assembly Budget Committee

State Capitol, Room 6026

Sacramento, CA 95814

Ms. Ana J. Matosantos, Director
Department of Finance

State Capitol, Room 1145
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: State Mandated Program Cost Report of Unpaid Claims and Deficiency Pursuant to

Government dee Section 17562(b)(2)

Dear Senator Leno, Assembly Member Blumenfield, and Ms. Matosantos:

Pursuant to the above statutory reference, the amount appropriated for reimbursement of
state mandated programs was insufficient to fully pay the claims filed with the State Controller’s
Office. The funding deficiencies are the result of claims received subsequent to April 1, 2012 and
of claims that were not fully paid in prior years. It also includes the unfunded mandates, which are
initial claims filed for new mandated programs, and estimated accrued interest.

The total amount owed to local agencies, school districts, and community college districts
increased from $5.9 billion ($1.8; $3.8; and $0.3 billion, respectively) to $6.4 billion ($1.9; $4.2;
and $0.3 billion, respectively) as compared to last year’s deficiency report.

300 Capitol Mall, Sulte 1850, Sacramento, CA 95814 ¢ P.O. Box 942850, Sacramenio, CA 94250 ¢ (916) 445-2636 ¢ Fax: (916) 322-4404
777 S. Figueroa Street, Sulte 4800, Los Angeles, CA 50017 ¢ (213) 833-6010 ¢ Fax: (213) 833-6011
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The Honorable Mark Leno

The Honorable Robert Blumenfield

Ms. Ana J. Matosantos
April 30, 2013
Page 2

The following is the deficiency summary as of April 1, 2013:

Total State Mandate Program Payable
Balances as of 04/01/2012

State Mandate Appropriations
Beginning Appropriations, as of 67/01/2012

Add: Receipts and Recovered Receivables
Less: Payments

Appropriation Balances ;15 of 04/01/2013

State Mandate Program Payable Balances
(Claims received as of 04/01/2013)

Funded Mandates
Unfunded Mandates
15-Year Payment Plan (Prop 1A}

Subtotal State Mandate Program Payable
Balances

Add: Accrued Interest
(Estimated as of 06/30/2013)

Grand Total State Mandate Program
Payable Balances

Net Appropriation Deficiencies
as of 04/01/2013

Community

Local Agencies School Districts _ College Districts Grand Totals
(§1,813,098,322)  ($3,828,004,949)  (8330,784,330) ($5,971,887,601)
$94,525,192 $14,299,019 $5,632,540 $114,456,751
$10,154,191 $684,554 $2,260,064 $13,098,809
$48,738,068 $14,273,242 $4,704,502 $67,715,812
$55,941,315 $710,331 $3,188,102 $59,839,748
($655,460,289) ($4,130,173,086) ($330,696,822) ($5,116,330,197)
($348,095,174). (333,115,364) ($1,004,400) ($382,214,938)
($727,796,675) 50 - $0 ($727,796,675)
($1,731,352,138)  ($4,163,288,450)  ($331,701,222) ($6,226,341,810)
($178,132,797) ($77,375,075) ($9,324,306) ($264,832,178)
($1,909,484,935)  ($4,240,663,525)  ($341,025,528) ($6,491,173,988)
(51,853,543,620)  ($4,239,953,194)  (5337,837,426) ($6,431,334,240)

In summary, the $6,431,334,240 deficiency is the amount needed to fully satisfy all state
mandated program liabilities. The $59,839,748 appropriation balance (reflected on page 1 of the
report) is from the Budget Acts of 2010 through 2012 and is a result of funds remaining after
recovered receivables and the Budget Act provisions fulfilled. Because each Budget Act specifies
the programs and fiscal years that may be paid, the $59,839,748 appropriation balance would need
to be re-appropriated before it can be applied to the current outstanding balance of $6,491,173,988.

If you have any questions, please contact Jay Lal, by phone at (316) 324-0256.

Enclosures

Sincerely,

(Original Signed By)

JOBEN CHIANG
California State Controller

cc:  Marianne O’Malley, Legislative Analyst’s Office
Heather Halsey, Commission on State Mandates

Richard J. Chivaro, State Controller’s Office
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Schedule B, Section 2: Net Deficiencies and Surpluses for the Unfunded Mandates by Program

State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting

As of April 1, 2013

. Program Program Established Receivable
P le Bal Net Bal
Fiscal Year Program Name Legal Reference Number Program Costs Payments Recelvables ayable Balance Balance et Balance
Local Agencies
2002-03 |Binding Arbitration Ch. 906/00 284 5 122,267 | & ] $ 122,267 | § 3 122,267
2001-02  |Binding Arbitration Ch. 906/00 284 S 169,704 | § S s 169,704 | § $ 169,704
2000-01 |Binding Arbitration Ch. 906/00 284 5 36,299 | § S 8 36,299 | $ 8 36,299
Binding Arbitration Total 5 328,270 | § $ $ 328,270 | § $ 328,270
Ch. 445/00,
1991-92  |California Fire Incident Reporting System (CFIRS) 345/87 288 3 130,288 | 5 $ 5 130,288 | § $ 130,288
Ch. 445700,

199091 |California Fire Incident Reporting System (CFIRS) 345/87 288 S 85,888 | S 5 S 85,888 | § S 85,888
Califernia Fire Incident Reporting System (CFIRS) Total $ 216,176 | $ $ 216,176 | $ $ 216,176
2011-12  |Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Ch. 1172/89 310 S 14,244,549 | § S ) 14,244,549 | § 5 14,244,549
2010-11  [Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Ch. 1172/89 310 8 16,676,387 | 5 $ 16,676,387 | & $ 16,676,387
[eo)
2009-10  [Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Ch. 1172/89 310 5 16,504,011 | S $ $ 16,504,011 | S 5 Hm_mg.nmw_
2008-09  |Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of justice Ch. 1172/89 310 S 16,060,195 | $ [ 5 16,060,195 | $ $ 16,060,195
2007-08 |Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Ch.1172/89 310 S 15,655,373 | § ) ] 15,655,373 | $ 5 15,655,373
2006-07  [Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Ch, 1172/89 310 s 14,699,081 | 5 8 $ 14,699,081 | & 3 14,699,081
2005-06  [Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Ch.1172/89 310 $ 14,208,617 | & 5 $ 14,208,617 | 5 s 14,208,617
2004-05  [Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Ch. 1172/89 310 $ 13,916,033 | § 5 $ 13,916,033 | § $ 13,916,033
2003-04  |Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Ch. 1172/89 310 S 12,995,063 | $ s $ 12,995,063 | § S 12,995,063
2002-03  |Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of justice Ch.1172/89 310 s 12,146,890 | § s s 12,146,890 | § 5 12,146,890
2001-02  |Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Ch.1172/89 310 S 11,348,947 | & S $ 11,348,947 |5 $ 11,348,947
Crime Statistics Reports for the Department of Justice Total . $ 158,455,146 | § $ $ 158,455,146 | § $ 158,455,146
2010-11  |Crime Victims' Domestic Violence Incident Reports || Ch. 483/01 306 8 57,816 | § S S 57,816 | $ S 57,816
2009-10  [Crime Victims' Domestic Violence Incident Reports Il Ch. 483701 306 5 297,792 | § 5 ] 297,792 | 5 297,792
2008-09  |Crime Victims' Domestic Violence Incident Reports I Ch. 483701 306 $ 263,698 | § s $ 263,698 | § 3 263,698
2007-08  |Crime Victims' Domestic Violence Incident Reports Il Ch. 483/01 306 S 275,387 | § S S 275,387 | § 3 275,387
2006-07 _ |Crime Victims' Domestic Violence Incident Reports |1 Ch. 483/01 306 $ 253,715 | & ) $ 253,715 | § $ 253,715

Schedute B, Section 2
Local Agencies

: Unfunded Mandates
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Schedule B, Section 2: Net Deficiencies and Surpluses for the Unfunded Mandates by Program

State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting

As of April 1, 2013

Fiscal Year Program Name Legal Reference ”.MMHH Program Costs v”ﬂ””_ﬁ _”_o””____mm___.._ﬂ.“ vuﬁ_-_m,wm_uznn _.M”_nm__._..“”_m Net Balance
2005-06 _ |Crime Victims' Domestic Viclence Incident Reports 1| Ch. 483/01 306 8 228,442 | S s 5 228,442 | $ s 228,442
2004-05  |Crime Victims' Domestic Violence Incident Reports | Ch. 483/01 306 S 222,536 | § s 5 222,536 | & 3 222,536
2003-04  |Crime Victims' Domestic Violence Incident Reports |1 Ch. 483/01 306 |$ 198432 |§ 5 S 198,432 | § [ 198,432
2002-03  |Crime Victims' Domestic Violence Incident Reports |1 Ch. 483/01 306 s 159,800 § [ S 159,800 { & 5 159,800
2001-02 |Crime Victims' Domestic Viclence Incident Reports || Ch. 483/01 306 5 51,990 | § $ § 51,990 | § S 51,990

Crime Victims' Domestic Violence Incident Reports I Total $ 2,009,608 | 5 $ $ 2,000,608 | § $ 2,009,608
2011-12  |Domestic Violence Background Checks Ch. 713/01 322 S 2,269,994 | § S 5 2,269,994 | § s 2,269,994
2010-11  |Domestic Viclence Background Checks Ch. 713/01 322 S 2,330,399 | § $ 5 2,330,399 | § $ 2,330,399
2009-10 |Domestic Violence Background Checks Ch. 713/01 322 $ 1,982,459 | $ s $ 1,982,459 | § s 1,982,459
2008-05  |Domestic Viclence Background Checks Ch. 713/01 322 s 2,206,334 | § s S 2,206,334 | § s 2,206,334
2007-08 |Domestic Violence Background Checks Ch.713/01 322 % 2,049,524 | § 8 S 2,049,524 | S s 2,049,524
2006-07  |{Domestic Viclence Background Checks Ch. 713/01 322 s 1,716,586 | $ s $ 1,716,586 | & s 1,716,586
2005-06 |Domestic Violence Background Checks Ch. 713/01 322 [ 1,512,773 | § [ $ 1,512,773 | § 3 1,512,773
2004-05 |Domestic Violence Background Checks Ch. 713/01 322 [ 1,396,937 | § (3 S 1,396,937 | § s 1,396,937
2003-04 |Domestic Violence Background Checks Ch. 713/01 322 s 1,548,593 | § 5 5 1,548,593 | $ s 1,548,499 |
2002-03  |Domestic Viclence Background Checks Ch. 713/01 322 [ 1,581,911 | § 5 5 1,581,911 | & s 1,581, €M
2001-02  |Domestic Violence Background Checks Ch. 713/01 322 [ 626,681 | S 5 5 626,681 | & 5 626,681

Domestic Violence Background Checks Total $ 19,222,191 | ¢ ] $ 19,222,191 | % $ 19,222,191
2008-09  |Fire Safety Inspections of Care Fac| Ch. 993/89 283 [ 100,886 | § $ S 100,886 | § $ 100,886
2007-08 |Fire Safety Inspections of Care Fac Ch. 993/89 283 S 146,000 | § ] ) 146,000 | § S 146,000
2006-07 |Fire Safety Inspections of Care Fac Ch. 993/89 283 | 99,516 | § 5 $ 99,516 | $ S 99,516
2005-06  |Fire Safety Inspections of Care Fac Ch. 993/39 283 [ 74,994 | § ) ) 74,994 | § s 74,994
2004-05 [Fire Safety Inspections of Care Fac Ch. $93/89 283 [ 83,670 |5 S S 83,670 | 5 s 83,670
2003-04 |Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities Ch. 993/89 283 s 69,168 | § S $ 69,168 | $ s 69,168
2002-03  [Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facllities Ch. 993/89 283 [ 59,501 | § [ $ 59,501 | § [} 59,501
2001-02  |Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities Ch. 993/8% 283 |8 75,056 | $ $ S 75,056 | § $ 75,056
2000-01  [Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities Ch. 593/89 283 S 56,002 | § s S 56,002 | & S 56,002

Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities Total $ 764,793 | $ $ $ 764,793 | § S 764,793
2009-10 _ |Firearm Hearing for Discharged Inpatients Ch. 578/99 293 [ S 4732 (8 S 5 4,732 | $ s 4,732
2008-09  |Firearm Hearing for Discharged Inpatients Ch. 578/9% 293 | § 31,906 | $ S S 31,906 | § $ 31,906
2007-08  |Firearm Hearing for Discharged Inpatients Ch, 578/99 293 ) 27,775 | & S 5 27,775 | 5 $ 27,775
2006-07 _ |Firearm Hearing for Discharged Inpatients Ch. 578/99 293 S 17,343 | § S 3 17,343 | & S 17,343
2005-06  |Firearm Hearing for Discharged Inpatients Ch. 578/99 293 S 14,818 | § 3 s 14,818 | § 5 14,818
200405  |Firearm Hearing for Discharged inpatients Ch. 578/99 293 [ $ 9,385 | S 5 $ 9,385 | $ $ 9,385
2003-04  [Firearm Hearing for Discharged Inpatients Ch. 578/99 293 5 10,431 | & 3 $ 10,431 | S 5 10,431
2002-03 _[Firearm Hearing for Discharged Inpatients Ch.578/99 | 293 |$ 12,410 | $ 5 5 12,410 | § $ 12,410
2001-02  |Firearm Hearing for Discharged Inpatients Ch. 578/99 293 S 15,208 | S $ S 15,208 | § S 15,208
2000-01  [Firearm Hearing for Discharged Inpatients Ch. 578/99 293 5 13,248 | § S $ 13,248 | 8 5 13,248

Firearm Hearing for Discharged Inpatients Total $ 157,256 | $ $ ] 157,256 | § $ 157,256
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Schedule B, Section 2; Net Defictencies and Surpluses for the Unfunded Mandates by Program

State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting

As of April 1, 2013

Fiscal Year Program Name Legal Reference ”“..m:_”“ Program Costs 1”_“\””.__“ _” H__u.___“.m”_M Payable Balance =”“N.___._””wm Net Balance
2011-12  |ldentity Theft ICh. 956/00 321 5 9,297,842 | 5 s s 9,297,842 | 5 5 9,297,842
2010-11  Identity Theft Ch. 956/00 321 S 10,344,505 | $ S s 10,344,505 | $ $ 10,344,505
2003-10 (Identity Theft Ch. 956/00 321 s 9,924,117 | 5 5 5 9,924,117 | 5 9,924,117

| 2008-09 |identity Theft Ch. 956/00 321 |[$ 1077549 | $ $ $ 10,775,496 | § $ 10,775,496
2007-08  |ldentity Theft Ch. 956/00 321 S 10,388,483 | $ S s 10,388,483 | § S 10,388,483
2006-07  (Identity Theft Ch. 956/00 321 s 8,958,838 | 5 S ) 8,958,838 | § s 8,958,838
2005-06  (Mdentity Theft Ch. 956/00 321 $ 7,185,143 | § S $ 7,185,143 | § ] 7,185,143
2004-05 (ldentity Theft Ch. 956/00 321 5 6,574,227 | & s S 6,574,227 | S 5 6,574,227
2003-04 |ldentity Theft Ch. 956/00 321 5 5,303,310 | § s S 5,303,310 | S $ 5,303,310
2002-03  |identity Theft Ch. 956/00 321 S 4,695,299 | S 5 4,695,299 | 5 s 4,695,299

Identlty Theft Total $ 83447,260 | § $ $ 83447260 | $ $ 83,447,260
2011-12 |Local Elections: Consolidation Ch, 1013/81 259 $ 1,340 | $ s 5 1,840 ( § s 1,240
2010-11  |Local Elections: Consolidation Ch. 1013/81 259 $ 3,550 | § ) $ 3,550 | S S 3,550

Local Elections: Consalldation Total . $ 5390 | 5 $ s 5,390 | $ $ 5,390
2011-12  |Local Government Employee Relations Ch. 901/00 298 $ 1,354,359 [ 5 ) $ 1,354,359 | § S 1,354,36€D
2010-11 |Local Government Employee Relations Ch. 901/00 298 5 1,235,450 | $ ) $ 1,235,450 | § S 1,235,450
2009-10 |Local Government Employee Relations Ch. 901/00 298 ] 703,728 | S S 5 703,728 [ S ) 703,728
20028-09 |Local Government Employee Relations Ch. 901/00 298 s 844,154 | & S $ 844,154 | S S 844,154
200708 [Local Government Employee Relations Ch. 901/00 298 $ 1,622,631 (S S s 1,622,631 | S s 1,622,631
2006-07  |Local Government Employee Relations Ch. 901/00 298 |$ 1,494,335 | $ $ $ 1,494,135 | $ $ 1,494,135
2005-06 {Local Government Employee Relations Ch. 901/00 298 ] 624,936 | & 5 $ 624,936 | $ ) 624,936
2004-05  |Local Government Employee Relations Ch. 901/00 298 S 572,059 | § 3 S 572,059 | § S 572,059
2003-04 |Local Government Employee Relations Ch. 501/00 298 5 278,272 | S 3 S 278,272 | S S 278,272
2002-03 iLocal Government Employee Relations Ch. 901/00 298 k) 217,798 | S S $ 217,798 | 3 217,798
2001-02  |Local Government Employee Relations Ch. 901/00 298 |S 189,785 | $ S S 189,785 | $ $ 189,785

Local Government Employee Relations Total s 9,137,307 | $ $ 3 9,137,307 | § $ 9,137,307
2010-11 |tocal Recreational Areas: Background Screenings Ch. 777/01 285 |8 77,349 | § $ s 77,349 | § 13 77,349
2009-10 :Local Recreational Areas: Background Screenings Ch. 777/01 285 S 518,685 | 5 S $ 518,685 ! § $ 518,685
2008-09  |Local Recreational Areas: Background Screenings Ch.777/01 285 $ 669,845 | 5 $ $ 669,845 | 5 $ 669,845
2007-08  |Local Recreational Areas: Background Screenings Ch. 777/01 285 |[S 661,256 | S $ S 661,256 | $ $ 661,256
2006-07  |Local Recreational Areas: Background Screenings Ch. 777/01 285 ) 608,739 [ S 5 608,739 [ 8 $ 608,739
200506  |Local Recreational Areas: Background Screenings ch. 777/01 285 S 520,454 | § s S 520,454 | $ S 520,454
2004-05 Local Recreational Areas: Background Screenings Ch. 777/01 285 S 423,486 | s ) 423,486 | $ 423,486
2003-04  |Local Recreational Areas: Background Sereenings Ch. 777/01 285 $ 389,996 | $ S ) 389,996 | S ] 389,996

| 2002-03  |Local Recreational Areas: Background Screenings Ch. 777/01 285 s 397,782 | § s s 397,782 | & S 397,782
200102 |Local Recreational Areas: Background Screenings Ch. 777/01 285 3 171,461 | § s s 171,461 | S $ 171,461

Llocal Recreational Areas: Background Screenings Total $ 4,439,053 | § s $ 4,439,053 | § $ 4,439,053

Mentaily Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditions
2009-10 |of Parole Ch. 1419/85 281 [ % 17,935 | § $ $ 17,935 | $ s 17,935
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Schedule B, Section 2: Net Deficiencies and Surpluses for the Unfunded Mandates by Program

State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting

As of April 1, 2013

Fiscal Year Program Name Legal Reference ””N_”“ Program Costs _.”“o:m_.mu:ﬁ Mmm“.“.m....—...“ Payable Balance w”“ M._...””_m Net Balance
Mentatly Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditions
2008-09 |of Parole Ch. 1419/85 281 S 383,203 | 5 S $ 383,293 [ § S 383,293
Mentally Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditions |
2007-08 |of Parole Ch. 1419/85 281 |§ 681,608 | § $ $ 681,608 | § S 681,608
Mentally Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditions )
2006-07 |of Parole Ch. 1415/85 281 | 649,974 | 5 s S 645,974 | § s 649,974
Mentally Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditions
2005-06 |of Parole Ch. 1419/85 281 5 680,286 | & $ s 680,286 | & s 630,286
Mentally Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditions
2004-05 |of Parole Ch. 1419/85 281 8 427,477 | 5§ ) $ 427,477 [ 8 $ 427,477
Mentally Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditions
2003-04 |of Parole Ch. 1419/85 281 ) 446,868 | 5 $ $ 446,868 | § ) 446,868
Mentally Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditions
2002-03 |of Parole Ch. 1419/85 281 ) 821,319 | § $ s 821,319 | § ) 821,319
Mentally Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditions -
2001-02 |of Parole Ch, 1419/85 281 ) 565,634 | $ S $ 565,634 | $ $ 565,600
Mentally Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditions
2000-01  |of Parole Ch. 1419/85 281 $ 235,446 | § $ S 235,446 | $ S 235,446
Mentally Disordered Offenders: Treatment as a Conditlons of Parole Total $ 4,509,840  § s s 4,909,840 | $ 4,909,840
2011-12  |Modified Primary Election Ch. 898/00 323 s 551,501 | 5 s S 551,501 | § S 551,501
2010-11 |Modified Primary Election Ch. 898/00 323 S 2,509 | § S S 2,509 | & S 2,509
2009-10  [Modified Primary Election Ch. 898/00 323 |3 468,288 | $ $ 5 468,288 | $ $ 468,288
2007-08  |Modified Primary Election Ch. 858/00 323 $ 321,317 | & $ s 321317 [ § $ 321,317
2005-06 |Modified Primary Election Ch. 898/00 323 S 224,217 | § s S 224,217 | 5 5 224,217
2003-04  |Modified Primary Election Ch. 858/00 323 $ 138,065 | & $ $ 138,065 | 5 S 138,065
200102 |Mcdified Primary Election Ch. 858/00 323 $ 32,1813 $ s 32,181 | § ) 32,181
Modified Primary Election Total s 1,738,078 | § $ $ 1,738,078 | $ $ 1,738,078
2011-12 _|Municipal $torm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Title 2 314 $ 2,402,029 | § $ $ 2,402,029 | § $ 2,402,029
2010-11 _ |Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Title 2 314 S 2,826,117 | $ S S 2,826,117 | $ $ 2,826,117
2009-10  [Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Title 2 314 $ 2,890,479 | § S S 2,890,479 | § S 2,390,479
2008-09  'Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Title 2 314 $ 3,464,041 1 % $ 5 3,464,041 | S 5 3,464,041
2007-08 | Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Title 2 314 s 5,182,988 | $ s $. 5182988 (% 5 5,182,988
2006-07 {Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Title 2 314 s 5,196,315 | 5 s s 5,196,315 | § 5 5,196,315
2005-06 _|Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Title 2 314 5 4,675,998 | & $ S 4,675,998 | 5 $ 4,675,998
| _2004-05  |Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Title 2 314 s 4,614,117 | & S S 4,614,117 | & S 4,614,117
2003-04 Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Title 2 314 s 4,368,555 | S S 8 4,368,555 | § $ 4,368,555
2002-03  |Municipal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Title 2 314 $ 3,691,405 | & $ s 3,691,405 | § 5 3,691,405
Municlpal Storm Water and Urban Runoff Discharges Total $ 39,312,044 | $ S $ 39,312,084 | $ $ 39,312,004
2011-12 _[Permanent Absent Voters Il [Ch. 922701 | 324 |38 4,074,733 | $ 5 $ 4,074,733 |5 5 4,074,733
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Schedule B, Section 2: Net Deficiencies and Surpluses for the Unfunded Mandates by Program

State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting

As of April 1, 2013

Fiscal Year Program Name Legal Reference ”.HM”“ Program Costs _u”“ohqnwznam Mmﬂn“”___w_”__“ Payable Balance wM“ _mm_”””_m Net Balance
2010-11 |Permanent Absent Voters || Ch. 922/01 324 s 2,038,396 | § s 5 2,038,396 | 5 s 2,038,396
2009-10 |Permanent Absent Voters Il Ch. 922/01 324 $ 121,578 | S s $ 121578 | S $ 121,578
2008-09 |Permanent Absent Voters || Ch, 922/01 324 $ 191,573 | S S 5 191,573 | % $ 191,573
2007-08 |Permanent Absent Voters I Ch.922/01 324 $ 18,688 | S 3 S 18,688 | § s 18,688
2006-07 |Permanent Absent Voters Il Ch. 922/01 324 $ 24,807 | 5 5 s 24,807 | § [ 24,807
2005-06 |Permanent Absent Voters || Ch. 922/01 324 s 21,868 [ § S $ 21,868 | 5 S 21,868
2004-05 |[Permanent Absent Voters || Ch. 922/01 324 S 24,382 | 5 S S 24,382 | § [ 24,382
2003-04 |Permanent Absent Voters Il Ch. 922/01 324 S 14,834 | & S $ 14,834 | $ 8 14,834
2002-03  [Permanent Absent Voters |l Ch.922/01 324 S 9,310 ( § S s 9,310 | 5 s 9,310

Permanent Absent Voters Il Total s 6,540,169 | § $ $ 6,540,162 | § $ 6,540,169
2004-05 |Racial Profiling: Law Enforcement Training Ch. 684/00 282 $ 126,355 | $ $ $ 126,355 | & $ 126,355
2003-04  |Racial Profiling: Law Enforcement Training Ch. 684/00 282 S 6,650,521 | § s s 6,650,521 | § 5 6,650,521
2002-03 |Racial Profiling: Law Enforcement Training Ch. 684/00 282 S 3,008,618 | $ S $ 3,008,618 | § 5 3,008,618
2001-02  |Racial Profiling: Law Enforcement Training Ch. 684/00 282 [ 70,053 | S S S 70,053 | 5 70,053
2000-01  {Racial Profiling: Law Enforcement Training Ch. 684/00 282 s 4,292 | § S $ 4,292 1% $ 4,208

Racial Profiling: Law Enforcement Fraining Total $ 9,859,839 | $ $ [ 9,859,839 | $§ 5 9,859,909
2011-12 |Voter Identification Procedures Ch. 260/00 331 s 626,779 | 5 S L3 626,779 | S S 626,779
2010-11 |Voter identification Procedures Ch. 260/00 331 s 1,484,457 | 5 S 4 1,484,457 | & S 1,484 A7
2009-10 |Voter identification Procedures Ch. 260/00 331 S 467,811 | 5 S 3 467,811 | § s 467,811
2008-09 |Voter Identification Procedures Ch. 260/00 331 |$ 1,361,366 | 5 s 5 1,361,366 | $ $ 1,361,366
2007-08 |Voter Identification Procedures Ch. 260/00 331 5 418,990 | $ $ S 418,990 | § $ 418,990
2006-07 |Voter Identification Procedures Ch. 260/00 331 5 695,563 | § s $ 695,563 | § 5 695,563
2005-06 |Voter Identification Procedures Ch. 260/00 331 $ 427,478 | $ $ S 427,478 | § S 427,478
2004-05 [Voter Identification Procedures Ch. 260/00 331 S 1,088,135 | & S S 1,088,135 | § ) 1,088,135
2003-04 |Voter Identification Procedures Ch. 260/00 331 S 514,260 | § 3 $ 514,260 | S ) 514,260
2002-02 |Voter Identification Procedures Ch. 2606/00 331 § 467,915 | § ) $ 467,915 | $ s 467,915

Voter Identlfication Procedures Total $ 7,552,754 | § $ $ 7,552,754 | § 5 7,552,754

Total Local Agencles $ 348,095,174 | & $ $ 348,095,174 | § $ 348,095,174
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Schedule B, Section 2: Net Deficiencies and Surpluses for the Unfunded Mandates by Program

State Controller's Dffice
Division of Accounting and Reporting

As of April 1, 2013

Fiscal Year Program Name Legal Reference _v,__..w_ﬂ_”._m._” Program Costs 1”“”“”_“ Mmm“mm”___mmw_.__“ Payable Balance z““._mn_.___..””_m Net Balance
School Districts
2011-12  |Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 IS 489,335 | $ $ 5 489,335 | & $ 489,335
2010-11  |Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 |s 404,335 | $ $ $ 404,335 | § $ 404,335
2009-10  |Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 |s 163,684 | $ s $ 163,684 | 5 163,684
2008-09  [Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 |S 125,080 | § $ 5 125,080 ! $ $ 125,080
2007-08  |Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 |S 117,677 | & S $ 117,677 1 6 s 117,677
2006-07  |Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 |[$ 110,375 | & 5 S 110,375 | § s 110,375
2005-06 |Academic Performance Indax Ch. 695/00 305 $ 91,574 | S $ ] 91,574 1 % S 91,574
2004-05 |Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 $ 83,768 [ § S § 83,768 | 5 8 83,768
2003-04 |Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 8 74511 | 5 S S 7451113 $ 74,511
2002-03 |Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 S 61,134 | § 5 ] 61,134 | S 61,134
2001-02 |Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 $ 57,561 | 5 5 ] 57,561 | & S 57,561
2000-01 |Academic Performance Index Ch. 695/00 305 5 51,150 | § S $ 51,150 | $ s 51,150
Academic Performance Index Total 13 1,830,184 | $ $ $ 1,830,184 | $ $ 1,830,184
2006-07 |Charter Schools Il Ch. 34/98 277 S 84,983 | S S . ) 84,983 | $ 3 84,
2005-06  |Charter Schools 11 Ch. 34/98 277 5 9,521 | § $ $ 9,521  $ § 9,
2004-05 |Charter Schools Il Ch. 34/98 277 s 1,932 |5 s S 1,932 | § $ 1,932
2003-04 |Charter Schools Iit Ch. 34/98 277 $ 1,295 |5 5 $ 1,295 | & $ 1,295
2002-03 |Charter Schools Il Ch. 34/98 277 5 1,180 | 5 $ $ 1,180 | & 5 1,180
2001-02  [Charter Schools I} Ch. 34/98 277 |8 1,100 | $ $ $ 1,100 | & $ 1,100
2000-01 [Charter Schaols Il Ch. 34/98 277 | 1,225 | § $ $ 1,225 | $ 5 1,225
1999-00 (Charter Schools Il Ch. 34/98 277 ) 1,005 | 5 5 s 1,005 | § $ 1,005
Charter Schools IIl Total $ 102,241 | § $ s 102,241 | $ $ 102,241
2011-12  |Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Ch. 640/87 309 $ 18,035 | § $ $ 18,035 | $ s 18,035
2010-11  [Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Ch. 640/87 300 $ 13,640 | $ 5 5 13,640 | § $ 13,640
2009-10  [Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Ch. 640/87 309 $ 10,638 | $ S 5 10,638 | § $ 10,638
Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Total 3 42,313 | § S $ 42,313 | § $ 42,313
Comprehensive School Safety Plans Il Discrimination and  |Ch. 890/01; Ch.
2008-09 _ |Harassment Policy, and Hate Crime Reporting Procedures  |S06/02 311 $ 3,616 | 5 S $ 3,616 | 5 $ 3,616
Comprehensive Schoo! Safety Plans II: Discrimination and  |Ch. 890/01; Ch.
2007-08 |Harassment Policy, and Hate Crime Reporting Procedures  |506/02 311 3 3,730 | § s S 3,730 !5 S 3,730
Comprehensive School Safety Plans II: Discrimination and  |Ch. 890/01; Ch.
2004-05 |Harassment Policy, and Hate Crime Reporting Procedures  |506/02 311 5 1,029 | S $ S 1,029 ;% S 1,029
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Schedule B, Section 2: Net Deficiencies and Surpluses for the Unfunded Mandates by Program

State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting

As of April 1, 2013

Fiscal Year Program Name Legal Reference ”.MMMH Program Costs v”ﬁ”“-“ ”““__._._._um__..._.“ Payable Balance wM“_nhH”_n Net Balance
Comprehensive School Safety Plans II: Discrimination and  |Ch. 890/01; Ch.
2002-03  [Harassment Policy, and Hate Crime Reporting Procedures  [506/02 311 $ 3,668 | & 5 s 3,668 5 $ 3,668
Comprehensive School Safety Plans II: Discrimination and  {Ch. 850/01; Ch.
2001-02  |Harassment Policy, and Hate Crime Reporting Procedures  |506/02 311 $ 6,973 |5 S $ 6,973 | § s 6,973
Comprehensive School Safety Plans I: Discrimination and Harassment Policy, and Hate Crime
Reporting Procedures Total $ 19,016 | § $ $ 19,016 | § s 19,016
Comprehensive School Safety Plans 11: Earthquake
Emergency Procedure System and Use of School Buildings )
200607 |During Emergencies Ch. 895/04 312 S 3,045 | S ) s 3,085 | § S 3,045
Comprehensive School Safety Plans Ii: Earthquake
Emergency Procedure System and Use of School Buildings
2005-06 |During Emergencies Ch. 895/04 312 5 1,649 | & 5 $ 1,649 | S S 1,649
Comprehensive Schoo! Safety Plans |I: Earthquake Emergency Procedure System and Use of School <
Buildings During Emergencies Total $ 4,694 | § $ $ 4,694 |8 $ 4,00
2011-12 |Developer Fees Ch. 955/77 333 S 30,191 | §$ S 5 30,191 [ S 3 30,191
2010-11 |Developer Fees Ch. 955/77 333 ) 48,961 | $ $ $ 48,961 | S 5 43,961
2009-10 |Developer Fees Ch. 955/77 333 $ 63,178 | & $ $ 63,178 | $ 63,178
2008-09 |Developer Fees Ch. 855/77 333 5 31,346 | & $ 5 31,346 | S 3 31,346
2007-08 |Developer Fees Ch, 955/77 333 S 43,667 | $ S 5 43,667 1 % S 43,667
2006-07 |Developer Fees Ch. 955/77 333 |§ 29,385 | § S S 29,385 $ $ 29,385
2005-06 |Developer Fees Ch. 955/77 333 [ 420,677 | 5 $ S 40,677 | 5 $ 40,677
2004-05 |Developer Fees Ch. 955/77 333 3 23,209 | 5 $ 5 23,209 | $ $ 23,209
2003-04 |Developer Fees Ch. 955/77 333 s 36,273 | & s 3 36,273 | $ S 36,273
2002-03 |Developer Fees Ch. 955/77 333 s 19,497 | $§ S $ 19,497 | § $ 19,497
2001-02 |Developer Fees Ch. 955/77 333 S 18,499 | & S s 18,499 | & S 18,499
Developer Fees Total 4 384,883 | $ $ $ 384,883 | S $ 384,883
2011-12 [Mandate Reimbursement Process | and Il |ch. a86/75 319 |$ 16,448,287 | $ $ $ 16,448,287 | $ $ 16,448,287
Mandate Reimbursement Process | and Il Total 5 16,448,287 | § $ $ 16,448,287 | $ $ 16,448,287
2006-07  Missing Children Reports Ch. 249/86 275 % 23,761 | $ 5 $ 23,761 | § S 23,761
2005-06 |Missing Children Reports Ch. 249/86 275 5 3,950 | § s S 3,950 | $ 5 3,950
2004-05 {Missing Children Reports Ch. 249/86 275 S 7,119 | § $ 5 7,119 | % $ 7,119
2003-04  |Missing Children Reports Ch. 249/86 275 S 1,082 | $ $ $ 1,082 | § S 1,082
2002-03  |Missing Children Reports Ch. 249/86 275 S 1,047 | 5 $ s 1,047 | § 3 1,047
Missing Children Reports Total $ 36,959 | § $ $ 36,959 | § $ 36,959
| Pupil Expulsions II, Pupil Suspensions Il, and Educational .
2011-12 |Services Plan Ch. 116/01 329 s 1,298,904 | § S $ 1,298,904 | S 1,298,904
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Schedule B, Section 2: Net Deflciencies and Surpluses for the Unfunded Mandates by Program

State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting

As of April 1, 2013

Fiscal Year Program Name Legal Reference ”......Mh“ Program Costs _..”ﬂ”“.“ zm““ __u.”.m_”__H Payable Balance :“M_.__..”“_m Net Balance
Pupil Exputsions II, Pupil Suspensions I, and Educational
2010-11  !Services Plan Ch. 116/01 329 S 1,402,192 | & § S 1,402,192 | § S 1,402,192
Pupil Expulsions 11, Pupil Suspensions 1I, and Educational
2009-10  |Services Plan Ch. 116/01 329 $ 1,384,382 | § S 5 1,384,382 1 § $ 1,384,382
Pupil Expulsions Il, Pupil Suspensions II, and Educational
2008-09 {Services Plan Ch. 116/01 329 S 1,377,374 | 5 5 S 1,377,374 1 8 s 1,377,374
Pupil Expulsicns 11, PupHl Suspensions 11, and Educational :
2007-08 |[Services Plan Ch. 116/01 329 s 1,108,446 | $ 5 1,108,446 | 3 S 1,108,446
Pupit Expulsions I, Pupil Suspensions 11, and Educational
2006-07  |Services Plan Ch. 116/01 329 S 909,937 | & $ 5 909,937 | & 5 909,937
Pupit Expulsions I, Pupil Suspensions |1, and Educational ,
2005-06 |Services Plan Ch. 116/01 329 $ 805,126 | $ S S 805,126 | $ 5 805,126
Pupil Expulsions II, Pupil Suspensions |1, and Educational
2004-05 |Services Plan Ch. 116/01 329 $ 783,673 | § S ) 783,673 | § s 783,673
Pupil Expulsions II, Pupil Suspensions 11, and Educational To]
2003-04 |Services Plan Ch. 116/01 329 s 848,075 | § S S 848,075 | & $ 843,0%
Pupil Expulsions Il, Pupil Suspensions 1, and Educational
2002-03  [Services Plan Ch. 115/01 329 | 708,678 | § $ $ 708,678 | $ 708,678
Pupil Expulsions 11, Pupil Suspensions |1, and Educational
2001-02  |Services Plan ' Ch. 116/01 329 $ 440,790 | § S 5 440,790 | § S 440,790
Pupil Expulsions U, Pupil Suspensions I, and Educational Services Plan Total ) $ 11,067,577 | 5 $ $ 11,067,577 | § $ 11,067,577
Pupil Expulsions li, Pupil Suspensions |1, and Educational )
2000-01 |Services Plan Ch. 332/99 328 s 357,331 [ § 5 S 357,331 &% $ 357,331
Pupil Expulsicns II, Pupil Suspensions |1, and Educational
1999-00 |Services Plan : Ch. 332/99 328 $ 394,091 | § 5 S 394,091 | 3 $ 394,091
Pupil Expulsions Il, Pupif Suspensions 1, and Educational Services Plan Total $ 751,422 | § S $ 751,422 | § $ 751,422
" |Pupil Expulsions II, Pupil Suspensions 1, and Educational
1998-99 ([Services Plan Ch. 637/97 327 S 385,859 | § s . S 385,859 | § $ 385,859
Pupil Expulsions I, Pupil Suspensions 1, and Educational
1597-98 |Services Plan Ch. 637/97 327 $ 357,826 | S S S 357,826 | § $ 357.826
Pupil Expulsicns Il, Pupil Suspensions II, and Educational Services Plan Total S 743,685 | $ $ 743,685 | § $ 743,685
Pupil Expulsions I}, Pupil Suspensions Il, and Educational
1996-97 |Services Plan Ch. 874/95 326 $ 349,502 | & 5 $ 349,502 | $ s 349,502
Pupil Expulsions II, Pupil Suspensions II, and Educational Services Plan Total $ 349,502 | § $ $ 349,502 | § $ 349,502
Pupil Expulsions 11, Pupil Suspensions 11, and Educational
1995-96 |Services Plan Ch. 972/95 325 |§ 256,620 | S $ $ 256,620 | $ 5 256,620
Pupil Expulsiens II, Pupil Suspensions I, and Educational Services Plan Total $ 256,620 | § $ $ 256,620 | $ $ 256,620
2010-11 Student Records Ch. 593/89 308 S 242,733 | § S $ 242,733 | & ] 242,733
2009-10  Student Records Ch. 593/89 308 S 224,162 | & $ $ 224,162 | $ S 224,162
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State Controlier's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting

As of April 1, 2013

Schedule B, Section 2: Net Deficiencies and Surpluses for the Unfunded Mandates by Program

Schedule B, Section 2: Unfunded Mandates

School Distriets

Fiscal Year Program Name Legal Reference ﬂ-..w.ﬂ”“ Program Costs _u_“o_.”“m:_.u:m M““”____mm_”__“_ Payable Balance wM“ ._wm_,.._””_m Net Balance
2008-09 |Student Records Ch. 593/89 308 $ 135,845 | & S $ 135,845 | § S 135,845
2007-08 |Student Records Ch. 593/89 08 |$ 124,119 | $ $ 5 124,119 | % S 124,119
2006-07 |Student Records Ch. 593/89 308 $ 83,236 | 5 S 5 83,236 | § S 83,236
2005-06 (Student Records Ch. 593/89 308 $ 68,777 | § 5 $ 68,777 | $ 5 68,777
2004-05 |Student Records Ch. 593/89 308 S 75,037 | & S ) S 75,037 | § S 75,037
2003-04  [Student Records Ch. 593/89 308 $ 53,294 | § s S 53,294 | § 3 53,294
2002-03  |Student Records Ch. 593/89 308 $ 38,314 | & $ S 38,314 | 5 38,314
2001-02  |Student Records Ch. 593/89 308 S 32,464 | $ s 5 32,464 | $ 32,464

Student Records Total $ 1,077,981 | § $ $ 1,077,981 | § $ 1,077,981
Total School Districts $ 33115364 | § $ $ 33,115,364 | $ $ 33,115,364
({o]
™
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EXHIBIT B

BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Case No.: 01-TC-16

IN RE TEST CLAIM:
‘ Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities

Health and Safety Code Sections 1531.2,
1569.149, 1596.809, 13144.5, 13235;

Statutes 1989, Chapter 993; STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT

i ) TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500
Filed on June 3, 2002 by the City of San Jose, ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF
Claimant. REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2,

CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7

" (Adopted on March 29, 2006)

STATEMENT OF DECISION

The attached Statement of Decision of the Commission on State Mandates is hereby adopted
in the above-entitled matter.

/Oﬁw/(&u%m% LM, 20 04

PAULA HIGASHI, Exﬁu’uve Director Dats
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BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Case No.: 01-TC-16
Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities

IN RE TEST CLAIM:

Health and Safety Code Sections 1531.2,
1569.149, 1596.809, 13144.5, 13235;

Statutes 1989, Chapter 993; STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT
TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500

Filed on June 3, 2002 by the City of San Jose, ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF

Claimant. REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2,

CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7

(Adopted on March 29, 2006)

STATEMENT OF DECISION

The Commission on State Mandates (“Commission”) heard and decided this test claim during
a regularly scheduled hearing on March 29, 2006. Pam Stone, David Schoonover and Gregory
Lake appeared on behalf of claimant City of San Jose. Susan Geanacou appeared on behalf of
the Department of Finance.

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

The Commission adopted the staff analysis at the hearing by a vote of 6-0.
Summary of Findings

" As more fully described below, the Commission finds that the test claim legislation imposes a
reimbursable state-mandated program on local agencies pursuant to article XIII B, section 6 of
the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514 for the increased costs in
performing the following activities: :

1. the preinspection of community care facilities, residential care facilities for the elderly,
and child day care facilities;

2. - the consultation and interpretation of applicable fire safety regulations for the
prospective facility licensee; and

3. written notice to the prospective facility licensee of the specific fire safety regulations
which shall be enforced in order to obtain the final fire clearance approval.

38




Background

This test claim addresses amendments to the Health and Safety Code regarding fire inspections
of specified community care facilities required by the State Fire Marshal. The purpose of the
test claim legislation (Stats. 1989, ch. 993) is to ensure that community care facilities, _
residential care facilities for the elderly, and child day care facilities, during the process of
being licensed by the State Department of Social Services, receive in a timely fashion the
correct fire clearance information from the local fire enforcing agency or State Fire Marshal.
The test claim legislation sets forth the Legislature’s intent as follows:

It is in the best interest of the California public that private citizens be
encouraged to develop and operate community care facilities, residential care
facilities for the elderly, and child day care facilities throughout the state in
order to meet the critical demand for quality, specialized care homes.

Complex and unclear fire safety codes have frustrated the attempts of
persons seeking to establish community care facilities, residential care
facilities for the elderly, and child day care facilities, and have resulted in
significant loss of money and resources to individuals who have received
incorrect information regarding fire safety requirements from state or local
officials, or no guidance at all.

Interpretation of state and local fire safety regulations varies between the
more than 1,200 fire jurisdictions, and in some cases varies within the same
jurisdiction, causing confusion and, in numerous instances, project
cancellation.

Therefore, it is the intention of the Legislature that a prospective applicant
for community care facility, residential care facility for the elderly, or child
day care facility licensure shall be clearly informed in advance of making

- design modifications to a structure to meet specific fire safety requirements.

The Legislature further intends that it is incumbent on state and local
agencies to assist persons in the interpretation of fire safety regulations for
community care facilities, residential care facilities for the elderly, and child
day care facilities, and that greater efforts must be made to clarify and
streamline the fire safety clearance process.l

The State Fire Marshal establishes statewide fire safety standards® which are generally
enforced at the local level by fire enforcing agencies established in cities and counties.?
Although local fire enforcing agencies are tasked with fire-related enforcement and
inspections, such as the fire clearances required for the community care facilities, the State
Fire Marshal carries out these duties when there is no local fire enforcing agency or may carry
them out when asked to do so by the local fire official or local governing body.” The statutory

! Senate Bill 1098, Statutes of 1989, chapter 993, Section 1.

2 Health and Safety Code sections 13100 et seq.

3 Health and Safety Code sections 13800 et seq. -

4 Health and Safety Code section 13146, subdivisions (c) and (d).
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and regulatory scheme in existence prior to the test claim legislation required fire clearances
for various community care facilities licensed by the Department of Social Services.>

Test Claim Legislation

The test claim legislation affected Health and Safety Code sections 1531.2, 1569.149,
11596.809, 13144.5, and 13235. These sections require the following activities:

o Under sections 1531.2, 1569.149 and 1596.809, the Department of Social
Services is required to notify prospective applicants for a community care
facility, residential care facility for the elderly, or child day care facility
license that a fire clearance approval from the local fire enforcing agency or
the State Fire Marshal is a prerequisite to licensure.

o Under section 13144.5, the State Fire Marshal is required to include, as part
of its voluntary regular training sessions devoted to the interpretation and
application of the laws and rules relating to fire and panic safety,
interpretation of the regulations pertaining to community care facilities,
residential care facilities for the elderly, and child day care facilities.

o Under section 13235, subdivision (a), the local fire enforcing agency or State
Fire Marshal is required to conduct a preinspection of a community care
facility, residential care facility for the elderly, or child day care facility upon
receipt of a request from a prospective licensee of such a facility, prior to the
final fire clearance approval. The preinspection shall include:

* consultation and interpretation of fire safety regulations;

= notification to the prospective licensee in writing of the specific fire
safety regulations which shall be enforced in order to obtain fire
clearance approval.

o Under section 13235, subdivision (b), the final fire clearance inspection shall
- be completed within 30.days of receipt of the request for final inspection.

Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a), specifically allows the following fees
to be charged for the preinspection of a facility: 1) not more than $50 for a facility serving 25
or fewer persons; and 2) not more than $100 for a facility serving more than 25 persons.

Claimant’s Position

The claimant contends that the test claim legislation constitutes a reimbursable state-mandated
program within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution and
Government Code section 17514.

The City of San Jose, according to its test claim, is seeking reimbursement for the following
activities to the extent that the allowed preinspection fees of $50 and $100 do not cover the
activities:

e tiraining of fire inspector to conduct inspection(s);

e ftravel of fire inspector to site to conduct inspection(s);

5 California Code of Regulations, title 22, sections 80020, 87220, and 101171.
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e fire inspector conducting pre-inspection and consultation regarding interpretation
and application of fire safety regulations;

o fire inspector providing written information regarding what is needed to be done.
in order to obtain fire clearance; and

e . fire inspector conducting final fire clearance inspection.
Department of Finance Position

Department of Finance submitted comments on the test claim contending that “the test claim
legislation applies to the State Fire Marshal as well as local fire agencies, and is therefore not
-unique to local government” and that, accordmgly, the test claim should be denied.

" State Fire Marshal

The State Fire Marshal responded to Commission staff’s request for information by providing
copies of materials that pertain to community care facilities, residential care facilities for the

:. elderly and child day care facilities, used in the quarterly Statutes and Regulations training for

~ state and local officials. The State Fire Marshal also stated: “Under [Health and Safety Code]
. section 13146(d), the local enforcing agency could request the [State Fire Marshal] to assume
jurisdiction for these community care facilities provided that we have the resources to fulfill

. the request.”

~ Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District

The Sacramento Metropolitan Fire District commented that the Northern California Fire
Prevention Officers Association INORCAL), Building Standards Committee in cooperation
with the State Fire Marshal’s Office has drafted a manual called the California Fire Service
- Guide to Licensed Facilities. The District supplied a copy of that draft to the Commission.
The District also reiterated that the current costs for pre-inspections “far exceed|[ ] the fees
allowed by statute.”

Discussion

The courts have found that article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution® recognizes
the state constitutional restrictions on the powers of local government to tax and spend.’ “Its
purpose is to preclude the state from shifting financial responsibility for carrying out
governmental functions to local agencies, which are ‘ill equipped’ to assume increased

§ Article XIII B, section 6, subdivision (a), (as amended by Proposition 1A in November 2004)
provides: “Whenever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new program or higher
level of service on any local government, the State shall provide a subvention of funds to
reimburse that local government for the costs of the program or increased level of service,
except that the Legislature may, but need not, provide a subvention of funds for the following
mandates: (1) Legislative mandates requested by the local agency affected. (2) Legislation

* defining a new crime or changing an existing definition of a crime. (3) Legislative mandates
enacted prior to J anuary 1, 1975, or executive orders or regulations 1n1t1ally implementing
legislation enacted prior to January 1, 1975.”

" Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003)
30 Cal.4th 727, 735.
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financial respon31b111t1es because of the taxing and spending limitations that articles XIIT A
and XTIl B impose.”® A test claim statute or executive order may impose a reimbursable state-
mandated program if it orders or commands a local agency or school district to engage in an
activity or task.” In addition, the required activity or task must be new, constituting a “new
programlb or it must create a “higher level of service” over the previously required level of
service.

The courts have defined a “program” subject to article XIII B, section 6, of the California
Constitution, as one that carries out the governmental function of providing public services, or
a law that imposes unique requirements on local agencies or school districts to im [plement a
state policy, but does not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state.

determine if the program is new or imposes a hlgher level of service, the test claim leglslatlon
must be compared with the legal requirements in effect immediately before the enactment of
the test claim legislation.'? A “higher level of service” occurs when the new “requirements
were intended to provide an enhanced service to the public. »13

Finally, the newly required activity or increased level of service must impose costs mandated
by the state.'*

The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes over the existence of
state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6. In making its
decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6 and not apply it as

an “equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on
funding priorities.”'®

8 County of San Diego v. State of California (1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 81.
? Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 174.

19 San Diego Unified School Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2004) 33 Cal.4th 859,
878 (San Diego Unified School Dist.); Lucia Mar Unified School District v. Honig (1988)
44 Cal.3d 830, 835-836 (Lucia Mar).

"' San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 874, (reaffirming the test set out in
County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56; Lucia Mar, supra,
44 Cal.3d 830, 835.).

12 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra 33 Cal.4th 859, 878; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d
830, 835.

13 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 878.

1 County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487; County of Sonoma v.
Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1284 (County of Sonoma),
Government Code sections 17514 and 17556.

13 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections
17551, 17552.

16 County of Sonoma, supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1280, citing City of San J_ose v. State of
California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817.
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This test claim presents the following issues:

o Is the test claim legislation subject to article XIII B, section 6 of the
California Constitution?

o 'Does the test claim legislation impose a “new program” or “higher level of
service” on local agencies within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of
the California Constitution?

o Does the test claim legislation impose “costs mandated by the state” within
the meaning of article X1III B, section 6 of the California Constitution?

Issue 1: Is the test claim legislation subject to article XIII B, Section 6 of the California
Constitution?

Mandatory or Discretionary Activities?

" In order for the test claim legislation to impose a reimbursable state-mandated program under
.. article XTII B, section 6, the statutory language must mandate an activity or task upon local
- governmental agencies. If the statutory language does not mandate or require local agencies to
perform a task, then article XIII B, section 6 is not triggered. In such a case, compliance with
- the test claim statute is within the discretion of the local agency.

- Under the test claim legislation, the local fire enforcing agency or State Fire Marshal,

- whichever has primary jurisdiction, is required to: 1) conduct a preinspection of the facility
prior to the final fire clearance approval; 2) provide consultation, 1nterpretat10n and written
notice to the facility applicant regarding applicable fire safety regulatlons, and 3) complete
the final fire clearance inspection within 30 days of a request to do so. 8 However, Health and
Safety Code section 13146, subdivision (d), gives the State Fire Marshal authority to enforce
building standards and regulations on behalf of the local fire enforcing agency upon request of
the chief fire official or local governing body. According to information provided by the State
Fire Marshal: “Under [Health and Safety Code] Section 13146(d), the local enforcing agency
could-request the [State Fire Marshal] to assume jurisdiction for these community care
facilities provided that we have the resources to fulfill the request.”19

Because the local fire enforcing agency or local governing body could ask the State Fire
Marshal to assume the enforcement duties pursuant to Section 13146, subdivision (d), the issue
is raised as to whether those duties could be considered a discretionary activity by the local
agency. Based on the following analysis, the enforcement duties are not discretionary.

Providing fire protection services by enforcing building standards is legally Acompelled by the
statutory scheme under which the test claim legislation was enacted. The Health and Safety -
Code requires the State Fire Marshal or the chief of any city or county fire department or

17 Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a).
18 Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (b).

191 etter from Ruben Grijalva, State Fire Marshal, to Paula Higashi, Executive Director,
Commission on State Mandates, December 27, 2005.

6
43




district providing fire services to enforce building standards and other regulations that have
been adopted by the State Fire Marshal.?® In addition, local fire enforcing agencies are
required to enforce fire-related building standards for buildings used for human habitation.?

The Health and Safety Code, in section 13146, further delineates the authorities and
requirements for enforcing State Fire Marshal building standards and other regulations. Under
-subdivision (b), the local fire enforcing agency “shall enforce within its jurisdiction the
building standards and other regulations of the State Fire Marshal ...” Under subdivision (c),
the State Fire Marshal “shall have authority to enforce the building standards and other
regulations ... in areas outside of corporate cities and districts providing fire protection
services.” '

1

The statutory scheme also specifies that enforcement of fire regulations and fire-related
building standards “shall, so far as practicable, be carried out at the local level by persons who
are regular full-time members of a regularly organized fire department of a city, county, or
district providing fire protection services ...”*2 Furthermore, as noted above, section 13146,
subdivision (d), gives the State Fire Marshal the authority to assume the fire enforcing duties
where a local fire enforcing agency exists, but only upon the request of the chief fire official or
the governing body. The State Fire Marshal has stated that jurisdiction over those duties could
be assumed if the State Fire Marshal has “resources to fulfill the request.”

Thus while the fire enforcement duties might be considered discretionary for the State Fire
Marshal where a local fire enforcing agency is established, the duties could not be considered
discretionary for that local fire enforcing agency, since providing the services is legally
compelled by the statutory scheme and would be required of the local agency if the State Fire
Marshal could not provide the services. It follows that the specific requirements in the test
claim legislation — i.e., the preinspection, the consultation, interpretation and written notice of
fire safety regulations, and the 30-day requirement for completion of the final inspection —
are not discretionary for the local fire enforcing agency.

0 Health and Safety Code section 13145: “The State Fire Marshal, the chief of any city or
county fire department or district providing fire protection services, and their authorized
representatives, shall enforce in their respective areas building standards relating to fire and
panic safety adopted by the State Fire Marshal and published in the State Building Standards
‘Code and other regulations that have been formally adopted by the State Fire Marshal for the
prevention of fire or for the protection of life and property against fire or panic.”

2! Health and Safety Code section 17962: “The chief of any city or any county fire department
or district providing fire protection services, and their authorized representatives, shall enforce
“in their respective areas all those provisions of this part, the building standards published in the
State Building Standards Code relating to fire and panic safety, and those rules and regulations
promulgated pursuant to the provisions of this part pertaining to fire prevention, fire .

protection, the control of the spread of fire, and safety from fire or panic.”

2 Health and Safety Code section 13146.5.
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Does the Test Claim Legislation Constitute a “Program? \

* The test claim legislation must also constitute a “program” in order to be subject to

article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. The Department of Finance argues that
the test claim legislation is not a program subject to reimbursement under article XIII B,
section 6, because the test claim legislation is not unique to local government since the : name
requirements are imposed on the state, through the State Fire Marshal. The Commissior;
disagrees with this position for the reasons cited below. |

The relevant tests regarding whether this test claim legislation constitutes a “program” within
the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 are set forth in case law. The California Supreme

Court, in the case of County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, detined
the word “program” within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 as a program that carries

out the governmental function of providing a service to the public, or laws which, to

implement a state policy, impose umque requuements on local governments and do not apply
‘generally to all residents and entities in the state.? (EmphaSIS added.) Only one of these
-findings is necessary to trigger the applicability of article XIII B, section 6.

The County of Los Angeles case also found that the term “program” as it is used in

“article XIII B, section 6, “was [intended] to require reimbursement to local agencies for the

"costs involved in cartying out functions peculiar to government, not for expenses incurred by
local.agencies as an incidental impact of laws that apply generally to all state residents and
entities.” (Emphasis added.) 2 In this case, the court found that no reimbursement was
required for the increase in workers’ compensation and unemployment insurance benefits
applied to all employees of private and public businesses.

Here, on the other hand, the requirements imposed by the test claim statute are carried out by
state and local fire officials. Although both state and local officials perform the requirements
“imposed by the test claim legislation in conducting a prelicensure inspection for specified care
facilities, these requirements do not apply “generally to all residents and entities in the state,”
as did the requirements for workers’ compensation and unemployment insurance benefits in

the County of Los Angeles case. '

In addition, the Court of Appeal, Third Appellate District, in Carmel Valley Fire Protection
District v. State of California (1987) 190 Cal.App3d 521, has recognized that fire protection is
a peculiarly governmental function, and that, along with police protectlon fire protection is
one of the “most essential and basic functions of local government.”*® In this respect, the
prelicensure fire inspections provide basic fire protection services for the public.

B County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56 (County of
Los Angeles).

24 County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d 46, 56-57.
3 County of Los Angeles, supra, 43 Cal.3d 46, 57-58.

%6 Carmel Valley Fire Protection District v. State of California (1987) 190 Cal.App.3d 521,
537 (Carmel Valley).
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The Conimission therefore finds that the test claim legislation carries out the governmental
function of providing a service to the public and therefore constitutes a “program” within the
meaning; of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution.

Issue 2: Does the test claim legislation impose a new program or higher level of
: service on local agencies within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of
the California Constitution?

To determine if the program is new or imposes a higher level of service, the test claim
legislation must be compared with the legal requirements in effect immediately before the
enaciment of the test claim legislation. 21

The claimant is requesting reimbursement for the entire fire clearance process, including:
e  training of fire ihspector'to conduct inspection(s);
» travel of fire inspector to site to conduct inspection(s);

e fire inspector conducting pre-inspection and consultation regarding 1nterpretat10n
and application of fire safety regulations;

o fire inspector providing written information regarding what is needed to be done
in order to obtain fire clearance; and

e fire inspector conducting final fire clearance inspection.

Pre-existing Fire Clearance Process

Prior to the test claim legislation, the Health and Safety Code required each of the three types
of care facilities subject to the test claim to be licensed,?® and the California Code of
Regulations also required fire clearances for the facilities:

» California Code of Regulations, title 22, section 80020 — regarding community care
facilities: “[a]ll facilities shall secure and maintain a fire clearance approved by the
city or county fire department, the district providing fire protection services, or the
State Fire Marshal.” ’

» California Code of Regulations, title 22, section 87220 — regarding residential care
facilities for the elderly: “[a]ll facilities shall maintain a fire clearance approved by the
city or county fire department, the district providing fire protection services, or the
State Fire Marshal.”

e California Code of Regulations, title 22, section 101171 — regarding child day care
facilities: “[a]ll child care centers shall secure and maintain a fire clearance approved
by the city or county fire department, the district providing fire protection services, or
the State Fire Marshal.”

2 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 878; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d
830, 835.

28 Health and Safety Code sections 1508, subdivision (a), 1569.10 and 1596.80.
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The Enrolled Bill Report submitted by the State Fire Marshal® provided a summary of the

- procedures in existence at the time the test claim legislation was enacted. The Report stated
that upon application to the State Department of Social Services for a license, the Department
would send a request for a fire safety inspection to the appropriate fire authority, either the
local fire enforcing agency or the State Fire Marshal. Upon receipt of the request, the local
fire agency or State Fire Marshal would then conduct an inspection of the facility and issue the
fire clearance approval. It is apparent from the statements of the State Fire Marshal that at
least one inspection of the facility was already requlred in order to issue the fire clearance

New Requirements under Test Claim Le,qzslatzon

The test claim legislation requires the local fire enforcing agency to ¢ conduct a preinspection

- of the facility pr1or to the final fire clearance approval.” (Emphasis added. Y? The fire

enforcing agency is also required, at the time of the preinspection, to “provide consultation and

interpretation of fire safety regulations,™! “notify the prospective licensee of the facility in

writing of the specific fire safety regulations which shall be enforced in order to obtain fire

" clearance approval,”* and “complete the final fire clearance inspection ... within 30 days of
receipt of the request for final inspection, or as of the date the prospective facility requests the

. final prelicensure inspection ..., whichever is later. »33

Since the fire clearance approval requirement, which also required an inspection of the facility,
was in effect prior to passage of the test claim legislation, the finding of a new program or
higher level of service must be limited to activities relating to the preinspection. Any
inspection activities related to the pre-existing final fire clearance approval requirements
would not be considered a new program or higher level of service.

Therefore, the Commission finds that with regard to the preinspection only, the following
activities fall within the meaning of “new program” or “higher level of service” under |
article XIII B, section 6:

1. the preinspection;
2. the consultation and interpretation of applicable fire safety regulations; and

3. written notice to the prospective licensee of the specific fire safety regulations which
shall be enforced in order to obtain the final fire clearance approval.

The new requirement to complete the final fire clearance inspection for a facility within 30
days of receipt of the request does not mandate a new activity, since the final fire clearance
inspection and approval requirement was already in existence. Instead it merely adds a
timeline under which the activity must be completed. Therefore, the Commission finds that

% State Fire Marshal Enrolled Bill Report, Senate Bill 1098, September 18, 1989.
30 Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a).

W Ibid.

2 Ibid |

3 Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (b).
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the 30-day requirement does not fall within the meaning of “new program” or “higher level of
service” under article XIII B, section 6.

The test claim legislation also addressed training related to interpretation of the regulations for
the subject care facilities. Health and Safety Code section 13144.5 was amended to read:

The State Fire Marshal shall prepare and conduct voluntary regular training
sessions devoted to the interpretation and application of the laws and rules and
regulations in Title 19 and Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations
relating to fire and panic safety. "The training sessions shall include, but need
not be limited to, interpretation of the regulations pertaining to community
care facilities licensed pursuant to Section 1508, to residential care facilities
for the elderly licensed pursuant to Section 1569.10, and to child day care

- facilities licensed pursuant to Section 1596.80, in order to coordinate a

consistent interpretation and application of the regulations among local fire

enforcement agencies. (Emphasis added.)

The pre-existing statute required the State Fire Marshal to prepare and conduct voluntary
training related to fire and panic safety regulations. The new text in the test claim legislation
simply added a requirement that the State Fire Marshal’s training curriculum include
[interpretation of regulations relating to the subject facilities. Although the State Fire Marshal
is required to provide such training, attendance is “voluntary” on the part of any local fire
enforcing agency staff and no new mandate is established for the local fire enforcing agency as
a result of the test claim legislation. Therefore, the Commission finds that the training
activities do not constitute a local mandate under article XIII B, section 6. The Commission
may, however, consider claimant’s request for reimbursement for training at the Parameters
and Guidelines stage to determine whether training is a reasonable method of complying with
the mandate pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.1,

subdivision (a)(4).

Issue 3: Does the test claim legislation impose “costs mandated by the state” within
the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution?

In order for the mandated activities to impose a reimbursable, state-mandated program under
article XIII B, section 6, two additional elements must be satisfied. First, the activities must
impose costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government Code section17514. Second, the -
statutory exceptions to reimbursement listed in Government Code section 17556 cannot apply.

- Government Code section 17514 defines “costs mandated by the state” as any increased cost a
local agency is required to incur as a result of a statute that mandates a new program or higher
level of service.

The test claim states:

. The fee authorization contained in the test claim legislation has not been increased
~ in the 12 years since the passage of the subject legislation. At the present time an_
-average of 3 hours is needed to complete the total fire clearance process for each

facility. Some facilities, depending on the number of visits necessary to obtain
the fire clearance, require up to 4 hours. Other facilities may only require 2 hours.
Included in this process are travel time to the facility, time spent at the facility,
telephone time, research of related codes, and data entry. Personne] turnover,
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which necessitates the training of new fire inspectors, is also part of the equation.
The San Jose Fire Department Bureau of Fire prevention is mandated by the City
to be 100% cost recovery. The hourly rate at which our department charges in
order to achieve full cost recovery is $110. The present $50 fee allowance for a
preinspection does not quite cover the cost of one-half hour.

Thus, there is evidence in the record, signed under penalty of perjury, that there are increased
* costs as a result of the test claim legislation.

Government Code section 17556 lists several exceptions which preclude the Commission from
finding costs mandated by the state. Because some fee authority exists for this program,
_-section 17556, subdivision (d) — which requires the commission to deny the claim where a
local agency has “the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay
for the mandated program or increased level of service” — must be analyzed to determine
whether it is applicable. '

Government Code section 66014 allows local entities to charge fees to recover costs for local
zoning and permitting activities, including building inspections, which “may not exceed the
estimated reasonable cost of providing the service for which the fee is charged ...”>* Health
and Safety Code section 13146, subdivision (e), similarly addresses fee recovery for fire-
related enforcement and inspections to “the reasonable cost of providing the service for which
the fee is charged, pursuant to Section 66014 of the Government Code.” '

The test claim legislation, however, states that fees charged for the preinspection cannot
exceed: 1) $50 for a facility with a capacity to serve 25 or fewer persons; and 2) $100 for a
facility with a capacity to serve 26 or more persons.>® A further potential limitation on fees
that can be charged is located in the Community Care Facilities Act (Health and Safety Code
sections 1500 et seq.), applicable to all three types of facilities. Section 1566.2 states that
“... [n]either the State Fire Marshal nor any local public entity shall charge any fee for
enforcing fire inspection regulations pursuant to state law or regulation or local ordinance,
with respect to residential facilities which serve six or fewer persons.”

The question then is whether the local fee authority found in Government Code section 66014
is sufficient to recover preinspection costs in light of the two potentially fee-limiting
provisions. The applicable rule of statutory construction states that when a general provision
of law cannot be reconciled with a more specific provision, the general provision is controlled
by the special provision and the special provision is treated as an exception.® Here, the two
fee-limiting provisions found in the test claim legislation and the Community Care Facilities
Act are exceptions to the more general local fee authority. Accordingly, fee recovery for the
preinspection activity is limited to: 1) $0 for facilities which serve six or fewer persons;

2) $50 for facilities with a capacity to serve seven to 25 persons; and 3) $100 for facilities with
a capacity to serve 26 or more persons.

3 Government Code section 66014, subdivision (a).
3% Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a).

3 People v. Superior Court (2002) 28 Cal. 4™ 798; Garcia v. McCutchen (1997) 16 Cal. 4™
4609.
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- Therefore, the local agency does not have the authority to levy service charges, fees, or
assessments sufficient to pay for the preinspections, and Government Code section 17556,
subdivision (d), does not apply to deny the claim. However, Health and Safety Code section
13235, subdivision (a), will be identified as offsetting revenue in the Parameters and
Guidelines, which must be deducted from the total costs claimed.

Conclusion

* The Commission concludes that the test claim legislation imposes a reimbursable state-
mandated program on local agencies pursuant to article XIII B, section 6 of the California
Constitution and Government Code section 17514 for the increased costs in performing the
following activities: - '

1. the preinspection of community care facilities, residential care facilities for the elderly,
and child day care facilities;

2. the consultation and interpretation of applicable fire safety regulations for the
prospective facility licensee; and

3. written notice to the prospective facility licensee of the specific fire safety regulations
which shall be enforced in order to obtain the final fire clearance approval.

The reimbursement period for this test claim begins July 1, 2000.

Finally, any statutory provisions that were pled in this test claim that are not identified above
do not constitute a reimbursable state-mandated program.
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EXHIBIT C

BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
IN RE TEST CLAIM ON: No. 01-TC-16
Health and Safety Code Section 13235, Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities
Subdivision (a) ‘
Statutes 1989, Chapter 993 ADOPTION OF PARAMETERS AND

GUIDELINES PURSUANT TO GOVERNMENT
CODE SECTION 17557 AND TITLE 2,

Filed on June 3, 2002 CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS,
SECTION 1183.12

By City of San Jose, Claimant.
(Adopted on March 28, 2008)

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

On March 28, 2008, the Commission on State Mandates adopted the attached parameters
and guidelines.

W/ 7 /'i Dated: April 2, 2008

PAULA HIGASHI, Exddutive Director
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Adopted: March 28, 2008

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES
Health and Safety Code Section 13235, Subdivision (a)
Statutes 1989, Chapter 993

Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities
01-TC-16

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE

Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a), requires local fire departments to
perform fire safety inspections of all community care facilities, residential care facilities for the
elderly, and child daycare facilities. Upon receipt of a request from a prospective licensee, the
local fire department, or State Fire Marshal, whichever has primary jurisdiction, is required to
conduct a preinspection of the facility prior to the fire clearance approval. At the time of the
preinspection, the applicable fire enforcing agency will provide consultation and interpretation of
the fire safety regulations that are to be enforced in order to obtain the clearances necessary to
obtain a license.

On March 29, 2006, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted the Statement of
Decision for the Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities test claim. The Commission found
that Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a), constitutes a new program or higher
level of service and imposes a state-mandated program upon local agencies within the meaning
of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514.

The Commission approved this test claim for the following reimbursable activities relating to the
preinspection of the facility:

1. the preinspection of community care facilities, residential care facilities for the eldetly,
and child day care facilities;

2. the consultation and interpretation of applicable fire safety regulations for the prospective
facility licensee; and

3. written notice to the prospective facility licensee of the specific fire safety regulations
which shall be enforced in order to obtain the final fire clearance approval.

Inspection activities relating to the final fire clearance approval are not reimbursable.
IL. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS

Any city, county, city and county, and any fire protection district or other district performing fire
protection services at the local level, formed pursuant to Health and Safety Code sections 13800
et seq., that is subject to the tax and spend limitations of articles XIII A and XIII B, and that
incurs increased costs as a result of this reimbursable state-mandated program is eligible to claim
reimbursement of those costs.
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III. PERIOD OF REIMBURSEMENT

Government Code section 17557, subdivision (e) states that a test claim shall be submitted on or
before June 30 following a given fiscal year to establish eligibility for that fiscal year. The City
of San Jose filed the test claim on June 3, 2002. Therefore, costs incurred on or after

July 1, 2000, in compliance with Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a) (Stats.
1989, ch. 993), are eligible for reimbursement.

Actual costs for one fiscal year shall be included in each claim. Pursuant to Government Code
section 17561, subdivision (d)(1)(A), all claims for reimbursement of initial fiscal year costs
shall be submitted to the State Controller within 120 days of the issuance date for the claiming
instructions.

If the total costs for a given fiscal year do not exceed $1,000, no reimbursement shall be allowed
except as otherwise allowed by Government Code section 17564, subdivision (a).

IV.  REIMBURSABLE ACTIVITIES

To be eligible for mandated cost reimbursement for any fiscal year, only actual costs may be
claimed. Actual costs are those costs actually incurred to implement the mandated activities.
Actual costs must be traceable and supported by source documents that show the validity of such
costs, when they were incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities. A source
document is a document created at or near the same time the actual cost was incurred for the
event or activity in question. Source documents may include, but are not limited to, employee
time records or time logs, sign-in sheets, invoices, and receipts.

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include, but is not limited to, worksheets, cost
allocation reports (system generated), purchase orders, contracts, agendas, calendars, training
packets, and declarations. Declarations must include a certification or declaration stating, “I
certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct,” and must further comply with the requirements of Code of Civil
Procedure section 2015.5.

Evidence corroborating the source documents may include data relevant to the reimbursable
activities otherwise in compliance with local, state, and federal government requirements.
However, corroborating documents cannot be substituted for source documents.

Claimants may use time studies to support salary and benefit costs when an activity is task-
repetitive. Time study usage is subject to the review and audit conducted by the State
Controller’s Office.

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for reimbursable
activities identified below. Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is
required to incur as a result of the mandate.

For each eligible claimant, the following activities related to the preinspection are reimbursable:
A. One-Time Activity (one time per employee)

Training for each new fire inspector assigned to the preinspection of care facilities, pursuant to
Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a). A maximum of four hours of training is
allowable per employee.
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B. Ongoing Activities

V.

1.

Conduct preinspections of community care facilities, residential care facilities for the
elderly, and child day care facilities upon receipt of a request from a prospective licensee
of such a facility, before the final fire clearance approval. More than one preinspection
per facility as deemed necessary by the local fire agency is reimbursable.

Provide consultation and interpretation of applicable fire safety regulations for the
prospective facility licensee.

Providing a written notice to the prospective facility licensee of the specific fire safety
regulations that shall be enforced in order to obtain the final fire clearance approval.

Maintain files relating solely to preinspection activities pursuant to Health and Safety
Code section 13235, subdivision (a).

CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION

Each of the following cost elements must be identified for each reimbursable activity identified
in Section IV, Reimbursable Activities, of this document. Each claimed reimbursable cost must
be supported by source documentation as described in Section IV. Additionally, each
reimbursement claim must be filed in a timely manner.

A. Direct Cost Reporting

Direct costs are those costs incurred specifically for the reimbursable activities. The following
direct costs are eligible for reimbursement.

1. Salaries and Benefits

Report each employee implementing the reimbursable activities by name, job
classification, and productive hourly rate (total wages and related benefits divided by
productive hours). Describe the specific reimbursable activities performed and the hours
devoted to each reimbursable activity performed.

2. Materials and Supplies

Report the cost of materials and supplies that have been consumed or expended for the
purpose of the reimbursable activities. Purchases shall be claimed at the actual price
after deducting discounts, rebates, and allowances received by the claimant. Supplies
that are withdrawn from inventory shall be charged on an appropriate and recognized
method of costing, consistently applied.

3. Contracted Services

Report the name of the contractor and services performed to implement the reimbursable
activities. If the contractor bills for time and materials, report the number of hours spent
on the activities and all costs charged. If the contract is a fixed price, report the services
that were performed during the period covered by the reimbursement claim. If the
contract services are also used for purposes other than the reimbursable activities, only
the pro-rata portion of the services used to implement the reimbursable activities can be
claimed. Submit contract consultant and attorney invoices with the claim and a
description of the contract scope of services.
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4. Fixed Assets and Equipment

Report the purchase price paid for fixed assets and equipment (including computers)
necessary to implement the reimbursable activities. The purchase price includes taxes,
delivery costs, and installation costs. If the fixed asset or equipment is also used for
purposes other than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion of the purchase
price used to implement the reimbursable activities can be claimed.

5. Travel

Report the name of the employee traveling for the purpose of the reimbursable activities.
Include the date of travel, destination point, the specific reimbursable activity requiring
travel, and related travel expenses reimbursed to the employee in compliance with the
rules of the local jurisdiction. Report employee travel time according to the rules of cost
element A.1, Salaries and Benefits, for each applicable reimbursable activity.

6. Training

Report the cost of training an employee to perform the reimbursable activities, as
specified in Section IV of this document. Report the name and job classification of each
employee preparing for, attending, and/or conducting training necessary to implement the
reimbursable activities. Provide the title, subject, and purpose (related to the mandate of
the training session), dates attended, and location. If the training encompasses subjects
broader than the reimbursable activities, only the pro-rata portion can be claimed. Report
employee training time for each applicable reimbursable activity according to the rules of
cost element A.1, Salaries and Benefits, and A.2, Materials and Supplies. Report the cost
of consultants who conduct the training according to the rules of cost element A.3,
Contracted Services.

B. Indirect Cost Rates

Indirect costs are costs that 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 the central government services distributed to
the other departments based on a systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan.

Compensation for indirect costs is eligible for reimbursement utilizing the procedure provided in
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-87. Claimants have the option of
using 10% of direct labor, excluding fringe benefits, or preparing an Indirect Cost Rate Proposal
(ICRP) if the indirect cost rate claimed exceeds 10%.

If the claimant chooses to prepare an ICRP, both the direct costs (as defined and described in
OMB Circular A-87 Attachments A and B) and the indirect costs shall exclude capital
expenditures and unallowable costs (as defined and described in OMB Circular A-87
Attachments A and B). However, unallowable costs must be included in the direct costs if they
represent activities to which indirect costs are properly allocable.

The distribution base may be (1) total direct costs (excluding capital expenditures and other
distorting items, such as pass-through funds, major subcontracts, etc.), (2) direct salaries and
wages, or (3) another base which results in an equitable distribution.

55




In calculating an ICRP, the claimant shall have the choice of one of the following
methodologies:

1. The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described in OMB Circular
A-87 Attachments A and B) shall be accomplished by (1) classifying a department’s
total costs for the base period as either direct or indirect, and (2) dividing the total
allowable indirect costs (net of applicable credits) by an equitable distribution base.
The result of this process is an indirect cost rate which is used to distribute indirect
costs to mandates. The rate should be expressed as a percentage which the total
amount allowable indirect costs bears to the base selected; or

2. The allocation of allowable indirect costs (as defined and described in OMB Circular
A-87 Attachments A and B) shall be accomplished by (1) separating a department
into groups, such as divisions or sections, and then classifying the division’s or
section’s total costs for the base period as either direct or indirect, and (2) dividing
the total allowable indirect costs (net of applicable credits) by an equitable
distribution base. The result of this process is an indirect cost rate that is used to
distribute indirect costs to mandates. The rate should be expressed as a percentage
which the total amount allowable indirect costs bears to the base selected.

VL. RECORD RETENTION

Pursuant to Government Code section 17558.5, subdivision (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. All documents used to support the reimbursable activities, as described
in Section IV, must be retained during the period subject to audit. If an audit has been initiated
by the Controller during the period subject to audit, the retention period is extended until the
ultimate resolution of any audit findings.

VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND OTHER REIMBURSEMENTS

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

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a), fee recovery for the
preinspection activity is limited to: 1) $0 for facilities which serve six or fewer persons;

2) $50 for facilities with a capacity to serve seven to 25 persons; and 3) $100 for facilities with a
capacity to serve 26 or more persons. This revenue shall be identified and deducted from total
costs claimed. In the event that the Legislature enacts legislation which either increases or

! This refers to Title 2, division 4, part 7, chapter 4 of the Government Code.
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decreases the fee authority, such legislation shall control and will not necessitate an amendment
to these parameters and guidelines unless the activities to be performed are also amended.

VIII. STATE CONTROLLER’S CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS

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

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

IX. REMEDIES BEFORE THE COMMISSION

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

In addition, requests may be made to amend parameters and guidelines pursuant to Government
Code section 17557, subdivision (d), and California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.2.

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES

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

September 9, 2013
COMMISSION ON
STATE MANDATES

Qalifornia State Controller

Division of Accounting and Reporting

September 9, 2013

Ms. Heather Halsey

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

Re:  Mandate Redetermination Request, 13-MR-01
Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities, (01-TC-16)
Health and Safety Code Section 13235(a); as added or amended by
Statutes 1989, Chapter 993; Statutes 2009, Chapter (ABX4 12)
California Department of Finance, Requester

Dear Ms. Halsey:

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) reviewed the Department of Finance’s request to
adopt a new test claim decision to supersede the prior decision on the above-named matter. The
SCO agrees that the activities previously determined to be reimbursable in the Statement of
Decision adopted on March 29, 2006, cease to be reimbursable in compliance with Government
Code sections 17570, subdivision (b), and 17556, subdivision (d).

Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a), was amended by Chapter 12,
Statutes of 2009, Fourth Extraordinary Session (ABX4 12), enacted on July 28, 2009. The
amendment authorized local fire authorities or the State Fire Marshall to charge fees to cover
their costs for pre-inspections of prospective community care facilities. Therefore, the state’s
liability has been modified based on this change in law.

Should you have any questions regarding these matters, please contact Travis White at
(916) 323-0734 or e-mail twhite@sco.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

JAY LAL, Manager
Local Reimbursements Section

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250
STREET ADDRESS: 3301 C Streeé%uite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816




DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

I am a resident of the County of Solano and | am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to the
within action. My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento,
California 95814.

On September 11, 2013, | served the:

SCO Comments

Mandate Redetermination Request, 13-MR-01

Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities, (01-TC-16)

Health and Safety Code Section 13235(a); as added or amended by
Statutes 1989, Chapter 993; Statutes 2009, Chapter 12 (ABX4 12)
California Department of Finance, Requester

by making it available on the Commission’s website and providing notice of how to locate it to
the email addresses provided on the attached mailing list.

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 September 11, 2013 at Sacramento,

California. o
\‘Q)”“"Q' -
Heidi J. Palchik
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 323-3562
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Commission on State Mandates

Original List Date: 8/9/2001

Last Updated: 9/9/2013
List Print Date: 9/9/2013 Mailing List
Claim Number: 13-MR-01

Issue: Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities (01-TC-16)

TO ALL PARTIES AND INTERESTED PARTIES:

Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove any party or
person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission correspondence, and a copy of the
current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except as provided otherwise by commission rule, when
a party or interested party files any written material with the commission concerning a claim, it shall
simultaneously serve a copy of the written material on the parties and interested parties to the claim identified on
the mailing list provided by the commission. However, this requirement may also be satisfied by electronically
filing your documents. Please see http://www.csm.ca.gov/dropbox.shtml on the Commission's website for
instructions on electronic filing. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.2.)

Adam Pirrie, City of Claremont, P.O. Box 880, Claremont, CA, 91711, apirrie@ci.claremont.ca.us
Allan Burdick, Mandates Plus, 1104 Corporate Way, Sacramento, CA, 95831, allanburdick@gmail.com

Amanda Roberson, City of Lynwood, 11330 Bullis Road, Lynwood, CA, 90262,
aroberson@lynwood.ca.us

Amy Shepherd, County of Inyo, P.O. Drawer R, Independence, CA, 93526, ashepherd@inyocounty.us
Andrew Sisk, County of Placer, 2970 Richardson Drive, Auburn, CA, 95603, asisk@placer.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting, 1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA, 95819, andy@nichols-
consulting.com

Andy Okoro, City of Norco, 2870 Clark Avenue, Norco, CA, 92860, aokoro@ci.norco.ca.us

Anil Gandhy, City of Downey, 11111 Brookshire Avenue, Downey, CA, 90241-7016,
agandhy@downey.ca.org

Anita Agramonte, City of Los Alamitos, 3191 Katella Ave., Los Alamitos, CA, 90720,
aagramonte@ci.los-alamitos.ca.us

Anita Worlow, AK & Company, 3531 Kersey Lane, Sacramento, CA, 95864, akcompany@um.att.com

Ann Ritzma, City of Pacifica, 170 Santa Maria Avenue, Pacifica, CA, 94044, ritzmaa@ci.pacifica.ca.us
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Anne Haraksin, City of La Mirada, 13700 La Mirada Blvd., La Mirada, CA, 90638,
aharaksin@cityoflamirada.org

Annette Chinn, City of Tustin, 705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA, 95630, achinncrs@aol.com

Annie Yaung, City of Monterey Park, 320 West Newmark Avenue, Monterey Park, CA, 91754,
ayaung@montereypark.ca.gov

Barry Whitley, City of American Canyon, 4381 Broadway, Suite 201, American Canyon, CA, 94503,
bwhitley@cityofamericancanyon.org

Benjamin Rosenfield, City & County of San Francisco, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 316, San
Francisco, CA, 94102, ben.rosenfield@sfgov.org

Betsy St. John, City of Palmdale, 38300 Sierra Highway, Suite D, Palmdale, CA, 93550,
bstjohn@cityofpalmdale.org

Bob Adler, County of San Mateo, 555 County Center, 4th Floor, Redwood City, CA, 94063,
badler@smcgov.org

Bob P. Elliot, City of Glendale, 141 North Glendale Ave, Ste. 346, Glendale, CA, 91206-4998,
belliot@ci.glendale.ca.us

Bobby Young, City of Costa Mesa, 77 Fair Drive, Costa Mesa, CA, 92626,
Bobby.Young@costamesaca.gov

Brent Dennis, County of Tuolumne, 1021 Harvard Way, El Dorado Hills, CA, 95762,
Bdennis@edhcsd.org

Brian Cochran, City of Novato, 75 Rowland Way #200, Novato, CA, 94945, bcochran@novato.org
Brian Muir, County of Shasta, 1450 Court Street, Suite 238, Redding, CA, 96001, bmuir@co.shasta.ca.us

Brian Ponty, City of Redwood City, 1017 Middlefield Road, Redwood City, CA, 94063,
bponty@redwoodcity.org

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst Office, 925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA, 95814,
brian.uhler@lao.ca.gov

Bruce Moe, City of Manhattan Beach, 1400 Highland Ave., Manhattan Beach, CA, 90266,
bmoe@citymb.info
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Carl Yeats, City of Burlingame, 501 Primrose Rd., Burlingame, CA, 94010, cyeats@burlingame.org
Cass Cook, City of Dinuba, 405 East EI Monte, Dinuba, CA, 93618, ccook@dinuba.ca.gov

Cathy Saderlund, County of Lake, 255 N. Forbes Street, Lakeport, CA, 95453,
cathy.saderlund@lakecountyca.gov

Charles H. McBride, City of Carlsbad, 1635 Faraday Avenue, Carlsbad, CA, 92008-7314,
chuck.mcbride@carlsbadca.gov

Cheryl Dyas, City of Mission Viejo, 200 Civic Center, Mission Viejo, CA, 92691,
cdyas@cityofmissionviejo.org

Christien Brunette, MAXIMUS, 625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA, 95630,
christienbrunette@maximus.com

Cindy Giraldo, City of Burbank, 301 E. Olive Avenue, Burbank, CA, 91502, cgiraldo@ci.burbank.ca.us

Clara Wong, City of West Covina, 1444 W. Garvey Ave. South, West Covina, CA, 91790,
clara.wong@westcovina.org

Clinton Schaad, County of Del Norte, 981 H Street, Suite 140, Crescent City, CA, 95531,
cschaad@co.del-norte.ca.us

Colleen Winchester, City of San Jose, 200 East Santa Clara Street, San Jose, CA, 95113,
colleen.winchester@sanjoseca.gov

Craig Koehler, City of EI Monte, P.O. Box 6008, EI Monte, CA, 91734-2008, finance@elmonte.ca.gov

Dan Matusiewicz, City of Newport Beach, 3300 Newport Blvd, Newport Beach, CA, 92663,
danm@newportbeachca.gov

Daniel Carrigg, League of California Cities, 1400 K. Street, #400, Sacramento, CA, 95814,
Dcarrigg@cacities.org

Daphne Hodgson, City of Seaside, 440 Harcourt Avenue, Seaside, CA, 93955,
dhodgson@ci.seaside.ca.us

Darcy Locken, County of Modoc, 204 S. Court Street, Alturas, CA, 96101, darcylocken@co.modoc.ca.us

Darren Hernandez, City of Santa Clarita, 23920 Valencia Blvd., Suite 295, Santa Clarita, CA, 91355,
dhernandez@santa-clarita.com
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David Baum, City of San Leandro, 835 East 14th St., San Leandro, CA, 94577, dbaum@sanleandro.org

David Cain, City of San Bernardino, 300 North D Street, San Bernardino, CA, 92418-0001,
cain_da@sbcity.org

David Culver, City of San Mateo, 330 West 20th Avenue, San Mateo, CA, 94403,
dculver@cityofsanmateo.org

David Houser, County of Butte, 25 County Center Drive, Suite 120, Oroville, CA, 95965,
dhouser@buttecounty.net

David Sundstrom, County of Sonoma, 585 Fiscal Drive, Room 100, Santa Rosa, CA, 95403,
david.sundstrom@sonoma-county.org

David Sung, City of Hawaiian Gardens, 21815 Pioneer Boulevard, Hawaiian Gardens, CA, 90716,
dsung@hgcity.org

David Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates, Inc., 9175 Kiefer Blvd., Suite 121, Sacramento, CA,
95826, dwa-david@surewest.net

David White, City of Fairfield, 1000 Webster Street, Fairfield, CA, 94533, dwhite@fairfield.ca.gov

David Wilson, City of West Hollywood, 8300 Santa Monica Blvd., West Hollywood, CA, 90069,
dwilson@weho.org

David Woo, City of Cupertino, 10300 Torre Avenue, Cupertino, CA, 95014-3202, davidw@cupertino.org
Dawn Brooks, City of Fontana, 8353 Sierra Way, Fontana, CA, 92335, dbrooks@fontana.org
Dawn Merchant, City of Antioch, P.O. Box 5007, Antioch, CA, 94531-5007, dmerchant@ci.antioch.ca.us

Debbie Moreno, City of Anaheim, 200 S. Anaheim Boulevard, Anaheim, CA, 92805,
DMoreno@anaheim.net

Deborah Bautista, County of Tuolumne, 2 South Green Street, Sonora, CA, 95370,
dbautista@co.tuolumne.ca.us

Deborah Cullen, City of EI Segundo, 350 Main Street, El Segundo, CA, 90245-3813,
dcullen@elsegundo.org

Denise Manoogian, City of Cerritos, P.O. Box 3130, Cerritos, CA, 90703-3130, dmanoogian@cerritos.us
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Dennis Herrera, City and County of San Francisco, 1 Dr. Carton B. Goodlett Place, Rm. 234, San
Francisco, CA, 94102, tara.collins@sfgov.org

Dennis McLean, City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 30940 Hawthorne Blvd., Rancho Palos Verdes, CA,
90275, dennism@rpv.com

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA, 95816,
dspeciale@sco.ca.gov

Diane Perkin, City of Lakewood, 5050 Clark Avenue, Lakewood, CA, 90712, dperkin@lakewoodcity.org
Dilu DeAlwis, City of Colton, 125 E. College Street, Covina, CA, 91723, ddealwis@covinaca.gov
Donald Parker, City of Montclair, 5111 Benito St., Montclair, CA, 91763, dparker@cityofmontclair.org
Donald W. McVey, City of Daly City, 333 90th Street, Daly City, CA, 94015, dmcvey@dalycity.org

Dorothy Holzem, California Special Districts Association, 1112 | Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA,
95814, dorothyh@csda.net

Doug Newland, County of Imperial, 940 Main Street, Ste 108, El Centro, CA, 92243,
dougnewland@co.imperial.ca.us

Drew Corbett, City of Menlo Park, 701 Laurel Street, Menlo Park, CA, 94025, dacorbett@menlopark.org

Eddie Manfro, City of Westminster, 8200 Westminster Blvd., Westminster, CA, 92683,
emanfro@westminster-ca.gov

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles, , Los Angeles, CA, 90012, ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov
Elizabeth Hudson, City of Danville, 510 La Gonda Way, Danville, CA, 94526, ehudson@danville.ca.gov
Eric Frost, City of Visalia, 707 West Acequia, Visalia, CA, 93291, efrost@ci.visalia.ca.us

Eva Phelps, City of San Ramon, 2226 Camino Ramon, San Ramon, CA, 94583,
ephelps@sanramon.ca.gov

Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach, 100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA, 92660,
etseng@newportbeachca.gov

Ferlyn Junio, Nimbus Consulting Group, LLC, 2386 Fair Oaks Blvd, Suite 104, Sacramento, CA, 95826,
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fjunio@nimbusconsultinggroup.com

Frank Murphy, MAXIMUS, 17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA, 92614,
frankmurphy@maximus.com

Frank Quintero, City of Merced, 678 West 18th Street, Merced, CA, 95340, quinterof@cityofmerced.org

Gary Ameling, City of Santa Clara, 1500 Warburton Ave, Santa Clara, CA, 95050,
Finance@santaclaraca.gov

Gary Burton, City of Irvine, One Civic Center Plaza, Irvine, CA, 92606, gburton@cityofirvine.org

Gavin Curran, City of Laguna Beach, 505 Forest Avenue, Laguna Beach, CA, 92651,
gcurran@lagunabeachcity.net

Gene Gantt, California State Firefighters Association, 1001 K Street, 6th Floor, Sacramento, CA, 95814,
ggantt@csfa.net

Genevieve Frederick, City of Millbrae, 621 Magnolia Avenue, Millbrae, CA, 94030,
gfrederick@ci.millbrae.ca.us

Geoff Thomas, City of El Cerrito, 10890 San Pablo Avenue, El Cerrito, CA, 94530-2392, gthomas@ci.el-
cerrito.ca.us

Geoffrey Neill, California State Association of Counties, 1100 K Street, Ste 101, Sacramento, CA, 95814,
gneill@counties.org

George Harris, City of Rialto, 150 South Palm ave., Rialto, CA, 92376, gharris@rialtoca.gov

George T. Warman, Jr., City of Corte Madera, P.O. Box 159, Corte Madera, CA, 94976-0159,
gwarman@ci.corte-madera.ca.us

Gil Rojas, City of Escondido, 201 N. Broadway, Escondido, CA, 92025, grojas@ci.escondido.ca.us

Grace Leung, City of Sunnyvale, 650 West Olive Avenue, Sunnyvale, CA, 94086,
gleung@ci.sunnyvale.ca.us

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA, 95816,
gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Harmeet Barkschat, Mandate Resource Services, LLC, 5325 Elkhorn Bldv. #307, Sacramento, CA,
95843, harmeet@calsdrc.com
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Harold Fujita, City of Los Angeles, 211 N. Figueroa Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA, 90012,
harold.fujita@Ilacity.org

Harriet V. Commons, City of Fremont, P.O. Box 5006, Fremont, CA, 94537, hcommons@fremont.gov

Hasmik Yaghobyan, County of Los Angeles, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA, 90012,
hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov

Hortencia Mato, City of Newport Beach, 100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA, 92660,
hmato@newportbeachca.gov

Howard Newens, County of Yolo, 625 Court Street, Room 102, Woodland, CA, 95695,
howard.newens@yolocounty.org

J. Bradley Burgess, MGT of America, 895 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA, 95864,
bburgess@mgtamer.com

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA, 92415-
0018, jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

James Cameron, City of Oxnard, 300 West Third Street, Suite 302, Oxnard, CA, 93030,
jim.cameron@ci.oxnard.ca.us

James Goins, City of Richmond, 1401 Marina Way South, Richmond, CA, 94804,
james_goins@ci.richmond.ca.us

James Larson, City of King City, 212 South Vanderhurst Avenue, King City, CA, 93930,
jlarson@kingcity.com

James P. Erb, County of San Luis Obispo, 1055 Monterey Street, Room D222, San Luis Obispo, CA,
93408, jerb@co.slo.ca.us

James Riley, City of Lake Elsinore, 130 South Main Street, Lake Elsinore, CA, 92530, jriley@Iake-
elsinore.org

James W. Francis, City of Folsom, 50 Natoma Street, Folsom, CA, 95630, jfrancis@folsom.ca.us
Jan Cooke, City of Half Moon Bay, 501 Main Street, Half Moon Bay, CA, 94019, jcooke@hmbcity.com

Jan Grimes, County of Orange, P.O. Box 567, Santa Ana, CA, 92702, jan.grimes@ac.ocgov.com
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Jana Stuard, City of Norwalk, P.O. Box 1030, Norwalk, CA, 90650, jstuard@norwalkca.gov
Jay Lal, State Controller's Office, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA, 95816, jlal@sco.ca.gov
Jeff Burgh, County of Ventura, 800 S. Victoria Avenue, Ventura, CA, 93009, jeff.burgh@ventura.org

Jeff Goldstein, MAXIMUS, 17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA, 92614,
jeffgoldstein@maximus.com

Jeff Woltkamp, County of San Joaquin, 44 N. San Joaquin Street, Suite 550, Stockton, CA, 95202,
jwoltkamp@sjgov.org

Jennie Ebejer, County of Siskiyou, 311 Fourth Street, Room 101, Yreka, CA, 96097,
Jebejer@co.siskiyou.ca.us

Jennifer Hennessy, City of Temecula, 41000 Main St., Temecula, CA, 92590,
Jennifer.Hennessy@cityoftemecula.org

Jeremy Craig, City of Vacaville, 650 Merchant St., Vacaville, CA, 95688, jcraig@ci.vacaville.com
Jeri Gilley, City of Turlock, 156 S. Broadway, Ste 230, Turlock, CA, 95380, jgilley@turlock.ca.us

Jesse Takahashi, City of Campbell, 70 North First Street, Campbell, CA, 95008,
jesset@cityofcampbell.com

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA, 95816,
jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Jill Taura, City of Glendora, 116 East Foothill Blvd, Glendora, CA, 91741-3380, jtaura@ci.glendora.ca.us

Jim Spano, State Controller's Office, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA, 95816,
jspano@sco.ca.gov

Jim Steele, City of South San Francisco, P.O. Box 711, South San Francisco, CA, 94083,
jim.steele@ssf.net

Joan Michaels Aguilar, City of Dixon, 600 East A Street, Dixon, CA, 95620,
jmichaelsaguilar@ci.dixon.ca.us

Joe Harn, County of El Dorado, 360 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA, 95667, joe.harn@edcgov.us

Joe Lowe, County of Amador, 810 Court Street, Jackson, CA, 95642, jlowe@amadorgov.org
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Joe Mellett, County of Humboldt, 825 Fifth Street, Room 126, Eureka, CA, 95501,
jmellett@co.humboldt.ca.us

Joe Paul Gonzalez, County of San Benito, 440 Fifth Street, Room 206, Hollister, CA, 95023,
jgonzalez@auditor.co.san-benito.ca.us

John C. Beiers, County of San Mateo, 400 County Center, Redwood City, CA, 94063,
jbeiers@smcgov.org

John Gross, City of Long Beach, 333 W. Ocean Blvd., 6th Floor, Long Beach, CA, 90802,
john.gross@longbeach.gov

John T. Quinn, City of Calexico, 608 Heber Ave., Calexico, CA, 92231, jquinn@calexico.ca.gov

Johnny Dellinger, San Jose Fire Department, 1661 Senter Road, San Jose, CA, 95112,
johnny.dellinger@sanjoseca.gov

Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America, 2001 P Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA, 95811,
jolene_tollenaar@mgtamer.com

Jordan Ayers, City of Lodi, P.O. Box 3006, Lodi, CA, 95241-1910, jayers@lodi.gov
Joy Canfield, City of Murrieta, 1 Town Square, Murreita, CA, 92562, jcanfield@murrieta.org

Judy Lancaster, City of Chino Hills, 14000 City Center Drive, Chino Hills, CA, 91709,
jlancaster@chinohills.org

Julia Cooper, City of San Jose, 200 East Santa Clara Street, San Jose, CA, 95113, Finance@sanjoseca.gov

Julia James, City of Fullerton, 303 W. Commonwealth Ave., Fullerton, CA, 92832,
juliaj@ci.fullerton.ca.us

Julie Valverde, County of Sacramento, 700 H Street, Room 3650, Sacramento, CA, 95814,
valverdej@saccounty.net

Karan Reid, City of Concord, 1950 Parkside Drive, Concord, CA, 94519, karan.reid@cityofconcord.org
Karen Bradley, City of Fresno, 2600 Fresno St. Rm. 2157, Fresno, CA, 93721, karen.bradley@fresno.gov

Karen Fouch, County of Lassen, 221 S. Roop Street, Ste 1, Susanville, CA, 96130,
kfouch@co.lassen.ca.us

Page 9 of 17

68



Karina Lam, City of Paramount, 16400 Colorado Avenue, Paramount, CA, 90723,
klam@paramountcity.com

Kathy Rios, State Controller's Office, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA, 95816,
krios@sco.ca.gov

Kathy Samms, County of Santa Cruz, 701 Ocean Street, Room 340, Santa Cruz, CA, 95060,
shf735@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

Kenneth Louie, City of Lawndale, 14717 Burin Avenue, Lawndale, CA, 90260, klouie@lawndalecity.org

Kerry Eden, City of Corona, 400 South Vicentia Avenue, Corona, CA, 92882,
kerry.eden@ci.corona.ca.us

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA, 95816,
Ibaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Lalo Perez,, City of Palo Alto, P.O. Box 10250, Palo Alto, CA, 94303, lalo.perez@cityofpaloalto.org
Laura Rocha, City of San Marcos, 1 Civic Center Dr., San Marcos, CA, 92066, Irocha@san-marcos.net

Lauren P. Klein, County of Stanislaus, 1010 Tenth Street, Suite 5100, Modesto, CA, 95353,
kleinl@stancounty.com

Lawrence Chiu, City of Santa Rosa, 90 Santa Rosa Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA, 95404, Ichiu@srcity.org

Leonard Kaye, County of Los Angeles, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA, 90012,
Ikaye@auditor.lacounty.gov

LeRoy Anderson, County of Tehama, 444 Oak Street, Room J, Red Bluff, CA, 96080,
landerson@tehama.net

Leslie Suelter, City of Coronado, 1825 Strand Way, Coronado, CA, 92118, Isuelter@coronado.ca.us
Leticia Salcido, City of El Centro, 1275 Main Street, EI Centro, CA, 92243, Isalcido@ci.el-centro.ca.us

Leyne Milstein, City of Sacramento, 915 | Street, 5th Floor, Sacramento, CA, 98514,
Imilstein@cityofsacramento.org

Lin-Lin Cheng, City of Foster City, 610 Foster City Blvd, Foster City, CA, 94404, Icheng@fostercity.org
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Lisa Bailey, City of San Marino, 2200 Huntington Dr., San Marino, CA, 91108,
Ibailey@cityofsanmarino.org

Lisa Cardella-Presto, County of Merced, 2222 M Street, Merced, CA, 95340, LCardella-
presto@co.merced.ca.us

Lorena Quijano, CPA, City of Baldwin Park, 14403 East Pacific Avenue, Baldwin Park, CA, 91706,
Iquijano@baldwinpark.com

Lori Ann Farrell, City of Huntington Beach, 2000 Main St., Huntington Beach, CA, 92648,
loriann.farrell@surfcity-hb.org

Lorie Tinfow, City of Walnut Creek, 1666 N. Main Street, Walnut Creek, CA, 94596, tinfow@walnut-
creek.org

Lucy Simonson, County of Mendocino, 501 Low Gap Road, Rm 1080, Ukiah, CA, 95482,
simonsol@co.mendocino.ca.us

Marcia Hall, County of Madera, 200 West 4th Street, 2nd Floor, Madera, CA, 93637,
marcia.hall@madera-county.com

Marcia Salter, County of Nevada, 950 Maidu Avenue, Nevada City, CA, 95959,
marcia.salter@co.nevada.ca.us

Marcus Pimentel, City of Santa Cruz, 809 Center Street, Rm 101, Santa Cruz, CA, 95060,
dl_Finance@cityofsantacruz.com

Maria Bemis, City of Porterville, 291 North Main Street, Porterville, CA, 93257,
mbemis@ci.porterville.ca.us

Marianne O'Malley, Legislative Analyst Office, 925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA, 95814,
marianne.O'malley@lao.ca.gov

Marieta Delphin, State Controller's Office, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA, 95816,
mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Marilyn Horn, County of Trinity, P.O. Box 1230, 11 Court Street, Weaverville, CA, 96093,
Mhorn@trinitycounty.org

Mark D. Alvarado, City of Monrovia, 415 S. lvy Avenue, Monrovia, CA, 91016,
malvarado@ci.monrovia.ca.us
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Mark Ibele, California State Senate, State Capitol, Room 5019, Sacramento, CA, 95814,
mark.ibele@sen.ca.gov

Mark Nuaimi, Town of Yucca Valley, 57090 Twentynine Palms Highway, Yucca Valley, CA, 92284,
mnuaimi@yucca-valley.org

Mark Rewolinski, MAXIMUS, 625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA, 95630,
markrewolinski@maximus.com

Mark Roberts, City of National City, 1243 National City Blvd., National City, CA, 91950,
finance@nationalcityca.gov

Mary Bedard, County of Kern, 1115 Truxtun Ave, 2nd Floor, Bakersfield, CA, 93301,
ashepherd@inyocounty.us

Mary Furey, City of Saratoga, 13777 Fruitvale Avenue, Saratoga, CA, 95070, mfurey@saratoga.ca.us

Mary Jo Walker, County of Santa Cruz, 701 Ocean Street, Room 100, Santa Cruz, CA, 95060-4073,
Aud002@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

Melinda J. Wall, City of Lompoc, P.O. Box 8001, Lompoc, CA, 93438-8001, m_wall@ci.lompoc.ca.us

Michael Byrne, Department of Finance, 915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA, 95814,
michael.byrne@dof.ca.gov

Michael J. Miller, County of Monterey, 168 W. Alisal Street, 3rd floor, Salinas, CA, 93901,
millerm@co.monterey.ca.us

Michelle McClelland, County of Alpine, P.O. Box 266, Markleeville, CA, 96120,
mmclelland@alpinecountyca.gov

Mike Matsumoto, City of South Gate, 8650 California Ave, South Gate, CA, 90280, zcaltitla@pico-
rivera.org

Mike Trinca, County of Los Angeles, 6626 Skyway, Paradise, CA, 95969, prpd@sbcglobal.net
Minnie Moreno, City of Patterson, 1 Plaza Circle, Patterson, CA, 95363, mmoreno@ci.patterson.ca.us

Nancy Kerry, City of South Lake Tahoe, 1901 Airport Road, South Lake Tahoe, CA, 96150,
nkerry@cityofslt.us

Nelson K. Smith, City of Bakersfield, 1600 Truxtun Avenue, Bakersfield, CA, 93301,
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nsmith@bakersfieldcity.us

Noel Marquis, City of Beverly Hills, 455 N. Rexford Dr., Beverly Hills, CA, 90210,
nmarquis@beverlyhills.org

Pall Gudgeirsson, City of San Clemente, 100 Avenida Presidio, San Clemente, CA, 92672,
gudgeirssonp@san-clemente.org

Pamela Ehler, City of Brentwood, 150 City Park Way, Brentwood, CA, 94513, pehler@brentwoodca.gov

Patrick O'Connell, County of Alameda, 1221 Oak Street, Room 249, Oakland, CA, 94512,
pat.oconnell@acgov.org

Patty Kong, City of Mountain View, P.O. Box 7540, Mountain View, CA, 94039-7540,
patty.kong@mountainview.gov

Paul Angulo, County of Riverside, 4080 Lemon Street, 11th Floor, Riverside, CA, 92501,
pangulo@co.riverside.ca.us

Paul C. Sundeen, City of Riverside, 3900 Main Street, 6th Floor, Riverside, CA, 92522,
psundeen@riversideca.gov

Paul Espinoza, City of Alhambra, 111 South First Street, Alhambra, CA, 91801,
pespinoza@cityofalhambra.org

Paul Melikian, City of Reedley, 1717 9th Street, Reedley, CA, 93654, paul.melikian@reedley.ca.gov

Peggy Scroggins, County of Colusa, 546 Jay Street, Ste 202, Colusa, CA, 95932,
pscroggins@countyofcolusa.org

Rebecca Callen, County of Calaveras, 891 Mountain Ranch Road, San Andreas, CA, 95249,
rcallen@co.calaveras.ca.us

Rebecca Carr, County of Kings, 1400 West Lacey Blvd, Hanford, CA, 93230, becky.carr@co.kings.ca.us

Rebecca Mendenhall, City of San Carlos, 600 EIm Street, San Carlos, CA, 94070,
rmendenhall@cityofsancarlos.org

Richard Benson, County of Marin, 3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 208, San Rafael, CA, 94903,
rbenson@co.marin.ca.us

Richard Digre, City of Union City, 34009 Alvarado-Niles Road, Union City, CA, 94587,
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rdigre@ci.union-city.ca.us

Richard Eberle, County of Yuba, 915 8th Street, Suite 105, Marysville, CA, 95901,
reberle@co.yuba.ca.us

Richard Jacobs, City of Orange, 300 East Chapman Avenue, Orange, CA, 92866,
rjacobs@cityoforange.org

Rick Teichert, City of Moreno Valley, 14177 Frederick Street, Moreno Valley, CA, 92552-0805,
richardt@moval.org

Rita A. Woodard, County of Tulare, 221 South Mooney Blvd, Room 101-E, Visalia, CA, 93291-4593,
rwoodard@co.tulare.ca.us

Rob Burns, City of Chino, 13220 Central Avenue, Chino, CA, 91710, rburns@cityofchino.org

Robert Campbell, County of Contra Costa, 625 Court Street, Room 103, Martinez, CA, 94553,
bob.campbell@ac.cccounty.us

Robert Hicks, City of Berkeley, 2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA, 94704, finance@ci.berkeley.ca.us

Robert Samario, City of Santa Barbara, 735 Anacapa St., Santa Barbara, CA, 93101,
bsamario@santabarbaraca.gov

Robert Stark, County of Sutter, 463 2nd Street, Suite 117, Yuba City, CA, 95991, rstark@co.sutter.ca.us

Robert W. Geis, County of Santa Barbara, 105 E. Anapamu Street, Room 303, Santa Barbara, CA, 93101,
Geis@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

Roberta Allen, County of Plumas, 520 Main Street, Room 205, Quincy, CA, 95971,
robertaallen@countyofplumas.com

Roberta Reed, County of Mono, P.O. Box 556, Bridgeport, CA, 93517, RReed@mono.ca.gov

Robin L. Bertagna, CPA, City of Yuba City, 1201 Civic Center Blvd, Yuba City, CA, 95993,
rbertagn@yubacity.net

Rod Hill, City of Whittier, 13230 Penn Street, Whittier, CA, 90602, rhill@cityofwhittier.org
Rosa Rios, City of Delano, 1015 11th Ave., Delano, CA, 93216, rrios@cityofdelano.org

Ruby Vasquez, County of Colusa, 546 Jay Street, Ste 202, Colusa, CA, 95932,
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rvasquez@countyofcolusa.com

Russell Cochran Branson, City of Roseville, 311 Vernon Street, Roseville, CA, 95678-2649,
rbranson@roseville.ca.us
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EXHIBIT E

STATE OF CALIFORNIA EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

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

FAX: (916) 445-0278

E-mail: csminfo@csm.ca.gov

May 16, 2014

Mr. Michael Byrne
Department of Finance
915 L Street, 8" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

And Parties, Interested Parties, and Interested Persons (See Mailing List)

Re:  Draft Staff Analysis and Proposed Statement of Decision, Schedule for Comments,
and Notice of First Hearing
Mandate Redetermination Request, 13-MR-01
Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities, (01-TC-16)
Health and Safety Code Section 13235(a); as added or amended by
Statutes 1989, Chapter 993; Statutes 2009, Chapter 12 (ABX4 12)
Department of Finance, Requester

Dear Mr. Byrne:

The draft staff analysis and proposed statement of decision for the first hearing on the above-
named matter is enclosed for your review and comment.

Written Comments

Written comments may be filed on the draft staff analysis by June 6, 2014. You are advised that
comments filed with the Commission are required to be simultaneously served on the other
interested parties on the mailing list, and to be accompanied by a proof of service. However, this
requirement may also be satisfied by electronically filing your documents. Please see
http://www.csm.ca.gov/dropbox.shtml on the Commission’s website for instructions on
electronic filing. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.2.)

If you would like to request an extension of time to file comments, please refer to section
1183.01(c)(1) of the Commission’s regulations.

Hearing

This matter is set for hearing on Friday, July 25, 2014, at 10:00 a.m., State Capitol,
Room 447, Sacramento, California. The final staff analysis will be issued on or about
July 11, 2014. Please let us know in advance if you or a representative of your agency
will testify at the hearing, and if other witnesses will appear. If you would like to request
postponement of the hearing, please refer to section 1183.01(c)(2) of the Commission’s
regulations.

Please contact Giny Chandler at (916) 323-3562 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Heather Halsey
Executive Director

j\mandates\2001\tc\01-tc-16 (fire safety care facs)\13-mr-01\correspondence\firsthearingdsatrans.doc
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Hearing Date: July 25, 2014
JAMANDATES\2001\tc\01-tc-16 (Fire Safety Care Facs)\13-MR-01\First Hearing - Adequate Showing\DSA
PSOD.docx

ITEM

MANDATE REDETERMINATION
FIRST HEARING: ADEQUATE SHOWING

DRAFT PROPOSED DECISION
Health and Safety Code Section 13235(a)
Statutes 1989, Chapter 993
Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities, (01-TC-16)
As Alleged to be Modified by:

Statutes 2009-2010, Chapter 12 (ABX4 12)
13-MR-01

Department of Finance, Requester

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Overview

On March 29, 2006, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted the Statement of
Decision for the Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities, 01-TC-16 test claim.! The
Commission found that Health and Safety Code section 13235(a) imposed a reimbursable new
program or higher level of service upon local agencies within the meaning of article X111 B,
section 6 of the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514.

The Commission approved the test claim for the following reimbursable activities relating to the
preinspection of a facility:

1. The preinspection of community care facilities, residential care facilities for the
elderly, and child daycare facilities;

2. The consultation and interpretation of applicable fire safety regulations for the
prospective facilities licensee; and

3. Written notice to the prospective facility licensee of the specific fire safety
regulations which shall be enforced in order to obtain the final fire clearance
approval.

The Commission also found that inspection activities relating to the final fire clearance approval
are not reimbursable.

Statutes 2009-2010, Extraordinary Session, chapter 12 amended the fee authority provision in
Health and Safety Code section 13235(a) as follows in underline and strikeout:

! Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision adopted March 26, 2006.
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A fee efnet-more-thanfifty-doHars{$50) equal to, but not exceeding, the actual

cost of the preinspection services may be charged for the preinspection of a
facility with a capacity to serve 25 or fewer persons. A fee ef-net-mere-than-ene
hundred-doHars($100) equal to, but not exceeding, the actual cost of the
preinspection services may-be charged for a preinspection of a facility with a
capacity to serve-26 or more persons.

On July 29, 2013, the Department of Finance (DOF) filed a request for redetermination of the
test claim decision pursuant to Government Code section 17570.% Pursuant to 17570, a request
“shall be filed on or before June 30 following a fiscal year in order to establish eligibility for
reimbursement or loss of reimbursement for that fiscal year.” Thus, based on the filing date of
July 29, 2013, the period of reimbursement potentially affected by this decision begins

July 1, 2013. DOF alleges that Health and Safety Code section 13235(a), as amended,
constitutes a subsequent change in law as defined in section 17570. DOF further alleges that,
pursuant to Government Code section 17556(d), this change in law results in a modification of
the state’s liability under the test claim statute. DOF specifically states “the subsequent change
in law provides local agencies authority to charge fees sufficient to cover the full costs of the
mandated activities in the Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities program.”®

Section 17570 provides a process whereby a previously determined mandate finding can be
redetermined by the Commission, based on a subsequent change in law. The Government Code
provides for a two hearing process. The Commission’s regulations state that “the first hearing
shall be limited to the issue of whether the requester has made an adequate showing which
identifies a subsequent change in law as defined by Government Code section 17570, material to
the prior test claim decision, that may modify the state’s liability pursuant to Article XIII B,
section 6, subdivision (a) of the California Constitution.”* The regulations state that the
Commission “shall find that the requester has made an adequate showing if it finds that the
request, when considered in light of all of the written comments and supporting documentation
in the record of this request, has a substantial possibility of prevailing at the second hearing.””
The regulations further state that “[i]f the Commission proceeds to the second hearing, it shall
consider whether the state’s liability...has been modified based on the subsequent change in law
alleged by the requester, thus requiring adoption of a new test claim decision to supersede the
previously adopted test claim decision.®

Therefore, the sole issue before the Commission at this first hearing is whether Finance, as the
requester, has made an adequate showing that the state’s liability has been modified pursuant to a
subsequent change in law, as defined in section 17570.

Staff Analysis

2 Exhibit B, Request for Mandate Redetermination filed July 29, 2013.

% Exhibit B, Request for Mandate Redetermination, filed July 29, 2013, at p. 6.

* California Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1190.5(a)(1) (Register 2014, No. ).
> 1bid.

® California Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1190.5(b)(1) (Register 2014, No. ).
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Government Code section 17556(d) provides that the Commission shall not find costs mandated
by the state, within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6, if “[t]he local agency or school
district has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for the
mandated program or increased level of service.” Section 17556(d) also states that this rule
“applies regardless of whether the authority to levy charges, fees, or assessments was enacted or
adopted prior to or after the date on which the statute or executive order was enacted or issued.””

Staff finds that Statutes 2009-2010, Extraordinary Session, chapter 12 (ABX4 12) constitutes a
subsequent change in law, as defined in section 17570. Statutes 2009-2010, chapter 12 provides
local government with the authority to charge a fee equal to the actual cost of preinspection
services. Thus, Statutes 2009-2010, chapter 12 provides fee authority to impose fees, and,
pursuant to Government Code section 17556(d), the Commission shall not find costs mandated
by the state where a local government has such fee authority. Therefore DOF has made an
adequate showing that the state’s liability under the 01-TC-16 test claim decision has been
modified, and DOF has a substantial possibility of prevailing at the second hearing.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt this statement of decision, and pursuant to
Government Code section 17570(b)(d)(4), direct staff to provide notice of the second hearing to
determine if a new test claim decision shall be adopted to supersede the previously adopted test
claim decision. If the Commission adopts the attached proposed decision, the second hearing for
this matter will be set for September 26, 2014.

Staff also recommends that the Commission authorize staff to make any non-substantive,
technical changes to the proposed decision following the hearing.

’ Government Code section 17556 (As amended by Stats. 2010, ch. 719 (SB 856)).
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BEFORE THE
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN RE MANDATE REDETERMINATION: Case No.: 13-MR-01
FIRST HEARING: ADEQUATE SHOWING
ON:

Health and Safety Code Section 13235(a);

Added by Statute 1989, Chapter 993. DECISION PURSUANT TO

Fire Safety Inspections of Care GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500,
Facilities, 01-TC-16 ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF
As Alleged to be Modified by: REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2,

CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLES 7 and 10.
Statutes 2009-2010, Chapter 12 (ABX4 12)

Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities,
(01-TC-16)

Filed on July 29, 2013 (Adopted July 25, 2014)

By the Department of Finance, Requester.

DECISION

The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) heard and decided this mandate
redetermination during a regularly scheduled hearing on July 25, 2014. [Witness list will be
included in the final decision.]

The law applicable to the Commission’s determination of a reimbursable state-mandated
program is article XII1 B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code
section 17500 et seq., title 2, California Code of Regulations 1189 et seq., and related case law.

The Commission [adopted/modified] the staff analysis at the hearing by a vote of [vote count
will be included in the final decision], and [directed/did not direct] staff to notice a second
hearing to determine whether to adopt a new test claim decision to supersede the previously
adopted test claim decision.

Summary of the Findings

The Commission finds that the Department of Finance (DOF) has made an adequate showing
that the state’s liability pursuant to article XIII B, section 6(a) of the California Constitution, for
the Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities, 01-TC-16 program has been modified based upon
a subsequent change in law. Specifically, Statutes 2009-2010, Extraordinary Session, chapter 12
provided local agencies with the authority to charge a fee equal to the reasonable cost of
providing the mandated preinspection activities under Health and Safety Code section 13235(a).
Government Code section 17556(d) proscribes a finding of cost mandated by the state where the
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local government has fee authority sufficient to cover the costs of the mandate. Pursuant to
Government Code section 17570(b)(d)(4), the Commission will hold a second hearing to
determine if a new test claim decision shall be adopted to supersede the previously adopted test
claim decision.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

l. Chronology

03/29/06 The Commission adopted the test claim statement of decision for Fire Safety
Inspections of Care Facilities, 01-TC-16.°

03/28/08 The Commission adopted parameters and guidelines.®

07/28/09 The Legislature enacted ABX4 12 to remove the cap from the fee authority for
the program.

07/29/13 DOF filed a request for redetermination on test claim 01-TC-16.*

09/08/13 Commission staff deemed the filing complete.

09/09/13 The State Controller’s Office, Division of Accounting and Reporting, submitted

comments on the request.
1. Background
Health and Safety Code Section 13235(a) and Test Claim Decision

Health and Safety Code section 13235was amended in 1989 (Stats. 1989, ch. 993). The purpose
of the amendments was to ensure that community care facilities, residential care facilities for the
elderly, and child care facilities, during the process of being licensed by the State Department of
Social Services, timely receive correct fire clearance information from the local fire enforcing
agency or the State Fire Marshal. Upon receipt of a request from a prospective licensee, the
local fire department or State Fire Marshal, whichever has primary jurisdiction, is required to
conduct a preinspection of the facility prior to the fire clearance approval. At the time of
preinspection, the applicable fire enforcing agency provides consultation and interpretation of the
fire safety regulations that are to be enforced in order to obtain the clearances necessary to obtain
a license.

On March 29, 2006, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted the Statement of
Decision for the Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities, 01-TC-16 test claim. The
Commission found that Health and Safety Code section 13235(a), imposes a reimbursable state-
mandated program upon local agencies within the meaning of article XI1I B, section 6 of the
Californian Constitution and Government Code section 17514.

® Exhibit A, Test Claim 01-TC-16, Statement of Decision, adopted March 29, 2006.
® Exhibit C, Test Claim 01-TC-16, Parameters and Guidelines, adopted March 28, 2008.
19 Exhibit B, Request for Mandate Redetermination, filed July 29, 2013.
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The Commission approved this test claim for the following reimbursable activities relating to the
preinspection of the facility:

1. The preinspection of community care facilities, residential care facilities for the elderly,
and child day care facilities;

2. The consultation and interpretation of applicable fire safety regulations for the
prospective facility licensee; and

3. Written notice to the prospective facility licensee of the specific fire safety regulations
which shall be enforced in order to obtain the final fire clearance approval.™

Former Health and Safety Code section 13235(a), specifically allowed the following fees to be
charged for the preinspection of a facility: 1) not more than $50 for a facility serving 25 or fewer
persons; and 2) not more than $100 for a facility serving more than 25 persons. In its Statement
of Decision, the Commission found that this limited fee authority did not cover the actual cost of
the program, but identified it as offsetting revenue.*?

Statutes 2009-2010, Extraordinary Session, chapter 12 amended the fee authority provision in
Health and Safety Code section 13235(a) as follows in underline and strikeout:

A fee efnet-more-thanfifty doHars($50) equal to, but not exceeding, the actual

cost of the preinspection services may be charged for the preinspection of a
facility with a capacity to serve 25 or fewer persons. A fee efnet-mere-than-ene
hundred-doHars($1006) equal to, but not exceeding, the actual cost of the
preinspection services may-be charged for a preinspection of a facility with a
capacity to serve-26 or more persons.

As amended, section 13235(a) provides fee authority for the actual cost of preinspection
services.

Mandate Redetermination Process under Section 17570

Government Code section 17570 provides a process whereby a test claim decision may be
redetermined and superseded by a new test claim decision, if a subsequent change in law, as
defined, has modified the state’s liability for reimbursement. Section 17570 calls for a two
hearing process; at the first hearing, the requestor must make “an adequate showing which
identifies a subsequent change in law as defined by Government Code section 17570, material to
the prior test claim decision, that may modify the state’s liability pursuant to article XIII B,
section 6, subdivision (a) of the California Constitution.”**

A subsequent change in law is defined in section 17570 as follows:

[A] change in law that requires a finding that an incurred cost is a cost mandated
by the state, as defined by section 17556, or a change in mandates law, except
that a “subsequent change in law” does not include the amendments to Section 6

1 Exhibit A, Test Claim 01-TC-16, Statement of Decision, p. 13.
12 Exhibit A, Test Claim 01-TC-16, Statement of Decision, pp.12-13.
13 california Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1190.5(a)(1).
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of Article X111 B of the California Constitution that were approved by the voters
on November 2, 2004. A “subsequent change in law” also does not include a
change in the statutes or executive orders that impose new state-mandated
activities and require a finding pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 17551.*

An “adequate showing” is defined in the Commission’s regulations as follows:

The Commission shall find that the requestor has made an adequate showing if it
finds the request, when considered in the light of all the written comments and
supporting documentation in the record of this request, has a substantial
possibility of prevailing at the second hearing.™

If the Commission finds, at the first hearing, that the requestor has made an adequate showing,
“the Commission shall publish a decision finding that an adequate showing has been made and
setting the second hearing on the request to adopt a new test claim decision to supersede the
previously adopted test claim decision.”*°

1. Position of the Parties
Department of Finance, Requester

DOF submitted a request to adopt a new test claim decision regarding Health and Safety Code
section 13235(a), pursuant to Government Code section 17570.1" DOF asserts that Statutes
2009-2010, chapter 12 (ABX4 12) constitutes a subsequent change in law, as defined in section
17570, which when analyzed in light of Government Code section 17556, results in a change in
the state’s liability under the test claim. DOF asserts that the amendment to Health and Safety
Code section 13235(a) provides authority to charge fees sufficient to cover the full costs of the
mandated activities in the Fire Safety Inspection of Care Facilities Program. Therefore, DOF
asserts the state is no longer obligated to reimburse any costs for the mandated activities,
pursuant to Government Code sections 17570 and 17556(d).

State Controller’s Office

The State Controller’s Office (SCO) filed comments concurring with the DOF request for
redetermination.®

V. Discussion

Under article X111 B, section 6 of the California Constitution, local agencies and school districts
are entitled to reimbursement for the costs of state-mandated new programs or higher levels of
service. In order for local government to be eligible for reimbursement, one or more similarly
situated local agencies or school districts must file a test claim with the Commission. “Test
claim” means the first claim filed with the Commission alleging that a particular statute or

14 Government Code section 17570, as added by Statutes 2010, chapter 719 (SB 856).

1> California Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1190.5(a)(1) (Register 2014, No. ).

16 california Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1190.5(a)(5)(B) (Register 2014, No. ).

7 Exhibit B, Request for Mandate Redetermination filed July 29, 2013.

18 Exhibit D, SCO, Division of Accounting and Reporting, Comments filed September 9, 2013.

7
Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities, (01-TC-16), 13-MR-01
Mandate Redetermination, First Hearing

Draft Proposed Decision

84



executive order imposes costs mandated by the state. Test claims function similarly to class
actions and all members of the class have the opportunity to participate in the test claim process
and all are bound by the final decision of the Commission for purposes of that test claim.

The Commission is the quasi-judicial body vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes
over the existence of state-mandated programs within the meaning of article X111 B, section 6.
The determination whether a statute or executive order imposes a reimbursable state-mandated
program is a question of law.?’ In making its decisions, the Commission must strictly construe
article XIII B, section 6, and not apply it as an “equitable remedy to cure the perceived
unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding priorities.”?*

Under Government Code section 17570, upon request, the Commission may consider the
adoption of a new test claim decision to supersede a prior test claim decision based on a
subsequent change in law which modifies the states liability.

The first hearing in the mandate redetermination process is intended, pursuant to the Government
Code and the Commission’s regulations, to determine only whether the requester has made an
adequate showing that the state’s liability has been modified based on a subsequent change in
law, as defined. Therefore, analysis of section 17556(d), as well as consideration of the
comments submitted by interested parties, will be limited to whether the request, “when
considered in light of all of the written comments and supporting documentation in the record of
this request, has a substantial possibility of prevailing at the second hearing.”%

A thorough mandates analysis to determine whether and to what extent the state’s liability has
been modified, considering the applicable law, the arguments put forth by the parties and
interested parties, and the facts in the record, will be prepared for the second hearing on this
matter.

A. A Subsequent Change in Law is Alleged Resulting from Statutes 2009-2010,
Chapter 12.

On March 29, 2006, the Commission adopted a test claim decision for the Fire Safety
Inspections of Care Facilities, 01-TC-16 test claim. The Commission found that Health and
Safety Code section 13235(a), as amended by Statutes 1989, chapter 993 imposed a reimbursable
state-mandated program upon local agencies within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of
the California Constitution and Government Code section 17514. On March 28, 2008, the
Commission adopted parameters and guidelines for reimbursement of the claims under the
statute, which outlined the reimbursable activities as follows:

A.  One-Time Activity (one time per employee)

19 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487; Government Code sections 17551;
17552.

20 County of San Diego v. State of California, (1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 109.

21 County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates, (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1280,
citing City of San Jose v. State of California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817.

2 Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1190.5(a)(1) (Register 2014, No. ).
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Training for each new fire inspector assigned to preinspection of care facilities, pursuant
to Health and Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a). A maximum of four hours of
training is allowable per employee.

B.  Ongoing Activities

1. Conduct preinspections of community care facilities, residential care facilities for
the elderly, and child day care facilities upon receipt of a request from a
prospective licensee of such a facility, before final fire clearance approval. More
than one preinspection per facility as deemed necessary by the local fire agency
is reimbursable.

2. Provide consultation and interpretation of applicable fire safety regulations for
the prospective facility licensee.

3. Provide a written notice to the prospective licensee of the specific fire safety
regulations that shall be enforced in order to obtain the final fire clearance
approval.

4. Maintain files relating solely to preinspection activities pursuant to Health and
Safety Code section 13235, subdivision (a).%

Statutes 2009-2010, 4™ Extraordinary Session, chapter 12 (AB 12), amended section 13235(a) to
provide as follows in underline and strikeout:

(a) Upon receipt of a request from a prospective licensee of a community care
facility, as defined in Section 1502, of a residential care facility for the
elderly, as defined in Section 1569.2, or of a child day care facility, as defined
in Section 1596.750, the local fire enforcing agency, as defined in Section
13244, or the State Fire Marshal, whichever has primary jurisdiction, shall
conduct a preinspection of the facility prior to the final fire clearance
approval. A the time of the preinspection, the primary fire enforcing agency
shall provide consultation and interpretation of fire safety regulations, and
shall notify the prospective licensee of the facility in writing of the specific
fire safety regulations which shall be enforced in order to obtain fire clearance
approval. A fee efnet-more-thanfifty-doHars{$50) equal to, but not
exceeding, the actual cost of the preinspection services may be charged for the
preinspection of a facility with a capacity to serve 25 or fewer persons. A fee
efnet-mere-than-one-hundred-deHars($100) equal to, but not exceeding, the
actual cost of the preinspection services may-be charged for a preinspection of
a facility with a capacity to serve-26 or more persons.

In its request for mandate redetermination,”> DOF asserts that the amendment of Health and
Safety Code section 13235(a) granted local agencies authority to charge a fee sufficient to cover

23 Exhibit C, 01-TC-16, Parameters and Guidelines, adopted March 28, 2008, pp.2-3.

24 Health and Safety Code section 13235(a), amended by Statutes 2009-2010 4™ Extraordinary
session, chapter 12 (AB 12), § 14, effective July 28, 2009.

2% Exhibit B, Request for Mandate Redetermination, filed July 29, 2013.
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all of the costs attributable to the mandated activities under Health and Safety Code section
13235(a).%° As a result, DOF maintains that a new test claim decision must issue finding there
are no costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government Code section 17556(d). DOF asserts
that the amendment to section 13235(a) is a “subsequent change in law” as defined in
Government Code section 17570.%

B. Section 17556(d) is Not Self-Executing, but Requires Commission Action Pursuant
to Section 17570, Where a Commission Decision on the Test Claim Statutes has
Been Previously Adopted.

Government Code section 17556(d) provides that the Commission “shall not find costs mandated
by the state, as defined in Section 17514” if the Commission finds that “the local agency or
school district has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for
the mandated program or increased level of service.” The California Supreme Court upheld the
constitutionality of Government Code section 17556 (d), in County of Fresno v. State of
California.”® The court, in holding that the term “costs” in article X111 B, section 6, excludes
expenses recoverable from sources other than taxes, stated:

Section 6 was included in article XIII B in recognition that article XIII A of the
Constitution severely restricted the taxing powers of local governments. (See
County of Los Angeles I, supra, 43 Cal.3d at p. 61.) The provision was intended to
preclude the state from shifting financial responsibility for carrying out
governmental functions onto local entities that were ill equipped to handle the
task. (Ibid.; see Lucia Mar Unified School Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830,
836, fn. 6 [244 Cal.Rptr. 677, 750 P.2d 318].) Specifically, it was designed to
protect the tax revenues of local governments from state mandates that would
require expenditure of such revenues. Thus, although its language broadly
declares that the “state shall provide a subvention of funds to reimburse ... local
government for the costs [of a state-mandated new] program or higher level of
service,” read in its textual and historical context section 6 of article X111 B
requires subvention only when the costs in question can be recovered solely from
tax revenues.”

Accordingly, in Clovis Unified School District v. Chiang, the court found that the SCO was not
acting in excess of its authority in reducing reimbursement claims to the full extent of the
districts’ authority to impose fees, even if there existed practical impediments to collecting the
fees. In making its decision, the court noted that the concept underlying the state mandates
process that Government Code sections 17514 and 17556(d) embody is that “[t]o the extent a
local agency or school district ‘has the authority’ to charge for the mandated program or
increased level of service, that charge cannot be recovered as a state-mandated cost.”*® The

%6 Exhibit B, Request for Mandate Redetermination, p. 6.

2T Exhibit B, Request for Mandate Redetermination, p. 6.

28 County of Fresno v. State of California, supra, 53 Cal.3d 482.

29 1d, at p. 487.

%0 Clovis Unified School Dist. v. Chiang (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 794, at p. 812.
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court further noted that, “this basic principle flows from common sense as well. As the
Controller succinctly puts it, ‘Claimants can choose not to require these fees, but not at the
state’s expense.””>!

Section 17556(d) further provides that the limitation “applies regardless of whether the authority
to levy charges, fees, or assessments was enacted or adopted prior to or after the date on which
the statute or executive order was enacted or issued.” In the context of fee authority enacted
after the test claim decision on the subject matter has been adopted, an analysis under section
17556(d) cannot be entertained absent the redetermination process provided in section 17570.
The Commission’s process is the sole and exclusive venue in which eligible claimants vindicate
the reimbursement requirement of article X111 B, section 6, and the Commission’s decision on a
test claim is final and binding, absent judicial review.** A later-enacted statute providing fee
authority for a mandated program cannot, of its own force, undermine the Commission’s
mandate determination in a prior test claim decision. Section 17570 thus provides the
mechanism for considering section 17556(d) when there is a subsequent change in law, as
defined, “material to the prior test claim decision, that may modify the state’s liability” pursuant
to article X111 B, section 6.

“Subsequent change in law,” is defined in section 17570(a)(2) as follows:

[A] change in law that requires a finding that an incurred cost is a cost mandated
by the state, as defined by Section 17514, or is not a cost mandated by the state
pursuant to Section 17556, or a change in mandates law, except that a
“subsequent change in law” does not include the amendments to Section 6 of
Article X111 B of the California Constitution that were approved by the voters on
November 2, 2004. A “subsequent change in law” also does not include a change
in the statutes or executive orders that impose new state-mandated activities and
require a finding pursuant to subdivision (a) of Section 17551.%

Here, the amendments effected by Statutes 2009-2010, 4™ Extraordinary Session , chapter 12
(AB 12), authorize local fire enforcing agencies to charge a fee “equal to, but not exceeding the
actual cost of the preinspection service,” implicate a section 17556(d) analysis, and therefore the
amendments constitute a subsequent change in law, as defined.

C. DOF has Made an Adequate Showing That the State’s Liability has Been
Modified.

DOF brings this request to adopt a new test claim decision relying on Government Code section
17556(d), and Statutes 2009- 2010, 4™ Extraordinary Session, chapter 12 (AB 12). Statutes
2009-2010, chapter 12 constitutes, by definition, a subsequent change in law, as discussed above.

The issue for this first hearing is whether DOF has made an adequate showing that the state’s
liability has been modified based on a subsequent change in law. The Commission shall find
that the requester has made an adequate showing if it finds “that the request, when considered in

3! 1bid.
%2 CSBA I, supra, 171 Cal.App.4th 1183, at pp. 1199-1200.
% Government Code section 17570, as added by Statutes 2010, chapter 719 (SB 856).
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light of all of the written comments and supporting documentation in the record of this request,
has a substantial possibility of prevailing at the second hearing.”**

Here, a section 17556 analysis, presuming, as the Commission must, the constitutionality of the
Government Code, would likely result in a finding that the fees authorized by the amended code
section are sufficient to fully fund the costs of the program and so defeat a mandate finding. If
the “local agency or school district has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments
sufficient to pay for the mandated program or increased level of service” the Commission is
proscribed from finding increased costs mandated by the state. It is sufficient, at this time, to
determine that there is a substantial possibility that the requester will prevail at the second
hearing, on the basis of section 17556(d), and the manner in which the test claim statute has been
modified by a subsequent change in law.

IV.  CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that DOF has made an adequate showing at this
first hearing to proceed to a second hearing to determine whether to adopt a new test claim
decision.* The Commission hereby directs Commission staff to notice the second hearing and
to prepare a full mandates analysis on the issue of whether the Commission shall adopt a new
test claim decision to supersede the Commission’s previously adopted test claim decision in 01-
TC-16.

% Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1190.5(a)(1) (Register 2014, No. ).
% See Government Code section 17570(d) (Stats. 2010, ch. 719 (SB 856)).
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL

I, the undersigned, declare as follows:

I am a resident of the County of Solano and | am over the age of 18 years, and not a party to the
within action. My place of employment is 980 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento,
California 95814.

On May 16, 2014, | served the:

Draft Staff Analysis and Proposed Statement of Decision, Schedule for Comments,
and Notice of First Hearing

Mandate Redetermination Request, 13-MR-01

Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities, (01-TC-16)

Health and Safety Code Section 13235(a); as added or amended by

Statutes 1989, Chapter 993; Statutes 2009, Chapter 12 (ABX4 12)

Department of Finance, Requester

by making it available on the Commission’s website and providing notice of how to locate it to
the email addresses provided on the attached mailing list.

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 May 16, 2014 at Sacramento,

California. J—
(2gald
Heidi J. Palchik
Commission on State Mandates
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 323-3562
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 5/15/14
Claim Number: 13-MR-01
Matter: Fire Safety Inspections of Care Facilities (01-TC-16)

Requester: Department of Finance

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:

Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove
any party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission
correspondence, and a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except
as provided otherwise by commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material
with the commission concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material
on the parties and interested parties to the claimidentified on the mailing list provided by the
commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, § 1181.2.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office

Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-7522

SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Harmeet Barkschat, Mandate Resource Services,LLC
5325 Elkhorn Blvd. #307, Sacramento, CA 95842
Phone: (916) 727-1350

harmeet@calsdrc.com

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254

Ibaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Allan Burdick,

7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608

allanburdick@gmail.com

J. Bradley Burgess, MGT of America

895 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916)595-2646
Bburgess@mgtamer.com

Michael Byrne, Department of Finance
Requester Representative
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915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
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michael.byrme@dof.ca.gov

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919

gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Giny Chandler, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA
Phone: (916) 323-3562
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705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901
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Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office

Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706

mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Tom Dyer, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
tom.dyer@dof.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance

915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance

915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov
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1112 I Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814

Phone: (916) 442-7887

dorothyh@csda.net
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California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103

Mark.Ibele@sen.ca.gov

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles

Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8564

ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Ferlyn Junio, Nimbus Consulting Group,LLC
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Phone: (916) 972-1666
akcompany@um.att.com
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jhurst@counties.org

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B-08)
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915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
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17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
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1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
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925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 443-9136

jolene_tollenaar@mgtamer.com

Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach

100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3127
etseng@newportbeachca.gov

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst's Office
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95

http://csm.ca.govicsmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 5/5



	TOC
	Exhibit A
	Exhibit B
	Exhibit C
	Exhibit D
	Exhibit E



